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Foreword 

Authentic, valid and reliable evaluation and assessment, those which lead to the 
improvement of educational practices at all levels and lift student learning, are central to 
establishing a high-performing education system. They are also instrumental in 
recognising and rewarding the work of educational practitioners and in certifying the 
learning of students. Promoting evaluation and assessment is clearly in the interest of 
students and their families, educational practitioners and education systems. As a result, 
more and more countries embark on ambitious school reform programmes which include 
a strong element of evaluation and assessment. This can consolidate the evaluation 
culture in education systems and reinforces the role of evaluation and assessment 
frameworks in driving the reform agenda. 

In late 2009, the OECD Education Policy Committee embarked on a comprehensive 
international review of evaluation and assessment policies, the OECD Review on 
Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes. Its goal was to 
provide analysis and policy advice to countries on how evaluation and assessment 
arrangements can be embedded within a consistent framework that can bring about real 
gains in performance across the school system. In addition to this publication, the Review 
generated 25 reports by participating countries, 15 reports by external review teams 
(released as a publication series, OECD Reviews of Evaluation and Assessment in 
Education) and several research papers (all available on the OECD website at 
www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy). This OECD Review provides an unparalleled 
comprehensive analysis of evaluation and assessment policy issues at international level. 

OECD work helps countries to learn from one another. It can also highlight issues 
and explore policy options that may be difficult to raise in national debates. Both of 
these elements clearly underpin this report and the work behind it. The direct 
involvement of countries has been crucial to the process. The 28 countries that were 
actively engaged committed substantial resources and opened their evaluation and 
assessment policies to external review and debate. This collaborative approach enabled 
countries to learn more about themselves and to add to the broader knowledge base by 
sharing evidence on the impact of policy reforms and the circumstances under which 
they work best. 

The Review was overseen by the OECD Group of National Experts (GNE) on 
Evaluation and Assessment, which was established as a subsidiary body of the Education 
Policy Committee. The GNE on Evaluation and Assessment was chaired by Mr. Gábor 
Halász, Professor, Eötvös Loránd University, Hungary, and had as Vice-Chairs 
Mr. Éamonn Murtagh, Assistant Chief Inspector, Department of Education and Skills, 
Ireland, and Mr. Kwangho Kim, Research Fellow, Korean Educational Development 
Institute, Korea. We are grateful for their insightful and committed guidance.  
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The Review benefited substantially from the involvement of organisations 
representing students, parents, teachers, school leaders, schools, teacher educators, 
researchers and employers. Their representatives served on national committees, prepared 
written submissions, met with review teams and participated in conferences and meetings 
of the GNE on Evaluation and Assessment. The Review also benefited from the 
contribution of the Business and Industry Advisory Committee to the OECD (BIAC) and 
the Trade Union Advisory Committee to the OECD (TUAC), as well as other 
international organisations interested in evaluation and assessment policy, including the 
European Commission, Eurydice, the Standing International Conference of Inspectorates 
(SICI), UNESCO and the World Bank. 

Annex A details the many people and organisations who contributed to the Review as 
national co-ordinators, members of the GNE on Evaluation and Assessment, members of 
country review teams, and authors of country background reports and commissioned 
research papers – more than 120 people in all. We are fortunate to have benefited from 
their expertise and are appreciative of their commitment to the Review. The 15 review 
visits involved 30 external reviewers with a range of research and policy backgrounds. 
Overall, the external review teams visited about 90 schools and met with about 2 800 
individuals on which the country review findings were based. We thank them all for their 
valuable contributions to the collective knowledge base. 

Within the Directorate for Education and Skills, the Review was carried out by the 
Education and Training Policy Division under the leadership of Deborah Roseveare (from 
October 2009 until January 2012) and by the Early Childhood and Schools Division 
under the leadership of Michael Davidson (from February 2012 on). Within the OECD 
Secretariat, Paulo Santiago (co-ordinator), Deborah Nusche and Claire Shewbridge were 
responsible for the Review and the preparation of this report. They also took 
responsibility for individual country reviews. Heike-Daniela Herzog took responsibility 
for the administrative work within the Review, the organisation of meetings and 
communication with the countries. A number of other colleagues contributed to both the 
Review and this report (see Acknowledgements below). A larger group of colleagues 
within the OECD provided advice at key stages. In particular, collaboration was 
established with the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), the 
Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS), CERI’s Innovative Learning 
Environments (ILE) project, the INES Network for the Collection and the Adjudication of 
System-Level Descriptive Information on Educational Structures, Policies and Practices 
(NESLI), CERI’s work on Longitudinal Information Systems as part of its Innovation 
Strategy for Education and Training, CERI’s work on Governing Complex Education 
Systems and the Centre for Effective Learning Environments’ (CELE) work on 
evaluating quality in educational facilities. 

This report was released in Oslo on 11 April 2013 at an International Conference 
jointly sponsored by the Ministry of Education and Research of Norway, the Norwegian 
Directorate for Education and Training, and the OECD. 

The OECD intends to maintain the momentum of its work on evaluation and 
assessment policies and to build on the Review on Evaluation and Assessment 
Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes and this report. 
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Executive summary  

Introduction 

Governments and education policy makers are increasingly focused on the evaluation 
and assessment of students, teachers, school leaders, schools and education systems. 
These are used as tools for understanding better how well students are learning, for 
providing information to parents and society at large about educational performance and 
for improving school, school leadership and teaching practices. 

Results from assessment and evaluation are becoming critical to establishing how 
well school systems are performing and for providing feedback, all with the goal of 
helping students to do better. 

This report compares the experience of 28 OECD countries, analyses the strengths 
and weaknesses of different approaches, and offers policy advice on using evaluation and 
assessment to improve the quality, equity and efficiency of education. It draws on a major 
study, the OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving 
School Outcomes. 

Common themes 

Several factors are driving the increased use of evaluation and assessment, including:  

• An increased demand for effectiveness, equity and quality in education to meet 
economic and social challenges.  

• A trend in education towards greater school autonomy, which is fuelling a need to 
monitor how schools are doing.  

• Improvements in information technology, which allow for the development of 
both large-scale and individualised student assessment and facilitate the sharing 
and management of data. 

• Greater reliance on evaluation results for evidence-based decision making. 

The current state and use of evaluation and assessment varies greatly between OECD 
countries, but there are common themes: 

Evaluation is expanding and becoming more diverse 
Most OECD countries now see evaluation and assessment as playing a central 

strategic role, and are expanding their use. They are also taking a more comprehensive 
approach: Formerly, evaluation and assessment focused mainly on student assessment, 
but the focus is now broader and includes greater use of external school evaluation, 
appraisal of teachers and school leaders, and expanded use of performance data. 
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Indicators are rising in importance 
Education systems are placing a stronger focus on measuring student outcomes, 

allowing comparisons of performance between schools and regions and over time. Most 
countries now have national databases on education, and issue education statistics and 
indicators. International benchmarking is also increasingly common and is informing 
national education debates.  

Results are being put to varied uses 
Results are being used to identify where schools are performing well and where they 

may need to improve. They are also being used to hold policy makers, school leaders and 
teachers accountable. For example, many countries now publish national tables of school 
results for use by, among others, parents, government officials and the media. 

Rising reliance on educational standards 
Many countries now set educational standards for what students should know and 

what they should be able to do at different stages of the learning process. This has 
encouraged monitoring to determine if students are meeting these standards.  

Challenges and directions 

Countries have different traditions in evaluation and assessment and take different 
approaches. Nevertheless, there are some clear policy priorities: 

Take a holistic approach 
To achieve its full potential, the various components of assessment and evaluation 

should form a coherent whole. This can generate synergies between components, avoid 
duplication and prevent inconsistency of objectives.  

Align evaluation and assessment with educational goals 
Evaluation and assessment should serve and advance educational goals and student 

learning objectives. This involves aspects such as the alignment with the principles 
embedded in educational goals, designing fit-for-purpose evaluations and assessments, 
and ensuring a clear understanding of educational goals by school agents. 

Focus on improving classroom practices 
The point of evaluation and assessment is to improve classroom practice and student 

learning. With this in mind, all types of evaluation and assessment should have 
educational value and should have practical benefits for those who participate in them, 
especially students and teachers.  

Avoid distortions 
Because of their role in providing accountability, evaluation and assessment systems 

can distort how and what students are taught. For example, if teachers are judged largely on 
results from standardised student tests, they may “teach to the test”, focusing solely on 
skills that are tested and giving less attention to students’ wider developmental and 
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educational needs. It is important to minimise these unwanted side-effects by, for example, 
using a broader range of approaches to evaluate the performance of schools and teachers. 

Put students at the centre 
Because the fundamental purpose of evaluation and assessment is to improve student 

learning, students should be placed at the centre. They should be fully engaged with their 
learning and empowered to assess their own progress (which is also a key skill for 
lifelong learning). It is important, too, to monitor broader learning outcomes, including 
the development of critical thinking, social competencies, engagement with learning and 
overall well-being. These are not amenable to easy measurement, which is also true of the 
wide range of factors that shape student learning outcomes. Thus, performance measures 
should be broad, not narrow, drawing on both quantitative and qualitative data as well as 
high-quality analysis.  

Build capacity at all levels 
Creating an effective evaluation and assessment framework requires capacity 

development at all levels of the education system. For example, teachers may need 
training in the use of formative assessment, school officials may need to upgrade their 
skills in managing data, and principals – who often focus mainly on administrative tasks – 
may need to reinforce their pedagogical leadership skills. In addition, a centralised effort 
may be needed to develop a knowledge base, tools and guidelines to assist evaluation and 
assessment activities.  

Manage local needs 
Evaluation and assessment frameworks need to find the right balance between 

consistently implementing central education goals and adapting to the particular needs of 
regions, districts and schools. This can involve setting down national parameters, but 
allowing flexible approaches within these to meet local needs.  

Design successfully, build consensus 
To be designed successfully, evaluation and assessment frameworks should draw on 

informed policy diagnosis and best practice, which may require the use of pilots and 
experimentation. To be implemented successfully, a substantial effort should be made to 
build consensus among all stakeholders, who are more likely to accept change if they 
understand its rationale and potential usefulness.  
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Overview 

The growing focus on evaluation and assessment 

There is widespread recognition that evaluation and assessment arrangements are key 
to both improvement and accountability in school systems. This is reflected in their 
increasing importance in national education agendas. As countries strive to transform 
their educational systems to prepare all young people with the knowledge and skills 
needed to function in rapidly changing societies, some common policy trends can be 
observed in one form or another in most OECD countries, including decentralisation, 
school autonomy, greater accountability for outcomes and a greater knowledge 
management capacity. Decentralisation and school autonomy are creating a greater need 
for the evaluation of schools, school leaders and teachers while greater IT capacity allows 
for the development and analysis of large-scale student assessments as well as 
individualised assessment approaches. Results from evaluation and assessment are 
becoming critical to knowing whether the school system is delivering good performance 
and to providing feedback for further development. Evaluation and assessment are 
instrumental in defining strategies for improving practices within school systems with the 
ultimate goal of enhancing student outcomes. These developments are having a strong 
influence in the way in which policy makers monitor system, school, school leader, 
teacher and student performance. 

Countries increasingly use a range of approaches for the evaluation and assessment of 
students, teachers, school leaders, schools and education systems. These are used as tools 
for understanding better how well students are learning, for providing information to 
parents and society at large about educational performance and for improving school, 
school leadership and teaching practices. Strong emphasis is being placed on better 
equipping and encouraging teachers to carry out self-appraisal and student formative 
assessment, on providing the incentives and means for school self-evaluation, on 
encouraging “value-added” evaluation and on more regular standardised testing of 
students and national monitoring of the overall system. However, countries often face 
difficulties in implementing evaluation and assessment procedures. These may arise as a 
result of poor policy design, lack of analysis of unintended consequences, little capacity 
for educational agents to put procedures into practice, lack of an evaluation culture, or 
deficient use of evaluation results. 

This report is concerned with evaluation and assessment policies in school systems 
that can help countries achieve their educational goals and student learning objectives. It 
draws on a major study, the OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks 
for Improving School Outcomes. 

Main trends within evaluation and assessment 

Although not all countries are in the same position, a number of trends within 
evaluation and assessment emerge. 
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Educational evaluation in school systems is expanding 
It is apparent that education policy is increasingly conferring a central strategic role to 

evaluation and assessment as indispensable tools for improvement, accountability, 
educational planning and policy development. In the last two decades, most countries 
have introduced a wide range of measures intended to improve evaluation and assessment 
at all levels from the student to the school system itself. The expansion of educational 
evaluation results from increased demands for effectiveness, equity and quality in education 
so new economic and social needs are met. The greater importance of evaluation and 
assessment in education policy has involved the creation of specifically dedicated 
agencies which assume a central role in the governance of the evaluation and assessment 
framework. This recognises the need for specialised expertise, the imperative of building 
adequate capacity to deliver evaluation and assessment policies and the necessity of 
introducing some independence vis-à-vis education authorities.  

There is a greater variety of evaluation and assessment activities 
The expansion of educational evaluation has been accompanied by considerable 

diversification of evaluation and assessment activities. Although educational evaluation 
within school systems is not a recent concern, it has traditionally focussed mostly on the 
assessment of students. In recent years, countries are increasingly developing more 
comprehensive evaluation and assessment frameworks. These involve more responsibility 
given to the school itself, through greater emphasis on school self-evaluation; greater 
importance of external school evaluation as accountability requirements increase; more 
emphasis on school leadership and its appraisal as the pedagogical role of school leaders 
is consolidated; the emergence of formal systems of teacher appraisal; the expansion of 
student standardised assessment to monitor learning outcomes; the growing importance of 
performance data, particularly relating to student outcomes, to inform school and 
classroom practices as well as system-level policies; and the growing emphasis on the use 
of data for formative assessment. 

Educational measurement and indicators development are rising in importance 
The introduction of national standardised assessments for students in a large number 

of countries reflects the stronger focus on measuring student outcomes. These make data 
on student learning outcomes available, providing a picture of the extent to which student 
learning objectives are being achieved, and they grant the opportunity to compare student 
learning outcomes across individual schools, regions of the country and over time. Also, 
for the purpose of monitoring education systems and evaluating school performance, data 
are increasingly complemented by a wide range of education indicators based on 
demographic, administrative and contextual data collected from individual schools. Most 
countries have developed comprehensive national indicator frameworks. It is now 
common practice to report statistics and indicators in education in an annual publication. 
International benchmarking is also increasingly common.  

Larger and more varied uses are given to evaluation and assessment results 
Countries are giving a more varied use to evaluation and assessment results. There is 

a growing interest in using evaluation results for formative purposes. School leaders, 
teachers and policy makers are more and more using evaluation results to identify areas 
where schools are performing well, and where they may need to improve. These data may 
help shape policy and/or school management decisions on resource distribution, 
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curriculum development and definition of standards, or strategies for professional 
development. Another increasingly marked focus is the use of evaluation and assessment 
results to hold policy makers, school leaders and teachers accountable.  

Accountability as a purpose of evaluation and assessment is gaining in 
importance 

Countries are increasingly using evaluation and assessment for accountability 
purposes. This can take a variety of forms. First, there is a growing trend of public 
reporting, including the publication of standardised student assessment results at the 
school level for use by parents, government officials, the media and other stakeholders, 
the publication of school inspection reports, school annual reports, and system level 
reports providing an assessment of the state of education. Second, evaluation and 
assessment results are increasingly used to reward or sanction the performance of 
individual school agents. This goes alongside the expansion of school external evaluation 
and teacher appraisal procedures. A number of countries have instituted systems whereby 
either schools, school leaders or teachers receive rewards for their good performance or 
are the subject of sanctions for underperformance.  

There is greater reliance on educational standards 
The focus on student learning outcomes has, in many countries, driven the 

establishment or underlined the importance of educational standards for the quality of the 
work of schools and school agents, and encouraged means for monitoring progress 
towards those standards. Educational standards refer to descriptions of what students 
should know (content standards) and be able to do (performance standards) at different 
stages of the learning process. In many countries, there is growing emphasis on the 
development and use of ambitious educational standards as the basis of assessment and 
accountability. By creating a set of standards against which student performance can be 
measured, countries aim to assess students against a desired measurable outcome.  

Assessment is becoming more international 
National education debates are increasingly shaped by international comparisons, 

particularly of student performance in international student surveys. The growing 
availability of internationally comparable data on student performance has, in important 
ways, influenced national discussions about education and fostered education policy 
reforms in countries. International comparative data put countries under pressure to attain 
higher levels of performance building on policies identified as potentially effective in 
high-performing countries. The expansion of international assessment has also 
significantly contributed for some countries to introduce national standardised 
assessments.  

Assessment involves greater technological sophistication 
The expansion of assessment, particularly the spreading out of standardised student 

assessment, as well as the management of the data it generates has greatly benefited from 
greater capacity of information and communication technologies. Improvements include 
more individualised assessment approaches, better assessment of cognitive skills such as 
problem solving, capacity for rapidly marking large-scale assessments, reliability in 
marking and reduced cost to administer student assessment. Other examples include the 
development of rapid-assessment – a computer-facilitated approach to frequent, brief 
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formative student assessment, more sophisticated value-added models to determine a 
school’s or a teacher’s contribution to student learning, and data information systems 
providing new opportunities for information sharing across school agents. 

Main policy challenges 

In all countries, there is widespread recognition that evaluation and assessment 
frameworks are key to building stronger and fairer school systems. Countries also 
emphasise the importance of seeing evaluation and assessment not as ends in themselves, 
but instead as important tools for achieving improved student outcomes. However, there 
are a range of challenges in ensuring that evaluation and assessment reach such ultimate 
objective. Although each country context is unique, some common policy challenges 
emerge. These are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1. Main challenges in evaluation and assessment 

Domain Main challenges 

The evaluation and  
assessment framework 

Building a coherent and integrated evaluation and assessment framework 
Balancing the accountability and development functions of evaluation and assessment 
Ensuring articulations within the evaluation and assessment framework 
Securing links with classroom practice 
Finding a desirable measure of national consistency as against local diversity 
Developing competencies for evaluation and assessment and for using feedback 
Overcoming the challenge of implementation 

Student assessment 

Aligning educational standards and student assessment 
Finding a balance between summative and formative assessment 
Balancing external assessments and teacher-based assessments in the assessment of learning 
Developing fair assessments to all student groups 
Designing large-scale assessments that are instructionally useful 
Ensuring fairness in assessment and marking across schools 
Securing informative reporting of student assessment results 

Teacher appraisal 

Developing a shared understanding of high-quality teaching 
Balancing the developmental and accountability functions of teacher appraisal 
Accounting for student results in the appraisal of teachers 
Developing adequate skills for teacher appraisal 
Using teacher appraisal results to shape incentives for teachers 

School evaluation 

Aligning the external evaluation of schools with school self-evaluation 
Ensuring the centrality of the quality of teaching and learning 
Balancing information to parents with fair and reasonable public reporting on schools 
Building competence in the techniques of self-evaluation and external school evaluation 
Improving the data handling skills of school agents 

The appraisal of school leaders 

Developing school leadership appraisal as an integral part of the evaluation and assessment framework 
Developing a clear understanding of effective school leadership 
Placing pedagogical/learning-centred leadership at the heart of school leadership appraisal 
Combining the improvement and accountability functions of school leadership appraisal 
Ensuring that all school leaders have opportunities for professional feedback 
Using appraisal results to shape incentives for school leaders 

Education system evaluation 

Meeting information needs at the system level 
Monitoring key student learning outcomes 
Securing comparability over time and across schools 
Developing analytical capacity to use education system evaluation results for improvement 
Communicating education system evaluation results clearly and comprehensively 
Maximising use of system-level information 
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Main policy directions 

To meet the challenges outlined above, a number of policy options are suggested 
across the areas analysed – the evaluation and assessment framework, student assessment, 
teacher appraisal, school evaluation, school leader appraisal and education system 
evaluation. Table 2 summarises the main policy directions (see Annex B for a complete 
list of policy directions). Not all of the policy directions apply equally to all countries. In 
a number of cases many, or most, of the policy suggestions are already in place, while for 
other countries they may have less relevance because of different social, economic and 
educational structures and traditions. This is a challenging agenda, but tackling one area 
without appropriate policy attention to inter-related aspects will lead to only partial 
results. Nevertheless, it is difficult to address all areas simultaneously, and resource 
constraints mean that trade-offs are inevitable. 

Table 2. Main policy directions 

Policy objective Main policy directions 

The evaluation and 
assessment framework 

Embracing a holistic 
approach 

Integrate the evaluation and assessment framework 
Align the evaluation and assessment framework with educational goals and student learning objectives 
Secure links to the classroom and draw on teacher professionalism 
Promote national consistency while giving room for local diversity 
Establish articulations between components of the evaluation and assessment framework 
Place the students at the centre of the evaluation and assessment framework 
Sustain efforts to improve capacity for evaluation and assessment 
Engage stakeholders and practitioners in the design and implementation of evaluation and assessment policies 

Student assessment 

Putting the learner at the 
centre 

Ensure a good balance between formative and summative assessment 
Establish safeguards against an overreliance on standardised assessments 
Draw on a variety of assessment types to obtain a rounded picture of student learning 
Support effective formative assessment processes 
Ensure the consistency of assessment and marking across schools  
Ensure that student assessment is inclusive and responsive to different learner needs 
Put the learner at the centre and build students’ capacity to engage in their own assessment  
Maintain the centrality of teacher-based assessment and promote teacher professionalism 
Engage parents in education through adequate reporting and communication  

Teacher appraisal 

Enhancing teacher 
professionalism 

Resolve tensions between the developmental and accountability functions of teacher appraisal  
Consolidate regular developmental appraisal at the school level 
Establish periodic career-progression appraisal involving external evaluators  
Establish teaching standards to guide teacher appraisal and professional development  
Prepare teachers for appraisal processes and strengthen the capacity of school leaders for teacher appraisal 
Ensure that teacher appraisal feeds into professional development and school development 
Establish links between teacher appraisal and career advancement decisions 

School evaluation 

From compliancy to 
quality 

Ensure the focus for school evaluation is the improvement of teaching, learning and student outcomes 
Evaluate and adapt external school evaluation to reflect the maturity of the school evaluation culture  
Raise the profile of school self-evaluation and align external school evaluation with school self-evaluation 
Develop nationally agreed criteria for school quality to guide school evaluation 
Strengthen school principals’ capacity to stimulate an effective school self-evaluation culture 
Promote the engagement of all school staff and students in school self-evaluation 
Promote the wider use of the results of external school evaluation 
Report a broad set of school performance measures with adequate contextual information 
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Table 2. Main policy directions (continued) 

Policy objective Main policy directions 

The appraisal of school 
leaders 

Fostering pedagogical 
leadership in schools 

Promote the effective appraisal of school leaders within the broader assessment and evaluation framework 
Develop a common leadership framework or set of professional standards for school leaders 
Promote the appraisal of pedagogical leadership together with scope for local adaptation 
Build capacity for effective school leader appraisal  
Ensure school leader appraisal informs professional development 
Consider career advancement opportunities to reward successful school leaders 

Education system 
evaluation 

Informing policies for 
system improvement 

Ensure a broad concept of education system evaluation within the evaluation and assessment framework 
Ensure policy making is informed by high-quality measures, but not driven by their availability 
Develop a national education indicator framework and design a strategy to monitor student learning standards 
Ensure the collection of qualitative information on the education system 
Ensure collection of adequate contextual information to effectively monitor equity 
Establish and secure capacity for education system evaluation 
Strengthen analysis of education system evaluation results for planning and policy development 

Common policy themes 

Despite the major differences and traditions across countries, they share some 
common policy priorities. 

Fostering synergies within the evaluation and assessment framework 
The full potential of evaluation and assessment will not be realised until the 

framework is fully integrated and is perceived as a coherent whole. This requires a 
holistic approach to building a complete evaluation and assessment framework in view of 
generating synergies between its components, avoiding duplication of procedures and 
preventing inconsistency of objectives. 

At the outset, it might prove useful to develop a strategy or framework document that 
conceptualises a complete evaluation and assessment framework and articulates ways to 
achieve the coherence between its different components. The strategy should establish a 
clear rationale for evaluation and assessment and a compelling narrative about how 
evaluation and assessment align with the different elements in the education reform 
programme. It should describe how each component of the evaluation and assessment 
framework can produce results that are useful for classroom practice and school 
development activities. The strategy could also contribute to clarifying responsibilities of 
different actors for the different components and allow for better networking and 
connections between the people working on evaluation and assessment activities. As 
such, it should also create the conditions for a better articulation between the different 
levels of educational governance, including evaluation agencies and local education 
authorities. 

Furthermore, the process of developing an effective evaluation and assessment 
framework should give due attention to: achieving proper articulation between the 
different evaluation components (e.g. school evaluation and teacher appraisal); 
warranting the several elements within an evaluation component are sufficiently linked 
(e.g. teaching standards and teacher appraisal; external school evaluation and school self-
evaluation); and ensuring processes are in place to guarantee the consistent application of 
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evaluation and assessment procedures (e.g. consistency of teachers’ marks). This is in 
addition to proper links to initial teacher education and strategies for professional 
development; situating education system evaluation in the broader context of public 
sector performance requirements; and ensuring references for evaluation and assessment 
are well aligned with student learning objectives. 

Aligning student learning goals with evaluation and assessment 
A critical aspect in the effectiveness of the evaluation and assessment framework is 

its proper alignment with educational goals and student learning objectives. This involves 
a range of aspects. First, it requires evaluation and assessment procedures to align with 
the main principles embedded in educational goals and student learning objectives. For 
instance, if educational goals are based on principles such as student-centred learning, 
collaborative work, achievement of competencies and assessment for learning then there 
should be greater emphasis on the developmental function of evaluation and assessment, 
involving more attention to student formative assessment, greater emphasis on self-
reflection for all the school agents, greater focus on continuous improvement in teacher 
appraisal, and better use of results for feedback. 

Second, evaluation and assessment procedures require direct alignment with student 
learning objectives. This implies designing fit-for-purpose student assessments which 
focus on the competencies promoted in student learning objectives, ensuring the overall 
evaluation and assessment framework captures the whole range of student learning 
objectives, and developing teaching and school management standards which are aligned 
with student learning objectives. Third, it is essential that all school agents have a clear 
understanding of education goals. This requires goals to be clearly articulated; the 
development of clear learning expectations and criteria to assess achievement of learning 
objectives; room for schools to exercise some autonomy in adapting learning objectives 
to their local needs; and collaboration among teachers and schools to ensure moderation 
processes which enhance the consistency with which learning goals are achieved. Fourth, 
it is essential to evaluate the impact of evaluation and assessment against student learning 
objectives on the quality of the teaching and learning. Particular attention should be given 
to identifying unintended effects as evaluation and assessment activities have 
considerable potential to determine the behaviour of school agents.  

Focussing on the improvement of classroom practices and building on teacher 
professionalism 

To optimise the potential of evaluation and assessment to improve what is at the heart 
of education – student learning – policy makers should promote the regular use of 
evaluation and assessment results for improvements in the classroom. All types of 
evaluation and assessment should have educational value, and be meaningful to those 
who participate in the evaluation or assessment. To this end, it is important that all those 
involved in evaluation and assessment at the central, local and school level have a broad 
vision of evaluation and assessment and of the need to bring together results from 
different types of evaluation and assessment activities to form rounded judgements about 
student learning, performance of school agents and practices within the school system and 
use evaluation and assessment information for further improvement. 

This calls for an articulation of ways for the evaluation and assessment framework to 
generate improvements in classroom practice through the assessment and evaluation 
procedures which are closer to the place of learning. Evaluation and assessment have no 
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value if they do not lead to the improvement of classroom practice and student learning. 
An important step in this direction is a national reflection about the nature and purpose of 
evaluation components such as school evaluation, school leader appraisal, teacher 
appraisal and student formative assessment within the overall education reform strategy 
and the best approaches for these evaluation components to improve classroom practices. 
Impacting classroom practice is likely to require the evaluation and assessment 
framework to place considerable emphasis on its developmental function. Channels 
which are likely to reinforce links to classroom practice include: an emphasis on teacher 
appraisal for the continuous improvement of teaching practices; ensuring teaching 
standards are aligned with student learning objectives; involving teachers in school 
evaluation, in particular through conceiving school self-evaluation as a collective process 
with responsibilities for teachers; focussing school evaluation on the quality of teaching 
and learning and their relationship to student learning experiences and outcomes; 
promoting the appraisal of the pedagogical leadership of school leaders; ensuring that 
teachers are seen as the main experts not only in instructing but also in assessing their 
students, so teachers feel the ownership of student assessment and accept it as an integral 
part of teaching and learning; building teacher capacity for student formative assessment; 
and building teachers’ ability to assess against educational standards. 

The central agent in securing links between the evaluation and assessment framework 
and the classroom is the teacher. This highlights the importance for evaluation and 
assessment frameworks to draw on the professionalism of teachers in ensuring evaluation 
and assessment activities result in authentic improvement of classroom practices and 
student learning. In addition, establishing links between evaluation and assessment and 
classroom learning requires establishing clear roles for local structures – school 
management, school supervision, local education authorities – in the implementation of 
evaluation and assessment policies. The point is that the fulfilment of the developmental 
function of evaluation and assessment requires articulation at the local level. 

Effectively conceiving the accountability uses of evaluation and assessment 
results  

Evaluation and assessment provide a basis for monitoring how effectively education 
is being delivered to students and for assessing the performance of systems, schools, 
school leaders, teachers and students, among others. They can serve as an instrument for 
the accountability of school agents when the results of an evaluation or assessment have 
stakes for school agents such as linkages to career advancement or salary progression, 
one-off rewards, sanctions, or simply information to parents in systems based on parental 
school choice. By measuring student outcomes and holding teachers, school leaders and 
schools responsible for results, accountability systems intend to create incentives for 
improved performance and identify “underperforming” schools and school agents. 

At the same time, high-stakes uses of evaluation and assessment results might lead to 
distortions in the education process as a result of school agents concentrating on the 
measures used to hold them accountable. For instance, if those measures are based on 
student standardised tests, this might include excessive focus on teaching students the 
specific skills that are tested, narrowing the curriculum, training students to answer 
specific types of questions, adopting rote-learning styles of instruction, allocating more 
resources to those subjects that are tested, focussing more on students near the 
proficiency cut score and potentially even manipulation of results. Also, when the 
framework tends to stress the accountability function there is a risk that evaluation and 
assessment are perceived mostly as instruments to hold school agents accountable, to 
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“control” and assess compliance with regulations. An additional challenge is that the 
developmental function of evaluation and assessment might be hindered in processes 
which stress the accountability function as the high stakes involved will limit the ability 
of school agents to openly reveal their weaknesses in view of receiving feedback to 
improve their practices.  

As a result, it is important to design the accountability uses of evaluation and 
assessment results in such a way these undesired effects are minimised. This involves 
safeguards against excessive emphasis on particular measures, such as student 
standardised tests, to hold school agents accountable and drawing on a broad range of 
assessment information to make judgements about performance; communicating that the 
ultimate objective of evaluation and assessment is to enhance student outcomes through 
the improvement of practices at the different levels of the school system; building on a 
variety of evaluation and assessment procedures achieving each a well-identified distinct 
function; ensuring that the publication of quantitative data is perceived as fair by schools 
and set in a wider set of evidence; and conceiving individual performance-based rewards 
for school personnel as career advancement opportunities and non-monetary rewards. 

Placing the student at the centre 
Given that the fundamental purpose of evaluation and assessment is to improve the 

learning of the students, a key principle is to place the students at the centre of the 
framework. This translates into teaching, learning and assessment approaches which 
focus on students’ authentic learning. Students should be fully engaged with their 
learning, contributing to the planning and organisation of lessons, having learning 
expectations communicated to them, assessing their learning and that of their peers, and 
benefitting from individualised support and differentiated learning. To become lifelong 
learners, students need to be able to assess their own progress, make adjustments to their 
understandings and take control of their own learning. Student feedback to teachers can 
also be used for teacher formative appraisal. In addition, it is important to build 
community and parental involvement and an acceptance of learning and teaching as a 
shared responsibility. A particularly important priority for some countries is to reduce the 
high rates of grade repetition. There are alternative ways of supporting those with 
learning difficulties in the classroom.  

In addition, evaluation and assessment should focus on improving student outcomes 
and achieving student learning objectives. This should be reflected in the priorities for 
national monitoring, the importance of evidence on student performance for school 
evaluation and teacher appraisal, the value of clear reporting on student results, and the 
emphasis on feedback for improving student learning strategies. There is also the 
increasing recognition that the monitoring of student outcomes must extend beyond 
knowledge skills in key subject areas and include broader learning outcomes, including 
students’ critical thinking skills, social competencies, engagement with learning and 
overall well-being. 

Going beyond measurement in educational evaluation 
As described earlier, measures of student learning are becoming increasingly 

available (in particular through national standardised assessments) and most countries 
have developed education indicator frameworks. Performance in schools is increasingly 
judged on the basis of effective student learning outcomes. This is part of the general shift 
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to outcome measures in the public sector. The advantage is that student outcomes become 
the focal point for analysis.  

An imperative is that measures of performance are broad enough to capture the whole 
range of student learning objectives. However, it is not always possible to devise 
indicators and measures of good quality across all the objectives of the education system. 
Hence, it needs to be recognised that policy making at the system level needs to be 
informed by high-quality data and evidence, but not driven by the availability of such 
information. Qualitative studies as well as secondary analysis of the available measures 
and indicators are essential information to take into account in policy development and 
implementation. Qualitative approaches include the narrative provided by external school 
evaluation reports, key stakeholder feedback on broader outcomes (e.g. school climate, 
student engagement), and qualitative appraisal of teachers and school leaders. The 
qualitative aspects can feed into the policy debate by providing evidence on a broader set 
of student learning outcomes, as well as help shed light on some of the factors associated 
with student learning outcomes. 

Building capacity for evaluation and assessment 
The development of an effective evaluation and assessment framework involves 

considerable investment in developing competencies and skills for evaluation and 
assessment at all levels. Hence, an area of policy priority is sustaining efforts to improve 
the capacity for evaluation and assessment. Depending on country specific circumstances, 
areas of priority might be: developing teachers’ capacity to assess against student learning 
objectives; improving the skills of teachers for formative assessment; improving the data 
handling skills of school agents; or developing expertise for teacher appraisal and school 
evaluation, including ensuring that designated evaluators are qualified for their role. 
Capacity building through adequate provision of initial teacher education and 
professional development should be a priority making sure provision is well aligned with 
the national education agenda. This should go alongside the development of training and 
competency descriptions for key people within the evaluation and assessment framework. 

There is also a need to reinforce the pedagogical leadership skills of school directors 
as their role in many countries still retains a more traditional focus on administrative 
tasks. The objective is that school leaders operate effective feedback, coaching and 
appraisal arrangements for their staff and effectively lead whole-school evaluation 
processes. Peer learning among schools should also be promoted. In addition, there needs 
to be strong capability at the national level to steer evaluation and assessment. This can 
be ensured through the establishment of agencies with high levels of expertise which have 
the capacity to foster the development of skills for evaluation and assessment across the 
system. Such agencies could provide important leadership in modelling and disseminating 
good practice within the evaluation and assessment framework. 

A further strategy involves initiatives at the central level to build up a knowledge 
base, tools and guidelines to assist evaluation and assessment activities. These typically 
include detailed plans to implement student learning objectives, including guidelines for 
schools and teachers to develop student assessment criteria. Other examples are tools for 
teachers to use in the assessment of their students (e.g. test items banks), Internet 
platforms proposing formative teaching and learning strategies, tools for the self-appraisal 
of teachers, instruments for school leaders to undertake teacher appraisal, and resources 
for school self-evaluation. 
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Designing evaluation and assessment procedures which are fit for purpose 
Establishing clarity about the purposes and appropriate uses of different evaluations 

and assessments is important to ensure that evaluation and assessment frameworks 
optimally contribute to improvements at the classroom, school and system level. A key 
goal for countries is to develop, for each component of the evaluation and assessment 
framework, a clear vision and strategy where different approaches developed nationally 
and locally each serve a clearly defined purpose and the format of the evaluation or 
assessment is aligned to that particular purpose. For evaluation or assessment to be 
meaningful, it must be well-aligned to the type of skills and competencies that are valued. 
Coherent evaluation and assessment frameworks should aim to align student learning 
objectives, practices in the school system, and evaluation and assessment around key 
learning goals, and include a range of different evaluation and assessment approaches and 
formats, along with opportunities for capacity building at all levels. 

More specifically, because standardised central student assessment is a relatively new 
phenomenon in many OECD countries, it is important to be clear about its purposes, to 
develop large-scale assessments over time to be able to accommodate the purposes that 
are reasonable, point out inappropriate uses and provide guidance for the way in which 
these assessments can be used as part of a broader assessment framework. Also, to build a 
systematic and coherent system of teacher appraisal, it is important that the aspects it 
seeks to monitor and improve are clear, that the approaches to appraisal are adapted to the 
different stages of a teachers’ career and in line with the purposes they are aiming to 
achieve. Similarly, the fundamental purpose of school evaluation needs to be clearly and 
consistently understood across the school system. For instance, external school evaluation 
can be part of the strategy to bring about general improvement across all schools or, more 
narrowly, it can focus on “underperforming schools”.  

Evaluation and assessment systems also need to underline the importance of 
responding to individual needs and school community contexts, and design evaluation 
and assessment strategies that suit the needs of different learner groups or distinct schools 
agents. 

Balancing national consistency with meeting local needs 
In order to contribute to national reform agendas, a certain degree of national 

consistency of approaches to evaluation and assessment is desirable. This is likely to 
provide greater guarantees that evaluation and assessment practices are aligned with 
national student learning objectives. However, in certain countries, there are strong 
traditions of local ownership – at the jurisdiction level (federal systems), local level 
(region or municipality), or school level. In these cases, a high degree of autonomy is 
granted in school policies, curriculum development and evaluation and assessment. There 
is an understanding that shared or autonomous decision making and buy-in from those 
concerned are essential for the successful implementation of evaluation and assessment 
policy. It is also clear that local actors are in a better position to adapt evaluation and 
assessment policies to local needs. 

Hence, the evaluation and assessment framework will need to find the right balance 
between national consistency and local diversity. A possible approach is to agree general 
principles for the operation of procedures such as school evaluation, teacher appraisal, 
school leader appraisal and student assessment while allowing flexibility of approach 
within the agreed parameters to better meet local needs. The principles agreed should 
come along with clear goals, a range of tools and guidelines for implementation. In 
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decentralised systems, it is also important to encourage the different actors to co-operate, 
share and spread good practice and thereby facilitate system learning, development and 
improvement. 

Implementing evaluation and assessment policy successfully 
The process of evaluation and assessment policy design and implementation involves 

a number of challenges to yield sound results. Ideally, evaluation and assessment policy 
would need to be based upon informed policy diagnosis, drawn on best practice, backed 
up by adequate research evidence, and consistent – both intrinsically and with other 
education policies. Of equal importance is consensus-building among the various 
stakeholders involved – or with an interest – in educational evaluation. This should go 
alongside the involvement of practitioners such as school leaders and teachers in the 
design, management and analysis of evaluation and assessment policies. 

In order to build consensus, it is important that all stakeholders see proposed 
evaluation and assessment policies within the broader policy framework and strategy. 
Indeed, individuals and groups are more likely to accept changes that are not necessarily 
in their own best interests if they understand the rationale for these changes and can see 
the role they should play within the broad evaluation and assessment framework. There is 
therefore much scope for government authorities to foster the chances of successful 
policy implementation, by improving communication on the long-term vision of what is 
to be accomplished for evaluation and assessment as the rationale for proposed reform 
packages. 

Other approaches for successful policy implementation include the use of pilots and 
policy experimentation when needed, opportunities for education practitioners to express 
their views and concerns as evaluation and assessment policies are implemented, the 
communication of key evaluation and assessment results to stakeholders, developing 
expertise and capacity for evaluation and assessment across the system, reducing 
excessive bureaucratic demands on schools, and ensuring sufficient resources are 
provided for implementation. 
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Chapter 1 
 

The focus on evaluation and assessment 

The OECD undertook a major international study of evaluation and assessment policies 
in school systems: the OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for 
Improving School Outcomes. Drawing on the experiences of 25 countries around the 
world, and extensive data and research, the OECD Review analysed the key factors 
involved in effective evaluation and assessment policies, and developed policy options for 
countries to consider. 

Over at least the last 30 years, evaluation and assessment have become an increasingly 
significant feature of the educational landscape in countries across the world. Their 
nature and purpose remain varied, reflecting national traditions, infrastructure and 
practices, broader educational policy and political agreements. This chapter discusses 
why evaluation and assessment policies are high on national agendas, describes the 
methodology used in the Review, and outlines the organisation of this report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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The growing importance of evaluation and assessment 

There is widespread recognition that evaluation and assessment arrangements are key 
to both improvement and accountability in school systems. This is reflected in their 
increasing importance in national education agendas (see Chapter 2). As countries strive to 
transform their educational systems to prepare all young people with the knowledge and 
skills needed to function in rapidly changing societies, some common policy trends can be 
observed in one form or another in most OECD countries, including decentralisation, 
school autonomy, greater accountability for outcomes and a greater knowledge 
management capacity. Decentralisation and school autonomy are creating a greater need 
for the evaluation of schools and school agents while greater IT capacity allows for the 
development and analysis of large-scale student assessments as well as individualised 
assessment approaches. Results from evaluation and assessment are becoming critical to 
knowing whether the school system is delivering good performance and to providing 
feedback for further development. Evaluation and assessment are instrumental in defining 
strategies for improving school practices with the ultimate goal of enhancing student 
outcomes. These developments are having a strong influence in the way in which policy 
makers monitor system, school, school leader, teacher and student performance. 

Countries increasingly use a range of approaches to the evaluation and assessment of 
students, teachers, school leaders, schools and education systems. These are used as tools 
for understanding better how well students are learning, for providing information to 
parents and society at large about educational performance and for improving school, 
school leadership and teaching practices. Strong emphasis is being placed on better 
equipping and encouraging teachers to carry out self-appraisal and student formative 
assessment, on providing the incentives and means for school self-evaluation, on 
encouraging “value-added” evaluation and on more regular standardised testing of 
students and national monitoring of the overall system. However, countries often face 
difficulties in implementing evaluation and assessment procedures. These may arise as a 
result of poor policy design, lack of analysis of unintended consequences, little capacity 
for educational agents to put procedures into practice, lack of an evaluation culture, or 
deficient use of evaluation results. 

Against this background, the OECD Education Policy Committee launched the 
OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School 
Outcomes in late 2009 to provide analysis and policy advice to countries on how 
evaluation and assessment arrangements can be embedded within a consistent framework 
to bring about real gains in performance across the school system. 

Methodology 

This report is concerned with evaluation and assessment policies in school systems that 
can help countries achieve their educational goals and student learning objectives. It draws 
on a major study, the OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for 
Improving School Outcomes, conducted in collaboration with OECD countries and under 
the guidance of the OECD’s Group of National Experts on Evaluation and Assessment.  

The Review was based on volunteer countries working collaboratively with each 
other and with the OECD Secretariat. It was designed to respond to the strong interest in 
evaluation and assessment issues evident at national and international levels. The Review 
looked at the various components of evaluation and assessment frameworks that countries 
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use with the objective of improving student outcomes. These include student assessment, 
teacher appraisal, school evaluation, school leader appraisal and system evaluation. The 
Review focused on primary and secondary education.1 It involved examining country-
specific issues and policy responses in strengthening the contribution of evaluation and 
assessment frameworks to the improvement of student outcomes to generate insights and 
findings relevant to OECD countries as a whole.2 

The overall purpose of the Review was to explore how evaluation and assessment 
frameworks can be used to improve the quality, equity and efficiency of school education. 
The overarching policy question was “How can assessment and evaluation policies work 
together more effectively to improve student outcomes in primary and secondary 
schools?” The Review further concentrated on five key issues for analysis: (i) designing a 
systemic framework for evaluation and assessment; (ii) ensuring the effectiveness of 
evaluation and assessment procedures; (iii) developing competencies for evaluation and 
for using feedback; (iv) making the best use of evaluation results; and (v) implementing 
evaluation and assessment policies. 

The project was overseen by the Group of National Experts on Evaluation and 
Assessment, which was established as a subsidiary body of the OECD Education Policy 
Committee in order to guide the methods, timing and principles of the Review. 

Twenty-five countries were actively engaged in the Review. The fact that so many 
countries took part indicates that evaluation and assessment issues are a priority for public 
policy, and likely to become even more so in future years. Participating countries covered 
a wide range of economic and social contexts, and among them they illustrated quite 
different approaches to evaluation and assessment in school systems. This allowed a 
comparative perspective on key policy issues. These countries prepared a detailed 
background report, following a standard set of guidelines. Fifteen countries also opted for 
a detailed Review, undertaken by a team consisting of members of the OECD Secretariat 
and external experts. This resulted in the preparation of 15 Country Review Reports 
containing an analysis of evaluation and assessment policies and policy recommendations 
in the concerned countries.3 The countries actively engaged in the Review were:4 

• Preparation of a Country Background Report (25 countries, involving 26 reports): 
Australia, Austria, Belgium (Flemish Community), Belgium (French 
Community), Canada,5 Chile, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, 
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Sweden 
and the United Kingdom (Northern Ireland). 

• Country Review countries (15 countries): Australia, Belgium (Flemish 
Community), Chile, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Italy, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Sweden 
and the United Kingdom (Northern Ireland). 

There are some striking differences among countries in regard to their evaluation and 
assessment frameworks, as illustrated by: 

• Student assessment: In primary education, students are not awarded marks in 
Denmark, Iceland, New Zealand, Norway and Sweden whereas Hungary, Italy, 
Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland and the Slovak Republic rely primarily on 
numerical marks for formal reporting. 
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• Teacher appraisal: In Australia, Chile, Korea, Portugal and the United Kingdom, 
teachers undergo formal processes of appraisal as part of their performance 
management whereas in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden 
feedback on teacher performance is provided in more informal settings at the 
school level. 

• School evaluation: While in systems such as Australia, the Flemish Community 
of Belgium, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, the 
Slovak Republic, Sweden and the United Kingdom there is a tradition of external 
school evaluation (inspections or reviews), in countries such as Chile, Mexico and 
the United States school evaluation is mostly based on comparable performance 
measures. 

• School leader appraisal: In Austria, Estonia, Iceland, Ireland, Italy and 
Luxembourg no requirements exist for school leader appraisal in contrast to the 
mandatory periodic appraisal systems in countries such as France, Israel, Korea, 
New Zealand, Portugal and Slovenia.  

• System evaluation: While in systems such as Australia, Austria, the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, Chile, Iceland, New Zealand and Norway the use of 
stakeholder surveys for system evaluation is common, other systems such as the 
Czech Republic, France, Korea, Luxembourg and Mexico do not rely on them.  

By documenting such differences among countries, and trying to understand their 
causes and consequences, comparative analysis can help to raise questions about long-
established practices and help accumulate evidence on the impact of different policy 
approaches. Annex A details the processes involved in the OECD Review, the country 
reports and other documents produced, and the large number of organisations and people 
who contributed to the Review and to the preparation of this report. 

Organisation of the report 

This report is intended to add value to the wide range of materials produced through 
the Review (listed in Annex A) by drawing out its key findings and policy messages. This 
report seeks to: 

• provide an international comparative analysis of evaluation and assessment 
policies in school systems 

• provide a stock-take of current policies and practices in countries 

• draw attention to effective and innovative policy initiatives in countries 

• develop a comprehensive framework to guide the development of evaluation and 
assessment policies 

• propose evidence-based policy options for the development of evaluation and 
assessment policies. 

The contexts within which evaluation and assessment policy making operates can 
vary markedly across countries depending upon their historical traditions, educational 
cultures and economic conditions. Policy initiatives that work well in one national context 
are not necessarily transferable. The Review has attempted to be sensitive to this through 
an approach that analyses evaluation and assessment policies in relation to the values, 
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vision and organisation of school systems in different countries as well as the broader 
economic, social and political contexts in which they operate. 

The report has seven further chapters. Chapter 2 provides an overview of context and 
trends in evaluation and assessment. Chapters 3-8 are concerned with the key substantive 
issues driving the project: the evaluation and assessment framework, including policy 
implementation (Chapter 3); student assessment (Chapter 4); teacher appraisal 
(Chapter 5); school evaluation (Chapter 6); the appraisal of school leaders (Chapter 7); 
and education system evaluation (Chapter 8). Each of these chapters discusses country 
practices, the main factors involved and their impact, and examples of innovative policy 
responses, as well as identifying policy options for countries to consider. Annex A details 
the process by which the Review was conducted, and the range of outputs in addition to 
this report. Annex B lists the main policy recommendations.  

The report provides analysis on: 

• how to develop a coherent evaluation and assessment framework within which 
different components serve their purpose well and together successfully combine 
development and accountability to improve student outcomes 

• how to strengthen the use of evaluation and assessment results to enhance school 
and classroom practices so student outcomes are improved 

• how to facilitate the implementation of evaluation and assessment policies. 

It provides a description of design, implementation and use of evaluation and 
assessment procedures in countries, analyses strengths and weaknesses of different 
approaches, and offers recommendations for improvement including how results should 
be incorporated into policy and practice. In doing so, it synthesises research-based 
evidence on the impact of evaluation and assessment strategies.  

The following chapters provide many examples of country initiatives in evaluation and 
assessment. A number of particularly innovative and promising initiatives are highlighted in 
self-contained boxes that provide more detail on the reforms. Nevertheless, due to space 
constraints, it has not been possible to provide all of the necessary detail, and readers are 
encouraged to consult the relevant Country Background Reports, Country Review Reports 
and research studies. All the documents produced through the project are available from 
www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. It should be noted that country-specific information 
given in this report with no associated source or reference is taken from Country 
Background Reports and Country Review Reports produced through the Review. 
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Notes 

 
1. The scope of the Review did not include early childhood education and care, 

apprenticeships within vocational education and training, and adult education. 

2. The project’s purposes, analytical framework and methodology are detailed in the 
OECD (2009) document entitled “OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment 
Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes: Design and Implementation Plan for 
the Review” available at www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. 

3. The Country Review Reports were released as the publication series OECD Reviews 
of Evaluation and Assessment in Education. 

4. However, to the extent they are covered by the OECD Education Database and by the 
academic and policy literatures, OECD countries less actively engaged in the Review 
are still considered in the analysis and feature in some of the report’s figures and tables. 

5.  The Country Background Report for Canada focuses on policies and practices of the 
Atlantic provinces: Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, 
and New Brunswick. 
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Chapter 2 
 

Trends in evaluation and assessment  

This chapter provides the context for analysing evaluation and assessment policy. First, it 
describes the main trends within educational evaluation. It is apparent that evaluation 
and assessment are increasingly being considered as levers of change guiding 
improvement, accountability, educational planning and policy development within school 
systems. Countries are developing more comprehensive evaluation and assessment 
frameworks, placing greater emphasis on educational measurement and indicators 
development, giving growing prominence to accountability uses of results, and relying 
increasingly on educational standards.  

Second, the chapter reviews the contextual factors shaping the development of evaluation 
and assessment in school systems. Evaluation and assessment have gained in importance 
as a result of greater levels of school devolution, a stronger role for market-type 
mechanisms in education, the emergence of New Public Management, the growing 
imperative of an efficient use of public resources, the need to focus on “quality for all” 
and the rising importance of education in a global world. Other contextual factors 
influencing the development of evaluation and assessment frameworks include the rising 
expectations of the professionalism of teachers, more educated parents, the movement to 
advance the use of evidence-based decision making, technological advancements, the 
emergent commercial interests in education and the role of the media. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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Introduction 

This chapter provides the context for analysing evaluation and assessment policy. 
First, it describes the main trends within educational evaluation, with particular emphasis 
on the expansion and diversification of evaluation and assessment procedures. Second, it 
reviews the contextual factors shaping the development of evaluation and assessment in 
school systems. More specific trends within student assessment, teacher appraisal, school 
evaluation, school leader appraisal and system evaluation are analysed in the respective 
chapter.  

Trends in evaluation and assessment 

Expansion of educational evaluation in school systems 

Increased prominence of evaluation and assessment in education policy 
It is apparent that education policy is increasingly conferring a central strategic role to 

evaluation and assessment as indispensable tools for improvement, accountability, 
educational planning and policy development. In the last two decades, most countries 
have introduced a wide range of measures intended to improve evaluation and assessment 
at all levels from the student to the school system itself. These have done much to 
stimulate public awareness of evaluation and assessment and to develop an evaluation 
culture within school systems.  

For example, Norwegian authorities set up a National Quality Assessment System 
(NKVS) for the education sector in 2004. NKVS provides access to a range of data 
intended to help schools, school owners and education authorities evaluate their 
performance and inform strategies for improvement. It includes national student 
assessments at key stages of education, a range of user surveys, a web-based School 
Portal, and a range of tools for schools’ self-review (e.g. diagnostic “mapping tests”). 
With the establishment and development of NKVS, policy makers aimed to move policy 
attention away from inputs and processes to focus more on the outcomes of education 
(Nusche et al., 2011a). Similarly, Portugal has come far in developing the foundations of a 
framework for evaluation and assessment. National monitoring educational progress tests 
were launched in 2001 (then replaced by national examinations in 2011/12), a first cycle 
of external school evaluations was completed in the period 2006-11, a national system of 
teacher performance appraisal was launched in 2007 and the availability of national 
indicators on education has considerably expanded (Santiago et al., 2012a). In Mexico, as 
of the National Education Programme 2001-06, it was established that evaluation and 
assessment should be permanent and systematic, combining the involvement of internal and 
external agencies and be important management instruments to achieve improvement and 
accountability to society (Santiago et al., 2012b). In Australia, the 2008 National Education 
Agreement, which established a national framework for reform in education, reinforced 
the role of evaluation and assessment as key tools to achieve quality and equity in 
education, in particular with the introduction of the National Assessment Program – 
Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) and the establishment of a set of reporting 
requirements for all schools (Santiago et al., 2011). 

The expansion of educational evaluation results from increased demands for 
effectiveness, equity and quality in education so new economic and social needs are met. 
It is part of the effort across many countries to bring about rapid and sustained large-scale 
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educational reform with real gains in student outcomes (Campbell and Levin, 2009). 
Evaluation and assessment have also gained in importance as a result of pressures for 
governments to meet public accountability, ensure transparency within education systems 
and maintain public confidence in schooling.  

Creation of dedicated agencies as part of new approaches to govern evaluation 
and assessment 

In many OECD countries, the greater importance of evaluation and assessment in 
education policy has involved the creation of specifically dedicated agencies which 
assume a central role in the governance of the evaluation and assessment framework (see 
also Table 3.2 in Chapter 3). Denmark created a specific national authority to monitor 
compulsory education (the Quality and Supervision Agency, formerly the School 
Agency) in 2011 and an advisory body to evaluate priorities in compulsory education 
(The Council for Evaluation and Quality Development of Primary and Lower Secondary 
Education) in 2006 (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). In Mexico, a milestone in the 
development of evaluation and assessment was the creation of the National Institute for 
Educational Assessment and Evaluation (INEE) in 2002 by presidential decree as a 
public, decentralised agency to provide national guidance and direction in evaluation and 
assessment activities at the school level. It gained further autonomy in 2012 with the 
objective of reinforcing its technical leadership of evaluation and assessment and 
maintaining the independence of its judgement of the state of education in Mexico 
(Santiago et al., 2012b). 

In Chile, the Quality of Education Agency was created in 2011 and started operating 
in 2012. It takes responsibility for evaluating the quality of learning provided by Chilean 
schools, including the evaluation of teachers, school leaders and school providers, in view 
of improving the quality and equality of education. The Agency evaluates individual 
schools against learning standards, makes information about the performance of 
individual schools publicly available, and supervises and supports schools with lower 
performance (Santiago et al., forthcoming). In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the 
Agency for Quality Assurance in Education and Training (AKOV) was established in 
2009 to oversee all services related to quality improvement of education (Shewbridge 
et al., 2011b). In Italy, the creation in 2004 of the National Institute for the Evaluation of 
the Education System (INVALSI) led to the development of national student assessments 
since 2008. Similarly, in Ontario (Canada), the creation of the Education Quality and 
Accountability Office in 1996 was associated with the development of standardised 
student assessment to provide accountability and a gauge of quality in Ontario’s publicly 
funded education system. 

The creation of agencies dedicated to evaluation and assessment recognises the need 
for specialised expertise, the imperative of building adequate capacity to deliver 
evaluation and assessment policies and the necessity of introducing some independence 
vis-à-vis education authorities. Functions of evaluation and assessment agencies may 
include technical leadership (e.g. in developing evaluation instruments, guidelines, 
education indicators), implementation of evaluation and assessment procedures 
(e.g. national student assessments), the monitoring of the education system, the 
introduction of innovations on the basis of research results, the development of capacity 
for evaluation and assessment across the system, knowledge management (of results 
produced by evaluation and assessment activities) and the promotion of an evaluation 
culture. 
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Greater variety of evaluation and assessment activities 
The expansion of educational evaluation was accompanied by considerable 

diversification of evaluation and assessment activities. Although educational evaluation 
within school systems is not a recent concern, it has traditionally focussed mostly on the 
assessment of students. As will be evident in subsequent chapters of this report, in recent 
years, countries are increasingly developing more comprehensive evaluation and 
assessment frameworks with more resources devoted to evaluation components other than 
student assessment. 

For instance, within a context of growing levels of school autonomy, the 
responsibility for evaluation is increasingly given to the school itself, which involves 
greater emphasis of countries on school self-evaluation (see Chapter 6). At the same time, 
new accountability requirements for schools raise the importance of external school 
evaluation (see Chapter 6). In this context, some countries are now placing considerable 
emphasis on school leadership, developing reference standards for good leadership and 
establishing procedures to appraise school leaders (see Chapter 7). While less common in 
countries, there has also been a growing interest in developing formal teacher appraisal 
systems. Demands for instructional quality have led a number of countries to set up one 
form or another of teaching performance assessment (see Chapter 5). Some countries, 
such as the United States, are now using student standardised assessment results as an 
instrument to appraise individual teachers through the design of value-added models 
intended to measure the contribution of individual teachers to student learning (see 
Chapter 5). Also, as countries place greater emphasis on the monitoring of outcomes in 
public services, student standardised assessments play an increasingly important role in 
assessing learning outcomes in school systems (see below and Chapter 8). This is within a 
context in which countries demonstrate a growing interest in international benchmarks of 
student performance. 

Another prominent development has been the growing importance of performance 
data, particularly relating to student outcomes, to inform school and classroom practices 
as well as system-level policies. This has generated a range of new practices in school 
systems related to the analysis of student outcomes. Strong emphasis is being placed on 
better equipping and encouraging teachers and other school agents to use data for 
formative assessment, on providing the incentives and means for student outcomes to be 
used in school self-evaluation, and on encouraging “value-added” approaches to assess 
the contribution of schools to student learning. Some countries have placed considerable 
emphasis on student information systems providing real-time access to student data on, 
for example, attendance, enrolment, marks and schedules. This is in a context in which 
education authorities have a growing concern of feeding back relevant information to 
school agents. The focus on student outcomes has also increasingly involved the 
establishment of longitudinal studies on the progression of individual students through the 
education system. 

In the area of student assessment, in the last two decades there has been considerable 
policy attention to the consolidation of assessment for learning in the classroom and a 
growing support for the concept of assessment as learning, which focuses on students 
reflecting on and monitoring their own progress to inform future learning. In addition, 
technological advances have permitted student assessment to become more sophisticated, 
as is the case with computer-based adaptive assessment (see below).  
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The rise of educational measurement and indicators development 

Student outcomes as the focal point for analysis  
A major benefit of the stronger emphasis on evaluation and assessment has been the 

greater focus on improving student outcomes and achieving student learning objectives. 
This is reflected in the growing importance of student outcomes for system evaluation 
(increasingly relying on results of standardised student assessment and the international 
assessment of students), school evaluation (with school accountability increasingly tied to 
student outcomes) and teacher appraisal (with the exploration of direct links to student 
progress); the requirements for reporting publicly on student results; and the 
establishment of education national targets for student achievement including for 
particular groups of students. Performance in schools is increasingly judged on the basis 
of effective student learning outcomes. This is part of the general shift to outcome 
measures in the public sector. There is a greater emphasis on the use of student 
achievement data both to understand the balance between school, student and contextual 
data and to look at the school processes that appear to support improved achievements 
(Campbell and Levin, 2009). 

The growing emphasis on measuring student outcomes 
The introduction of national standardised assessments for students in a large number 

of countries reflects the stronger focus on measuring student outcomes. These make data 
on student learning outcomes available, providing a picture of the extent to which student 
learning objectives are being achieved, and they grant the opportunity to compare student 
learning outcomes across individual schools, regions of the country and over time. As put 
by Kellaghan and Greaney (2001), “The most remarkable development in assessment 
towards the end of the 20th century has probably been the growth in its use to measure 
the achievement outcomes of national systems of education, either considered uniquely 
(in national assessments) or in the context of the performance of other education systems 
(in international comparative studies of achievement).” 

In Mexico, a ground-breaking development was the implementation of national 
standardised assessments: on the basis of a sample (EXCALE in 2005) and census-based 
(ENLACE in 2006). These made available data on student learning outcomes which, for 
the first time, provided a picture of the extent to which student learning objectives were 
being achieved. ENLACE also granted the opportunity to compare student learning 
outcomes across individual schools (Santiago et al., 2012b). As with Mexico, many 
OECD systems introduced, for the first time, central standardised assessments in core 
subjects in recent years, reflecting an impressive expansion of instruments to measure 
student outcomes. Examples include: Austria (2012), the Flemish Community of Belgium 
(2002), the French Community of Belgium (2009), Denmark (2009), Germany (2007), 
Hungary (2001), Iceland (2009), Ireland (2007), Israel (2002), Italy (2008), Japan (2007), 
Korea (2001), Luxembourg (2008), Norway (2004), Portugal (2001), Spain (2007) and 
the Slovak Republic (2004). In addition, the Czech Republic is piloting student 
standardised assessments in academic years 2011/12 and 2012/13 (see also Chapter 4; 
OECD, 2011; and Eurydice, 2009). Australia has also introduced standardised student 
assessment at the national level in 2008 with the National Assessment Program – Literacy 
and Numeracy (NAPLAN), even if centrally organised student assessments were in 
existence in several states and territories previously (Santiago et al., 2011). Similarly, 
Canada introduced standardised student assessment at the national level in 1996 through 
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the Student Achievement Indicators Program (SAIP), which was replaced by the 
Pan-Canadian Assessment Program as of 2007. 

Other countries have had more extensive experience with national standardised 
student assessment. The United States organised the first National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) in 1969. NAEP is a sample-based assessment whose results 
are designed to provide data on student achievement in various subjects and released as 
The Nation’s Report Card. It may be considered the precursor to today’s widespread use 
of student assessments as tools for holding educators accountable for student performance 
(Roeber, 1988, cited in Hamilton, 2003). The minimum competency testing movement of 
the 1970s emphasised the need to ensure that students demonstrated a grasp of basic skills 
and led to the first formal use of tests as tools to hold education administrators, students 
and teachers accountable for performance (Hamilton and Koretz, 2002). Over time there 
was a shift from the use of tests as measurement instruments designed to produce 
information to a reliance on tests to influence policy and instruction, a dual use that has 
continued to the present day (Hamilton, 2003). Other countries with an early experience 
with national student assessments include Ireland (national assessments in English 
reading and mathematics introduced to primary schools in 1972 and 1977 respectively), 
the Netherlands (standardised assessment in the majority of primary schools since 1970) 
and Sweden (formative national assessments in lower secondary education introduced in 
1962) (Eurydice, 2009). 

The proliferation of education indicators 
For the purpose of monitoring education systems and evaluating school performance, 

data are increasingly complemented by a wide range of education indicators based on 
demographic, administrative and contextual data collected from individual schools. 
Datasets typically include information on students (type of enrolment, completion, 
absenteeism, age, gender, marks, socio-economic background), teachers (functions, 
qualifications, career status, age, gender, areas taught, teaching hours, absenteeism, 
remuneration), non-teaching staff (qualifications, age, gender, category), and schools 
(financial management, use of technology, organisation of learning). The emphasis is 
increasingly on output measures. 

Most countries have developed comprehensive national indicator frameworks relying 
on data collection procedures at the school level. It is now also common practice to report 
statistics and indicators in education in an annual publication (e.g. Statistical Yearbook of 
Education and Education in Figures). In the Flemish Community of Belgium, for 
example, the Agency for Educational Services (AGODI, created in 2006) collects and 
analyses data on the state of education. In addition to the most conventional data collected 
at the school level (e.g. characteristics of teachers and students), it covers areas such as 
the operational resources and subsidies granted to schools, the re-structuring of schools 
and the labour market for teachers (Flemish Ministry of Education and Training and the 
University of Antwerp Edubron Research Group, 2010). 

International benchmarking is also increasingly common. A major driver for the 
collection of information on national education systems has been the joint international 
standardised data collection by UNESCO, OECD and EUROSTAT. It is also common to 
have countries publish education indicators in an international perspective. In Italy, the 
VALSIS project involves the analysis of international education system indicators to 
inform the Italian system evaluation framework. One output of the project is the creation 
of an electronic data bank with education system indicators. 
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Larger and more varied uses of evaluation and assessment results 
Countries are giving a more varied use to evaluation and assessment results, including 

as a tool for understanding better how well students are learning, for providing 
information to parents and society at large about educational performance and for 
improving school and teaching practices. As will be analysed below, an increasingly 
marked focus is the use of evaluation and assessment results to hold policy makers, 
school leaders and teachers accountable. There is also a growing use of evaluation as a 
system steering tool. As put by Broadfoot and Black (2004), “In recent years the 
importance of assessment as a policy tool has grown enormously as governments have 
increasingly come to realise its powerful potential as a mechanism of state control.” 
Evaluation procedures are now increasingly being considered as potential levers of 
change that can assist with decision making, resource allocation or school improvement. 

There is a growing interest in using evaluation results for formative purposes. School 
leaders, teachers and policy makers are more and more using evaluation results to identify 
areas where schools are performing well, and where they may need to improve. These 
data may help shape policy and/or school management decisions on resource distribution, 
curriculum development and definition of standards, or strategies for professional 
development. School leaders and teachers can use evaluation data to change teaching, 
address ineffective programmes in their schools, and improve the functioning of the 
school in terms of increased student achievement (Schildkamp et al., 2012). There have 
also been profound changes in views on the role of classroom-based assessment. 
Assessment has traditionally been viewed as a tool for making summative judgements of 
student achievements. But increasingly, assessment is also seen as a tool for learning. 
Assessment, in this view, plays a “formative” role – allowing teachers to identify gaps in 
student learning and to adapt teaching appropriately (Looney, 2009). 

The data generated by evaluation and assessment procedures is also increasingly 
motivating schools to engage in the corresponding analysis in view of improving student 
learning. Policy makers, school leaders and teachers are putting time and energy into 
making data accessible to schools and teachers and into using data, in training schools 
and teachers to use data for improvement, and in requiring schools and teachers to collect 
and publish data (Schildkamp et al., 2012). Greater reliance on self-evaluation by schools 
intensifies pressure for teachers and school leaders to possess the skills and know-how to 
collect and use information needed for diagnosis and performance measurement. 

The growing prominence of accountability as a purpose of evaluation and 
assessment 

Countries are increasingly using evaluation and assessment for accountability 
purposes. A central assumption in accountability is that substantial improvement 
necessitates that the school agents are held accountable for the outcomes they generate. 
By measuring student outcomes and holding teachers, schools and policy makers 
responsible for results, accountability systems intend to create incentives for improved 
performance and identify underperformance within school systems. Hargreaves and 
Shirley (2009), in their analysis of educational reforms, maintain that countries have 
gradually shifted from local and sampled assessments to high-stakes census testing for 
accountability purposes. Klenowski and Wyatt-Smith (2012) point to the political appeal 
of school-based accountability policies, in the sense of the clear need for politicians to be 
seen to deliver improved outcomes in education. Broadfoot and Black (2004) note, for 
example, that “decisions about assessment procedures – particularly those concerning 
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high-stakes testing of various kinds – are as often based on perceived political appeal as 
they are on a systematic knowledge on the scientific evidence concerning fitness for 
purpose” (as cited in Klenowski and Wyatt-Smith, 2012). 

The school-based accountability movement emerged out of a desire, particularly seen 
in the United States and the United Kingdom beginning in the 1980s in the Reagan and 
Thatcher eras, to measure performance in the public and non-profit sectors (Figlio and 
Kenny, 2009). Elmore (2004) argues that test-based accountability has been more 
enduring in education than any other policy in the United States for at least the past 
50 years and that it is unlikely to change in the near future. According to Hamilton 
(2003), the policy context in the United States is characterised by the use of tests in what 
may be called a test-based accountability system. These systems involve four major 
elements: goals, expressed in the form of standards; measures of performance (i.e. tests); 
targets for performance; and consequences attached to schools’ success or failure at 
meeting the targets. As described by Figlio (2006), in the United States, the No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 solidified a national trend toward increased student testing 
for the purpose of evaluating public schools. Under NCLB, states must develop and 
administer rigorous curriculum-based standardised assessments to every student in a 
number of year levels. These tests must be used to evaluate schools, and in the case of 
schools receiving federal aid for disadvantaged students, aggregate performance on these 
assessments is associated with substantial rewards and sanctions. In 2009, the federal 
government of the United States launched the Race to the Top (RTT) initiative as a 
competition among states to access substantial federal funding. The RTT provides 
funding for states which implement a range of policies such as performance-based 
rewards for teachers and school leaders, adoption of common nationwide standards (from 
the Common Core State Standards initiative), and development of high-quality 
standardised student assessments. 

As another example, in Ireland, there has been a drive for greater accountability in 
recent years. Examples of the move towards accountability include the introduction of 
regular whole-school inspection to secondary schools in 2003, the publication of school 
inspection reports in 2006, and the introduction of mandatory standardised testing in 
primary schools in 2007. The National Strategy for Literacy and Numeracy outlines 
additional accountability measures such as the development of national standards of 
students’ achievement and the collection of national data on student achievement. The 
strategy also requires schools to provide parents with adequate, meaningful and clear 
assessment information on their child’s progress (Irish Department of Education and 
Skills, 2012). 

The accountability uses of evaluation and assessment can take a variety of forms. 
First, evaluation and assessment exist in an environment where there is a growing trend of 
public reporting (see also Chapter 6). This consists, for example, in publishing 
standardised student assessment results at the school level for use by parents, government 
officials, the media and other stakeholders. Not only does this serve the purpose of 
providing information on education system performance to the general public, but the 
results are often used by stakeholders to take action as with school parental choice. For 
example, in Chile national student assessment results (System for Measuring the Quality 
of Education, SIMCE) are published, inform the school voucher system and have 
contributed to placing education on the public agenda. In Australia, NAPLAN (National 
Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy) results are published on an individual 
school basis on the My School website, where the public can access performance and 
other data on schools across Australia. English schools’ performance has also been 
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reported since 1988. The general move towards greater transparency of results includes 
the publication of school inspection reports, school annual reports and system level 
reports providing an assessment of the state of education.  

Second, evaluation and assessment results are increasingly used to reward or sanction 
the performance of individual school agents. This goes alongside the expansion of school 
external evaluation and teacher appraisal procedures. A number of countries have now 
instituted systems whereby either schools or teachers receive rewards for their good 
performance (e.g. in the form of financial one-off packages, additional resources 
including opportunities for professional development, faster career advancement, 
opportunities for promotion), or are the subject of sanctions for underperformance 
(e.g. school shutdown, career stagnation, removal from post). The emergence of value-
added techniques has also strengthened the interest in the use of student assessment 
results for evaluating and rewarding individual teachers and school leaders (Hout and 
Elliott, 2011). 

Another development is the greater variety of accountabilities for school agents. For 
instance, in New Zealand, schools have multiple accountabilities – to their communities, 
the Ministry of Education, the Education Review Office, the New Zealand Teaching 
Council and the New Zealand Qualifications Authority (New Zealand Ministry of 
Education, 2010).  

Greater reliance on educational standards 
The focus on student learning outcomes has, in many countries, driven the 

establishment or underlined the importance of educational standards for the quality of the 
work of schools and school agents, and encouraged means for monitoring progress 
towards those standards. Educational standards refer to descriptions of what students 
should know (content standards) and be able to do (performance standards) at different 
stages of the learning process. In many countries, there is growing emphasis on the 
development and use of ambitious educational standards as the basis of assessment and 
accountability. By creating a set of standards against which student performance can be 
measured, countries aim to assess students against a desired measurable outcome. 
Examples of countries which implemented national educational standards are Australia, 
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Luxembourg, Norway, the United Kingdom and the 
United States. By setting national or common standards, student outcomes can be more 
easily controlled for quality and they are more comparable (Wang et al., 2006). The 
movement towards comparing student outcomes to standards also has had a role in 
motivating countries to administer national standardised assessments. 

At the same time, countries have adapted the key elements of standards-based 
systems to their own educational contexts and cultures – how they define standards, how 
they balance incentives and support, and how they measure school and student 
performance. Educational standards vary a good deal in specificity and emphasis across 
countries (see Chapter 4). 

Internationalisation of assessment 
National education debates are increasingly shaped by international comparisons, 

particularly of student performance in international student surveys (see also Chapter 8). 
These include student assessments conducted by the International Association for the 
Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) (e.g. Progress in Reading Literacy Skills 
survey, PIRLS; Trends in Mathematics and Science Skills survey, TIMSS), the OECD’s 
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Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) or UNESCO’s Latin American 
Laboratory for Assessment of the Quality of Education (LLECE). As explained by 
Bonnet (2004), “The conception of educational evaluation has changed over the years, 
moving from an essentially national to a more international perspective. It has also taken 
a new dimension with the fundamental role it now plays in Europe. In parallel with 
national developments countries started to show interest in comparative evaluation at the 
international level.” Some education systems have been considerably shaken after 
publication of international comparative scores. For example, the first results of PISA 
published in December 2001 jolted Denmark and its education community. They 
provided evidence that one of the most expensive education systems in the world was 
performing at a level that, when compared to the outcomes observed in other OECD 
countries, was only average. The PISA results were at odds with the widely shared but 
poorly substantiated belief that Danish schools were the best in the world (OECD, 2008). 

The growing availability of internationally comparable data on student performance 
has, in important ways, influenced national discussions about education and fostered 
education policy reforms in countries. International comparative data put countries under 
pressure to attain higher levels of performance building on policies identified as 
potentially effective in high-performing countries. A wide range of education reforms are 
triggered in OECD countries by student results in international assessments. For instance, 
in France, an application decree links the 2005 introduction of the common core 
competencies to the results of French 15-year-olds in PISA (Dos Santos and Rakocevic, 
2012). Some countries go as far as setting education targets based on international 
assessments. For instance, Mexico established as an educational target in its 2007-12 
Education Sector Programme, a combined score of 435 in the reading and mathematics 
PISA tests to be attained by 2012 (SEP and INEE, 2012). Broadfoot and Black (2004) 
note how assessment has become an international field: “Not only are new assessment 
policies and practices rapidly exported around the world, an increasing volume of 
assessment activity is explicitly international in being designed to compare national 
indicators and performance.” They highlight three key themes: first, the increasing 
willingness of researchers to acknowledge the impact of context in the operation of 
particular assessment practices; second, the global scale and impact of assessment policy 
and practice; and third, the development of international surveys of learning and 
achievement. 

The expansion of international assessment has also significantly contributed for some 
countries to introduce national standardised assessments. This was the case, for example, 
in Denmark, Italy, Mexico and Portugal, where there previously had been little emphasis 
on the measurement of student outcomes. In these countries, measured standardised 
student outcomes were only available through international assessments and it was 
deemed necessary to develop measures aligned with national student learning objectives. 
In some countries, national assessments were developed on the basis of methodology 
used by international assessments, particularly the assessment framework proposed by 
PISA. This has also translated into the exchange of expertise on the measurement of 
learning outcomes across countries.  

Greater technological sophistication 
The expansion of assessment, particularly the spreading out of standardised student 

assessment, as well as the management of the data it generates has greatly benefited from 
greater capacity of information and communication technologies. Improvements include 
more individualised assessment approaches, better assessment of cognitive skills such as 
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problem solving, capacity for rapidly marking large-scale assessments, reliability in 
marking and reduced cost to administer student assessment. For instance, in Denmark, 
computer-based national tests officially implemented in 2010 are adaptive in that the 
items are tailored to students’ latent ability levels. Test items are selected sequentially 
according to a student’s performance on the previous test items. These efficient national 
tests provide rapid feedback of test results to teachers the next day, which can greatly 
facilitate teachers’ use of the test results (Danish Ministry of Education and Rambøll, 
2012). In Norway, as of 2008, all primary and secondary schools were using an electronic 
test administration system and an electronic test execution system. It became possible to 
give ICT-based examinations for anyone interested, including for students sitting the 
national standardised tests (Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011). 
Other examples include the development of rapid-assessment – a computer-facilitated 
approach to frequent, brief formative student assessment, more sophisticated value-added 
models to determine a school’s or a teacher’s contribution to student learning, and data 
information systems providing new opportunities for information sharing across school 
agents. 

Contextual developments shaping evaluation and assessment 

Changing modes of school governance 

Greater decentralisation and school autonomy 
There is an increased prominence of evaluation and assessment as school systems 

decentralise with further autonomy given to intermediate levels of government 
(e.g. regions, municipalities) and to individual schools. There has been a general 
international trend towards devolution of responsibilities for budget management, 
staffing, educational provision, teaching content and processes, and the organisation of 
learning to the local level including schools. This increased autonomy has been balanced 
by the strengthening of accountability requirements for local education authorities and 
schools. This goes alongside the increasing role of central authorities in areas such as 
strategic steering, standard setting, support and capacity development. According to 
Eurydice (2007), in Europe, the expansion of school autonomy occurred mostly in the 
1990s (e.g. Nordic countries, Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Poland, 
Slovak Republic, Scotland) even if some countries pioneered it prior to the 1990s 
(e.g. Belgium, England, France, the Netherlands, Northern Ireland, Spain, Wales) and 
expansion continued in the 2000s in a more limited extent in some countries 
(e.g. Germany, Luxembourg, Portugal). However, it should be noted that the concepts of 
school autonomy differ considerably across countries. According to OECD (2012), in 
lower secondary education, the percentage of decisions taken at either the local or the 
school level exceeds 75% in the following systems: Chile, the Czech Republic, Denmark, 
England, Estonia, Finland, Hungary,1 Iceland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Scotland, Sweden and the United States. 

In a context of school autonomy, greater policy attention is given to areas such as 
school leadership, capacity for schools to self-manage (including self-evaluation and the 
monitoring of the quality of teaching and learning) and ability to implement improvement 
processes. In addition, the greater responsibilities assumed by schools imply greater 
accountability requirements such as external school evaluation and public reporting of 
student performance. 
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Stronger role for market-type mechanisms 
Another major trend in some countries is the growing use of market-type mechanisms 

in education to generate efficiencies and improve the quality of education systems. 
A market mechanism in education is an instrument that facilitates the co-ordination 
between the demand for and the supply of education services. The rationale for the 
introduction of market mechanisms is the expectation they will generate better outcomes 
in education systems than traditional regulatory instruments. Examples of market 
mechanisms are parental choice of schools (i.e. the ability for parents to channel public 
subsidies to the school of their choice, possibly a private school) and performance-based 
rewards or sanctions for schools and teachers. Both these mechanisms encourage 
competition among schools. In this context, school autonomy is seen as providing the 
latitude for the school to devise particular strategies to compete with other schools and 
demonstrate high performance publicly. 

Several countries have attempted to raise educational quality by enhancing parental 
choice and allowing schools to compete for students. In Chile, the market-oriented 
education reforms of the 1980s entailed the decentralisation of public school management 
responsibilities to municipalities and the introduction of a nationwide voucher 
programme (Cox, 2005). The latter is characterised by a flat per student public subsidy 
for schools which are part of the voucher system (municipal schools and the majority of 
private schools), complemented with schemes to provide extra funding on the basis of 
educational disadvantage, and parents’ free choice of schools. Other countries where 
parental choice of schools is extensive include Belgium, Ireland, the Netherlands and 
Sweden. In a school system significantly relying on parental choice and competition, 
evaluation serves two main purposes: to assure that schools are meeting the centrally 
defined requirements that justify their receipt of public funds; and to assure that parents 
have reliable information to assist with their decisions. Information about the quality of 
education services provided by schools (e.g. publication of student results at the school 
level, publication of school evaluation reports) is essential to achieve these purposes. 

Some countries have also strengthened performance-based incentives for schools. For 
instance, in Mexico, the Incentives Programme for Teacher Quality, introduced in 2008, 
provides collective and individual stimuli to teachers and school leaders working in 
schools obtaining the highest results or most significant progressions in national student 
assessments (Santiago et al., 2012b). Performance-based incentives as a market 
mechanism require elaborate evaluation and assessment procedures to determine 
performance levels.  

The emergence of New Public Management 
The expansion of evaluation and assessment within education systems also reflect 

governments’ efforts to “modernise” the public sector and incorporate business practices 
into public service management. This trend, often referred to as New Public Management 
(NPM) or Results-Based Management, aims to reform public sector operations by 
improving cost-effectiveness, measuring output and making public bodies with greater 
autonomy accountable to citizens and system managers (Mons, 2009). It involves greater 
emphasis on quality assurance and quality management in the public sector. NPM puts 
emphasis on leadership principles, incentives and competition between public sector 
agencies and private entities to enhance the outcomes and cost-efficiency of public 
services (Parker and Gould, 1999). 
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Since the late 1980s, Sweden undertook far-reaching public sector reforms to ensure a 
more efficient government administration. In the education sector, this led to the 
introduction of a system of management by objectives, which underlies all educational 
activities, including evaluation and assessment. The purpose of management by 
objectives is to increase efficiency in central administration by setting goals and assessing 
outcomes rather than focussing on input and processes (Nusche et al., 2011b). As 
described in Burgess and Ratto (2003), the use of explicit incentives to improve the 
efficiency of the public sector was an important component of the United Kingdom’s 
public-service modernisation agenda of the late 1990s. The White Paper “Modernising 
Government” of 1999 emphasised the role of financial and other incentives in promoting 
better performance, leading to the development of performance indicators and systems of 
measuring and monitoring performance.  

The rising importance of education in a global world 
Economic activity has become globally interconnected on an unprecedented scale. 

The global character of markets has become stronger through international agreements 
and technological advances that bring people, goods and services together ever more 
quickly and less expensively. This growing integration of economies has an impact on 
strategies for national competitiveness, innovation, employment and skills (OECD, 2013). 
The emergence of the “knowledge society” and the strong skill bias in technological 
change have increased the value of education as a determinant of social and economic 
outcomes; this raises the payoff to good performance and amplifies the penalty for poor 
performance (OECD, 2008). The quality of education is necessary to achieve economic 
competitiveness in a context of global economic competition.  

As a result, many of the proponents of national and international assessment place 
assessment in the context of a global economy, particularly in the context of being able to 
define a country’s position in educational achievement relative to that of economic 
competitors, on the assumption that performance on measures of scholastic achievement 
has implications for economic performance (Kellaghan and Greaney, 2001). International 
student assessments have, to some extent, become a measure of a country’s ability to 
compete in the global market and to drive economic growth. This has contributed to the 
expansion of evaluation and assessment activities in countries. 

The growing imperative of an efficient use of public resources 
The efficient use of resources is a growing concern. Education is costly and getting 

more so. OECD countries spent on average 6.2% of GDP on education institutions in 
2009; between 1995 and 2009 the education share of public expenditure increased from 
11.7% to 13.0% and real expenditure per student in pre-tertiary education increased by 
55% between 1995 and 2009 (OECD, 2012). 

The current financial crisis has intensified the need for efficiency in the use of public 
funds for education. Countries such as Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain face 
severe austerity measures which include cuts in the public education budget typically 
involving salary cuts for personnel working in public education, the freezing of career 
progression in the public service, and administration for education downsized. For 
example, in Ireland, the value for money imperative has been a fundamental part of public 
service modernisation and this has given an additional importance to evaluation and 
assessment in the educational context (Irish Department of Education and Skills, 2012). 
With challenging financial circumstances, the emphasis is on achieving greater efficiency 



48 – 2. TRENDS IN EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

from the expenditure base. Effective monitoring, appraisal and evaluation is regarded as 
critical for delivering on this objective with a focus on the delivery of outputs and the 
achievement of goals/objectives. In Ireland value for money is a clear part of the rationale 
underpinning the National Literacy and Numeracy Strategy and the actions that have been 
identified to implement this plan (Irish Department of Education and Skills, 2012). 
Evaluation and quality assurance in education have become a necessity for policy makers 
to demonstrate that public funds are spent effectively and that the public purposes for 
financing education are actually fulfilled. 

A shift from quantity to “quality for all” 
In the great majority of OECD countries, attendance of lower secondary education is 

nearly universal – enrolment rates of 5-14 year-olds reached 95.9% on average across the 
OECD in 2010 (OECD, 2012) –, and graduation rates from upper secondary education 
have considerably increased – they reached 84% on average in the OECD area in 2010 
(OECD, 2012). This is shifting the attention of policy makers from quantitative expansion 
to achieving “high-quality education for all”. With the move towards knowledge-driven 
economies and societies, education has never been more important for the future 
economic performance and relative economic standing of countries, but also to allow 
individuals to perform and fully participate in the economy and society (OECD, 2007a). 
In this context, broad participation in education is only one side of the coin. The quality 
of education delivered is important to ensure that school graduates are effectively 
equipped to participate in the new economy and society at large, capable to learn at a 
higher level, and prepared to subsequently engage in lifelong learning activities to update 
their knowledge and skills. As a result, the issue of quality provision has received more 
and more interest from the various stakeholders over the past few decades. The greater 
stress on quality has given more prominence to evaluation and assessment activities. 

Well-designed evaluation and assessment activities are expected to ensure that: each 
student is provided with quality and relevant education; the overall education system is 
contributing to the social and economic development of the country; and each school 
agent is performing at their best to deliver efficient education services. A corollary of this 
is that educational goals place increasing emphasis on equity objectives, which enlarges 
the scope for evaluation and assessment activities. 

Rising expectations of the professionalism of teachers 
The quality of learning and the successful implementation of education reforms 

depend crucially on teachers who are facing rising demands (OECD, 2005). The more 
complex and uncertain the world in which we live, the more that alternative sources of 
knowledge and influence are available to students, the more open schools become to 
diverse clienteles, and the more varied the organisational and pedagogical strategies that 
teachers should deploy, the greater become the levels of professional skill needed to meet 
them. There are growing expectations that teachers can operate in new organisational 
structures, in collaboration with colleagues and through networks, and be able to foster 
individual student learning. These call for demanding concepts of professionalism: the 
teacher as facilitator and knowledgeable, expert individual and networked team 
participant, oriented to individual needs and to the broader environment, engaged in 
teaching and in research and development (OECD, 2001). 

This has implications for the evaluation and assessment framework. First, the 
standards by which teachers are appraised need to reflect the increasingly demanding 
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definitions of teacher professionalism. Second, teacher appraisal assumes a key role in 
identifying professional development needs in the process of acquiring the wider range of 
skills and competencies needed to meet professional expectations. Third, teacher 
professionalism is expected to be central in the effective implementation of evaluation 
and assessment policies through their understanding of evaluation and assessment 
procedures as well as their commitment to them. 

More educated parents 
The rising general education attainments of the population have a range of impacts on 

the world of the school, particularly of reducing the distance between schools and 
teachers, on the one hand, and the general public and parents, on the other. Many are now 
very familiar with the world of education, and are themselves qualified to levels at or 
greater than teachers (OECD, 2001). A result is that parents and others are more articulate 
and more demanding of the work of schools and teachers. This contributes to pressures 
for greater accountability in education, requires schools to become more transparent, and 
leads education systems to be more demand-driven (OECD, 2006). 

Klenowski and Wyatt-Smith (2012) describe, in relation to the publication of the 
results of the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) in 
Australia, the federal government reporting of the high levels of parental support for the 
initiative, indicating that it believed that it serves the best interests of transparency and 
accountability. Parents are also gaining greater voice as countries extend opportunities for 
parental and student feedback through questionnaires and surveys conducted at the 
school, national and international levels, which assess their levels of satisfaction across a 
range of educational areas. 

Greater sophistication of systems for the certification of learning and the 
recognition of competencies 

In recent years, a number of countries have developed sophisticated national 
qualification frameworks in view of certifying learning and recognising competencies in 
education settings providing increasing flexibility for the individual to define his or her 
own learning pathway. Modularisation and credit systems, as well as qualification 
frameworks with several qualification levels, grant individuals with considerable 
flexibility in their learning, particularly at the upper secondary level within the formal 
school system (Dufaux, 2012). In New Zealand, for example, an elaborated qualification 
framework has been put in place to enable students to individualise their learning and 
have it formally recognised. The main qualification in secondary education is the 
National Certificate of Educational Achievement (NCEA), in which students are assessed 
against a range of National Standards. These consist of over 26 000 unit standards 
(vocationally based and mostly used in workplace training and the tertiary sector) and 
about 850 achievement standards (academically based and focused on the secondary 
school curriculum). Schools can design and offer their own courses mixing unit standards 
and achievement standards. This allows students to choose their personal learning content 
(Nusche et al., 2012). 

The greater sophistication of certification systems, including the individualisation of 
learning, brings new challenges to student assessment. It requires flexible assessment 
instruments, accuracy in the assessment of very specific standards, and high capacity to 
assess and administer the qualifications framework. In these contexts, countries use a 
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greater variety of assessment tools such as short tests, projects, field studies, practical and 
aural tests (see also Chapter 4). 

The growing importance of evidence-based policy 
Another driver of the expansion of evaluation and assessment in school systems is the 

wider movement both within and beyond education to advance the use of evidence-based 
decision making. Data on student achievement are increasingly being used to support 
effective policy and practice, and to move education systems towards more evidence-
informed approaches to large-scale improvement (Campbell and Levin, 2009). The 
public, professionals and policy makers want to know that their decisions, investments 
and actions are based on evidence. In education, this requires balancing schools’ needs 
for data with external requirements and reporting (Campbell and Levin, 2009). 

According to an OECD study on evidence in education (OECD, 2007b), the recent 
resurgence of interest in evidence-informed policy research can be explained by a range 
of factors such as: a greater concern with student achievement outcomes; a related 
explosion of available evidence due to a greater emphasis on testing and assessment; 
more explicit and vocal dissatisfaction with education systems, nationally and locally; 
increased access to information via the Internet and other technologies; and resulting 
changes in policy decision making. This highlights the interconnection between evidence-
based policy and evaluation and assessment in education systems. Evaluations and 
assessments are key elements in the decision-making process. They provide the 
information on which accountability judgements are made and the means for steering 
improvement in educational practice. 

Technological advancements 
Information technology has developed very rapidly over the past 40 years, with 

computers becoming smaller, faster, cheaper, and more powerful. The ease and speed at 
which very large quantities of information can be rapidly accessed in a variety of settings 
have considerably improved (OECD, 2013). The digital revolution has drastically 
improved capacity to store, transmit, access and use information. The cost of transmitting 
information has significantly fallen, leading to the quasi abolition of physical distance. 
This has led to new developments in education technology – from Internet access to new 
teaching techniques enabled by classroom computers, which are driving changes in the 
education environment (ECS, 1999). 

Countries are making significant investment in educational ICT infrastructure and 
equipment, and technology is increasingly being used to change what happens in the 
classroom and the school. ICT offers many opportunities to store and share data, to 
manage large amounts of information, to foster dialogue among education professionals, 
to strengthen feedback mechanisms and to improve the sophistication of evaluation and 
assessment procedures. The growing volume of data at all levels – student, teacher, 
school, local, national, and international – on education inputs and outcomes makes the 
monitoring of performance much easier, almost in real-time. Easier forms of 
communication (e.g. e-mail) improve the involvement of parents in school and their 
interest in following their children’s progress. At the same time, teachers are able to use 
technology for professional development, online research and classroom and 
administrative data gathering (ECS, 1999). This is in addition to improvements in system-
level initiatives such as the design, implementation and scoring of student standardised 
assessment; the development of Internet platforms to share education data among 
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stakeholders; and data information systems to facilitate knowledge management within 
evaluation and assessment frameworks. 

The emergent commercial interests in education 
The private sector is more and more a large player in the provision of ancillary 

services in education. In most OECD countries, it typically provides services such as the 
design and implementation of student standardised assessment, student private tutoring, 
online educational materials for students and teachers, textbooks and resources for school 
or classroom management. This is extensively the case in the United States. According to 
Burch (2009), the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act has helped private firms enter local 
education markets. She argues that the firms draw on political networks, new 
technologies and capital investments to become major suppliers to school systems for a 
vast array of educational services, including test score data storage, remedial instruction 
for the poor, online curriculum and online school management. She further claims that, 
triggered by high-stakes accountability policies, companies have introduced products and 
services that elevate the importance of standardised student assessments, private tutoring 
and technologies for school management (Burch, 2009). 

In some countries, much of the activity of firms has concentrated on standardised 
student assessment, which is a growing and profitable industry. For instance, in the 
United States, the NCLB Act requires approximately 45 million standardised tests 
annually with considerable associated costs for developing, administering, publishing, 
scoring and reporting NCLB standardised tests (Toch, 2006). Burch (2009) emphasises 
that the market for test development and preparation has exploded in recent years. 
According to her, in 2006, the top vendors reported annual sales in the range of 
USD 100-600 million, with a pattern of increasing sales since the adoption of NCLB. 
Moreover, the testing market in the United States is dominated by only a handful of 
companies, which represent 90% of testing revenue (Toch, 2006). As standardised 
student assessment becomes a more profitable industry, companies have strong incentives 
to lobby for the expansion of student standardised assessment as an educational policy 
therefore influencing the activities within the evaluation and assessment framework.  

The media as a driver of accountability in education 
An important contextual influence for the development of evaluation and assessment 

is the role of the media in education. As data on student performance becomes readily 
available, as there is growing pressure for an effective use of public funds, and as the 
general public demands transparency in the delivery of education services, the media 
increasingly engages in the education public debate and makes information about student 
performance available, particularly school league tables. Governments are under pressure 
to release such information, also to prevent misinterpretation of data often presented by 
newspapers in simplistic ways. In addition, the attention the media devotes to education 
issues is also an opportunity for governments to publicise their accomplishments and 
feature the impact of their education policies. Given the greater mediatic impact of 
accountability policies, particularly those involving the measurement of student outcomes 
which have the potential of being reflected in school league tables, there are risks that 
accountability in education is, to some extent, driven by pressures from the media. 
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Notes 

 
1. After two decades of decentralisation, Hungary has experienced a trend towards a 

larger degree of central decision-making in education. Following new legislation 
passed in 2011 and 2012, schools and other public educational institutions, with the 
exception of those maintained by the private sector and religious authorities, are 
subject to direct governance by central authorities (including funding allocation) from 
2013 onwards. Except when explicitly indicated, information about Hungary in this 
report refers to the period prior to this reform. 
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Chapter 3 
 

The evaluation and assessment framework:  
 

Embracing a holistic approach  

This chapter looks at the overall framework for evaluation and assessment, i.e. its various 
components such as student assessment, teacher appraisal, school evaluation, school 
leader appraisal and education system evaluation, the coherence of the whole as well as 
the articulation between the different components. This chapter supports the view that 
evaluation and assessment in school systems need to be conceived holistically, as a whole 
framework, building on the interdependence of its parts in order to generate 
complementarities, avoid duplication, and prevent inconsistency of objectives. The 
chapter illustrates the synergies that can be generated between the different evaluation 
and assessment components. Areas analysed include the governance and structure of the 
framework, capacity for evaluation and assessment, alignment with educational goals, 
articulations within the framework, knowledge management, the use of evidence to inform 
policy development and strategies in the implementation of evaluation and assessment 
policies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.    
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Introduction 

This chapter looks at the overall framework for evaluation and assessment, i.e. its 
various components such as student assessment, teacher appraisal, school evaluation, 
school leader appraisal and education system evaluation, the coherence of the whole as 
well as the articulation between the different components. Most OECD countries have 
not conceived evaluation and assessment as an integrated framework but instead 
developed a number of independent components operating at different levels. This 
chapter supports the view that evaluation and assessment in school systems need to be 
conceived holistically, as a whole framework, building on the interdependence of its 
parts in order to generate complementarities, avoid duplication, and prevent 
inconsistency of objectives. The chapter illustrates the synergies that can be generated 
between the different evaluation and assessment components in response to the 
overarching policy question of the OECD Review: “How can assessment and 
evaluation policies work together more effectively to improve student outcomes in 
primary and secondary schools?” 

Evaluation and assessment may operate at six key levels: national education system, 
education sub-systems (e.g. states), local education authority, school, teacher and student. 
At each of these levels, evaluation and assessment mechanisms provide a basis for 
assessing how effectively education is being provided for students. The ultimate objective 
is to improve the quality of education in countries and, as a consequence, raise student 
outcomes. Evaluation and assessment typically inform policy development, curriculum, 
planning, reporting, improvement strategies, budgetary choices, resource allocation 
decisions, and performance management. 

This chapter reviews the main features of evaluation and assessment frameworks and 
countries’ overall approaches to evaluation and assessment. The chapter begins by 
reviewing concepts and the several dimensions of an evaluation and assessment 
framework. It also examines country practices across the different dimensions of the 
framework. Areas analysed include the governance and structure of the framework, 
capacity for evaluation and assessment, alignment with educational goals, articulations 
within the framework, knowledge management and the use of evidence to inform policy 
development. The chapter further examines factors and strategies in the implementation 
of evaluation and assessment polices. It concludes with a set of policy options for 
countries to consider.  

Following this overview, the succeeding chapters will analyse the issues relevant to 
each individual component of the evaluation and assessment framework in more depth. 
An important consideration is to establish the distinction between the evaluation and 
assessment framework (this chapter) and the evaluation of the education system 
(Chapter 8). While the evaluation of the education system focuses specifically on 
evaluation procedures to assess the extent to which objectives of education systems are 
achieved, the evaluation and assessment framework deals with the systemic governance 
of the whole range of evaluation and assessment activities in a school system, including 
strategies for the various components to complement each other and articulate coherently 
to achieve given purposes. 
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Definitions and scope 

Definitions 
The evaluation and assessment framework consists of the co-ordinated arrangements 

for evaluation and assessment which ultimately seek to improve student outcomes within 
a school system. The framework typically contains various components as student 
assessment, teacher appraisal, school evaluation, school leader appraisal and education 
system evaluation, and includes the articulation between the components and their 
coherent alignment to student learning objectives. 

This framework differentiates between the terms assessment, appraisal and 
evaluation: 

• The term assessment is used to refer to judgements on individual student progress 
and achievement of learning goals. It covers classroom-based assessments as well 
as large-scale, external assessments and examinations. 

• The term appraisal is used to refer to judgements on the performance of school-
level professionals, e.g. teachers, school leaders.  

• The term evaluation is used to refer to judgements on the effectiveness of 
schools, school systems, policies and programmes. 

Scope 
Figure 3.1 provides an overview summarising the main features of the overall 

evaluation and assessment framework. The areas covered are the following: 

• Governance of the evaluation and assessment framework including objectives, 
distribution of responsibilities, functions within the framework, the concept of 
evaluation and assessment, and the integration of the non-public sector. 

• Design. Configuration/architecture of the evaluation and assessment framework, 
including its main components, the articulation between them, the main principles 
on which evaluation and assessment procedures rely, alignment with educational 
goals, and the links to classroom practices. 

• Capacity building. Competencies and skills for evaluation and assessment across 
the framework, including guidelines and tools for evaluation and assessment and 
learning opportunities. 

• Use of results from the overall evaluation and assessment framework, including 
knowledge management and evidence-based policy. 

• Implementation strategies and factors. 

As conceived in Figure 3.1, the evaluation and assessment framework is part of the 
overall education system, is designed in alignment with the goals for the education 
system and seeks to improve student outcomes. It is also developed in the broader context 
set by the education policies prevailing in the concerned country (e.g. level of 
decentralisation of educational governance, degree of market mechanisms in education) 
as well as the country’s traditions, cultures and values in education. 
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Figure 3.1 Main features of the overall evaluation and assessment framework 
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Educational context 

The educational context shapes the evaluation and assessment framework 
Evaluation and assessment frameworks are developed within the broader context of 

established education policies and existing traditions, cultures and values in education. 
Education policy dictates the need for and importance of evaluation and assessment while 
traditions and cultures in education shape the nature and significance of evaluation and 
assessment activities. Examples of important contextual aspects to the development of 
evaluation and assessment are: 

• the culture of evaluation within the education system  

• the tradition of quality-focussed policies in the education sector and within the 
public sector 

• the extent to which evaluation and assessment is developed as a profession 

• prevailing conceptions of evaluation and assessment 

• extent to which teachers are trusted as professionals 

• the level of decentralisation of educational governance and the extent of school 
autonomy 

• prevailing approaches to school leadership 

• the extent of the regulatory and standard-setting role of national education 
authorities 

• the degree of market mechanisms in education (e.g. school choice, competition 
between schools, organisation of labour market for teachers) 

• whether education staff are part of the civil service 

• level of education of parents and their culture as “consumers” 

• the financial circumstances of the public budget for education 

• extent to which resources in education are efficiently used 

• relative policy emphasis on quality versus quantity of education services 

• capacity of information and communication technologies in the education system 

• emphasis on evidence for education policy development 

• the importance given to education by the media 

• presence of commercial interests in education. 

These have a strong impact on the design and implementation of evaluation and 
assessment policies. For instance, there is an increased prominence of external school 
evaluation in those countries where the devolution of responsibilities to the school level is 
extensive. The greater school autonomy is typically balanced with greater externality of 
evaluation. In this context, strong school leadership is needed to effectively exert 
autonomy and liaise with education authorities to meet accountability requirements. 
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In school systems significantly relying on parental school choice such as Chile, 
Iceland, the Netherlands and Poland, evaluation includes two purposes: to ensure that 
schools are meeting the centrally defined standards that justify their receipt of public 
funds; and to assure that parents have reliable information to assist with their choice of 
school. This means that in education systems emphasising parental school choice, the 
evaluation and assessment framework should give a key role to publicly available school-
level information on student achievement. Also, a number of countries provide for 
considerable teacher accountability through market mechanisms. This is the case in 
Sweden where teacher pay is defined at the individual level by school leaders (within a 
municipal framework) and local authorities (municipalities) or schools have full 
autonomy in hiring their teachers. In addition, the “funding follows the student” as when 
a student moves school, the operating grant that applies to that student is reallocated to 
their new school (regardless of it being a municipal or an independent school). This leads 
to strong competitive pressures on schools and teachers which condition, for example, 
approaches to teacher appraisal (Nusche et al., 2011a). These effects are reinforced in 
those countries where there is a strong tradition of parents and students as consumers of 
education services. 

In Belgium, the constitutional Freedom of education has a wide impact on evaluation 
and assessment frameworks in both the Flemish and the French Communities. Freedom 
of education has a twofold implication: (i) every natural or legal person is free to start a 
school (freedom of organisation); and (ii) every parent can choose freely in which school 
to enrol his or her child. The “freedom of organisation” considerably shapes the 
evaluation and assessment framework as schools are free to develop their own approaches 
to education quality within the boundaries set by the regulatory framework. As a result, 
schools are the key actors in evaluation and assessment, but need to follow the 
requirements set forth by the evaluation and assessment framework (Flemish Ministry of 
Education and Training and the University of Antwerp Edubron Research Group, 2010, 
and Blondin and Giot, 2011). 

New Zealand has developed its own distinctive model of evaluation and assessment 
that is characterised by a remarkable level of trust in schools and school professionals. 
New Zealand’s approach relies on national standard setting and test development 
combined with strong school autonomy in implementing evaluation and assessment. The 
education system aims to make the best use of student achievement data to inform 
decision making at all levels while limiting possible negative impacts of high-stakes 
assessment. There is a general consensus against national testing and a strong opposition 
to the use of student data for comparison among schools, such as league tables, especially 
in primary education (Nusche et al., 2012). 

Governance 

Objectives and functions of evaluation and assessment 

Improving student outcomes is the ultimate objective of evaluation and assessment 
The ultimate objective of evaluation and assessment is to enhance student outcomes 

through the improvement of practices at the different levels of the school system, 
including teaching methods, school leadership processes, ways to organise learning, and 
directions of education policy. 
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Some education systems explicitly define the objectives of educational evaluation. In 
Finland, a specific decree on the evaluation of education sets out the following aims for 
evaluation: to provide and analyse data in support of national decision making on 
education and as a basis for educational development; to provide and analyse data as a 
basis for local educational development and decision making; and to support learning, the 
work of school personnel and institutional development (Finnish Ministry of Education 
and Culture, forthcoming). In Portugal, the objectives for the evaluation system are 
legally defined by the Basic Law on the Education System, which positions it as the 
central instrument for developing education policies. The objectives of the evaluation 
system are defined as: (i) promoting improvement in the quality of the education system, 
including in its organisation, efficiency and efficacy levels; (ii) supporting the 
formulation, development and implementation of education and training policies; and 
(iii) ensuring the availability of information about the system for its management 
(Santiago et al., 2012a). 

Evaluation and assessment have a range of functions 
Evaluation and assessment provide a basis for monitoring how effectively education 

is being delivered to students and for assessing the performance of systems, schools, 
school leaders, teachers and students, among others. They can serve as an instrument for 
the accountability of school agents when the results of an evaluation or assessment have 
stakes for school agents such as linkages to career advancement or salary progression, 
one-off rewards, sanctions, or simply information to parents in systems based on parental 
school choice. By measuring student outcomes and holding teachers and schools 
responsible for results, accountability systems intend to create incentives for improved 
performance and identify “underperforming” schools and school agents. Evaluation and 
assessment also identify strengths and weaknesses of systems, schools, school leaders, 
teachers and students which inform areas for development. In addition, evaluation and 
assessment can have a diagnostic function such as with school readiness assessments or 
sampled-based standardised assessments to measure the extent to which student learning 
objectives are being achieved across the education system. 

The balance between the development and the accountability functions varies 
across countries 

An important characteristic of evaluation and assessment frameworks is the balance 
between the accountability and the development functions. Some countries emphasise one 
function over the other. Countries with a strong focus on accountability typically 
emphasise: high-stakes standardised assessment of students; teacher appraisal that is 
linked to decisions regarding career advancement, salary, promotion and dismissal; 
external reviews or inspections of school quality; publication of school evaluation results 
and/or public comparisons of school performance. Countries with a strong focus on 
development and improvement typically emphasise: formative, low-stakes assessment of 
students; teacher appraisal that is linked to decisions regarding teacher professional 
development and learning opportunities; school self-evaluation and external support for 
organisational learning. 

In Mexico it is apparent that the policy initiatives in evaluation and assessment of the 
last few years have emphasised accountability over development. For instance, the  
in-service teacher appraisal system currently in place is mostly focussed on salary 
progression and rewards and places less emphasis on its links to professional development, 
the assessment of students is oriented towards summative scores, and school evaluation is 



64 – 3. THE EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK: EMBRACING A HOLISTIC APPROACH 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

essentially reduced to accountability through the publication of student standardised 
assessment results (Santiago et al., 2012b). By contrast, in New Zealand, the development 
function of evaluation and assessment is strongly emphasised. In primary schools, student 
assessment is mostly formative and provides detailed feedback rather than assigning 
numerical marks. The sample-based standardised assessments do not carry high stakes for 
students. Assessment in secondary schools is more summative but there are opportunities 
for schools to reassess and resubmit internal assessments to maximise learner success and 
students also receive their marked external assessments back. A range of tools and 
professional development offers are available for teachers to help them gather a variety of 
evidence of student learning to allow nuanced overall judgements on performance. Also, 
New Zealand’s approach to school evaluation has evolved to focus attention on building 
the capacity of schools for effective self-evaluation and strategic planning for 
improvement of teaching and learning (Nusche et al., 2012).  

Table 3.1 provides a taxonomy of country approaches to the use of results for 
accountability and for development. Countries are grouped according to two dimensions: 
the extent of use for accountability and the extent of use for development. The taxonomy 
uses information supplied by countries on features of evaluation and assessment 
frameworks (synthesised in Chapters 4 to 8). The assessment depends on the degree of 
existence of systematic linkages to either development or accountability in each country. 
Some countries (e.g. Mexico, Slovak Republic) seem to give greater prominence to the 
accountability function while others (e.g. Denmark, Iceland, Norway) seem to place more 
emphasis on the development function of evaluation and assessment. 

Table 3.1 Use of results for accountability and development across countries (2012) 
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High Australia, Chile Mexico, Slovak Republic, Sweden  

Moderate Belgium (Fl.), Canada, Israel, Korea, 
New Zealand  

Czech Republic, France, Hungary, Ireland, Netherlands, 
Poland, Portugal  

Low Denmark, Iceland, Norway  Austria, Belgium (Fr.), Estonia, Finland, Italy, Luxembourg, 
Slovenia, Spain  

Definitions: A country is considered as making a high use of the results of evaluation and assessment for development 
(accountability) if most of the components of its evaluation and assessment framework are systematically linked to actions for 
development (accountability); is considered as making a moderate use of such results if systematic linkages to actions for 
development (accountability) only exist for some of the components of the evaluation and assessment framework; and is 
considered as making a low use of such results if no systematic linkages to actions for development (accountability) exist for 
most or all components of the evaluation and assessment framework. This involved the computation of indices on the basis of 
the information supplied by countries on features of evaluation and assessment frameworks and information from Education at a 
Glance 2011. The index on “use of results for accountability” considered the accountability uses of teacher appraisal (impact on 
career advancement, existence of rewards or sanctions, impact on registration status), school evaluation (extent to which results 
are shared, financial implications, likelihood of school closure, rewards for school agents), school leader appraisal (impact on 
career advancement, existence of rewards or sanctions) and national student assessment (publication of results at the school 
level, links to school rewards/sanctions). The index on “use of results for development” considered the development uses of 
teacher appraisal (extent to which there are links to professional development), school leader appraisal (extent to which there are 
links to professional development) and national student assessment (whether or not results are shared with teachers).  

Source: Taxonomy developed using information supplied by countries on features of evaluation and assessment frameworks 
(synthesised in Chapters 4 to 8) and information from Education at a Glance (OECD, 2011). 



3. THE EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK: EMBRACING A HOLISTIC APPROACH – 65 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

A key challenge therefore is to find the right balance between the accountability and 
the development functions of evaluation and assessment. While transparency of 
information, high-quality data, and the accountability of school agents are essential for a 
well-functioning evaluation and assessment system, it is important to ensure that the 
existing data and information are actually used for development and improvement. This 
requires reflection on designing mechanisms to ensure that the results of evaluation and 
assessment activities feed back into teaching and learning practices, school improvement, 
and education policy development. 

There are often challenges in communicating the ultimate objective of evaluation 
and assessment 

The idea that the ultimate objective of evaluation and assessment is to improve 
students’ learning and teachers’ teaching may not be adequately implemented, easily 
communicated or understood in countries’ evaluation and assessment frameworks. 

When the framework tends to stress the accountability function there is a risk that 
evaluation and assessment are perceived mostly as instruments to hold school agents 
accountable, to “control” and assess compliance with regulations. For instance, in the 
Czech Republic, this is visible at all levels with the focus often being whether formal 
requirements are met and with less attention given to the quality of practices or ways for 
these to improve. School inspections are much better established as an evaluation practice 
than school self-evaluation, which is not widespread and systematic across the system. 
Also, student assessment is perceived more as test and measurement rather than learning. 
This translates into a situation whereby the more accountability-oriented elements of the 
framework are receiving greater attention than processes for development, which risks 
leading to more limited local engagement in self-assessment activities, incipient practices 
of evidence-informed inquiry, and assessment and evaluation results not used to their 
potential (Santiago et al., 2012c). 

Also, some countries emphasise the “measurement” dimension of evaluation and 
assessment. This is the case in Mexico through the dominance of national full-cohort 
standardised assessment (National Assessment of Academic Achievement in Schools, 
ENLACE). In addition to the primary purpose for which it was conceived, the formative 
assessment of students, ENLACE results constitute the dominant instrument in in-service 
teacher appraisal, the central factor in school accountability (through the publication of 
results at the school level), and the de facto key element in the evaluation of the national 
education system and the state education sub-systems. By contrast, qualitative evaluation, 
feedback for improvement and professional dialogue around evaluation results are all not 
sufficiently developed in the evaluation and assessment framework (Santiago et al., 2012b). 

In other cases, the development function of evaluation and assessment is less well 
understood by school agents. In Norway, according to an evaluation of the National 
Quality Assessment System (NKVS), among stakeholders there is no clear understanding 
of the whole system for evaluation and assessment (Allerup et al., 2009). The evaluation 
showed that the key elements of NKVS were understood to be the national tests, user 
surveys, inspections and international tests. This reflects that the more accountability-
oriented elements of the evaluation and assessment framework are more prevalent in the 
perceptions of school agents than the support and guidance tools developed by the 
Directorate for Education and Training for local use and analysis. This is in spite of the 
fact that the proposal for the creation of the Directorate had clearly stated that “quality 
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assessment should primarily be a tool to be used by teachers, schools and students in their 
quality development work” (Nusche et al., 2011b). 

Hence, in some countries, there is a narrow understanding of the purposes and the 
potential of evaluation and assessment. The challenge is therefore to convey a more 
constructive view of evaluation and assessment, communicate that the ultimate objective 
of evaluation and assessment is to improve student learning and build an evaluation 
culture in the education system. 

Responsibilities within the evaluation and assessment framework 

Responsibilities for evaluation and assessment are shared among a wide range of 
agents 

A wide range of agents take responsibilities within the evaluation and assessment 
framework, such as: 

• education authorities at the national level (e.g. ministry of education, department 
of education) 

• education authorities at the sub-national level (e.g. states, regions, municipalities) 

• governing bodies in the non-public sector 

• agencies for evaluation and assessment such as quality assurance agencies, 
inspectorates or school review agencies, and agencies overseeing strategies for 
educational development 

• audit offices 

• schools, school governing bodies and school leaders 

• teachers’ professional bodies 

• teachers 

• parents and students. 

Most countries’ approach to evaluation and assessment combines central direction 
(either at the national or sub-national level) over policy development and standard-setting 
with a measure of devolved responsibility for the implementation of evaluation and 
assessment at the local and school levels. The central direction often involves a number of 
agencies with key functions in the evaluation and assessment framework. Also, devolution 
of evaluation and assessment procedures to the local level typically comes along with 
national frameworks, guidance materials, and tools for the use of school agents.  

Schools are also accountable to students and their parents, to members of the 
community, and to the community as a whole for multiple aspects of schooling, based on 
various information sources (Hooge et al., 2012). As explained in Hooge et al. (2012), 
with respect to multiple accountability processes, Hooge and Helderman (2008) 
distinguish four different categories of stakeholders: primary, internal, vertical and 
horizontal. In education, parents and students are the primary stakeholders. Teachers and 
other educational and non-educational staff are internal stakeholders with a clear interest in 
the success of the school. At slightly more distance, governments and organisations 
formally operating on behalf of government (such as inspectorates or municipalities) 
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operate as vertical stakeholders. Finally, all other organisations, groups, or persons in the 
school’s environment with some level of interest in the school are horizontal stakeholders. 

In Mexico, educational evaluation is a responsibility of federal education authorities. 
The Secretariat of Public Education (SEP) is responsible for the supervision of the entire 
education system and plays a role in all components of the evaluation and assessment 
framework, including developing binding student learning objectives (national 
curriculum), determining the features of the teaching profession, and monitoring the 
performance of schools and the education system. The SEP is supported by a federal-
level agency, the National Institute for Educational Assessment and Evaluation (INEE). 
Activities of INEE include the design and development of student national assessments, 
educational indicators on the quality of education in Mexico, and evaluation instruments 
and guidelines (e.g. for school evaluation). State authorities operate schools in their sub-
system. They organise their own systems of school supervision which tends to 
concentrate on the compliance with regulations and provide some support for schools to 
improve. In addition to the co-ordination of federal evaluation initiatives, states can also 
develop their own evaluations. Schools benefit from some limited autonomy in the 
organisation of the various components of evaluation and assessment at the student, 
teacher and school level. They take most responsibility for student assessment, including 
the definition of assessment criteria and instruments (mostly determined by individual 
teachers); they operate some elements of some teacher appraisal processes; and they take 
responsibility for their self-evaluation (SEP and INEE, 2011). 

In Ireland, on behalf of the Minister, the Department of Education and Skills (DES) 
co-ordinates and develops policy and decisions relating to the monitoring and assessment 
of the education system taking into account advice from the NCCA (National Council for 
Curriculum and Assessment) which has a key advisory role in developing mechanisms 
for assessing standards of knowledge and skills. The Inspectorate of the DES is the key 
agency in evaluating the education system and in conducting school evaluation, which 
includes evaluation of teaching and learning in individual schools. The Inspectorate 
contributes regularly to system evaluation by undertaking evaluation of educational 
programmes designed to meet particular needs, by participating in Value-for-Money 
reviews or by assessing policy implementation and impact. The DES has devolved 
elements of student evaluation and assessment to national bodies or external agencies. 
The State examinations are co-ordinated and managed by the State Examinations 
Commission (SEC), a statutory independent agency. The national sampling assessment of 
students is carried out by the Educational Research Centre (ERC) which is an 
independent research agency (Irish Department of Education and Skills, 2012).  

Denmark combines a central legal framework specifying evaluation requirements and 
student Common Objectives in compulsory education, with clear responsibility for school 
owners (municipalities and private school boards) to ensure quality control within this 
framework. Municipalities enjoy autonomy in designing their quality assurance practices, 
specifying the local objectives and determining local guidelines for their schools. School 
principals are responsible for school-level administrative and pedagogical policies and are 
accountable to the municipality (public schools) or the parent-elected boards and the 
Quality and Supervision Agency (private schools) (Danish Ministry of Education and 
Rambøll, 2011). 

In Canada, the responsibilities for evaluation and assessment are shared between the 
education agents but the role of local players is prevalent. System evaluation is the 
responsibility of Provincial Departments of Education and local governing bodies (school 
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boards, groups of elected members of a community – school district – to whom the 
provinces have delegated authority over some aspects of education) and their supervisory 
staff (i.e. superintendents). School evaluations and associated activities are the 
responsibility of school staff and leadership, with measures included for review by 
supervisory staff of local governing bodies and reported to the appropriate board and the 
local public. Teacher appraisal is typically the responsibility of school principals with 
results reported to the supervisory personnel of local governing bodies, while student 
assessment is administered by a variety of players – teachers, local governing boards, and 
provincial authorities – depending on the intended uses of achievement results (Fournier 
and Mildon, forthcoming). 

In the Czech Republic, the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports (MEYS) 
oversees the entire education system and co-ordinates the evaluation and assessment 
framework, with a role in each of its components. In addition, the role of the Schools 
Inspectorate (CSI) in assuring quality in schools is perceived as central by all agents, 
some of whom considerably draw on its work (such as regions’ and municipalities’ 
education authorities). Regions and municipalities supervise their respective schools but 
in clear respect of school autonomy and also drawing on the framework provided by the 
national level, including the work of the CSI. It is also clearly understood that some areas 
within the evaluation and assessment framework are better addressed at the local level 
such as teacher appraisal and student assessment. In addition, school boards give an 
opportunity for parents to contribute to the evaluation and assessment framework (IIE, 
2011). 

Dedicated intermediate agencies gain a prominent role in evaluation and 
assessment frameworks 

As described in Chapter 2, the greater emphasis on evaluation and assessment has led 
to the creation of specialised intermediate agencies which assume a central role in the 
governance of the evaluation and assessment framework. Table 3.2 provides a country-
level list of agencies which play a role in the respective evaluation and assessment 
framework. Many of the listed agencies have been created in recent years in recognition 
of the increasing complexity of evaluation and assessment frameworks. These agencies 
are typically involved in the design and operation of evaluation activities (e.g. national 
standardised student assessments, external school evaluation), technical leadership 
(e.g. design of guidelines and instruments for evaluation), capacity building for 
evaluation and assessment and the monitoring of the education system.  

The creation of some of these agencies was triggered by the establishment of national 
education standards and the need for their monitoring. For example, in Austria, the 
establishment of the Federal Institute for Education Research, Innovation and 
Development of the Austrian School System (BIFIE) was associated with the 
development, implementation and monitoring of education standards. Since its creation, 
BIFIE assumes responsibility for the preparation of the annual “National Education 
Report” (Specht and Sobanski, 2012). Similarly, in the Slovak Republic, the National 
Institute of Certified Measurement (NÚCEM) takes responsibility for measuring and 
evaluating the quality of education. In Italy, the National Institute for the Evaluation of 
the Education System (INVALSI) has been given the functional responsibility of system 
evaluation under the supervision of the National Ministry for Education, University and 
Research. 
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Table 3.2 Specialised intermediate agencies with a role in the evaluation and assessment framework,  
by country (2012) 

Country Specialised intermediate agencies with a role in the evaluation and assessment framework 
Australia  
(at the federal level) 

Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) (created in 2009) 
Australian Institute of Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) (created in 2010) 

Austria  
(at the federal level) 

Federal Institute for Education Research, Innovation and Development of the Austrian School System (BIFIE) (created in 
2008) 

Belgium 
(Flemish Community) 

Agency for Quality Assurance in Education and Training (AKOV) (created in 2009) 
The Flemish Inspectorate of Education (created in 1991) 

Belgium  
(French Community) 

General Inspection Services (Service général de l’inspection) (associated with Ministry of the French Community) 
Commission for the monitoring of the education system (Commission de pilotage) (created in 2002) 

Canada  
(at the federal level) 

Council of Ministers of Education, Canada (Pan-Canadian Assessment Program) 

Chile The Quality of Education Agency (created in 2011, started operating in 2012) 

Czech Republic 
Czech Schools Inspectorate (created in 1991, reformed in 2005) 
Centre for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (CERMAT) (under the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports) 
(created in 1999) 

Denmark 
Quality and Supervision Agency (created in 2011) 
Council for Evaluation and Quality Development of Primary and Lower Secondary Education (created in 2006) 
Danish Evaluation Institute (created in 1999) 

Finland National Board of Education (created in 1991) 
Education Evaluation Council 

France General Inspectorate of National Education (part of the Ministry of Education) 
General Inspectorate of the Administration of National Education and Research (part of Ministry of Education) 

Hungary The Educational Authority (created in 2006) 
Iceland Educational Testing Institute 

Ireland 

Inspectorate of the Department of Education and Skills 
National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA) (created in 2001) 
State Examinations Commission (separate entity under Department of Education and Skills) (created in 2003) 
Educational Research Centre (created in 1966) 

Italy National Institute for the Evaluation of the Education System (INVALSI) (created in 2004) 
National Institute for Educational Research, Experimentation and Development (INDIRE) 

Korea Korea Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation (KICE) (created in 1998) 
Korean Educational Development Institute (KEDI) (created in 1972) 

Luxembourg Agency for the Development of Quality in Schools (integrated in the Ministry of National Education and Vocational Training) 
(created in 2009) 

Mexico National Institute for Educational Assessment and Evaluation (INEE) (created in 2002) 

Netherlands Dutch Inspectorate of Education 
Board of Examinations (CVE) 

New Zealand Education Review Office 
New Zealand Qualifications Authority (created in 1989) 

Norway Directorate for Education and Training (executive agency of the Ministry of Education and Research) (created in 2004) 
Poland Central Examination Commission 

Portugal General Inspectorate of Education and Science (integrated in the structure of the Ministry of Education and Science) 
(created in 1979) 

Slovak Republic National Institute for Certified Educational Measurement (NÚCEM) (created in 2008) 
State Schools Inspectorate 

Slovenia 

National Examinations Centre (created in 1993) 
Inspectorate of the Republic of Slovenia for Education and Sport (affiliated to the Ministry of Education and Sport) 
National Education Institute (created in 1956) 
Council for Quality and Evaluation (Advisory body of Ministry of Education and Sport, created in 1999) 

Sweden National Agency for Education (created in 1991) 
Swedish Schools Inspectorate (created in 2008) 

United Kingdom 
(Northern Ireland) 

Education and Training Inspectorate (part of Department of Education) 
Council for the Curriculum, Examinations and Assessment (created in 1993) 

Source: Country Background Reports supplied by countries. 
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Some intermediate agencies have a large remit. For instance, in the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, the Agency for Quality Assurance in Education and Training 
(AKOV) is a central player in the evaluation and assessment framework. All services 
related to quality improvement of education fall under the jurisdiction of AKOV: 
determining and adjusting the attainment targets and developmental objectives, ensuring 
clear processes for certification, ensuring quality of educational institutions, organising 
the National Assessment Programme, ensuring coherence between the attainment targets 
and developmental objectives of compulsory schooling and competences of teachers 
taught in initial teacher education programmes, organisation of the Examination Board of 
the Flemish Community, outlining criteria for recognition of prior learning, and 
supporting the work of the Inspectorate Flemish (Ministry of Education and Training and 
the University of Antwerp Edubron Research Group, 2010). 

An important issue for policy is the division of labour between education authorities 
and intermediate agencies such as quality or evaluation agencies or school inspectorates, 
for instance in terms of making a judgement on the state of education in countries and 
developing a vision for evaluation and assessment. Generally, while there is collaboration 
between education authorities and intermediate agencies, it is often ambiguous how far 
the latter can take their autonomy in leading educational evaluation activities. The reality 
is that education authorities inevitably have a vested interest in the evaluation of the 
education system which gives great importance to the issue of the independence of 
intermediate evaluation agencies.  

The devolution of responsibilities for evaluation and assessment involves a variety 
of trade-offs 

There is considerable variation among OECD countries in the extent to which the 
governance and implementation of evaluation and assessment are devolved to the local 
level. One implication of significant levels of devolution of responsibilities for evaluation 
and assessment are variations in the implementation of national policy for evaluation and 
assessment at the regional/local level. This has both advantages and drawbacks. The 
diversity of approaches to evaluation and assessment allows for local innovation and 
thereby system evolution and the large degree of autonomy given to the region, municipal 
and school levels may generate trust, commitment and professionalism. It might also 
encourage collaborative work within schools on the adaptation of evaluation and 
assessment procedures at the local level. At the same time, there may be concerns about 
the lack of systematic application of national directions, inconsistency of practices and 
little capacity or commitment to developing quality frameworks at the local level. These 
concerns might be amplified by weak articulations between the different decision-making 
levels (e.g. between regions and municipalities) and limited collaboration between the 
regions, municipalities and schools (e.g. as in networks and partnerships of municipalities 
to take collective responsibility for quality evaluation and improvement). 

In highly decentralised countries, there are typically excellent quality assurance 
initiatives at the local and school level but a number of challenges arise. The school 
owners (e.g. regions, municipalities and private providers) generally vary in their capacity 
for and commitment to evaluation and assessment activities. The instruments used for 
quality assurance and reference standards might be extremely diverse. They are also often 
not documented at the national level. There might also be few mechanisms to identify 
good practice and share it across the entire system. In Hungary, school maintainers (local 
governments and independent maintainers) take responsibility for evaluating the 
effectiveness of the pedagogical work of schools and their professionals. However, no 
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criteria are defined at the national level and there is great autonomy to decide the specific 
approach followed. Public schools are required to follow the rules stipulated in the Local 
Council Quality Management Programme (Hungarian Ministry of Education and Culture, 
2010).1 In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the regulatory framework for quality 
assurance is developed to fit the Freedom of education principle, which grants the schools 
the right to develop their own concept of quality of education. This entails investments in 
the capacity of schools concerning school self-evaluations, use of data by school agents, 
and the development of school development plans (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). 

Studies from the United States show the impact of school districts on school and 
student performance varies widely. Several studies point to the importance of district 
leadership in developing strategies for improvement, helping schools to align curriculum 
to central standards and assessments, and providing support for low-performing schools 
(see for example, Elmore and Burney, 1997; Hill et al., 2000; Newmann et al., 2001). 
Approaches at the school level might also be equally diverse. The ways in which school 
self-evaluation is conducted, the role that school leaders take in the framework and the 
communication channels between schools and school owners might be highly variable. At 
the classroom level, there might be some insecurity among teachers about how to best 
implement the curriculum and marking criteria so as to ensure a fair assessment of 
student performance in the case national student learning objectives leave considerable 
room for local interpretation. 

Therefore, a major challenge for the evaluation and assessment framework lies in 
determining what constitutes a desirable measure of national consistency as against local 
diversity. National agendas for education are likely to be strengthened by greater 
consistency of evaluation and assessment procedures across schools but greater diversity 
offers more opportunities for innovation and adaptation to local needs. The challenge is to 
articulate a national strategy for each of the evaluation and assessment components which 
builds on the best of current practice and serves the national reform agenda and continues 
to allow flexibility of approach at the local level within agreed parameters. This involves 
ensuring strong willingness at the local level to build on the national evaluation and 
assessment agenda by adapting it to local needs and specificities.  

Integration of the non-public sector 
In most countries, a non-public sector co-exists in the provision of education services, 

often with subsidies provided by the public budget. Countries with significant private 
school provision include Australia (over 30% of enrolment in non-public schools, all of 
which receive some degree of government funding), Belgium (over 50%, publicly funded 
at the same level as public schools), Chile (over 50%, the majority of which are funded at 
the same level as public schools), Denmark (over 25% in lower secondary education, the 
large majority of which is government-dependent), France (over 30% in upper secondary 
education, the large majority of which is government-dependent), Japan (over 30% in 
upper secondary education, all of which are not publicly subsidised), Korea (over 46% in 
upper secondary education, all of which is government-dependent) and the United 
Kingdom (over 45% in upper secondary education, the large majority of which is 
government-dependent) (OECD, 2012a). 

The integration of non-public schools in the overall evaluation and assessment 
framework varies considerably across countries. In Belgium, where the Freedom of 
education principle provides parents with free school choice, the evaluation and assessment 
framework treats all schools equally, i.e. all schools are subject to the same rules and 



72 – 3. THE EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK: EMBRACING A HOLISTIC APPROACH 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

engage similarly in centrally dictated evaluation and assessment activities (in addition to 
the their own sector’s specific initiatives). By contrast, in Chile, which places strong 
emphasis on parental freedom of school choice through its voucher programme, central 
requirements for evaluation and assessment in private schools are considerably more 
limited than in public schools. For instance, the approach for teacher appraisal in the private 
school sector (most of which is publicly subsidised) consists of giving independence to 
school providers to run their own procedures. However, private schools are required to 
participate in national standardised student assessments (Santiago et al., forthcoming). 

In Denmark, most of the 2006 policy initiatives to strengthen the evaluation culture in 
compulsory education do not apply directly to private schools. While private schools have 
to demonstrate similar conditions for student assessment in as much as they must provide 
end objectives and educational descriptions of how students will reach these, evaluate the 
student’s learning outcomes and communicate this with parents and evaluate the school 
as a whole on a regular basis, they have considerable freedom in how they do so. Private 
schools are not required to use the national student Common Objectives or national tests. 
Further, they may opt out of administering final examinations in Grade 9 by officially 
informing the Ministry of Education. The parents hold the primary responsibility for 
supervising the educational quality in private schools. Private schools choose between 
self-evaluation and a parent-elected certified supervisor. They are accountable to 
supervision by the Ministry of Education, specifically, the Quality and Supervision 
Agency (Shewbridge et al., 2011b). 

In Australia, there is strong emphasis on working with all school sectors on all the 
key areas for schooling. Through the Schools Assistance Act 2008 non-government 
schools have an obligation to meet national school performance and reporting 
requirements similar to those which apply to government schools, including 
participation in national and international student standardised assessments, publication 
of school-level reports and reporting to parents. However, the integration of the non-
government sector within the overall evaluation and assessment framework is more 
limited at other levels. For instance, school evaluation practices in the Catholic and 
Independent sectors may not be mandatory and the organisation of teacher appraisal in 
the context of performance management processes is dissociated from state and territory 
School Improvement Frameworks. The typical approach for teacher appraisal and school 
evaluation in the non-government sector consists of giving independence to school 
providers to run their own procedures while state and territory authorities monitor the 
performance of non-governmental schools against minimum standards through periodical 
registration processes and for their accreditation for credentialing students. The 
environment of choice under which non-government schools operate creates an 
imperative for continual evaluation and assessment in order to ensure individual schools 
continue to meet the needs and expectations of students, parents, the community and 
governments (Santiago et al., 2011). 

The policy challenge is to ensure a degree of integration of non-public schools in the 
overall evaluation and assessment framework which guarantees that evaluation and 
assessment procedures in the non-public sector are sufficiently aligned with national 
student learning objectives and educational targets, while respecting the freedom of 
organisation of non-public schools and acknowledging that they are subject to market-
based accountability to a greater extent. Such degree of integration into the overall 
evaluation and assessment framework is desirable as a way of providing information 
about schools which is comparable and, for non-public schools receiving public subsidies, 
as a way to hold schools accountable for the use of public funds. 
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Overarching reference: Goals for student learning 

Clear and widely supported goals for student learning provide the solid reference 
point on which to build evaluation and assessment. They are expressed both at a more 
generic level (e.g. overall objectives of the education system) and in more specific ways 
(e.g. curricula). These are essential to achieve the alignment of processes and school 
agents’ contributions within the evaluation and assessment framework. 

General goals for the education system 
Countries typically devise statements about the ultimate goals of their education 

system and governments generally establish priorities for education policy for the period 
they are in office. In addition, it is becoming increasingly common for governments to set 
up education targets alongside indicators to assess progress towards the targets.  

Overall goals for education systems typically emphasise the following aspects: 

• the personal development of individuals 

• the acquisition of skills and competencies (e.g. learning in the course of life, 
critical thinking) 

• equality of educational opportunities 

• values and attitudes (e.g. civic skills, fundamental rights, principles of democracy, 
respect of diversity, protection of the environment).  

Education policy priorities, often associated with specific education targets, generally 
address the following aspects: 

• educational outcomes (e.g. completion rates, performance levels, quality of 
outcomes) 

• equity of outcomes (e.g. outcomes for particular student groups) 

• education processes (e.g. implementation of a reform; accountability and 
transparency; school leadership; quality of teaching) 

• education staff (e.g. raising the status of teaching, working conditions) 

• specific target areas (e.g. expansion of vocational education, strengthening of 
early childhood education). 

For instance, in Mexico, the General Education Law provides clear goals for 
education emphasising the development of individuals and the promotion of values and 
attitudes. These are associated with broader social and economic goals. Statements about 
the aims for the education system such as its promotion of diversity, equity and quality 
and its role in developing successful learners and informed citizens are articulated. In 
addition, federal governments in office establish priorities for educational policy, which 
provide the framework for policy development. For instance, one of the six objectives of 
the 2007-2012 Education Sector Programme was “to promote the development and use of 
information and communication technologies in the education system in order to provide 
support for student learning, increase student life abilities and favour student entry into 
the knowledge society”. Education targets to be achieved by 2012 were also established 
with associated indicators to permit the monitoring of their achievement (e.g. in primary 
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school, a proportion of 82% and 83% students achieving at the basic proficiency level in 
national tests, in Spanish and mathematics respectively) (SEP and INEE, 2011). 

In Norway, the three core objectives for education, as defined by the Ministry of 
Education and research in its 2007-08 report to the Parliament on Quality in Education, 
refer to basic skills development, completion of upper secondary education and inclusion 
(Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011). In the Czech Republic, two of 
the seven objectives of the education system as defined by the 2005 Education Act are: 
“The personal development of a human being who shall possess knowledge and social 
competencies, ethical and spiritual values for their personal and civic life, for pursuing a 
profession or working activities, and for acquiring information and learning in the course 
of life”; and “The formation of national and state citizenship awareness and respect for 
the ethnic, national, cultural, language and religious identity of every person” (IIE, 2011). 
In Australia, the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians 
defines two overarching goals for schooling: “Australian schooling promotes equity and 
excellence”; and “All young Australians become successful learners, confident and 
creative individuals, and active and informed citizens” (DEEWR, 2010). 

Equity goals in education systems 
In most countries there is an emergent focus on equity and inclusion among 

educational goals. For example, in Australia, equity is at the core of the national goals for 
education, and national reporting on education pays careful attention to different 
measures of equity, including gender, Indigenous groups, geographic location, students 
with a language background other than English and socio-economic status (based on 
parental education and parental occupation). Equity has been given more prominence in 
general government reporting since 2004 when it was put on the same level as 
“efficiency” and “effectiveness” in the Report on Government Services’ general 
performance indicator framework, with indicators on equity of access (output) and equity 
of outcomes (DEEWR, 2010). Also, in the Flemish Community of Belgium, there is 
strong political focus on the need to increase the equity of educational opportunities. 
Policy on Equal Educational Opportunities has played a prominent role since the adoption 
of the 2002 Decree of Equity of Educational Opportunities. The 2002 Decree provides 
for: the right for each child to enrol in the school of choice, with very strict rules on 
refusal or referral of students; the creation of local consultation platforms to ensure 
co-operation in implementing local equal educational opportunities policies; and extra 
support for schools providing additional educational support as part of this policy 
(Flemish Ministry of Education and Training and the University of Antwerp Edubron 
Research Group, 2010). 

However, in many countries, equity and inclusion are areas for further policy 
attention. In these countries, the articulation of equity among the national goals for 
education tends to be narrow. There is often limited knowledge about educational 
disadvantage in the education system – little differential analysis is undertaken on student 
performance across specific groups such as cultural minorities, students from 
disadvantaged families or those who live in a remote location. Also, in these countries 
typically no measures of equity in the education system have been developed so progress 
towards reducing inequities can be monitored.  
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Specific student learning objectives 
At the level of student learning objectives, countries develop a basis for common 

expectations of outcomes from schooling, in a variety of forms such as curricula, study 
programmes, educational standards or learning progressions (see Chapter 4). For instance, 
in Mexico’s primary and lower secondary education, there is a national curriculum 
supported by the general 2011 Study Plan for basic education and the grade- and subject-
specific 2011 Study Programmes. These establish curricular standards to be met at the 
end of each of the four main stages of basic education as well as expected learning 
outcomes and are fairly detailed and prescriptive (Santiago et al., 2012b). 

Other countries provide considerable more room for local adjustments to the 
curriculum. For instance, in the Slovak Republic, learning objectives for students are 
elaborated in common references established at the national level through national 
educational programmes. These binding documents consist of educational standards and 
stipulate the content of learning in each field of education and the expected outcomes at 
given stages in the education system. On the basis of the binding national educational 
programmes, schools then prepare more specific school educational programmes. These 
determine how the content proposed by national educational programmes is distributed 
into actual curricula for individual grades and subjects. Schools shape their profiles by 
means of their educational programmes (Shewbridge et al., forthcoming). In Italy, student 
learning objectives are defined in national curriculum goals, which can be adapted at the 
local level. Schools may devote up to 20% of their school time to the adjustment of the 
national curriculum to locally defined objectives, according to contextual factors which 
schools should analyse with relevant local stakeholders. For example, schools can now 
introduce an in-depth study of local historical events or to teach students certain skills to 
enter the local workforce. 

Student learning objectives promote a range of competencies, which countries define 
in a variety of ways. For example, Austria defines “dynamic skills” which are transversal 
and not tied to specific subjects, Slovenia defines key competencies in thematic fields 
(e.g. learning to learn, social skills, ICT, entrepreneurship, environmental responsibility), 
Luxembourg defines foundation (socle) competencies as including both subject-based and 
cross-curricular competencies, and Finland has introduced the concept of “themes” 
(i.e. challenges with social significance) (Gordon et al., 2009). 

As explained in Looney (2011a), several studies on “opportunity to learn” provide 
significant evidence that the focus, content coverage and flow, and cognitive demands in 
curricula have a strong and direct impact on student achievement (see Gamoran et al., 
1997; Porter and Smithson, 2001; Smithson and Collares, 2007, cited in Schmidt and 
Maier, 2009). A priority is to ensure that student learning objectives are clear and detailed 
enough that the knowledge and skills students are expected to attain are readily apparent 
(Commission on Instructionally Supportive Assessment, 2001). 

The development of student learning objectives is a complex exercise. For example, 
as explained in Looney (2011a), standards writers may have difficulty agreeing on the 
knowledge and skills that are most important. While the majority of OECD countries now 
promote skills for “learning-to-learn”, including skills for problem-solving, critical 
analysis, as well as supporting students in developing greater autonomy, and so on, there 
may still be deep-seated tensions about the goals of education. Such “culture wars” (Finn 
and Kanstoroom, 2001), may lead to the development of standards that are vague (thereby 
avoiding controversy), or at the other extreme, standards that are overly detailed, making 
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it difficult to identify priorities for learning, and providing little useful guidance for 
instruction or the development of assessments (Chudowsky and Pellegrino, 2003). 

There are also tensions between the idea of setting learning objectives for excellence 
for all students and supporting individual differences and interests. These are fundamental 
concerns for systems considering how to support both equity and quality (Linn, 1998). 
Policy makers may choose to set rigorous standards to communicate their efforts to raise 
school performance to the broader public. There is research supporting the view that 
students benefit from high expectations (Bransford et al., 1999). But there are also 
concerns that unreasonably high targets increase incentives for teachers to “teach to the 
test”, thereby raising student scores, while not actually having an impact on student 
learning (Koretz, 2005) (discussed in more detail in Looney, 2011a). 

Alignment between goals for student learning and evaluation and assessment 
A crucial aspect for the successful implementation of evaluation and assessment is 

their alignment with student learning objectives. The core logic of criterion-referenced 
systems rests upon the alignment of goals for student learning, specific content for 
learning, pedagogical approaches and evaluation and assessment. The alignment is an 
effort of significant magnitude as it involves designing tools to accurately assess the 
competencies and expected learning outcomes promoted by national student learning 
objectives; fostering evaluation and assessment approaches consistent with the 
pedagogical approaches encouraged by learning goals (e.g. formative assessment); 
developing teacher capacity to assess against student learning objectives; designing 
instruments for teacher appraisal, school evaluation and school leader appraisal whose 
reference standards (typically teaching and school management standards, school 
evaluation frameworks) are aligned with student learning objectives; and ensuring all 
educational goals are covered in evaluation and assessment procedures (e.g. equity). The 
alignment might also involve the promotion of practices within the school system which 
support the achievement of educational goals such as a better use of evaluation results for 
feedback, greater focus on self-reflection by learners and educational practitioners, more 
interactive and collaborative work among school agents, and a closer focus on student 
competencies. Mexico introduced in the early 2010s a wide-ranging curricular reform 
with the potential to better align student learning objectives with pedagogical practices in 
schools and student assessment (see Box 3.1).  

In a well-aligned system, student learning objectives are comprehensive, and clearly 
define the content and cognitive processes students are expected to demonstrate at 
different stages. If systems are poorly aligned, it is impossible for the system, schools and 
teachers to draw valid conclusions about student performance, or to adapt teaching to 
better meet identified needs (Linn, 2001, 2005; Haertel and Herman, 2005). Misalignment 
can have serious consequences on instruction and learning (Alliance for Excellent 
Education, 2010). For instance, one negative consequence of disconnected education 
standards and student standardised assessment is “teaching to the test”, where teachers 
may emphasise assessment taking skills and low-level content, rather than important 
learning goals expressed by the standards (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2010). Also, 
if standards are poorly designed or not specific enough, teachers are more likely to focus 
on tests, thus narrowing the focus of teaching (Stecher et al., 2000). 
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Box 3.1 The Comprehensive Reform of Basic Education in Mexico 

Mexico introduced in the early 2010s an extensive curricular reform to improve the coherence of the system 
and its focus on student achievement: the Comprehensive Reform of Basic Education (Reforma Integral de la 
Educación Básica, RIEB). Its key elements include the co-ordination among the different levels comprising 
basic education; the continuity between pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education; and the emphasis 
on issues relevant for today’s society and education for life. The reform involves the preparation of updated 
study plans and programmes, focusing on pertinent teaching and with clearly defined expectations of skills to be 
acquired by year level and subject; improved training provided to school principal and teachers; and participative 
processes of school management. 

The RIEB is based on a number of pedagogical principles, including: student-centred learning processes; 
planning to stimulate learning; creation of learning environments; collaborative work to develop learning; 
emphasis on the development of competencies and the achievement of curricular standards and expected learning 
outcomes; assessment for learning; promotion of inclusion to address diversity; reorientation of leadership; and 
pedagogical support to the school. The RIEB redefines learning as the development of competencies (instead of 
the transmission of knowledge contents), shifts pedagogical practices in classrooms and enhances reporting to 
students and parents. It puts emphasis on concepts such as assessment for learning, expected learning outcomes, 
collaborative learning, project-based work, student self-assessment and peer assessment and criterion-referenced 
marking, all of which place students at the centre of the learning. The RIEB is a profound structural educational 
reform, benefiting from the efforts of a large number of school agents, and drawing on the consensus achieved 
among educational stakeholders. 

Source: Santiago et al. (2012b). 

As explained in Looney (2009), no system can achieve perfect alignment. Baker 
(2004) points to the complexity of school systems as a barrier to tight alignment – 
including the number of links across different components of school systems, the 
diversity of regional contexts, differences in organisational contexts of schools, the range 
of teacher and school leader capabilities, resources devoted to professional development 
and other support for teachers. Given this complexity, it is very difficult to develop clear 
and explicit relationships across student learning objectives, instruction and assessments. 
Moreover, all assessments and examinations contain some degree of error, and as Haertel 
and Lorié (2004) assert, can only provide “an imperfect estimate of student performance”. 
Another example of a source of misalignment is that educational measurement 
technologies have not kept pace with advances in the cognitive sciences, and large-scale 
assessments very often do not reflect educational standards that promote development of 
higher-order skills, such as problem-solving, reasoning and communication (Looney, 
2011b). Misalignment, however, may in some circumstances establish a dynamic of 
change as when advances in the cognitive sciences lead to innovation in assessment (see 
also Chapter 4). 

Alignment issues also apply to external school evaluation, school self-evaluation, 
teacher appraisal and school leader appraisal. References for school evaluation, school 
leader appraisal and teacher appraisal need to align with student learning objectives and 
include the associated criteria to be used by evaluators. Agencies in charge of school 
evaluation, school leader appraisal and teacher appraisal should also be able to provide 
evidence of inter-evaluator rating reliability. In the context of school self-evaluations, staff 
may need to achieve consensus regarding goals for the evaluation, and the criteria by which 
they will judge school performance. All these evaluation activities require good “social 
alignment”, i.e. social capital in systems, including shared values, motives and efforts 
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around educational goals and the principles underlining them (Baker, 2004; Hargreaves, 
2003). In socially aligned systems, institutions and actors work together to define 
challenges and to consider alternative courses of action. This alignment is vital for system 
learning and improvement (Looney, 2011a). 

Design 

Principles 
In designing their evaluation and assessment frameworks, countries draw on a range 

of principles which are typically aligned with the overall goals for and traditions in their 
education system and are expected to improve the effectiveness of evaluation and 
assessment procedures. These include placing students at the centre of the evaluation and 
assessment framework, focussing on student outcomes, committing to transparency 
through the reporting of evaluation and assessment results, promoting a culture of sharing 
classroom practice, relying on teacher professionalism and responding to diverse learner 
needs. 

Placing students at the centre of the evaluation and assessment framework 
A desirable principle in the design of the evaluation and assessment framework is to 

place students at the centre of the evaluation and assessment framework. In Sweden, an 
important aspect of the approach to education is that students are being trusted and 
considered as responsible partners in the education system in general, and in evaluation 
and assessment activities in particular. The Education Act and the curriculum state that all 
students should be granted the democratic rights of taking responsibility and participating 
in the decisions that concern them and their school environment. Teachers are required to 
involve their students when planning and organising lessons. Even in the earliest grade 
levels, teachers discuss the goals and performance criteria with their students, the 
involvement of students being adapted to their age and maturity. Teachers are obliged to 
ensure that students and parents are well informed about the goals and receive regular 
feedback about their progress. Student assessment throughout compulsory education is 
organised around individual development plans (IDPs). These are developed and revised 
collaboratively in regular “development talks” between the teacher, the individual student 
and his or her parents. The goals determined in IDPs can also be used for student self-
assessment in which students are asked to rate their own progress and performance. 
Students and their parents also play an important role in the evaluation of educational 
services. At the national level, the National Agency for Education carries out since 1993 
regular surveys of student, parent and teacher attitudes towards school. The survey covers 
issues such as safety, comfort, atmosphere at school, teaching and learning, and 
opportunities for student participation. Locally designed student and parent surveys are 
also frequently used to gather the opinions and expectations of key client groups 
(Nusche et al., 2011a). 

By contrast, in some other countries, teaching, learning and assessment still take place 
in a somewhat “traditional” setting with the teacher leading his/her classroom, the 
students typically not involved in the planning and organisation of lessons and assessment 
concentrating on summative scores. In such settings, while teachers may also focus on the 
development of skills for critical analysis and reasoning, students have few opportunities 
to experiment with or apply new knowledge in different situations. Knowledge is 
presented within traditional, discrete categories (language, mathematics, science, arts, and 
so on), and there may be few opportunities to link learning across subjects. There is little 
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attention paid to student motivation, or to developing skills for “learning to learn” 
(OECD, 2009). In these countries, the opportunity given to parents and students to 
influence student learning also tends to be more limited and there is little emphasis on the 
development of students’ own capacity to regulate their learning. Other practices which 
might require further strengthening in these countries are the communication of learning 
expectations to students, the opportunities for performance feedback and mechanisms for 
individualised support. Also, collecting the views and perspectives of parents and 
students to inform school improvement through the systematic use of surveys is not a 
general practice in some countries. This includes surveys designed by teachers to collect 
student views on their teaching.  

A practice which raises concerns of not placing the student at the centre of the 
learning is the extensive use of year repetition. According to PISA 2009 data, year 
repetition is particularly high in Belgium, France, Luxembourg, Portugal and Spain where 
over 35.0% of students had repeated one or more years by age 15 according to themselves 
(against an OECD average of 13.0%) (OECD, 2010). This raises important concerns. 
First, high levels of year repetition are not compatible with placing students at the centre 
of assessment as it extensively involves branding students a failure at different stages of 
schooling, including in the very early stages of learning. Second, it runs counter to the 
need for teachers to have the highest possible expectations of what children can achieve if 
they always have the possibility of retention in the back of their minds for children who 
do not respond well to their teaching. It should be recognised, however, that in those 
countries where levels of year repetition are high, there is typically a belief among 
teachers and parents that year repetition is beneficial for low-performing students, leading 
such practice to become part of the school culture. 

There is wide recognition in educational research that year repetition is an ineffective 
intervention for low achievement while it poses risks for equity in terms of bias based on 
social background (Field et al., 2007; OECD, 2012b). Reviews of the research literature 
by Brophy (2006) and Xia and Kirby (2009) concluded the following about school-
imposed year repetition: 

• It improves academic achievement temporarily, but over time, year repeaters fall 
further and further behind other low achievers who were promoted. 

• It is stressful to students and associated with reduced self-esteem, impairs peer 
relationships, increases alienation from school, and sharply increases likelihood of 
eventual dropout. 

• It makes classes larger and harder to manage for teachers and creates budgetary 
and equity problems for schools and school systems. 

Research in both the United States and France suggests that social background, 
independent of school attainment, is an important determinant of repeating. This may be 
due to behavioural difficulties associated with social background, or because educated 
parents are in a stronger position to oppose a repetition proposed by the school. Therefore 
year repetition may also pose risks for equity in terms of bias based on social background 
(Field et al., 2007; OECD, 2012b). Also, the costs of repetition for the education budget 
are substantial given the extra expenditure incurred in the repeated year and the 
opportunity costs of one year of the student’s time. For example, in Italy, the Ministry of 
Education estimated that repetition in secondary school may result in a 6% increase of per 
student expenditure (MIUR, 2011). This is exacerbated by the fact that schools have very 
few incentives to take these large costs into account. In summary, year repetition is 
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ineffective and costly; this has both efficiency and equity implications (Field et al., 2007; 
OECD, 2012b). 

Focussing on student outcomes 
Evaluation and assessment frameworks are increasingly focusing on improving 

student outcomes and achieving student learning objectives. This is reflected in the 
priorities for national monitoring (in particular the introduction of student standardised 
assessments), the establishment of educational targets, the significance of evidence on 
student performance for school evaluation and teacher appraisal, and the importance of 
reporting publicly on student results. Figure 3.2 provides an indication of the importance 
of student results in both teacher appraisal and school evaluation according to the 
perceptions of teachers and school principals in lower secondary education, for countries 
which participated in the 2007-08 OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey 
(TALIS).2 It suggests that the focus on student results is particularly important in OECD 
countries such as Mexico, Poland and the Slovak Republic and relatively less so in 
Austria, Denmark, Iceland and Norway.  

Figure 3.2 Student test scores as a criterion of teacher appraisal and school evaluation (2007-08) 
Vertical axis: Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education whose school principal reported that student test scores  

were considered with high or moderate importance in school self-evaluations or external school evaluations 

Horizontal axis: Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education who reported that student test scores  
were considered with high or moderate importance in the appraisal and/or feedback they received 

 
Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791153 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 
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Committing to transparency through the reporting of evaluation and assessment 
results 

The overall evaluation and assessment framework can be strengthened through 
transparency in monitoring and publishing results. Reporting, as a key purpose of 
evaluation and assessment, is becoming increasingly important as reflected in 
requirements at several levels: system level (e.g. reports on the state of education, 
education databases); school level (websites with school-level information, school annual 
reports, inspection reports); and student level (publication of standardised assessment 
results at the school level, reporting of marks to students and parents). 

Figure 3.3 displays the extent of publication of school evaluation results 
(including school performance tables) in countries which participated in the first 
round of TALIS in 2007-08, according to school principals’ perceptions. It suggests 
that the emphasis on the public reporting of school evaluation results is particularly 
important in countries such as Australia, Belgium (Flemish Community), Denmark, 
Iceland, Mexico and the Slovak Republic. However, some countries emphasise the 
publication of student results at the school level (e.g. Mexico) while others emphasise 
the publication of qualitative reports (e.g. municipal quality reports in Denmark, 
inspection reports in the Flemish Community of Belgium). By contrast, reporting of 
school evaluation results is less common in countries such as Austria, Poland, 
Slovenia, Spain and Turkey. Figure 3.4 provides indications on the publication of 
student achievement data at the school level through the perceptions of school 
principals in PISA 2009. It reveals a clear contrast between countries with strong 
emphasis on the reporting of such data (e.g. Netherlands, New Zealand, United 
Kingdom, United States) and those where such practice is infrequent (e.g. Austria, 
Belgium, Finland, Japan, Switzerland).  

In Mexico, the evaluation and assessment framework is reinforced by the 
establishment of significant requirements for public reporting. Mexico collects a wide 
range of data on education system performance, including through international student 
surveys, national standardised assessments, qualitative studies and the development of 
educational indicators. Comprehensive sets of educational statistics are published and 
education databases have been developed. Furthermore, the results of national 
standardised assessments are published at the school level but with the drawback that the 
simple averages provided do not allow for the appropriate contextualisation of the results. 
This situation is in contrast to the period prior to 2000, largely characterised by the 
absence of public data on educational outcomes. From 2002 on, there has been an explicit 
objective of disseminating publicly data on educational outcomes both to hold school 
agents accountable and to ensure the respective analysis informs educational policy 
development (Santiago et al., 2012b). 

In Australia, following the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young 
Australians in December 2008 Ministers agreed that public reporting on Australian 
schools would: support improving performance and school outcomes; be both locally and 
nationally relevant; and be timely, consistent and comparable. In June 2009, they agreed a 
set of eight principles and related protocols for reporting on schooling in Australia, the 
Principles and Protocols for Reporting on Schooling in Australia (MCEECDYA, 2009). 
This is a document which makes clear their commitment to transparent accountability. 
The principles relate directly to data on student outcomes and information about the 
school context and resourcing. The protocols are designed to promote the integrity of the 
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process and to provide safeguards against simplistic comparisons being made amongst 
schools (Santiago et al., 2011). 

Figure 3.3 Publication of school evaluations (2007-08) 
Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education in schools where school evaluations were published  

or used in comparative tables 

 

Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791172 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 

As explained by Rosenkvist (2010), it is a widely debated question in many countries 
to what extent and how student assessment results should be made publicly available. 
Some contend that there should be an effort towards making public all evidence from the 
evaluation of public policy (with appropriate analyses) in order to provide evidence to 
taxpayers and the users of schools on whether the schools are delivering the expected 
results, to enhance trust in government, or to improve the quality of the policy debate. 
Others consider that the publication of student results at the school level will be 
counterproductive as it is subject to erroneous interpretation, particularly when no 
adjustment for socioeconomic background is made, and may provoke some detrimental 
effects such as teaching to the test as a result of school agents concentrating on the 
measures which are published (see also Chapter 6).  
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Figure 3.4 Publication of student achievement data (2009) 
Percentage of 15-year-old students in schools where the principal reported that student achievement data  

was posted publicly  

 

Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791191 

Source: OECD, PISA Database, Compendium for the School Questionnaire, http://pisa2009.acer.edu.au/downloads.php. 

Promoting a culture of sharing classroom practice 
The evaluation and assessment framework benefits to a great extent on the ability 

to cultivate a culture of sharing classroom practice, developmental classroom 
observation, professional feedback, peer learning and professional coaching. Research 
shows that teachers are better able to adapt teaching to the needs of their students 
when they share information about instruction methods and student learning (Little, 
1990; Newman and Wehlage, 1995; McLaughlin and Talbert, 2001). For example, the 
Consortium for Policy Research in Education in Chicago found that among low-
performing schools that had been placed on probation, those that had previously 
developed strong cultures of peer collaboration were able to exit probationary status 
relatively rapidly (from 1996 to Spring of 1998). This requires an “open door” climate 
among teachers, critical to ensure that the evaluation of teaching and learning quality 
is central to evaluation and assessment frameworks. O’Day (2002) suggests that the 
structure and norms of many schools, where teachers work in “independent and 
isolated classrooms”, buffers individuals and schools against change and prevents 
mutual learning. One of the most important findings from a major study conducted in 
the United States investigating a three-year pilot of a new teacher evaluation system in 
the Chicago Public Schools was that the most valuable part of the entire process, for 
both teachers and evaluators, was in the professional conversations that accompanied 
an observed lesson (Sartain et al., 2011). 

In some countries, classroom observations are not a systematic part of the appraisal of 
each teacher or are not conducted in the context of school evaluation and there is little 
tradition for school leaders or teacher peers to conduct informal classroom observations 
with an evaluative focus. Figure 3.5 displays perceptions by school agents on the use of 
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the direct appraisal of classroom teaching as a criterion of teacher appraisal and school 
evaluation, as part of the 2007-08 TALIS study in lower secondary schools. Countries in 
which there is less stress on the direct appraisal of classroom teaching include Australia, 
Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Portugal and Spain. 

Figure 3.5 Direct appraisal of classroom teaching as a criterion of teacher appraisal and school evaluation 
(2007-08) 

Vertical axis: Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education whose school principal reported that the direct appraisal of 
classroom teaching was considered with high or moderate importance in school self-evaluations or external school evaluations 

Horizontal axis: Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education who reported that the direct appraisal of classroom 
teaching was considered with high or moderate importance in the appraisal and/or feedback they received 

 
Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791210 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 

Figure 3.6 provides another perspective on the sharing of classroom practice through 
the extent to which it is promoted by teachers’ professional development activities, using 
TALIS data. It plots teachers’ participation rates in mentoring and peer observation 
activities against their participation in observation visits to other schools. Teachers’ 
feedback indicates that such activities might be significant in Hungary, Korea, Mexico 
and the Slovak Republic. 
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Figure 3.6 Participation rates in professional development activities involving the sharing  
of classroom practice (2007-08) 

Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education undertaking specified professional development activities  
in the previous 18 months, international averages 

 
Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791229 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 

Relying on teacher professionalism 
The ability for the evaluation and assessment framework to effect changes in the 

classroom and improve student learning depends to a great extent on its reliance on 
teacher professionalism. In New Zealand, the evaluation and assessment system is 
grounded in a strong belief in teacher professionalism. Teachers are seen as the main 
experts not only in teaching but also in assessing their students. This is in contrast to 
some other countries where student assessment is conceived to a great extent as an 
activity separate from teaching and undertaken by school-external psychometric experts. 
In New Zealand, the assessment of national standards is not based on whole cohort 
standardised assessment but instead relies on teachers’ capacity to assess against the 
standards. National standards aim to provide external reference points of expected student 
performance while leaving the responsibility for choosing assessment methods and 
forming overall judgements with teachers. The approach to national monitoring (based on 
sample-based assessments) also involves teachers in the assessment activities. A range of 
teacher professional development programmes, as well as mentoring and induction for 
new teachers, aim to ensure strong teacher competencies in assessment. Teacher 
professionalism is further supported by well-established approaches to teacher appraisal. 
Teachers have a good degree of ownership of the appraisal process. It is the professional 
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body of teachers (New Zealand Teachers Council), and not an external agency that has 
taken the lead role in defining standards for teacher registration. Individual teachers are 
actively involved in their appraisal processes (both for registration and for performance 
management) through self-assessment of their own practices (Nusche et al., 2012). 

In Sweden, the system of management by objectives requires strong teacher 
professionalism. Within the framework of the national steering documents and local 
plans, teachers have complete autonomy in deciding on teaching content, materials and 
methods. Moreover, teachers are seen as the main experts in assessing their students. For 
instance, while centrally developed national student tests exist in Sweden, they are 
administered and marked by the students’ own teachers. Teachers are being trusted to 
review their own students’ test performance and this is conceived as a way for them to 
further develop their pedagogical competencies. Teachers also play a key role in the 
internal evaluation of their own school. Quality assurance and reporting within schools 
have been conceived as a collective process with a strong focus on democratic 
participation and ownership by teachers (Nusche et al., 2011a). 

A strong focus on professionalism implies the need for significant, sustained and 
focused investments in professional development. Teachers need to develop skills to 
assess learning needs and a broad repertoire of strategies to meet a range of student needs. 
Teacher professionalism also points to a stronger role for teachers in the development of 
student learning objectives and of assessment and evaluation systems. Based on their 
review of literature on accountability and classroom instruction, Ballard and Bates (2008) 
underscore the importance of communication among teachers and those who write learning 
objectives, develop large-scale assessments, and set out guidelines for school evaluations. 

Responding to diverse learner needs 
Evaluation and assessment have a key role in identifying and responding adequately 

to the needs of all students in the education system. Particular attention is typically given 
to groups for which underperformance is identified, students from cultural or language 
minorities, and students with special educational needs (see also Chapter 4). For example, 
standardised student assessment has the potential to disadvantage certain groups of 
students by generating a bias which is associated with a particular characteristic of the 
student such as gender, ethnicity, physical disabilities, and language of instruction 
differing from primary language. Le and Klein (2002) state that a fair student testing 
system accounts for three conditions: (i) test items are free of bias; (ii) students must have 
equal opportunities to demonstrate skills; (iii) students must have “sufficient opportunity” 
to learn the tested material. 

In Ireland, the identification of students with special educational needs is a key aspect 
of the assessment framework for primary and secondary education (Irish Department of 
Education and Skills, 2012). In New Zealand, much work has been undertaken to develop 
assessment tools and approaches that are adapted to different learner groups. For 
example, the Ministry of Education is working with Māori assessment experts to develop 
approaches for monitoring student outcomes in the context of the curriculum and the 
standards used in Māori-medium settings. There is also a focus on developing guidance 
and resources for teachers to develop narrative assessment approaches and Individual 
Education Programmes for students with special educational needs. A number of 
language and literacy assessment tools are also available to provide adequate assessment 
opportunities for English language learners. There has also been some focus on including 
attention to Māori learner needs in teacher standards and teacher appraisal procedures. 
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The Registered Teacher Criteria emphasise the bicultural context of New Zealand. School 
review practices have also been adapted to ensure that school reviews fulfil the 
commitment of the education sector to improving education outcomes for Māori and 
Pasifika students. System evaluation focuses attention on ensuring that information is 
collected not only on the whole group of students but also on specific groups, and in 
particular the Māori and Pasifika students. This is intended to provide relevant information 
to identify strategies to respond to diverse learning needs (Nusche et al., 2012).  

Main components 
Typical components of the overall framework for evaluation and assessment are: 

• Student assessment. Student assessment in general includes national (full-cohort 
or sample-based) standardised assessments, with diagnostic and monitoring 
purposes, and externally based summative assessment, in particular in view of 
assessing students for secondary education certification. At the school level, 
student assessment plays the key role in informing schools and teachers about 
students’ individual achievement through teacher-based summative and formative 
assessments. 

• Teacher appraisal. Procedures vary considerably across countries but, in 
addition to probationary processes, typically occur in two specific instances: 
(1) as part of performance management processes, including regular appraisal, to 
gain and maintain registration/accreditation to teach, and for promotion; and (2) to 
identify a select number of high-performing teachers to reward and acknowledge 
their teaching competence and performance. These formal schemes are often 
complemented with more informal school-level practices of feedback to teachers. 

• School evaluation. There are generally two main forms of evaluation: school 
self-evaluation and school external evaluation or review. The latter is typically 
conducted by an external agency and involves a sequence of activities which may 
begin with self-reflection by the school, includes a visit by an external evaluator 
or team of evaluators, and leads to a summative report which may be published 
and may require a follow-up process. Schools may also be held accountable on 
the basis of comparable measures of student results. 

• The appraisal of school leaders. Procedures vary considerably across countries 
but, in addition to probationary processes, are typically part of the employer’s 
performance management processes with emphasis on administrative and 
pedagogical leadership. 

• System evaluation, the evaluation of sub-national education systems, and the 
evaluation of a programme or a policy. In general, education system evaluation 
involves: (i) the monitoring of student outcomes at a given point in time, 
including differences among different regions within the education system and 
given student groups (e.g. by gender, socio-economic or immigrant background); 
(ii) the monitoring of changes in student outcomes over time; (iii) the monitoring 
of the impact of given policy initiatives or educational programmes; (iv) the 
monitoring of demographic, administrative and contextual data which are useful 
to explain the outcomes of the education system; (v) the development of means 
through which the relevant information is provided to the different agents in the 
education system; and (vi) the use of the generated information for analysis, 
development and implementation of policies. 
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A challenge in some countries is that some key components of a comprehensive 
evaluation and assessment framework are underdeveloped or do not exist. For 
example, the formative assessment of students by teachers might be underdeveloped 
as a result of the focus placed on results and a classroom practice dominated by 
examination and test preparation. Teacher appraisal might also not be systematic, 
school self-evaluation might be undertaken with little capacity, and the appraisal of 
school leaders might be at an incipient stage of development. Figure 3.7 provides an 
indication of the extent of teacher appraisal and school evaluation procedures in 
countries which participated in the 2007-08 round of TALIS according to the 
perceptions of teachers and school principals. It suggests that in some countries such 
as Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain, teacher appraisal and school evaluation were not 
systematic practices across schools at the time the TALIS survey was conducted. The 
situation may have changed in the case of these countries since then. For example, 
post-primary schools in Ireland are now regularly evaluated using a range of 
inspection models and Portugal is in the process of implementing a teacher appraisal 
model. 

Figure 3.7 Teachers who received no appraisal or feedback and teachers in schools that had  
no school evaluation in the previous five years (2007-08) 

 

Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791248 

Source: Reproduced from OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from 
TALIS, OECD Publishing, Paris. 
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Table 3.3 provides a taxonomy of country approaches in terms of the 
comprehensiveness and degree of structure of their evaluation and assessment 
frameworks. The taxonomy uses information supplied by countries on features of 
evaluation and assessment frameworks (as displayed in Chapters 4 to 8). The assessment 
depends on the degree of existence of a national/state framework for the key components 
of an evaluation and assessment framework (comprehensiveness) and the extent to which 
evaluation and assessment practices are consistent across school agents and schools for 
the existing components (degree of structure). Some countries appear to have 
comprehensive and highly structured evaluation and assessment frameworks 
(e.g. Australia, Canada, France, Korea, Israel, New Zealand) while others opt for less 
comprehensive and less structured approaches (e.g. Austria, Italy). 

Table 3.3 Comprehensiveness and degree of structure of evaluation and assessment frameworks  
across countries (2012) 

 
Comprehensiveness 

High Moderate Low 

De
gr

ee
 o

f s
tru

ct
ur

e High Australia, Canada, France, Korea, 
Israel, New Zealand 

Chile, Estonia, Ireland, Mexico, 
Sweden Luxembourg 

Moderate Netherlands, Portugal, Poland, 
Slovenia Belgium (Fl.), Belgium (Fr.), Norway Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Spain 

Low Slovak Republic Czech Republic, Hungary Austria, Italy  

Definitions: A country’s evaluation and assessment framework is considered of high, moderate or low comprehensiveness 
depending on the extent to which national/state frameworks exist for the key components of an evaluation and assessment 
framework. This involved the computation of an index on the basis of the information supplied by countries on features of 
evaluation and assessment frameworks and information from Education at a Glance 2011. The index considered the existence of 
national/state frameworks for student assessment (internal summative assessment, formative assessment, reporting of summative 
results, standardised central examinations, national student assessment), teacher appraisal (performance management and 
rewards, registration, probation), school evaluation (self-evaluation, external evaluation), appraisal of school leaders 
(performance management and rewards) and system evaluation (strategic collection of information, stakeholder surveys, 
national reporting).  

A country’s evaluation and assessment framework is considered to have a high, moderate or low degree of structure depending 
on the extent to which, for the existing components of the evaluation and assessment framework, practices are consistent across 
school agents and schools. This involved the computation of an index on the basis of the information supplied by countries on 
features of evaluation and assessment frameworks and information from Education at a Glance 2011. The index considered the 
degree of consistency of practices in student assessment (use of reference standards, moderation of marks, standardised reporting 
practices), teacher appraisal (existence of reference standards, consistency of aspects appraised and instruments, and 
identification of evaluators), school evaluation (extent to which self-evaluation and external evaluation are structured) and 
school leader appraisal (same criteria as for teacher appraisal).  

Source: Taxonomy developed using information supplied by countries on features of evaluation and assessment frameworks 
(synthesised in Chapters 4 to 8) and information from Education at a Glance (OECD, 2011). 

Main elements within evaluation and assessment components 
Evaluation and assessment components have similar structures with key common 

constituents. Figure 3.8 summarises the main elements which are part of an evaluation 
and assessment component within the context of the overall evaluation and assessment 
framework. These are: 
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• Governance: Who? This aspect concerns the overall design and organisation of 
one particular component of the evaluation and assessment framework. This 
includes the setting of the respective requirements and the distribution of 
responsibilities for the design of such evaluation component. It also includes the 
strategic goals of the particular evaluation component, its contribution to the 
overall evaluation and assessment framework and the balance between 
developmental and accountability functions.  

• Capabilities to assess and to use feedback: By Whom? This aspect concerns the 
preparation to evaluate, to be evaluated and to use the results of an evaluation as 
well as the choice of the groups undertaking these functions. It includes issues 
such as: the choice of the evaluators and the development of the skills to perform 
an assessment; the preparation to be the subject of an evaluation; the development 
of competencies to effectively use the results of an evaluation for the 
improvement of practice; and the design of agencies to review evaluation results 
with a view to hold agents accountable and to inform policy development.  

• Scope: What? Some evaluation processes concentrate on analyses of outcomes 
such as the level and distribution of students’ results. Other evaluation initiatives 
centre on processes such as the quality of teaching and learning or the 
effectiveness of school leadership.  

• Evaluation “technology”: How? This aspect refers to the organisation of 
particular types of evaluation, that is the mix of instruments, criteria and 
standards, purposes, skills, and scope which are used to undertake a given 
evaluation or assessment. For instance, a teacher appraisal model may be based on 
a range of instruments such as self-appraisal, classroom observation and a teacher 
portfolio; be focussed on the teaching and learning process; be undertaken in 
relation to reference standards for the teaching profession; have both development 
and accountability purposes; and be based on experienced peers. Hence, this 
aspect refers to the way different aspects are combined to produce a given 
evaluation model. 

• Purposes: For what? This encompasses the objectives of a particular evaluation 
process and the mechanisms designed to ensure that evaluation results are used in 
a way such objectives are reached. The objectives of an evaluation process 
typically consist of development and accountability. Examples of mechanisms to 
use evaluation results include performance feedback, professional development 
plans, financial and other rewards, publication of results to the general public, and 
policy adjustments.  

• Agents involved: With whom? This mostly deals with the political economy of 
reform aspects of evaluation and assessment procedures. It relates to the 
involvement of a range of stakeholders such as parents, students, teachers, school 
leaders, teacher unions, educational administrators and policy makers in the 
development and implementation of evaluation and assessment processes. 

This conceptual framework is used in subsequent chapters to analyse each of the 
components of the evaluation and assessment framework. 
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Figure 3.8 Conceptual framework to analyse evaluation and assessment in school systems 
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Articulations 
How the different components have to be interrelated in order to generate 

complementarities, avoid duplication, and prevent inconsistency of objectives is an important 
aspect of designing the evaluation and assessment framework. Every country has some 
provisions for student assessment, teacher appraisal, school evaluation, school leader 
appraisal and system evaluation, but often these are not explicitly integrated and there is no 
strategy to ensure that the different components of the framework can mutually reinforce each 
other. A strategic approach to the development of the evaluation and assessment framework 
should provide an opportunity to reflect on the articulations between different evaluation 
components. Policy development needs to involve a reflection on ways to articulate the 
evaluation and assessment components to achieve the purposes of the framework. 

Links and articulations within the evaluation and assessment framework can be 
categorised in three types: (i) articulations within components; (ii) articulations between 
components; and (iii) moderation processes to ensure the consistency of application of 
procedures within each evaluation and assessment component. This is portrayed in Figure 3.9. 

Figure 3.9 Articulations within the evaluation and assessment framework 
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Articulations within components 
The effectiveness of each component within the evaluation and assessment 

framework requires the establishment of linkages between its main constituents. Table 3.4 
illustrates key articulations within components of the evaluation and assessment 
framework. A crucial aspect is to ensure each component is adequately aligned to 
education goals and student learning objectives.  

Table 3.4 Key articulations within components of the evaluation and assessment framework 

Student assessment 

− Alignment between student learning objectives and student assessment 
− Linkages between student summative assessment and student formative assessment 

− Linkages between classroom-based assessment and external assessment 
− Alignment between performance ratings (marks) and educational standards 

− Alignment between student assessment and assessment courses in teacher education 

Teacher appraisal 

− Alignment between teaching standards and student learning objectives 
− Alignment between teaching standards and teacher appraisal 

− Systematic linkages between teacher appraisal and professional development 

− Alignment between teaching standards, registration processes and career structure 

− Articulation between school-based teacher appraisal and externally driven teacher appraisal 
− Linkages between formative teacher appraisal and high-stakes teacher appraisal 

− Alignment between skills taught in teacher education and teaching standards assessed in teacher appraisal 

School evaluation 

− Alignment between nationally agreed criteria for school quality and student learning objectives 
− Alignment between nationally agreed criteria for school quality and school evaluation 

− Articulation between school self-evaluation and external school evaluation 

− Systematic linkages between school evaluation and school development 
− Systematic linkages between school evaluation and school reporting 

− Complementarity between school performance measures and school review or inspection  

− Articulation between distinct school evaluation processes conducted by education authorities at different levels  

School leader  
appraisal 

− Alignment between school leadership standards and student learning objectives 
− Alignment between school leadership standards and school leader appraisal 

− Systematic linkages between school leader appraisal and professional development 

− Alignment between school leadership standards, registration processes and career structure 
− Linkages between formative school leader appraisal and high-stakes school leader appraisal 

Education system  
evaluation 

− Alignment between education goals, student learning objectives and education system evaluation 
− Placing education system evaluation in the broader context of public services evaluation 

− Mapping between education goals and targets and measures of education system evaluation 

− Systematic linkages between education system evaluation and education policy development 

− Systematic linkages between education system evaluation, public reporting and information systems 
− Coordination between the evaluation of the education system and the evaluation of education sub-systems 

− Complementarity between quantitative measures and qualitative system evaluation  

− Articulation between full-cohort and sample-based standardised assessments for national monitoring 
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An example of articulation within an evaluation component is the complementarity 
between school self-evaluation and school external evaluation. If the two processes are 
developed separately, this may lead to a costly duplication of data gathering and 
evaluation processes and the potential for external evaluation to test, affirm, strengthen 
and broaden school self-evaluation is not realised. In addition, the role that external 
evaluation can play in helping schools build their evaluative capacity and report 
progress effectively is also limited.  

Indeed, external evaluation can potentially play a key role in reinforcing and 
supporting school self-evaluation by either validating or challenging the school’s own 
findings. As a result, there is a need to reflect about the relative contributions of self-
evaluation and external evaluation, ensure both processes use a common “language” 
(criteria for school quality), and define the nature of externality for school evaluation. 
Further linkages include ensuring that external evaluation includes a specific domain 
for analysis dedicated to “self-evaluation and improvement” and that external 
evaluation considers the school’s own assessment of strengths and weaknesses.  

Another example refers to the alignment of teaching standards with teaching career 
structures to reinforce the links between teacher appraisal, professional development and 
career development. This translates into an articulation between the definition of skills 
and competencies at different stages of the career (as reflected in teaching standards) and 
the roles and responsibilities of teachers in schools (as reflected in career structures) 
providing a clear structure for teacher appraisal. 

Articulations between components 
Synergies within the evaluation and assessment framework can also be realised 

through linkages between components. Table 3.5 illustrates key articulations between 
components of the evaluation and assessment framework. 

An example of articulation across evaluation components is the mutually reinforcing 
linkage between school evaluation and teacher appraisal. This relates to a range of aspects 
such as: school-based teacher appraisal being validated by school evaluation processes; 
making the focus of school evaluation on teacher effectiveness systematic across schools; 
and school development processes exploring links to the evaluation of teaching practice. 
Another example is the articulation between school evaluation and the appraisal of school 
leaders. The results of school evaluation can usefully inform the appraisal of school 
leaders given that it reviews the performance of the school led by the leader being 
appraised and typically includes the assessment of leadership. 
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Table 3.5 Key articulations between components of the evaluation and assessment framework 

Student assessment 

Teacher 
appraisal 

− Student assessment results to inform teacher appraisal 
− Teacher’s skills for student assessment to be systematically reviewed in teacher appraisal 
− Teacher’s skills to use student assessment data to be reviewed in teacher appraisal 
− Teacher appraisal results to inform professional development on competencies for student assessment 

School 
evaluation 

− School evaluation to review student assessment practices in schools, including school-based student assessment criteria 
and teachers’ skills for student assessment 

− School evaluation to review school’s ability to moderate marking within the school and involve teachers in collaborative 
work around student assessment 

− School evaluation to review school’s capacity to analyse and use student assessment data 
− Student assessment results to inform school evaluation 
− School reporting to include student assessment results 
− School evaluation results to inform school capacity development on competencies for student assessment 

School  
leader  
appraisal 

− Student assessment results to inform school leader appraisal 
− School leader’s skills for implementing student assessment practices in the school to be systematically reviewed in school 

leader appraisal 
− School leader appraisal results to inform professional development on skills for evaluation and assessment 

Education 
system 
evaluation 

− Student assessment as part of the national monitoring of student outcomes, namely through standardised national student 
assessment 

− Educational trajectories of students as part of system evaluation (longitudinal studies) 
− Secondary analyses of student assessment data, including differentiated analyses across student subgroups 
− Results of education system evaluation to inform both the approaches to the national monitoring of student outcomes and 

the competencies to be assessed 
− Standardised national student assessment to assist the moderation of classroom-based student assessment 
− Policy evaluation to assess coherence of classroom-based student assessment across schools and its alignment with 

student learning objectives  

Teacher appraisal 

School 
evaluation 

− Validation of school-based teacher appraisal by external school evaluation 
− Review of school’s application of external teacher appraisal by school evaluation processes 
− Focus of school evaluation on teacher effectiveness to be systematic across schools 
− School development processes, including school self-evaluation to use results of teacher appraisal 
− Results of school evaluation to inform the development of school-based teacher appraisal 
− Results of teacher appraisal to inform external school evaluation 

School  
leader  
appraisal 

− Teacher appraisal and school leader appraisal frameworks to inform each other 
− School leader appraisal to assess role of school leader in teacher appraisal, including the capacity to provide individual 

professional feedback and to lead the school’s strategies to improve teacher effectiveness 
− Results of teacher appraisal to inform school leader appraisal 

Education 
system 
evaluation  

− Evaluation at the system and sub-system levels to use the information generated by teacher appraisal 
− Policy evaluation to assess consistency of teacher appraisal across schools 
− Results of education system evaluation to inform both the approaches to teacher appraisal and the competencies to be 

assessed by teacher appraisal 
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Table 3.5 Key articulations between components of the evaluation and assessment framework (continued) 

School evaluation 

School leader 
appraisal 

− The results of school evaluation can usefully inform the appraisal of school leaders 
− School evaluation to assess school leadership in schools 
− School leader appraisal to assess role of school leader in school evaluation, including pedagogical leadership 
− Sharing of aspects and criteria used to describe effective school leadership 

Education 
system 
evaluation  

− Evaluation at the system and sub-system levels to use the information generated by school evaluation 
− School annual reports to be used for system monitoring 
− Education system evaluation to include contextualised analysis of performance across schools, including with the 

identification of the factors shaping performance 
− Instruments such as national standardised student assessment providing the basis for fair comparisons across schools 
− Results of education system evaluation to inform both the approaches to school evaluation and the school quality criteria 

used in school evaluation 

School leader appraisal 

Education 
system 
evaluation 

− Evaluation at the system and sub-system levels to use the information generated by school leader appraisal 
− Policy evaluation to assess consistency of school leader appraisal across schools 
− Results of education system evaluation to inform both the approaches to school leader appraisal and the competencies to 

be assessed by school leader appraisal 

Moderation processes 
Another key aspect of designing an evaluation and assessment framework consists of 

the establishment of moderation processes to ensure the consistency of application of 
evaluation and assessment processes across schools and educational jurisdictions. In the 
implementation of teacher or school leader appraisal, it is important to ensure that 
appraisals against teaching or school leadership standards are consistent across schools and 
jurisdictions. This relates to the extent of externality in teacher and school leader appraisal 
and local interpretations of common standards with risks of lack of coherence of 
judgements. Similarly, ensuring the consistency of teacher-based student assessment within 
and across schools requires the establishment of moderation processes and the development 
of teacher capacity to assess against education standards (see also Chapter 4). These 
concerns also apply to external school evaluations, requiring school evaluation agencies to 
establish measures to ensure consistency of judgements against school evaluation criteria, 
and to system evaluation when applied to different educational jurisdictions.  

Linkages to the classroom 
Evaluation and assessment frameworks have no value if they do not lead to the 

improvement of classroom practice and student learning and therefore securing effective 
links to classroom practice is one of the most critical points in designing the evaluation 
and assessment framework. Examples of potential channels through which the evaluation 
and assessment framework impacts on classroom practice are assuring schools engage in 
meaningful self-evaluation practices and building teacher capacity for student formative 
assessment. 

In some countries, the focus has been on structures, procedures, programmes and 
resources defined at the central level but, while these components of policy are clearly 
important, there has been a less clear articulation of ways for the national agenda for 
education to generate improvements in classroom practice through the assessment and 
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evaluation procedures which are closer to the place of learning. A strong top-down 
national vision for evaluation and assessment might constrain the ownership of evaluation 
and assessment procedures by school agents and result in a greater focus on the 
accountability function. This might also reflect the greater technical capacity at the centre 
and the more limited competencies at the local level to engage in evaluation and 
assessment activities. However, establishing links between evaluation and assessment and 
classroom learning inevitably requires establishing clear roles for local structures – school 
management, school supervision, local education authorities – in the implementation of 
evaluation and assessment policies. The point is that the fulfilment of the developmental 
function of evaluation and assessment requires articulation at the local level. 

Capacity for evaluation and assessment 

Competencies for evaluation and assessment 
The effectiveness of evaluation and assessment relies to a great extent on ensuring 

that both those who design and undertake evaluation activities as well as those who use 
their results are in possession of the proper skills and competencies. This is crucial to 
provide the necessary legitimacy to those responsible for evaluation and assessment. 
Since evaluation has strong stakes for the units assessed and since school outcomes 
heavily depend on individual relations and co-operation at the school level, successful 
evaluation and assessment procedures require particular attention to developing 
competencies and defining responsibilities in evaluation processes. In addition, 
competencies for using feedback to improve practice are also vital to ensure that 
evaluation and assessment procedures are effective. 

In most countries, while there have been efforts to strengthen assessment and 
evaluation activities, as well as providing competency-building learning opportunities in 
some cases, there are still limited evaluation and assessment competencies throughout 
education systems. Capacity building needs for evaluation and assessment are extensive 
and cover a range of areas such as: 

• teacher capacity to assess against the whole range of curriculum goals to ensure 
consistency of marking across schools 

• teacher capacity for formative assessment 

• data handling skills of school agents (e.g. use of results from student standardised 
assessments) 

• information for parents and other stakeholders to gain a good understanding of 
some outcome reporting 

• capacity for taking on the role of external evaluator (e.g. in school evaluation, 
teacher appraisal) 

• evaluation competencies of groups or agencies undertaking evaluation activities 
such as school evaluation or teacher appraisal, including school governing boards 

• standardised assessment development, educational measurement, psychometrics, 
validation of test items, scaling methods 

• externally based assessment (e.g. national examinations for certification) 

• analytical capacity for educational planning and policy development. 
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As an example, Figure 3.10 provides teachers’ perceptions of professional 
development needs in student assessment practices based on TALIS data for 2007-08. In 
OECD countries such as Italy, Korea, Norway and Slovenia, over 20% of teachers 
indicate that they have a high level of need for professional development in student 
assessment practices.  

An area in which there is a growing need to develop school leader and teacher 
capacity is the ability to interpret and use data from standards-based assessments. 
Diagnosing the source of student difficulties and developing appropriate remedies for 
different students is often challenging. The process of developing “assessment literacy” 
typically encompasses the following actions: capacity to examine student data and make 
sense of it; ability to make changes in teaching and school practices derived from those 
data; and commitment to engaging in external assessment discussions (Rolheiser and 
Ross, 2001, cited in Campbell and Levin, 2008). As explained in Morris (2011), the 
literature stresses that for standardised test results to be used effectively, educators must 
have the capacity to assess, understand and apply such data. Without developing 
assessment capacity, the result can be “a sorry mixture of confusion, technical naivety 
and misleading advice” (Goldstein, 1999, cited in Campbell and Levin, 2008). In Ontario, 
Canada, developing capacity and assessment literacy is the responsibility of the school 
district. Campbell and Fullan (2006) found that school districts in Ontario that showed 
improved student outcomes also identified the development of assessment literacy at both 
the school and district levels as important activities (cited in Campbell and Levin, 2008). 
Such development activities included: providing professional development on data 
analysis and assessment literacy for principals and teachers; clearly setting expectations 
about the use of student assessment information; supporting schools in using and 
understanding data; encouraging the use of data to inform improvement planning, set 
goals and provide feedback (Campbell and Levin, 2008). Training benefits the assessment 
framework not only by providing teachers and school leaders with the specialised skills 
needed to utilise test results, but also by engaging them in the system thereby increasing 
stakeholder buy-in (Morris, 2011). 

In Italy, the National Institute for the Evaluation of the Education System (INVALSI) 
is developing actions to promote the use of results from national standardised assessments 
among teachers and school principals in individual schools. INVALSI conceives a 
“School ID”, summarising a school’s performance in national student assessments 
together with contextual information with reference to provincial, regional, and state 
results, as a means to trigger dialogue among teachers, school principals and inspectors 
about what can be learned from student results (INVALSI, 2010).  

Another area of priority is capacity for formative assessment. For instance, in Ireland, 
whole-school evaluation reports by inspectors and the 2009 National Assessments survey 
(Eivers et al., 2010) indicate that there is still significant scope for development in terms 
of the formative use of student assessment not only to improve the learning of individual 
students in the classroom but to promote improvement at whole-school level. These 
concerns have been instrumental in informing the new emphasis placed on evaluation and 
assessment in Ireland’s 2011 National Literacy and Numeracy Strategy (Irish Department 
of Education and Skills, 2012). 
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Figure 3.10 Teachers’ perceptions of professional development needs in student assessment practices  
(2007-08) 

Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education indicating they have a “high level of need”  
for professional development in student assessment practices 

 

Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791267 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, OECD 
Publishing, Paris. 

A major concern in countries in which education governance is highly decentralised 
is the capacity of local education authorities to ensure the quality assurance of their 
schools. In many of these countries, it is recognised that many (often smaller) 
municipalities lack the capacity to develop and manage robust quality assurance systems, 
monitor schools effectively and follow up with schools accordingly. Further, the 
background and qualifications of officials in local education authorities responsible for 
school evaluation tend to vary significantly. This often leads to low expectations and the 
lack of an evaluation culture; variability and inconsistency in quality assurance practices; 
and limited capacity and skills of schools to use data. 

In some countries schools are provided with the opportunity to hire specific expertise 
in evaluation and assessment through the availability of specifically trained and 
accredited experts in educational evaluation. Box 3.2 provides the examples of evaluation 
advisors in Denmark and evaluation experts in Hungary. 
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Box 3.2 Availability of evaluation experts in Denmark and Hungary 

Evaluation advisors in Denmark 
A development in the effort to strengthen the evaluation culture in Danish schools is the introduction of the 

role of evaluation advisor among the so-called “resource persons” that Danish schools can hire. Resource 
persons are teachers who undertake specific training and acquire expertise in a given domain who then perform 
the function of expert in that domain as part of their duties as a teacher (e.g. IT tutors, reading tutors, librarians). 
Evaluation advisors are still a limited resource in Danish schools: in a study from the Danish Evaluation 
Institute, only 8% of schools examined in the study had an evaluation advisor. The role of an evaluation advisor 
broadly consists of supporting the school effort in developing evaluation practices and an evaluation culture. It 
might involve the guidance and coaching of colleagues and school management on self-appraisal of teaching 
practices, peer feedback (including classroom observation), new knowledge and/or initiatives in the educational 
field, implementation of educational policies, co-ordination of quality assurance within the school or simple 
individual advice to teachers. 

Source: Shewbridge et al. (2011b). 

The National List of Experts in Hungary 
In Hungary, the public education system organises an extensive professional service network, the National 

List of Experts, which serves as a pool of experts to be used by school maintainers in evaluation activities 
(e.g. school evaluation, strategies for school development). This list was first established by the Public Education 
Act of 1993, and it is the education administration’s ongoing responsibility to co-ordinate the accreditation of 
experts to be part of the list. Experts on the list must participate in further education at least every five years. The 
Educational Authority, the agency which currently co-ordinates the list, is entitled to assess the activity of 
experts. 

Source: Hungarian Ministry of Education and Culture (2010). 

Skills for school leadership 
School leadership plays a key role not only in enhancing teaching and learning in 

schools but also in strengthening evaluation and assessment activities at different levels, 
including school self-evaluation processes and pedagogical guidance and coaching to 
individual teachers. As a result, an important policy lever is the development of 
evaluation and assessment competencies among school leaders. The work of school 
leaders is also crucial to building school capacity for accountability within the school 
community because accountability processes are nested in beliefs, experiences, and 
practices in schools (Hooge et al., 2012). It requires school leaders who are willing and 
able to empower staff, and in turn, to involve and share responsibility with parents and 
other interested members of the local community. It also requires school leaders who are 
willing to be held accountable by them (Leithwood, 2001). 

In most countries, there is no specific initial education to train school leaders, nor 
does the specific career of school leader exist (see Chapter 7). Also, it is still common 
across the OECD area that school principals focus their work on administrative tasks, 
limiting their pedagogical leadership of schools. Figure 3.11 shows countries’ relative 
positions in terms of the perceptions of school principals of their management styles, 
using specific indices based on TALIS data. Countries where school principals perceive 
administrative tasks are predominant in their work include Ireland, Italy, Mexico, Norway 
and Turkey. By contrast, in countries such as Australia, Denmark, Hungary, Iceland, 
Korea Poland and Slovenia instructional leadership seems to prevail over administrative 
tasks in the work of school principals, according to their perceptions. A large-scale 
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longitudinal study by Seashore Louis and colleagues (2010) based in the United States 
found that collective leadership focused on instructional improvement had a significant 
impact on teachers’ working relationships, and on student achievement. 

Figure 3.11 School principals according to their management styles (2007-08) 
Scores on TALIS administrative leadership and instructional leadership indices 

 
Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791286 

Definitions: Instructional leadership index: average of the indices for management-school goals, instructional 
management and direct supervision in the school; Administrative leadership index: average of the indices for 
accountable management and bureaucratic management. 

Source: Reproduced from OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results 
from TALIS, OECD Publishing, Paris. 

Tools and guidelines for evaluation and assessment 
A typical strategy in countries to develop capacity for evaluation and assessment 

consists of efforts to build up a knowledge base, tools and guidelines to assist evaluation 
and assessment activities. The objective is to provide school agents with a comprehensive 
toolkit to engage in evaluation and assessment. Examples include: 

• detailed guidelines to implement the curriculum 

• marking rubrics listing criteria for assessing and rating different aspects of student 
performance and exemplars illustrating student performance at different levels of 
achievement 

• range of optional assessment tools for teachers to use in student assessment, 
including formative assessment 
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• instruments to interpret results in student standardised assessments 

• tools for school self-evaluation 

• guidance for the application of teacher appraisal, including instruments for self-
appraisal. 

A number of systems such as New Zealand, Scotland and Sweden have developed 
“on-demand” assessments. Teachers may decide when students are ready to take a test in 
a particular subject or skill area, drawing from a central bank of assessment tasks. Control 
over the timing of tests means that teachers are able to provide students with feedback 
when it is relevant to the learning unit. In Scotland, a central system maps assessment 
tasks to standards and critical skills, topics and concepts in the curriculum. The 
assessments are usually designed, administered and scored locally, based on central 
guidelines and criteria. 

In some countries, schools are supplied with statistical indicators intended to assist 
them in their self-evaluation. In Scotland, the Standard Tables and Charts (STACs) 
provide comparative information on attendance at school, as well as school costs per 
student and school leaver destinations. In Austria, the Qualität in Schulen and 
Qualitätsinitiative Berufsbildung Internet platforms supply schools with information and 
tools for both evaluation and data analysis, strengthening schools’ capacity to self-
evaluate. In Italy, schools receive regular feedback from the National Institute for the 
Evaluation of the Education System (INVALSI) on the performance of its students in 
national standardised assessments, including performance levels at the student, classroom 
and school level (across the different learning areas within a subject), variance within and 
across classes and information about specific disadvantaged groups. 

Use of results 

Knowledge management 

Information systems 
The overall evaluation and assessment framework produces large amounts of 

information and data which can subsequently be used for public information, policy 
planning and the improvement of practices across the education system. As analysed by 
Fazekas and Burns (2012), knowledge is crucial for governance and governance is 
indispensible for knowledge creation and dissemination. As complexity in education 
systems continues to increase, governance systems’ capacity to learn becomes more and 
more crucial. Most institutions involved in education policy have become 
knowledge-intensive organisations whose success depends most critically on their ability 
to learn (Fazekas and Burns, 2012). 

Making the best use of the evidence generated by evaluation and assessment activities 
depends to a large extent on the development of coherent information management 
systems. These include elements such as: 

• standard framework for data collection and reporting  

• data information/management systems – collection of data on students, teachers, 
schools and their performance over time 
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• public information – arrangements to share information about evaluation and 
assessment results with the general public 

• identification of best practices and their dissemination across the system. 

In Australia, there are standard frameworks both for reporting key performance 
measures (the Measurement Framework for Schooling in Australia, ACARA, 2010) and 
for general government sector reporting (the Report on Government Services’ 
Performance Indicator Framework). This is in addition to the standardised Australian 
Bureau of Statistics National Schools Statistics Collection (NSSC) and the nationally 
comparable data on student outcomes (through the National Assessment Program). These 
entail the establishment of protocols to harmonise, standardise, and share the data among 
key stakeholders (DEEWR, 2010). 

Some education jurisdictions in Australia have also developed sophisticated data 
information systems. One good example of practice is the School Measurement, 
Assessment and Reporting Toolkit (SMART) developed by New South Wales (see 
Box 3.3). This initiative has the potential to assist teachers in the instruction of their 
students, provide quick feedback to school agents, serve as a platform to post relevant 
instructional material to support teachers and improve knowledge management, operate 
as a network to connect teachers and schools with similar concerns, and create a better 
data infrastructure for educational research. In addition, schools’ data management 
systems to track progress of individual students are also common in Australian schools. 
This means that the development of individual students can be tracked over time and that 
such information can be shared among teachers or with a student’s next school (Santiago 
et al., 2011). Data collection and management systems sold by information technology 
companies are quite common in countries. 

In Korea, data collection and management for evaluation and assessment is provided 
by three distinct systems which are linked together: the National Education Information 
System (NEIS), the School Information Disclosure System, and the statistical survey of 
education. NEIS comprises three types of data: academic affairs administration (as a 
support for teachers), general school administration (e.g. management of teaching body, 
school budget), and information for parents (e.g. student grades, attendance, school 
curriculum). The School Information Disclosure System provides a range of data and 
information to promote research, induce parental input into school education, and raise 
effectiveness and transparency in educational administration. It includes the results of the 
National Assessment of Educational Achievement and the results of the Teacher 
Appraisal for Professional Development (average grades per school). The statistical 
survey of education reviews and analyses basic education and administrative data and 
provides indicators at the metropolitan/provincial office level on characteristics of 
schools, teachers and school facilities (Kim et al., 2010). 

In Norway, the development of the School Portal (Skoleporten) has been instrumental 
in ensuring access for school owners and schools to monitoring information and analyses 
of their results. The School Portal is a web-based information tool presenting key 
education monitoring information including learning outcomes, learning environments, 
resources and basic school data. The Portal has an open part accessible to the general 
public and a password-protected part where schools and school owners can access more 
detailed information and benchmark themselves against the national average. This 
approach holds promise for encouraging a more systematic and well-integrated way of 
using analyses of data in the process of self-evaluation and improvement planning. At the 
same time, it provides the general public with information on educational outcomes 
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(Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011). Similarly, in the French 
Community of Belgium, the Learning Portal (Le Portail de l’Enseignement) provides 
extensive information to the general public on student learning objectives, education 
indicators and education legislation as well as pedagogical tools and the instruments 
necessary for schools to engage in external evaluations (Blondin and Giot, 2011).  

Box 3.3 Data information systems in Australia (New South Wales) 

New South Wales SMART system 
The New South Wales (NSW) Department of Education and Training has developed a 

sophisticated tool for data analysis in the form of the School Measurement, Assessment and 
Reporting Toolkit (SMART). This provides diagnostic information on NAPLAN (National 
Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy), ESSA (a Year 8 NSW-based science test) and 
the Higher School Certificate examination. This information, together with information from 
school-based assessment activities provides a wealth of objective diagnostic information to 
which teachers can respond. The SMART system is an example of how digital technology can 
assist in effectively using data and is now also used in the Australian Capital Territory and South 
Australia. 

Analysis of educational outcomes and processes in NSW can be undertaken at many levels, 
from individual students, to groups of students, cohorts, schools and the system as a whole. The 
SMART package allows educators to identify areas for improvement as well as strengths in 
student performance. SMART also provides support through specific teaching strategies 
designed to improve student outcomes. SMART includes a number of functionalities intended to 
analyse NAPLAN results in-depth (see Table 19 in DEEWR, 2010). 

For more information: www.schools.nsw.edu.au/learning/7-12assessments/smart/index.php. 

Source: DEEWR (2010). 

Identification of best practices 
Another important aspect of knowledge management is to set up systematic processes 

to identify best practices within the overall evaluation and assessment framework and 
ensure that they are spread and shared across educational jurisdictions and schools. There 
is often a wide range of quality assurance activities developed locally within classrooms 
and schools, which tends not to be documented. A consequence is that the existing 
knowledge and information on evaluation and assessment may get lost and there is little 
systemic learning over time. In a decentralised system such as Norway’s, networking is a 
common form of organisation among municipalities and there are a range of good 
examples where networks and partnerships have been established between different 
actors as a means to take collective responsibility for quality evaluation and improvement 
(Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011). Networks can be a powerful 
organisational tool embedding reform in the interactions of different stakeholders, sharing 
and dispersing responsibility and building capacity through the production of new 
knowledge and mutual learning that can feed back into policy and practice (Katz et al., 
2009; Chapman and Aspin, 2003). Box 3.4 provides a number of examples of 
collaboration initiatives and partnerships in Norway.  
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Box 3.4 Collaboration initiatives and partnerships in Norway 

In Norway, there are many examples of localised collaboration initiatives launched and developed by small 
clusters of municipalities as well as larger regional or national partnerships that are supported by the Association 
of Local and Regional Authorities (KS) or the Directorate for Education and Training. Examples are: 

Municipal networks for efficiency and improvement: In 2002, the Association of Local and Regional 
Authorities (KS), the Ministry of Labour and Government Administration, and the Ministry of Local 
Government and Regional Development set up “municipal networks for efficiency and improvement” that offer 
quality monitoring tools for municipal use and provide a platform for municipalities to share experience, 
compare data and evaluate different ways of service delivery in different sectors. For the education sector, an 
agreement was established between KS and the Directorate for Education and Training to allow the networks to 
use results from the user surveys that are part of NKVS (the national quality assessment system). The networks 
bring together municipal staff and school leaders to discuss school evaluation and assessment issues and engage 
in benchmarking exercises. Each network meets four or five times and then the opportunity is offered to another 
group of municipalities. 

Regional groups working on external school evaluation: The national school improvement project 
Knowledge Promotion – From Word to Deed (2006-2010) was launched by the Directorate for Education and 
Training to strengthen the sector’s ability to evaluate its own results and plan improvement in line with the 
objectives in the Knowledge Promotion reform. One of the outcomes of the project was the establishment of 
11 regional groups to work on external school evaluation. These groups received training in the programme’s 
methodology for external school evaluation and have begun to establish local systems for external school 
evaluation. 

Guidance Corps for school improvement: The Directorate has also recently established a “Guidance 
Corps” of exemplary school leaders who make themselves available to intervene in municipalities that have been 
targeted as needing help with capacity development (amongst others the municipalities from the “K-40” project). 
The “K-40 project” is a voluntary support offered to municipalities by the Directorate. 

Collaboration of teacher education institutions and schools: An important recent development is the 
organisation of teacher education into five regions. This regionalisation of teacher education is intended to 
enhance the co-operation of teacher education institutions among each other and to develop partnerships between 
teacher education colleges, universities and schools. Every teacher education institution is required to participate 
and set up partnerships with local schools. While the Directorate for Education and Training has set up the 
infrastructure for this co-operation, it is now up to the participating institutions to take it further. 

Source: Nusche et al. (2011b). 

Innovation in education 
The interplay between innovation in education and evaluation and assessment is 

complex and one which is difficult to analyse empirically. Nonetheless a number of 
potential linkages have been identified such as: 

• Assessment as part of the process of innovation 

Those implementing innovations in education need to assess their effectiveness 
and to make necessary adaptations. Evidence on the impact of new approaches is 
also essential for successful dissemination (Looney, 2009). As such, assessment is 
vital for the process of validating innovations. 

• Innovative assessment as a prerequisite for the implementation of pedagogical 
innovations 
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Evaluation and assessment procedures need to align with changes in what 
students should achieve as curriculum innovations occur. Given the strong 
backwash effect of assessment on learning (see Chapter 4), innovations in 
pedagogy are unlikely to be successful unless they are accompanied by related 
innovations in assessment (see Chapter 4). Innovative programmes also face 
additional barriers if assessment systems in place do not capture the innovative 
aspects of the programmes, missing important learning goals emphasised in those 
innovative programmes (Looney, 2009). Several innovations in assessment are 
taking advantage of recent advances in ICT to better respond to pedagogical 
innovations (see Chapter 4). 

• High-stakes assessment as an inhibitor of educational innovation 

High-stakes assessments have the potential to undermine educational innovation. 
High stakes – such as publication of student assessment results at the school level 
or financial rewards for schools and teachers on the basis of student results – are 
intended to provide incentives for teachers and schools to focus on aspects 
measured, and to provide information for school improvement. Yet, these high 
stakes also discourage risk taking necessary for innovation, and may often 
encourage teachers to “teach to the test” (Looney, 2009). As put by Sawyer 
(2008), “The standards movement and the resulting high-stakes testing are 
increasing standardisation, at the same time that learning sciences and technology 
are making it possible for individual students to have customised learning 
experiences. Customisation combined with diverse knowledge sources enable 
students to learn different things. Schools will still need to measure learning for 
accountability purposes, but we do not yet know how to reconcile accountability 
with customised learning.” 

It is interesting to note that some settings, typically characterised as low stakes, 
such as vocational education schools and alternative schools (e.g. Montessori, 
Steiner schools) seem to provide opportunities for innovation. Sliwka (2008) 
argues that alternative schooling has been influential in recent years as the 
instructional strategies and assessment techniques they have developed have 
impacted on teaching and learning in many public school systems across the 
world. Many of the so-called “authentic forms” of assessment that are used in 
mainstream education today originated in alternative schools (Sliwka, 2008). 
Also, in vocational education schools, the development of approaches to 
assessment focused on motivating students, giving high-quality feedback, and 
including the active participation of learners in the assessment process have 
influenced assessment practices in general education.  

• Innovative assessment as leading to pedagogical innovations 

Evaluation and assessment can be a lever to drive innovation in education by 
signalling the types of learning that are valued (see Chapter 4). This is likely to be 
facilitated by some discretion at the local and school level to develop curriculum 
innovations and approaches to evaluation and assessment.  

Evidence-based policy 
The principle of informing policies and educational practices with evidence from 

research, including that generated by using the results of evaluation and assessment 
activities, is among the main goals of the evaluation and assessment framework. The 
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objective is to ensure that evaluation and assessment results are used in academic and 
policy research which subsequently informs the development of education policy. This 
includes developing evaluation and assessment policies which are evidence-based. 
Evidence-based policy includes aspects such as: 

• the systematic use of evidence for policy development, including the use of 
evaluation and assessment results 

• involvement of the research community in the use of results generated by the 
evaluation and assessment framework 

• research units within national evaluation agencies, including the promotion of 
independent research and analysis 

• strategic approach to research, analysis and evaluation by education authorities. 

The principle of evidence-based policy making is well established in New Zealand. 
At the national level there is a strong commitment to bringing together national and 
international evidence on the factors and practices that can contribute to improving 
teaching and learning. The most prominent example is the Ministry of Education’s 
Iterative Best Evidence Synthesis (BES) programme, which analyses research on school 
factors that have a positive effect on student learning. The publications appear to be 
widely used by both policy makers and stakeholder groups to inform education policy and 
practice in New Zealand. New Zealand researchers and academics also contribute 
regularly to debates on educational evaluation and assessment policies, both individually 
and collectively via advisory groups, the New Zealand Council for Educational Research 
(NZCER) and the recently created New Zealand Assessment Academy (NZAA). The New 
Zealand Teachers Council (NZTC) also contributes to building a sound evidence base on 
high-quality teaching. The Education Review Office (ERO) reviews international and 
national evidence on effective practice to underpin its methodology and indicators 
framework. ERO’s evaluation indicators are informed by educational research, in 
particular the Best Evidence Syntheses described above and ERO’s own evaluations of 
effective schools. In its publication on Evaluation Indicators for School Reviews, ERO 
provides a list of research studies that have informed each set of indicators (New Zealand 
Ministry of Education, 2010).  

In the Netherlands, the Knowledge Directorate within the Ministry of Education was 
established to function as a clearing house of scientific knowledge and to stimulate the use 
of evidence in education policy development. Its role has benefitted from the renewed 
interest in and expansion of monitoring, assessment and evaluation procedures within the 
education system (Scheerens et al., 2012). In Slovenia, the Council for Quality and 
Evaluation is an advisory body composed of experts (typically researchers and academics) 
which co-ordinates evaluation processes in pre-tertiary education. Standards and procedures 
for evaluation and quality assurance are adopted by the Minister on the basis of the 
recommendations by the Council. The Council’s tasks include the monitoring of the 
implementation of new educational programmes, the preparation of reports to inform 
decision making (by experts’ councils and the Ministry of Education), the presentation of 
results to the general public, and proposals for future research work (Brejc et al., 2011). 

In Denmark, the Council for Evaluation and Quality Development of Primary and 
Lower Secondary Education, as part of its mandate to monitor the academic level in the 
Folkeskole (compulsory education), commissions research and evaluation studies. The 
latter often include studies on the implementation and use of new national evaluation and 
assessment tools, e.g. Individual Student Plans and municipal quality reports and have led 
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to considerations and pilots of how to make such tools most relevant to local needs. One 
of the ten major challenges identified by the Council for the “Folkeskole 2020” is to 
strengthen the systematic exchange of knowledge between research institutions and 
schools to promote school use of knowledge to improve teaching. The Council aims to 
collect and disseminate research results to support the formation of policies for school 
improvement (Danish Ministry of Education and Rambøll, 2011). In the French 
Community of Belgium, the “Monitoring Commission” (Commission de Pilotage), 
among other missions, reviews research in education and ensures the relevant results 
inform policy development and school practices. In addition, it identifies research gaps in 
education and proposes to the government a multi-year research plan establishing 
research priorities in education as well as objectives to be reached by research studies 
(Blondin and Giot, 2011). 

In Luxembourg, the Ministry of National Education and Vocational Training has 
involved research units from the University of Luxembourg in most of its reform efforts, 
particularly in the area of educational quality. These are namely, the EMACS 
(Educational Measurement and Applied Cognitive Science), INSIDE (Integrative 
Research Unit on Social and Individual Development), LCMI (Language, Culture, Media, 
Identities) and IPSE (Identities Politics, Societies, Spaces) (ADQS, 2011). In Austria, the 
concern of strengthening evidence-based policy contributed to the creation of the Federal 
Institute for Education Research, Innovation and Development of the Austrian School 
System (BIFIE). BIFIE was given responsibility for the implementation and analysis of 
educational standards, the elaboration of a centralised competencies-based school exit 
examination (Matura), the establishment of an ongoing system of educational monitoring 
and the preparation of national education reports (Specht and Sobanski, 2012). 

In Korea, a range of research institutes support education authorities (at the central 
and local levels) and schools with policy research and analyses of policy implementation. 
These include the Korean Educational Development Institute (KEDI), the Korean 
Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation (KICE), the Korean Research Institute of 
Vocational Education and Training (KRIVET), the Korean Education and Research 
Information Service (KERIS) and the National Institute for Lifelong Education (NILE) 
(Kim et al., 2010). Similarly, in France, a number of research institutes support the 
monitoring of the education system and the evaluation of education policies. These 
include the French Institute on Education (Institut français de l’éducation, IFE), the 
Research Institute on Education: Sociology and Economics of Education (Institut de 
recherche sur l’éducation: Sociologie et économie de l’éducation, IREDU) and the 
Centre for Studies and Research on Qualifications (Centre d’études et de recherche sur 
les qualifications, Céreq) (Dos Santos and Rakocevic, 2012). 

Implementation of evaluation and assessment policies 

A key challenge for policy makers is to move from knowing what changes are needed 
to implementing those changes successfully. Implementing educational evaluation 
policies is complex, involves a wide range of stakeholders with distinct interests, and 
requires informed debates and capacity building. Policies dictated at the national or local 
level are not always implemented at the school and classroom levels to the desired extent. 
Implementation difficulties may arise as a result of a wide range of factors, including lack 
of consensus among stakeholders, insufficient information and guidance to implement 
policies, limited involvement of professionals, inadequate competencies, narrow 
resources, scarce evidence basis or poor leadership to implement reforms. 



3. THE EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK: EMBRACING A HOLISTIC APPROACH – 109 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Divergence of views and interests 
To begin with, there might be significant divergences of views and interests among 

the relevant stakeholders as a result of the distinct perceived benefits and costs of policy 
initiatives. This diversity of views makes the policy making exercise particularly 
challenging, especially so given that policy makers often represent one of the stakeholder 
groups – the government authorities – and therefore they need to reconcile different 
perspectives to avoid the perception that evaluation and assessment policy is imposed to 
other groups in a top-down fashion. For example, in the choice of teacher appraisal 
methods, the relative importance of the summative and formative purposes is particularly 
contentious. On the one hand, policy makers and parents tend to value quality assurance 
and accountability. “They make the point that public schools are, after all, public 
institutions, supported by tax payer money, and that the public has a legitimate interest in 
the quality of the teaching that occurs there. It is through the system of teacher evaluation 
that members of the public, their legislators, local boards of education, and 
administrators, ensure the quality of teaching” (Danielson and McGreal, 2000). On the 
other hand, teachers and their unions expect opportunities of social recognition of their 
work and opportunities for professional growth through the development of a formative 
system of teacher appraisal (Avalos and Assael, 2006). 

In the Czech Republic, a prominent example of implementation difficulties has been 
the introduction of the common standardised part of the school-leaving examination. Its 
development started in 1997 while its implementation occurred in spring 2011. In this 
long period several models were developed, pilot versions implemented, fundamental 
features modified several times (e.g. whether it should have one or two levels), and 
heated debates organised. The approach to the examination did not receive consensus 
among political parties and became an issue for political fights among some groups. This 
particular reform was characterised by significant uncertainty, a fragmentation of 
adaptations, and the dominance of politics to the detriment of pedagogical aspects 
(Santiago et al., 2012c). 

Building consensus through consultation 
A number of authors stress the importance of mechanisms to build consensus for 

successful adoption and implementation of policy initiatives (Fiske, 1996; Finlay et al., 
1998; Corrales, 1999). There is extensive evidence that consensus is almost a prerequisite 
for successful implementation of policy reforms. As noted by Fiske (1996) with respect to 
school decentralisation, researchers are almost unanimous in arguing that if school 
decentralisation is going to be successfully carried out and have a positive impact on the 
quality of teaching and learning, it must be built on a foundation of broad consensus 
among the various actors involved and the various interest groups affected by such a 
change. And in fact, he observes on a basis of a comparative analysis that countries where 
leaders sought to build consensus for reform happen to be those where decentralisation 
was most successful. Building consensus is characterised by iterative processes of 
proposals and feedback which allow legitimate concerns to be taken into account, and 
hence reduce the likelihood of strong opposition by some stakeholder groups. A merit of 
structured consultations with stakeholders is that their regular involvement in policy 
design helps them build capacity over time. Another advantage is the potential for 
collective learning which might contribute to the development of a common concept of 
evaluation among stakeholders. 
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There is broad agreement in the literature that the involvement of stakeholders in 
education policy development cultivates a sense of joint ownership over policies, and hence 
helps build consensus over both the need and the relevance of reforms (Finlay et al., 1998; 
OECD, 2007). Policies promoting consensus build trust between the various stakeholder 
groups and policy makers. Keating (2011) analysed how various school districts in the 
United States developed and implemented new school principal appraisal systems. In most 
school districts, collaboration between different stakeholders (e.g. unions, teachers, school 
leaders and community representatives) played a key role in the design and implementation 
stages. The setting of shared priorities, negotiation, consensus building and transparency 
often resulted in greater ownership and acceptance among stakeholders. 

The experience of countries participating in the Review suggests that mechanisms of 
regular and institutionalised consultation – which are inherent to consensual policy 
making – contribute to the development of trust among parties, and help them reach 
consensus. In Denmark, following the 2004 OECD recommendations on the need to 
establish an evaluation culture, all major stakeholder groups formed broad agreement on 
the importance of working to this end. Stakeholders worked together in a number of 
groups set up by the Minister of Education to come to agreement on how to follow up on 
the OECD recommendations and these were documented in “The Folkeskole’s response 
to the OECD” (Danish Ministry of Education and Rambøll, 2011). Box 3.5 outlines a 
range of initiatives in Denmark for promoting dialogue and reaching common views on 
educational evaluation policies.  

Also, at the heart of the New Zealand education system is a strong trust in the 
professionalism of all actors and a culture of consultation and dialogue. Overall, the 
development of the national evaluation and assessment agenda has been characterised by 
strong collaborative work, as opposed to prescriptions being imposed from above. As a 
result of this participative approach, there appears to be considerable agreement and 
commitment of schools into overall evaluation and assessment strategies. While there are 
differences in views, there seems to be an underlying consensus on the purposes of 
evaluation and an expectation among stakeholders to participate in shaping the national 
agenda (Nusche et al., 2012). Similarly, policy making in Norway is characterised by a high 
level of respect for local ownership and this is evident in the development of the national 
evaluation and assessment framework. School owners and schools have a high degree of 
autonomy regarding school policies, curriculum development and evaluation and 
assessment. There is a shared understanding that democratic decision making and buy-in 
from those concerned by evaluation and assessment policy are essential for successful 
implementation (Nusche et al., 2011b). 

In Finland, the objectives and priorities for educational evaluation are determined in the 
Education Evaluation Plan, which is devised by the Ministry of Education and Culture in 
collaboration with the Education Evaluation Council, the Higher Education Evaluation 
Council, the National Board of Education and other key groups. The members of the 
Education Evaluation Council represent the educational administration, education providers, 
teachers, students, employers, employees and researchers and thus can influence the aims 
and priorities of educational evaluation (Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture, 
forthcoming). In the French Community of Belgium a “Monitoring Commission” 
(Commission de Pilotage) has been given a key role in the monitoring of the education 
system. It has two main missions: it co-ordinates and reviews the coherence of the education 
system, and it follows the implementation of pedagogical reforms. Its membership reflects all 
the relevant actors in the education system: the school inspection, the school organisers, 
researchers, teacher unions and parent representatives (Blondin and Giot, 2011). 
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In Ireland, the involvement of stakeholders in the formulation of assessment and 
evaluation policy has been a prominent feature. A range of well-established frameworks 
promote dialogue and common action among the main stakeholders. The various 
committees that advise the assessment proposals of the National Council for Curriculum 
and Assessment (NCCA) and the national assessments of the Educational Research 
Centre (ERC) comprise members of relevant organisations and bodies including the 
Department of Education and Skills, school management groups, teacher unions, and 
parents’ groups (Irish Department of Education and Skills, 2012). Nevertheless, it should 
be noted that criticisms have been made of the way in which consultation and consensus 
building have slowed down the development of policy and the implementation of radical 
change (Irish Department of Education and Skills, 2012). 

Box 3.5 Promoting dialogue and reaching common views on educational evaluation in Denmark 

In Denmark, there is a general tradition of involving the relevant interest groups in the development of 
policies for primary and lower secondary schools (Folkeskole). The key interest groups are diverse: Education 
authorities at the central level, municipalities (Local Government Denmark), teachers (Danish Union of 
Teachers), school leaders/principals (The Danish School Principals Union), parents (The National Parents’ 
Association), students (Danish Students), the association for municipal management in the area of schools, 
associations representing the interests of the independent (private) primary schools in Denmark, and researchers. 
The Council for Evaluation and Quality Development of Primary and Lower Secondary Education is the most 
prominent platform for dialogue in relation to evaluation and assessment policies among these interest groups. It 
works on collecting and disseminating the most important research results to provide input to the policy process 
on school development. A range of other initiatives serve as platforms for promoting dialogue and reaching 
common views on education evaluation in Denmark. Examples include: 

• A reference group was set up to guide the project “Strengthening of the evaluation culture in the 
Folkeskole”. The reference group, whose membership includes all the relevant stakeholder groups, 
meets on a regular basis to discuss the project. This includes, for instance, the development of the 
national student tests. 

• The interest groups of the Folkeskole were involved in 2010-11 in a committee established by the 
Minister of education aiming at deregulating the Folkeskole. 

• In 2007-08, the Danish Union of Teachers and the Ministry of Education collaborated on a project called 
“The School of the Month”. Each month, a school was celebrated for remarkable results. The project has 
since been pursued under the heading “the good example of the month” (www.skolestyrelsen.dk). 

• The Local Government Denmark project “Partnership on the Folkeskole”, involving 34 municipalities, 
has been a platform for co-operation and reflection between municipalities.  
(www.kl.dk/ImageVault/Images/id_40353/ImageVaultHandler.aspx). 

• The Quality and Supervision Agency in collaboration with the Danish Evaluation Institute carry out 
“inspirational seminars” for teachers and school pedagogical staff with a view of encouraging schools to 
develop evaluation activities. 

• The Quality and Supervision Agency has all major stakeholder groups represented in focus groups, 
which are being summoned on a regular basis to provide input on different initiatives related to the 
strengthening of the evaluation culture in the Folkeskole. 

• The different interest groups of the Folkeskole launch on a regular basis common actions and/or 
common proposals related to issues in the Folkeskole, e.g. a paper with the title Common knowledge – 
Common action. 

Source: Danish Ministry of Education and Rambøll (2011). 
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With respect to the initiation of new policies, the combination of top-down and 
bottom-up initiatives is generally believed to foster consensus (Finlay et al., 1998). For 
instance, a study of evidence-informed policy making underlines how the involvement of 
practitioners – teachers, other educational staff and their unions – in the production of 
research evidence and in its interpretation and translation into policy gives them a strong 
sense of ownership and strengthens their confidence in the reform process (OECD, 2007). 
In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the Flemish Education Council (VLOR) is an 
independent advisory body that the Ministry of Education and Training is required to 
consult when a draft decree is prepared for the Parliament. It brings together 
representatives from school organisers, school leaders, teachers, researchers, students and 
parents. One of the Council’s activities is the organisation of consultations and 
conferences to discuss the state of education, including the policy implications of analysis 
of the results of national student assessments (Flemish Ministry of Education and 
Training and the University of Antwerp Edubron Research Group, 2010).  

Involvement of professionals 
Involving teachers and school leaders in the development of education reforms is 

likely to facilitate their implementation. For example, by engaging teachers in the design, 
management and analysis of student standardised test results, teachers are more 
committed in the testing process and are more likely to apply the test results to improve 
student outcomes (Mons, 2009). Another example concerns the lead role to be played by 
teachers in developing and taking responsibility for teaching standards. Teachers’ 
ownership of the teaching standards recognises their professionalism, the importance of 
their skills and experience and the extent of their responsibilities (Hess and West, 2006). 
Education authorities have also a lot to benefit from experienced teachers in providing 
advice for the design of teacher appraisal systems. Based on their own experience and 
research, they can be in a good position to provide expertise on what good teaching 
practices are and to help identify relevant criteria and instruments to evaluate teachers 
(Ingvarson et al., 2007). As a result, factors that influence the success of the introduction 
of an evaluation system include professionals’ acceptance of the system and perceptions 
whether the evaluation processes are useful, objective and fair; and the extent to which 
evaluators and those being evaluated share a common understanding of evaluation 
purposes, procedures and uses. 

Various researchers have stressed the importance of both, including the voices of 
stakeholders and professionals in the evaluation design process, as well as of including 
stakeholders and professionals in the evaluation procedures, as a precondition for 
establishing trust and collaboration (Clifford and Ross, 2011; Leon et al., 2011). Studies 
by Thomas et al. (2000) and Davis and Hensley (1999) on school leader and evaluator 
perceptions of school leader appraisal in Alberta, Canada, and California, United States, 
respectively revealed substantial differences between both groups, which provides some 
evidence for the importance of including school leaders in particular in all stages of the 
development process of appraisal systems as well as the appraisal process itself.  

The involvement of teachers and school leaders in their own appraisal process has 
been identified as another key aspect for the successful implementation of individual 
appraisal processes. Engaging teachers and school leaders in their own appraisal, 
e.g. through setting objectives, self-appraisal and the preparation of individual portfolios, 
can help create a more effective and empowering process for teachers and school leaders, 
and, therefore, aid successful implementation.  
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Kennedy (2005) argues that highly dedicated teachers’ reform rejections do not come 
from their unwillingness to change or improve, but from “the sad fact that most reforms 
don’t acknowledge the realities of classroom teaching”. Also, imposed change is believed 
to create a “culture of compliance” (Datnow and Castellano, 2000; Leithwood et al., 
2002). Teachers who are constrained in ways likely to reduce their own intrinsic 
motivation to teach may behave in more controlling ways and be less effective in 
teaching their students. By contrast, if teachers are involved in planning and 
implementing evaluation schemes, they are more likely to sustain reform efforts 
(Leithwood et al., 2000). 

Clarity of purposes 
Another factor which is often put forward by researchers when analysing the reasons 

for the success or otherwise of policy adoption and implementation relates to the 
communication of the objectives and purposes of reforms. Indeed, Olsen (1989) notes 
that policies are more likely to succeed if their intentions are focused and well defined 
rather than ambiguous. This highlights the importance of clearly communicating the 
rationale of evaluation and assessment activities, the objectives they seek to achieve and 
their usefulness and value for the different stakeholders. 

For instance, in the case of student standardised assessment, in order to promote 
desired responses on the part of teachers, it is critical that they understand and support the 
assessment goals (Hamilton and Stecher, 2002; Alliance for Excellent Education, 2010). 
Establishing clear goals and standards and communicating them to teachers mitigates 
strategic behaviour such as “teaching to the test” as teachers have a clearer sense of what 
they should be aiming for with regard to student outcomes (Hamilton and Stecher, 2002). 

In Norway, unclear communication about what the National Quality Assessment 
System (NKVS) does – its objectives and how data from different quality assessments are 
integrated as a coherent whole – has meant that NKVS is yet to be fully accepted as a 
useful tool at the local level (Allerup et al., 2009). It is important that schools and school 
owners see NKVS as a tool they can use (from a learning perspective) and not just as a 
useful tool for national authorities to use for the monitoring of learning outcomes.  

Evidence to inform consensus-building 
Resistance to reform might also be due to imperfect information of stakeholders – 

either on the nature of the proposed policy changes, their impact, and most importantly, 
information on whether or not they will be better or worse off at the individual or group 
level. This also involves insufficient preparedness of the public opinion for some reforms 
and the resulting lack of social acceptance for policy innovations. This might be 
exacerbated by an underdeveloped culture and little tradition of evaluation in education.  

This highlights the importance of promoting research and making the evidence 
underlying the policy proposals available to the relevant stakeholders in helping convince 
practitioners and society at large. The objective is to raise awareness on problematic 
issues, enhance the national debate and disseminate evidence on the effectiveness and 
impact of different policy alternatives, and hence to find a consensus on educational 
evaluation policy. In the case of teacher appraisal, Milanowski and Heneman (2001) 
found that teachers’ overall favourableness toward a system newly implemented in a 
medium-sized school district in the United States was correlated with acceptance of the 
teaching standards, the perceived fairness of the process, the qualities of the evaluator, 
and the perception that the evaluation system has a positive impact on their teaching. 
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The concern of the Portuguese authorities to build teacher appraisal on research 
evidence and recognised good practice was a clear strength of the system when it was 
introduced. In 2007, the then Ministry of Education set up the Scientific Council for 
Teacher Evaluation (CCAP) as a consultative body to supervise and monitor the 
implementation of teacher appraisal (in late 2011, following the rationalisation of 
education services, the CCAP ceased its functions). The CCAP brought together 
educational researchers and distinguished teachers and as such was in a good position to 
recognise good evaluation practices, be informed of relevant research developments and 
provide evidence-based advice (Santiago et al., 2009). 

In Hungary, the Council for the Evaluation of Public Education, established in 2004, 
is an advisory body of the Minister of Education and Culture which seeks to bring 
scientific evidence to the decision-making process within education. Its members are 
invited by the Minister of Education and Culture from among the most prestigious 
national and international academic experts in areas such as the appraisal of teacher 
effectiveness, measurement theory, data collection and data analysis, content framework 
development and the management of evaluation programmes. The Council submits 
proposals for the development of evaluation and assessment in Hungary (Hungarian 
Ministry of Education and Culture, 2010).3 

Policy experimentation and pilots 
Policy experimentation and the recourse to pilot schemes can prove powerful in 

testing out policy initiatives and – by virtue of their temporary nature and limited scope – 
overcoming fears and resistances by specific groups of stakeholders. A pilot 
implementation is a cost effective way to ensure that a given initiative meets its intended 
purposes before full implementation. Seeking feedback from the involved school agents 
during the pilot implementation is essential to correct the potential flaws and concerns 
related to the initiative being tested.  

In Ireland, pilot projects are usually developed before wide-scale implementation. 
This is reflected in a school self-evaluation pilot project undertaken in 2010/11 by a 
sample of 12 primary schools in conjunction with the Department of Education and 
Skills. Similarly, the Project Maths initiative for second level schools began in September 
2008, with an initial group of 24 schools. Project Maths involves the introduction of 
revised syllabuses for both Junior and Leaving Certificate Mathematics. It involves 
changes to what students learn in mathematics, how they learn it and how they will be 
assessed. The pilot project helps the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment 
(NCCA) to learn from schools how the proposed revisions to the syllabus work in 
classrooms and will lead to the development of teaching and learning resources and 
assessment instruments (Irish Department of Education and Skills, 2012). 

Evaluation of implementation 
Another approach is to periodically review and evaluate processes after the full 

implementation. Education professionals such as teachers and school leaders are more 
likely to accept a policy initiative today if they know that they will be able to express 
their concerns and provide advice on the necessary adjustments as the initiative evolves. 
Amsterdam et al. (2003) analysed the three-year development and validation of a school 
principal appraisal system (i.e. standards, criteria and instruments) in South Carolina, 
United States, that involved researchers from the South Carolina Educational Policy 
Center at the University of South Carolina, the South Carolina Department of Education, 
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a stakeholder committee (e.g. superintendents, school principals, teachers, guidance 
counsellors and journalists) and an expert panel. Superintendents responsible for carrying 
out the appraisal and school principals had the opportunity to further inform the 
development of standards and criteria through a survey and an online discussion group. 
The new standards, appraisal criteria and instruments subsequently underwent a process 
of piloting and validation through focus groups and a school principal survey of 
participants in the pilot to identify strengths and weaknesses of the new system. Based on 
their experiences, Amsterdam et al. argued that stakeholder input may help ensure that 
appraisal systems are practical and useful for those concerned, and that the appraisal is 
supported by key stakeholders. At the same time, the involvement of school leaders in the 
design of standards and appraisal criteria may help to establish an understanding of the 
aspects and criteria that school leaders will be appraised against. 

In New Zealand, the Ministry of Education commissions independent evaluations to 
monitor the implementation of national policies. Examples are evaluations of the 
implementation of The New Zealand Curriculum and the National Standards. The 
implementation of The New Zealand Curriculum in English-medium schools was 
monitored by the Education Review Office (ERO) in a series of reports. The Ministry, in 
collaboration with ERO, also developed a framework to monitor and evaluate the 
implementation of National Standards. The National Standards: School Sample 
Monitoring and Evaluation Project, run by a contracted evaluation team, collects 
information from a sample of state schools over the period of 2009-13. This information 
is complemented by survey data, information from ERO reports and results from national 
and international assessments (Nusche et al., 2012). 

In a range of countries, it is typical for external evaluation providers to collect 
feedback from schools and other stakeholders on their experience with the external 
evaluation process in order to monitor its implementation. School evaluation procedures 
may also be evaluated through national audits, stakeholder surveys, independent 
evaluations and research studies (see Chapter 6). The same happens in the area of teacher 
appraisal. For example, the state of Rhode Island in the United States has developed a 
formal mechanism for evaluating districts’ teacher evaluation systems and using the 
resulting information for the continuous improvement and increasing validity of those 
systems. It builds on a sophisticated set of standards which are used to guide the 
evaluation of educator evaluation systems. The results of evaluations are used to 
continually refine instruments and processes over time as new information is collected 
and analysed. The six standards that comprise the Educator Evaluation System Standards 
support the work of school districts to assure educator quality through a comprehensive 
district educator evaluation system that: (i) establishes a common understanding of 
expectations for educator quality within the district; (ii) emphasises the professional 
growth and continuous improvement of individual educators; (iii) creates an 
organisational approach to the collective professional growth and continuous 
improvement of groups of educators to support district goals; (iv) provides quality 
assurance for the performance of all district educators; (v) assures fair, accurate, and 
consistent evaluations; and (vi) provides district educators a role in guiding the ongoing 
system development in response to systematic feedback and changing district needs 
(Rhode Island Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2009).  

Capacity building 
Fiske (1996) underlines the importance of training policies for effective and 

successful implementation, as a means to ensure that all stakeholders are equipped and 
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prepared to take on the new roles and responsibilities that are required from them as a 
result of education reforms. Limited professional expertise of those with responsibility to 
evaluate and little analytical capacity to use the results from evaluation and assessment 
have the potential to harm the implementation of evaluation and assessment policies. For 
instance, in teacher appraisal models, it is fundamental to provide in-depth training to 
evaluators to guarantee that they are legitimate in the eyes of teachers. Also, scepticism 
towards data among educators resulting from a lack of capacity of schools and teachers to 
understand and use data effectively to inform development is also likely to increase 
implementation difficulties (Campbell and Levin, 2008).  

In Portugal, the implementation of teacher appraisal, introduced in 2007, has been 
challenging and has exposed a range of difficulties. These resulted from putting into 
operation a comprehensive model in a short time span and the little anticipation by 
government of the difficulties. There was little experience with and tradition of 
evaluation, the system was unprepared to undertake large-scale teacher appraisal as a 
result of the limited professional expertise of those with responsibility to evaluate, a sense 
of unfairness by those being evaluated emerged, excessive bureaucratic demands on 
schools were made, and little time was given to implement the model (for further details 
see Santiago et al., 2009). 

A common challenge in decentralised countries, where local decision making is 
significant, is the limited capacity at the local level to implement evaluation and 
assessment policies. For example, there is considerable disparity in educational expertise 
across the school administration departments of the 430 municipalities in Norway. 
Smaller municipalities do not benefit from the same capacity to run quality assurance 
frameworks within their jurisdiction. There are indications that the requirement under the 
Knowledge Promotion Reform that the local authorities work on curricula and assessment 
is too demanding for municipalities (school owners), particularly for the smallest ones 
(Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011). 

Resources 
Educational evaluation initiatives require time and other resources for the school 

agents involved. In the case of teacher appraisal, Milanowski and Heneman (2001) found 
that even if teachers accept the standards and the need for an appraisal system, they may 
still manifest reluctance when the system adds too much to their workloads. As 
emphasised by Heneman et al. (2006), “System designers need to carefully review what is 
required of teachers to minimise burden. […] Perhaps some small reduction in other 
responsibilities while teachers are undergoing evaluation would decrease the perception 
of burden and sense of stress.” Also in the context of teacher appraisal, Marshall (2005) 
indicates that policy makers should also aim at reducing the administrative workload for 
evaluators, especially school principals, in order to provide them with more time for 
teacher evaluation, feedback and coaching.  

Research has highlighted the burgeoning workload many school leaders face in 
various countries (e.g. Pont et al., 2008). In England, for example, a study by 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2007) indicated that 61% of the school principals that took part 
in the study described their work-life balance as poor or very poor. A study by Cullen 
(1997) on the experience of school principal appraisal in England identified school 
principals’ lack of time as one of the key challenges for ensuring successful 
implementation of school leader appraisal. In light of these insights, policy makers face 
the challenge of developing school leader appraisal processes that do not require an 
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excessive investment of time and efforts and that school leaders perceive and experience 
as meaningful and useful. 

Timing 
Timing is relevant to education reform implementation in a number of ways. To begin 

with, there is a substantial gap between the time at which the initial cost of reform is 
incurred, and the time when it is evident whether the intended benefits of reforms actually 
materialise. This makes reform a thankless task when elections take place before the 
benefits are realised. This, too, is a factor that complicates the politics of reform in many 
domains, but again, it seems to be of exceptional importance in education, where the lags 
involved are far longer than is typical of, for example, labour- or product-market reforms. 
As a result, the political cycle considerably conditions the timing, scope and content of 
education reforms. Timing can be important also with regard to the sequencing of 
different components of reform, if one element – curriculum reform, for example – 
requires prior reforms in pre-service and in-service training in order to be effective 
(Wurzburg, 2010). 

Another important consideration is the need for policy reform to be tailored to the 
particular stage of development of the policy area being addressed. Time is needed to 
learn and understand, to build trust and develop the necessary capacity to move onto the 
next stage of policy development. For instance, work on student assessment by the World 
Bank distinguishes four phases of development of student assessment frameworks: latent 
(absence of assessment activity), emerging (enabling contexts, system alignment and 
assessment quality taking shape), established (enabling contexts, system alignment and 
assessment quality stable, assured, or consolidated in nature) and advanced (enabling 
contexts, system alignment and assessment quality highly developed in nature) (Clarke, 
2012). This work highlights the importance of understanding how to progress through 
these phases of development and of designing policies which take into account the initial 
stage of development. 

Pointers for future policy development 

This chapter has reviewed country approaches to co-ordinating evaluation and 
assessment activities within their educational systems and developing evaluation and 
assessment frameworks. The policy suggestions that follow are drawn from the 
experiences reported in the Country Background Reports, the analyses of external review 
teams in Country Reviews, and the available research literature. It should be stressed that 
there is no single model or global best practice of bringing together an evaluation and 
assessment framework. The development of policies and practices always needs to take 
into account country-specific traditions and features of the respective education systems. 
Not all policy implications are equally relevant for different countries. In a number of 
cases many or most of the policy suggestions are already in place, while for other 
countries they may have less relevance because of different social, economic and 
educational structures and traditions. Different contexts will give rise to different 
priorities in further developing policies for building and evaluation and assessment 
framework. The implications also need to be treated with caution because in some 
instances there is not a strong enough research base across a sufficient number of 
countries to be confident about successful implementation. Rather, the discussion 
attempts to distil potentially useful ideas and lessons from the experiences of countries 
that have been searching for better ways to frame educational evaluation and assessment.  
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Governance 

Integrate the evaluation and assessment framework 
Authentic evaluation, that which leads to the improvement of educational practices at 

all levels, is central to establishing a high-performing education system. It is also 
instrumental in recognising and rewarding the work of educational practitioners. 
Promoting evaluation and assessment is clearly in the national interest. As a result, more 
and more countries embark on ambitious school reform programmes which include a 
strong element of evaluation and assessment. This consolidates the evaluation culture in 
education systems and reinforces the role of evaluation and assessment frameworks in 
driving the reform agenda. However, the full potential of evaluation and assessment will 
not be realised until the framework is fully integrated and is perceived as a coherent 
whole. This requires a holistic approach to building a complete evaluation and assessment 
framework in view of generating synergies between its components, avoiding duplication 
of procedures and preventing inconsistency of objectives.  

At the outset, it might prove useful to develop a strategy or framework document that 
conceptualises a complete evaluation and assessment framework and articulates ways to 
achieve the coherence between its different components. Voices of key stakeholders 
groups should be engaged in the development of the strategy so as to ensure that it is 
responsive to broader social and economic needs as well as to the goals of the education 
system. The strategy should essentially constitute a common framework of reference for 
educational evaluation across the country with the ultimate objective of embedding 
evaluation as an ongoing and essential part of the professionalism of the actors in the 
education system. 

The strategy should establish a clear rationale for evaluation and assessment and a 
compelling narrative about how evaluation and assessment align with the different 
elements in the education reform programme. It should clearly communicate that the 
purpose of the evaluation and assessment framework is to improve the educational 
outcomes of students. As such, it is expected that school agents actively use the results of 
evaluation and assessment activities to develop improvement or action plans at all levels. 
The strategy should describe how each component of the evaluation and assessment 
framework can produce results that are useful for classroom practice and school 
development activities.  

The strategy could also contribute to clarifying responsibilities of different actors for 
the different components and allow for better networking and connections between the 
people working on evaluation and assessment activities. As such, it should also create the 
conditions for a better articulation between the different levels of educational governance, 
including evaluation agencies and local education authorities. Finally, it is important that 
the strategy establishes linkages to evaluation in the overall public sector. 

Align the evaluation and assessment framework with educational goals and 
student learning objectives 

A critical aspect in the effectiveness of the evaluation and assessment framework is 
its proper alignment with educational goals and student learning objectives. This involves 
a range of aspects. First, it requires a given orientation for evaluation and assessment 
procedures to align with the main principles embedded in educational goals and student 
learning objectives. For instance, if educational goals are based on principles such as 
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student-centred learning, collaborative work, achievement of competencies and 
assessment for learning then there should be greater emphasis on the developmental 
function of evaluation and assessment, involving more attention to student formative 
assessment, greater emphasis on self-reflection for all the school agents, greater focus on 
continuous improvement in teacher appraisal, and better use of results for feedback. 

Second, evaluation and assessment procedures require direct alignment with student 
learning objectives. This implies designing fit-for-purpose student assessments which 
focus on the competencies promoted in student learning objectives, ensuring the overall 
evaluation and assessment framework captures the whole range of student learning 
objectives, and developing teaching and school management standards which are aligned 
with student learning objectives. This could involve research and development to 
strengthen the range of measurement technologies available to assess, for instance, 
students’ higher order skills such as problem solving, reasoning and communication (see 
Chapter 4).  

Third, it is essential that all school agents have a clear understanding of education 
goals. This requires goals to be clearly articulated; the development of clear learning 
expectations and criteria to assess achievement of learning objectives; room for schools to 
exercise some autonomy in adapting learning objectives to their local needs; and 
collaboration among teachers and schools to ensure moderation processes which enhance 
the consistency with which learning goals are achieved. This should go alongside the 
kinds of supports and incentives for school agents to gain professional knowledge of the 
implications of educational goals for teaching, learning, evaluation and assessment. 
A prerequisite is to ensure that student learning objectives are grounded in evidence of 
how students learn and progress within and across different subject domains, and 
represent realistic goals for attainment.  

Fourth, it is essential to evaluate the impact of evaluation and assessment against 
student learning objectives on the quality of the teaching and learning. Particular attention 
should be given to identifying unintended effects as evaluation and assessment activities 
have considerable potential to determine the behaviour of school agents. For instance, 
undesired effects such as teaching to the test and the narrowing of the curriculum have 
been identified as consequences of high-stakes assessments. Significant investments in 
research and development on the alignment of evaluation and assessment with student 
learning objectives should also be made as systems that are not well aligned waste 
significant resources.  

Secure links to the classroom and draw on teacher professionalism 
Realising the full potential of the overall evaluation and assessment framework 

involves establishing strategies to strengthen the linkages to classroom practice, where 
the improvement of student learning takes place. Evaluation and assessment have no 
value if they do not lead to the improvement of classroom practice and student learning. 
This calls for an articulation of ways for the evaluation and assessment framework to 
generate improvements in classroom practice through the assessment and evaluation 
procedures which are closer to the place of learning. 

An important step in this direction could be a national reflection about the nature and 
purpose of evaluation components such as school evaluation, school leader appraisal, 
teacher appraisal and student formative assessment within the overall education reform 
strategy and the best approaches for these evaluation components to improve classroom 
practices. This reflection would shed light on strategies which can contribute to reinforce 
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the linkages between evaluation and assessment and classroom practice. Impacting 
classroom practice is likely to require the evaluation and assessment framework to place 
considerable emphasis on its developmental function. Channels which are likely to 
reinforce links to classroom practice include: an emphasis on teacher appraisal for the 
continuous improvement of teaching practices; ensuring teaching standards are aligned 
with student learning objectives; involving teachers in school evaluation, in particular 
through conceiving school self-evaluation as a collective process with responsibilities for 
teachers; ensuring that teachers are seen as the main experts not only in instructing but 
also in assessing their students, so teachers feel the ownership of student assessment and 
accept it as an integral part of teaching and learning; building teacher capacity for student 
formative assessment; and building teachers’ ability to assess against educational 
standards. 

The central agent in securing links between the evaluation and assessment framework 
and the classroom is the teacher. This highlights the importance for evaluation and 
assessment frameworks to draw on the professionalism of teachers in ensuring evaluation 
and assessment activities result in authentic improvement of classroom practices and 
student learning.  

Give a prominent role to independent evaluation agencies 
The governance of the evaluation and assessment framework could benefit from the 

existence of independent evaluation agencies. This would be in a context where education 
authorities retain the leadership in setting educational strategy and developing educational 
policy, and maintain a role in the implementation of all the components of the evaluation 
and assessment framework. Such independent evaluation agencies, which could take 
responsibility for areas such as the curriculum, assessment, reporting on student 
achievement, school performance and improvement, teaching and school leadership 
management, would take the lead in evaluation and assessment in the respective areas of 
responsibility, involve the range of relevant stakeholders in their activities, and provide 
an independent judgement of the achievement of education goals.  

The establishment of these independent agencies would involve political and financial 
independence from education authorities and a significant presence of experts and 
specialists in their decision-making bodies. The objective would be to establish these 
agencies as authoritative voices in the areas they cover, highly credible for their expertise 
and technical capacity, and issuing recommendations for the implementation of 
evaluation and assessment procedures in the country. In terms of functions, these 
agencies should emphasise their technical leadership (e.g. in developing evaluation 
instruments, guidelines); the monitoring of the education system, the teaching and school 
leadership professions; the introduction of innovations on the basis of research results; the 
development of capacity for evaluation and assessment across the system; and their 
technical support for school agents to implement evaluation and assessment procedures at 
the local level. One such agency could become the entity with the responsibility to assess 
the state of education in the respective country and develop analysis to inform policy 
development by education authorities. It is also expected that the agencies’ work is done 
in close dialogue with education authorities at all levels.  

Promote national consistency while giving room for local diversity 
In order to contribute to national reform agendas, a certain degree of national 

consistency of approaches to evaluation and assessment is desirable. This is likely to 
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provide greater guarantees that evaluation and assessment practices are aligned with 
national student learning objectives. However, in certain countries, there are strong 
traditions of local ownership – at the jurisdiction level (federal systems), local level 
(region or municipality), or school level. In these cases, a high degree of autonomy is 
granted in school policies, curriculum development and evaluation and assessment. There 
is an understanding that shared or autonomous decision making and buy-in from those 
concerned are essential for the successful implementation of evaluation and assessment 
policy. It is also clear that local actors are in a better position to adapt evaluation and 
assessment policies to local needs. 

Hence, the evaluation and assessment framework will need to find the right balance 
between national consistency and local diversity. A possible approach is to agree general 
principles for the operation of procedures such as school evaluation, teacher appraisal, 
school leader appraisal and student assessment while allowing flexibility of approach 
within the agreed parameters to better meet local needs. For each of the evaluation 
components on which principles would be agreed, a number of fundamental issues could 
be addressed, such as: how to combine the accountability and developmental functions; 
the scope in relation to the national agenda; aspects to be assessed; reference standards; 
the role and nature of externality; and the extent of transparency. The principles agreed 
should come along with clear goals, a range of tools and guidelines for implementation. 
They should permit better consistency of evaluation practices across schools while 
leaving sufficient room for local adaptation. 

In decentralised systems, it is also important to encourage the different actors to 
co-operate, share and spread good practice and thereby facilitate system learning, 
development and improvement. In some countries, networking and partnerships are 
common forms of organisation among schools or local education providers (such as 
municipalities) to take collective responsibility for quality evaluation and improvement. 

Integrate the non-public sector in the overall evaluation and assessment 
framework 

Evaluation and assessment practices in the non-public sector can be very diverse and 
display limited alignment with those in place in public schools. As a result, in spite of 
possibly well-consolidated practices in the non-public sector, there is limited guarantee 
that those practices are aligned with the national education agenda. There are a range of 
possible approaches to better integrate the non-public sector in the overall evaluation and 
assessment framework. One possibility is to require the non-public sector to comply with 
the approaches followed within the evaluation and assessment framework, especially for 
those sectors or schools which receive public subsidies. Another possibility is for the non-
public sector to be part of protocol agreements which specify general principles for the 
operation of procedures such as school evaluation, teacher appraisal or the appraisal of 
school leaders while allowing flexibility of approach within the agreed parameters. The 
degree of integration of the non-public school sector within the evaluation and assessment 
framework should relate to the extent to which it receives public subsidies; recognise the 
degree of market-based accountability non-public schools are exposed to; and respect its 
freedom of organisation. At the system level, and in order to monitor their performance, 
non-public schools could be compelled to adhere to public administrative data collections 
and be part of common performance reporting for schools in all sectors. This would 
facilitate the reporting of comparable information across schools, which can greatly assist 
parental choice of schools. The adherence of non-public schools to common performance 



122 – 3. THE EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK: EMBRACING A HOLISTIC APPROACH 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

reporting is particularly pertinent for schools which receive public subsidies as a way to 
hold them accountable for the use of public funds. 

Design and procedures 

Ensure core components are sufficiently developed within the evaluation and 
assessment framework 

A priority is to ensure that the key components of the evaluation and assessment 
framework are sufficiently developed and contribute effectively to the overall evaluation 
and assessment strategy. A range of areas need reinforcement in some countries. For 
example, greater emphasis is frequently needed in consolidating student formative 
assessment and criterion-based student summative assessment by teachers. The latter 
often requires better moderation processes to ensure the consistency of student marking 
by teachers, a key area to guarantee fairness of student marking across schools in a given 
country.  

In a range of countries, teacher appraisal also requires considerable policy attention. 
Processes are often not systematic enough to ensure that all teachers are appraised and 
subsequently receive feedback, professional development opportunities, and prospects of 
career advancement. This could involve a need to re-conceptualise teacher appraisal, 
develop teaching standards and provide a structure to support its implementation at the 
school level. Also, in some countries, greater incentives need to be provided to schools to 
engage in self-evaluation so it is systematically performed with the involvement of all 
schools agents and follow-up which leads to school improvement. This is to be 
complemented with requirements for external school evaluation, an exercise to be led by 
dedicated structures that have the capacity to support school development. Another area 
which could benefit from greater policy attention, underdeveloped in many countries, is 
the appraisal of school leaders. Finally, another typical area for further investment in 
countries is qualitative evaluation at the system level. Specific policy suggestions to 
develop these evaluation and assessment components are proposed in subsequent 
chapters.  

Establish articulations between components of the evaluation and assessment 
framework 

The process of developing an effective evaluation and assessment framework should 
give due attention to: achieving proper articulation between the different evaluation 
components (e.g. school evaluation and teacher appraisal); warranting the several 
elements within an evaluation component are sufficiently linked (e.g. teaching standards 
and teacher appraisal); and ensuring processes are in place to guarantee the consistent 
application of evaluation and assessment procedures (e.g. consistency of teachers’ 
marks). Examples of articulations which are desirable to establish between components of 
the evaluation and assessment framework were given earlier in this chapter.  

A prominent example is the articulation between school evaluation and teacher 
appraisal. Given that the systems of school evaluation and teacher appraisal and feedback 
have both the objective of maintaining standards and improving student performance, 
there are likely to be great benefits from the synergies between school evaluation and 
teacher appraisal. To achieve the greatest impact, the focus of school evaluation should 
either be linked to or have an effect on the focus of teacher appraisal. This indicates that 
school evaluation should comprise the monitoring of the quality of teaching and learning, 
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possibly include the external validation of school-based processes for teacher appraisal 
(holding school leaders accountable as necessary), and school development processes 
should explore links to the evaluation of teaching practice. In the context of school self-
evaluation, it is also important to ensure the centrality of the evaluation of teaching 
quality and the feedback to individual teachers.  

Place the students at the centre of the evaluation and assessment framework 
Given that the fundamental purpose of evaluation and assessment is to improve the 

learning of the students, a key principle is to place the students at the centre of the 
framework. This translates into teaching, learning and assessment approaches which 
focus on students’ authentic learning. Students should be fully engaged with their 
learning, contributing to the planning and organisation of lessons, having learning 
expectations communicated to them, assessing their learning and that of their peers, and 
benefitting from individualised support and differentiated learning. In addition, it is 
important to build community and parental involvement and an acceptance of learning 
and teaching as a shared responsibility. A particularly important priority for some 
countries is to reduce the high rates of grade repetition. There are alternative ways of 
supporting those with learning difficulties in the classroom. One way is to provide extra 
teaching time for students who fall behind and adapt teaching to their needs. There can 
also be short-term, intensive interventions of one-on-one lessons for underperforming 
students. This can be organised with extra staff such as recovery teachers (see also Field 
et al., 2007 and OECD, 2012b).  

In addition, evaluation and assessment should focus on improving student outcomes 
and achieving student learning objectives. This should be reflected in the priorities for 
national monitoring, the importance of evidence on student performance for school 
evaluation and teacher appraisal, the value of clear reporting on student results, and the 
emphasis on feedback for improving student learning strategies. There is also the 
increasing recognition that the monitoring of student outcomes must extend beyond 
knowledge skills in key subject areas and include broader learning outcomes, including 
students’ critical thinking skills, social competencies, engagement with learning and 
overall well-being (see also Chapter 4). 

Build on some key principles to effectively implement evaluation and assessment 
The strategy to develop an effective evaluation and assessment framework should 

build on some key principles, including: 

• The centrality of teaching and learning: It is critical to ensure that the 
evaluation of teaching and learning quality is central to the evaluation framework. 
Classroom observation should be a key element of teacher appraisal as well as an 
important instrument in external school evaluation. Similarly, the observation of 
teaching and feedback to individual teachers should be part of school self-
evaluation processes. The effectiveness of the evaluation and assessment 
framework will depend to a great extent on the ability to cultivate a culture of 
sharing classroom practice, professional feedback and peer learning. 

• The importance of school leadership: The effective operation of evaluation and 
assessment will depend to a great extent on the way the concept and practice of 
school leadership gains ground within the education system. It is difficult to 
envisage either effective teacher appraisal or productive school self review 
without strong leadership capacity. It is essential that school principals take direct 
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responsibility for exerting instructional leadership and for assuming the quality of 
education in their schools. Hence, the recruitment, appraisal, development and 
support for school leaders is of key importance in creating and sustaining 
effective evaluation and assessment cultures within schools. 

• Equity as a key dimension in the evaluation and assessment framework: It is 
essential that evaluation and assessment contribute to advancing the equity goals 
of education systems. At the system level, it is imperative to identify educational 
disadvantage and understand its impact on student performance. Developing 
equity measures should be a priority in all countries. It is also important to ensure 
that evaluation and assessment procedures are fair to given groups such as cultural 
minorities and students with special needs. 

• A structure to integrate accountability and development: The overall 
evaluation and assessment framework should include elements to accomplish both 
the accountability and developmental functions at all levels of the system 
(e.g. formative vs. summative assessment for students; professional development 
for teachers vs. career advancement decisions following teacher appraisal; data 
reporting vs. improvement action plans for schools) and provide a structure which 
can potentially integrate these two functions. 

• Commitment to transparency: The overall evaluation and assessment 
framework can be strengthened by a high level of transparency in monitoring and 
publishing results.  

Capacity 

Sustain efforts to improve capacity for evaluation and assessment 
The development of an effective evaluation and assessment framework involves 

considerable investment in developing competencies and skills for evaluation and 
assessment at all levels. Hence, an area of policy priority is sustaining efforts to improve 
the capacity for evaluation and assessment. Depending on country specific circumstances, 
areas of priority might be: developing teachers’ capacity to assess against student learning 
objectives; improving the skills of teachers for formative assessment; improving the data 
handling skills of school agents; and facilitating the understanding by parents and other 
stakeholders of the concepts behind the ways the data are presented and compared. 
Another area which deserves attention relates to skills and competencies for teacher 
appraisal and school evaluation. Capacity building through adequate provision of initial 
teacher education and professional development should be a priority making sure 
provision is well aligned with the national education agenda. This should go alongside the 
development of training and competency descriptions for key people within the 
evaluation and assessment framework. 

There is also a need to reinforce the instructional leadership skills of school principals 
as their role in many countries still retains a more traditional focus on administrative 
tasks. The objective is that school leaders operate effective feedback, coaching and 
appraisal arrangements for their staff and effectively lead whole-school evaluation 
processes. This can primarily be achieved by redefining school leadership as educational 
leadership, and ensuring that the whole cohort of school leaders receives adequate 
training in “leadership for learning”. School leaders should be trained to implement an 
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authentic evaluation of teaching and learning, feedback and objective setting at their 
schools, including techniques in teacher observation (see also Chapters 5 and 7). 

There also needs to be strong capability at the national level to steer evaluation and 
assessment. This can be ensured through the establishment of agencies with high levels of 
expertise which have the capacity to foster the development of skills for evaluation and 
assessment across the system. Such agencies, as suggested earlier, could provide 
important leadership in modelling and disseminating good practice within the evaluation 
and assessment framework (see also Chapter 8).  

Improve the articulation between levels of authority and assure support from the 
centre 

There is a need to ensure a good articulation between the different levels of authority 
in the implementation of policies for evaluation and assessment (national, regional, 
municipal, non-public, school level). In addition to the regulatory provisions defining the 
respective responsibilities in education and the ways the different levels of decision 
making are to interrelate, three broad strategies could prove useful in improving the 
consistency of evaluation and assessment practices: tools and guidelines provided from 
the centre; collaboration among the different levels of authority, including partnerships 
for instance among school maintainers; and mechanisms to identify and share best 
practices within the education system. 

A strategy involves initiatives at the central level to build up a knowledge base, tools 
and guidelines to assist evaluation and assessment activities. These typically include 
detailed plans to implement student learning objectives, including guidelines for schools 
and teachers to develop student assessment criteria. Examples of areas in which guidance 
from the centre could be useful are scoring guides and exemplars of different student 
performance levels teachers could use in their assessments; tools for teachers to use in the 
assessment of their students (e.g. test items banks); Internet platforms proposing 
formative teaching and learning strategies; tools for the self-appraisal of teachers; 
instruments for school leaders to undertake teacher appraisal; and tools and guidelines for 
school governing bodies to undertake the appraisal of school leaders. 

Another strategy consists of encouraging collaboration between levels of authority 
within the system. For instance, in more decentralised countries, municipal partnerships 
could be encouraged to develop evaluation capacity, especially among the smallest 
municipalities. Another possibility is to promote the networking among the national, 
regional, municipal and private sector staff responsible for quality assurance in education. 
This could be done, for example, through an annual meeting of quality assurance staff at 
the different levels. The national and regional levels could also pay a greater role in 
supporting networks of municipalities (or groups of schools) working on particular 
quality assurance and improvement projects. 

A further strategy involves benefitting to a higher degree from practice-based 
expertise and from the innovative practices developed at the local level. The national 
evaluation agencies and education authorities could play a greater role in disseminating 
and sharing effective practice across schools and local authorities. School governing 
bodies should be encouraged to collect examples of good practice from their schools. 
Evaluation agencies and national education authorities could provide guidance on how to 
select good examples, facilitate quality assurance of such examples, and feed evidence 
back to the system. 
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Use of results 

Maintain sound knowledge management within the overall evaluation and 
assessment framework 

Evaluation and assessment frameworks place great emphasis on the production of 
data and information on the results they create and their subsequent use for public 
information, policy planning and the improvement of practices across the system. This 
should be accompanied by sustained efforts to develop coherent information management 
systems to make the best use of the evidence generated by evaluation and assessment 
procedures across the system. Such systems would involve the establishment of protocols 
to harmonise, standardise, and share the data among key stakeholders.  

An option is the development of a School/Education Portal, which is instrumental in 
ensuring access for stakeholders to a wide range of information about education, including 
results of evaluations. The Portal is typically a web-based information tool presenting key 
education monitoring information including learning outcomes, learning environments, 
resources and basic school data. The Portal could have an open part accessible to the 
general public and password-protected parts where evaluation agencies, schools, school 
leaders, teachers, parents and students can access information tailored to their needs.  

Another option is to develop sophisticated data information systems – collection of 
data on students, teachers, schools, and their performance over time. These have the 
potential to assist teachers in the instruction of their students, provide quick feedback to 
school agents, serve as a platform to post relevant instructional material to support 
teachers and improve knowledge management, operate as a network to connect teachers 
and schools with similar concerns, and create a better data infrastructure for educational 
research. In addition, data management systems for schools to track progress of 
individual students should also be encouraged. These would ensure that such information 
can be shared among teachers or with a student’s next school. 

Commit to the use of evidence for policy development  
In OECD countries there is a growing understanding of the importance of informing 

policies and the evaluation and assessment framework with evidence from research. 
Similarly, the rationale to establish an evaluation and assessment framework builds on the 
principle of using the results of evaluation and assessment to improve the knowledge base 
on which policy makers and practitioners draw to improve their practices. This calls for a 
strategic approach to research, analysis and evaluation, and information management 
activities in view of supporting the provision of evidence-based policy advice. Education 
authorities should promote a variety of research studies and analyses based on results 
from evaluation and assessment activities. This includes developing evaluation and 
assessment policies which are evidence-based. 

Implementation 

Anticipate potential implementation difficulties 
The implementation of evaluation and assessment procedures requires the recognition 

of a range of important aspects. First, reaching agreements on the design of evaluation and 
assessment activities requires time for discussions and consultations with all stakeholders. 
Second, developing expertise in the system, including training evaluators is expensive and 
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requires time. Third, conducting evaluation processes induces additional workload for 
school agents. Fourth, aligning broader school reforms such as professional development 
opportunities with evaluation and assessment strategies requires more educational 
resources. It needs to be borne in mind that evaluation and the resulting feedback, reflection 
and development processes will only work if school agents make it work. To a great extent 
it is the motivated school agent who ensures the successful implementation of reforms in 
schools. Hence, it is imperative not only to find ways for school agents to identify with the 
goals and values of evaluation and assessment practices but also to ensure that such goals 
and values take account of school leader and teacher agency (OECD, 2006). 

Engage stakeholders and practitioners in the design and implementation of 
evaluation and assessment policies 

A range of strategies to consolidate the implementation of evaluation and assessment 
policies are available. To start with, the policy development process is more likely to yield 
consensus and compromise among parties if policies are developed through co-operation of 
different stakeholders towards a common goal. Indeed, regular interactions contribute, over 
time, to building trust among different stakeholders and raising awareness for the major 
concerns of others, thereby enhancing the inclination of the different parties for 
compromise. Educational evaluation policy has much more to gain from the cross-
fertilisation of the distinct perspectives into compromises than from their antagonism and 
the imposition of one’s views over other stakeholder groups. For instance, teachers will 
accept more easily to be evaluated if they are consulted in the design of the process. In 
addition to taking their fears and claims into account, the participation of teachers 
recognises their professionalism, the scarcity of their skills, and the extent of their 
responsibilities. If teacher appraisal procedures are unilaterally designed at the level of the 
administrative structure, without addressing and including the core of teaching practice, 
then there will be a “loose coupling” between administrators and teachers, that will both fail 
to provide public guarantees of quality, and will discourage reflection and review among 
teachers themselves (Elmore, 2000; Kleinhenz and Ingvarson, 2004). In more general 
terms, this calls for practitioners such as school leaders and teachers to be engaged in the 
design, management and analysis of evaluation and assessment policies. Consensus 
building among stakeholders is all the more important since local actors may be in the best 
position to foresee unintended consequences and judge what is feasible in practice. 

Communicate the rationale for reform 
Another priority is to clearly communicate a long-term vision of what is to be 

accomplished for student learning as the rationale for proposed evaluation and assessment 
policies. Individuals and groups are more likely to accept changes that are not necessarily 
in their own best interests if they understand the reasons for these changes and can see the 
role they should play within the broad national strategy. This includes dissemination of 
the evidence basis underlying the policy diagnosis, research findings on alternative policy 
options and their likely impact, as well as information on the costs of reform vs. inaction. 
Such communication and dissemination is critical to gain the support of society at large 
for educational evaluation reforms, not just the stakeholders with a direct interest. 

Use pilots before full implementation and review implementation 
Policy experimentation and the use of pilots may also prove effective strategies to 

overcome blockages dictated by disagreements among stakeholders and to assess the 
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effectiveness of policy innovations before generalising them. Policy makers also need to 
ensure mechanisms and platforms for the ongoing review and development of evaluation 
and appraisal systems to ensure they are up-to-date with latest research and developments 
(e.g. through advisory or steering groups). 

In the same way, education practitioners should be provided opportunities to express 
their views and concerns on given evaluation and assessment initiatives as these are 
implemented. Implementation should involve feedback loops that allow adjustments to be 
made. School agents should be provided with opportunities to express their perceptions 
and concerns on evaluation processes as they are implemented. Interviews and surveys 
are common methods used to collect feedback on evaluation processes. The items 
generally include the understanding of the process, the acceptance of the standards, the 
fairness of the process and of the results, the capability and objectivity of the evaluators, 
the quality of the feedback received, the perceived impact of the evaluation process on 
practices and the overall impression of the evaluation system. 

Ensure adequate capacity and sufficient resources 
Furthermore, it is essential to develop capacity among stakeholders to implement 

evaluation and assessment policies. This includes providing support for school agents to 
understand evaluation procedures, training for evaluators to effectively undertake their 
responsibilities and preparation for school agents to use the results of evaluation. 
Evaluation and assessment are beneficial for improvement of educational practices 
provided that they engage the skills and commitment of practitioners. 

Finally, there is a need for reducing excessive bureaucratic demands on schools and 
ensuring sufficient resources are provided in the implementation of evaluation and 
assessment policies. A consequence is that both those being evaluated and evaluators 
should be partly released from other duties. Schools agents should have time to reflect on 
their own practices, especially when the process requires self-appraisal and the 
constitution of a portfolio. Another aim should be reducing the administrative workload 
for evaluators, especially school leaders, in order to provide them with more time for 
evaluation activities, feedback and coaching. 

Notes 

 
1. As of 2013, Hungary experienced a trend towards a larger degree of central decision-

making in education. See endnote 1 in Chapter 2. 

2. TALIS is the OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey, which was 
implemented in 2007-08, covering lower secondary education and with the 
participation of 23 countries (OECD, 2009). The results derived from TALIS are 
based on self-reports from teachers and principals and therefore represent their 
opinions, perceptions, beliefs and their accounts of their activities. Further 
information is available at www.oecd.org/edu/talis. The second cycle of TALIS 
(TALIS 2013) is being conducted in 2012-13. 

3. Due to new regulations in Hungary on the role of education government in 
professional corporative bodies the Council for the Evaluation of Public Education 
ceased to exist legally in 2012. 
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Chapter 4 
 

Student assessment:  
 

Putting the learner at the centre 

Student assessment is essential to measure the progress and performance of individual 
students, plan further steps for the improvement of teaching and learning, and share 
information with relevant stakeholders. This chapter describes the approaches that 
countries take to assess individual students. Building on a discussion of impact, drivers 
and contextual developments, it discusses the governance of student assessment systems, 
assessment procedures and instruments, capacities needed for effective student 
assessment and the use of assessment results for different purposes. The chapter 
concludes with a set of pointers for policy development.  
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Introduction 

This chapter considers approaches to student assessment within the evaluation and 
assessment framework. It focuses on how student assessment influences the learning 
experience of individual students and considers both summative assessment (assessment 
of learning) and formative assessment (assessment for learning) of students. The chapter 
does not cover the use of aggregated student assessment results to make judgements about 
the performance of teachers, schools and education systems, because these issues will be 
addressed in the following chapters.1  

Assessment is a process that helps focus attention towards what matters most in 
education, beyond just access and participation: the actual learning outcomes of each 
student. Gathering information on where students stand in their learning and the progress 
that they have made is key to designing strategies for the further improvement of teaching 
and learning. Sharing such information with stakeholders across the education system is 
essential to meet information needs and support decision making at the classroom, school 
and education system level. 

This chapter is organised in eight sections. After this introduction, the second section 
presents the analytical approach, followed by a third section on impact, drivers and 
contextual developments. The following four sections describe key features of student 
assessment and country practices, structured around the main topics of the OECD Review 
on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes: 
governance, procedures, capacity and use of results. The final section provides pointers 
for policy development.  

Analytical approach 

Definitions 
Student assessment refers to processes in which evidence of learning is collected in a 

planned and systematic way in order to make a judgement about student learning (EPPI, 
2002). It encompasses summative and formative purposes, and may be designed and 
implemented internally within the school or externally through standardised assessments.  

Summative and formative assessment 
The assessment literature has traditionally made a distinction between assessment for 

summative purposes and assessment for formative purposes. Some authors also make a 
distinction between formative assessment and diagnostic assessment, but throughout this 
report diagnostic assessment will be considered as one aspect of formative assessment.  

• Student summative assessment, or assessment of learning, aims to summarise 
learning that has taken place, in order to record, mark or certify achievements 
(EPPI, 2002).  

• Student formative assessment, or assessment for learning, aims to identify 
aspects of learning as it is developing in order to deepen and shape subsequent 
learning.  

• Diagnostic assessment is one type of formative assessment, which often takes 
place at the beginning of a study unit in order to find a starting point, or baseline, 
for learning and to develop a suitable learning programme. Diagnostic assessment 
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may also serve to identify students who are at risk of failure, to uncover the 
sources of their learning difficulties and to plan for an appropriate supplemental 
intervention or remediation.  

In practice, the purposes for different assessment approaches are not always clearly 
stated and results from the same assessment processes may be used for either summative 
or formative purposes. How to establish the right balance between summative and 
formative assessment and how to achieve each purpose most effectively with different 
assessment formats are key questions considered throughout this chapter. The chapter 
will also consider if, and to what extent, summative and formative assessment can be 
integrated effectively.  

Internal and external assessment 
Another important distinction has traditionally been made between internal (school-

based) assessment and external (standardised) assessment. It is important to note that both 
internal and external assessments may be used in a summative or formative way. 

• Internal assessment, or school-based assessment, is designed and marked by 
the students’ own teachers, often in collaboration with the students themselves, 
and implemented as part of regular classroom instruction, within lessons or at the 
end of a teaching unit, year level or educational cycle.  

• External assessment, or standardised assessment, is designed and marked 
outside individual schools so as to ensure that the questions, conditions for 
administering, scoring procedures, and interpretations are consistent and 
comparable among students (Popham, 1991). External assessments may be 
applied to a full student cohort or only in some schools and classrooms (for 
example, on-demand assessments that schools can use to measure their own 
progress and benchmark themselves against national averages).  

In practice, however, the distinctions between internal and external assessments are 
not always so clear-cut. For example, there are also hybrid forms of assessment that are 
developed externally but implemented and marked internally by the students’ own 
teachers. How to best design assessment frameworks drawing on a mix of internal and 
external approaches in order to achieve stated summative and formative purposes will be 
another guiding question throughout this chapter.  

Key concepts related to student assessment  
Designing assessments in a way that they are fit for the intended purpose is important 

to ensure their reliability, validity, transparency and usability. These terms are briefly 
defined below, as they will be used frequently throughout the chapter.  

• Validity relates to the appropriateness of the inferences, uses and consequences 
attached to assessment. A highly valid assessment ensures that all relevant aspects 
of student performance are covered by the assessment.  

• Reliability refers to the extent to which the assessment is consistent in measuring 
what it sets out to measure. A highly reliable assessment ensures that the 
assessment is accurate and not influenced by the particular assessor or assessment 
occasion.  
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• Transparency relates to the degree to which information is available regarding 
expected learning outcomes, the criteria that will be used in judging student 
learning and the rules being applied when judgements are made about learning.  

• Usability refers to how policy makers, school leaders, teachers, parents and 
students make sense of and respond to assessment results. An objective in 
designing student assessment is to maximise the value of the assessment by 
making it timely, easy to understand and interpret for teachers and/or students, 
and instructionally useful, at the right grain size to guide subsequent, intended 
decision making and action. 

Conceptual framework 
This chapter aims to explore the complex range of features associated with student 

assessment. Figure 4.1 below provides a conceptual framework summarising the aspects 
involved and the way they interconnect. The overarching policy objective is to ensure that 
student assessment contributes to the improvement of student outcomes through 
improved teaching and learning. The conceptual framework has four main interrelated 
themes. 

• Governance: This first section deals with the governance of student assessment 
systems across OECD countries. It describes the different purposes and objectives 
of student assessment systems and the legal frameworks in place to ensure that 
student assessment results are used in a way that such objectives are reached. The 
section also explores how responsibilities for assessment are distributed in 
different countries and how different levels of governance interact to form a 
coherent assessment system.  

• Procedures: This second section describes the procedures and methodologies 
used for student assessment across countries. This includes the scope of 
assessment, i.e. the areas of learning that are covered by the assessment as well as 
the key procedural features of student assessment across countries, i.e. the mix of 
instruments used in specific student assessment systems; the format of 
assessments; and the use of ICT in assessment. It also reviews ways in which the 
design of assessments can enhance or threaten fairness and equity in education.  

• Capacity: This third section discusses the competencies and the support 
necessary to assess students, to benefit from assessment, and to use the results of 
student assessment. It includes issues such as: the capacities students need to 
engage in and learn from their assessment; the assessment competencies that 
teachers acquire in initial teacher education, professional development and 
moderation arrangements; and the expertise of the agencies involved in student 
assessment.  

• Use of results: This fourth section is concerned with how assessment results are 
reported and used for both summative and formative purposes. It describes 
standards of quality and reporting formats used in different contexts, reviews the 
legal frameworks in place to regulate reporting of results and discusses the ways 
in which assessment results are used in different contexts to record information, 
provide feedback to students and make decisions about their further educational 
trajectory. 
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Figure 4.1 Conceptual framework for student assessment  
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Impact, drivers and contextual developments 

The importance and impact of student assessment  
Assessment helps focus attention on the learning progress and outcomes of each 

student. Collecting student assessment information is essential to improve teaching and 
learning strategies and meet information needs at the level of students, parents, teachers, 
school leaders, policy makers and the general public.  

Students need to be clear about what they are aiming to learn and which indicators 
and criteria are appropriate to evaluate progress and inform future learning. Engaging 
students as active participants in assessment will help them develop capabilities in 
analysing their own learning and becoming self-directed learners. Parents typically 
want to know how their children are doing and progressing in relation to expected 
standards and in comparison to others in the same age group. Providing assessment 
information to parents is key to building strong school-home partnerships by making 
parents aware of learning goals, their children’s progress and priorities for further 
learning.  

Teachers need assessment information that is reliable and consistent across schools in 
order to understand student strengths and weaknesses in relation to expected standards, to 
target future teaching and improve classroom instruction. School leaders can use such 
information for school self-evaluation processes and to provide accountability 
information to their employers and the educational administration (Chapter 6). Policy 
makers need aggregated assessment information to monitor the performance of schools 
and education systems and ensure that national education goals are met (Chapter 8). 
Society at large also needs credentials about the quality of education and the achievement 
of standards in the education system (Chapter 8).  

There is a large body of research showing a strong impact of different types of 
assessment on student learning outcomes (Box 4.1). Evidence on different approaches 
indicates that assessment may support or diminish student motivation and performance 
depending on the way it is designed, implemented and used. In other words, 
assessments that are not well designed and implemented may in fact contribute to 
alienating students (and teachers) from the education system and exacerbate inequity in 
education. On the other hand, carefully planned assessment interventions that are well 
aligned with learning goals and place students at the centre of the process have strong 
potential to raise achievement and reduce disparities.  

Drivers and contextual developments  
Before moving to the analysis of key features of assessment, this section aims to set 

the context in which student assessment takes place across OECD countries. Student 
assessment, like all components of evaluation and assessment frameworks, is influenced 
by wider trends and developments shaping education policies (see Chapter 2). New 
understandings of the nature and purpose of learning and assessment have shaped 
assessment policies in all countries. This section provides a brief overview of the key 
contextual developments impacting on student assessment policy and practice.  
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Box 4.1 How student assessment influences learning outcomes:  
A brief overview of research evidence 

Empirical research on the impact of education policies and practices on student learning outcomes is 
conceptually and methodologically challenging. Learning outcomes are shaped by a range of extra- and intra- 
institutional factors including family background, abilities and attitudes, organisation and delivery of teaching, 
school practices and characteristics of the education system. Studies measuring the impact of different education 
policies on student achievement tend to use data sets and methodologies providing limited measures of learning 
and partial indicators of the range of important factors. The outcomes and policy recommendations of such 
research are sometimes contested, especially when they tend to generalise results across different contexts.  

Bearing these limitations in mind, a range of policy-relevant conclusions can nonetheless be drawn from the 
numerous studies exploring the link between student assessment approaches and learning outcomes. This brief 
overview of research draws on large-scale quantitative studies, experimental studies and case study evaluations. 
Given the sheer number of relevant studies, specific targeted searches were also made for prior reviews and 
meta-analyses regarding the impact of different assessment approaches. These helped to uncover different 
conceptual and methodological strands of the literature and to make sense of contradictory research findings.  

Formative classroom assessment 
A large amount of research has been conducted around the world regarding the impact of formative 

assessment on learning outcomes. In their seminal review of the research on classroom-based formative 
assessment, Black and Wiliam (1998) brought together evidence gathered from 250 international sources 
regarding the use and impact of formative assessment. The 250 sources reviewed for this purpose cover learners 
ranging pre-school to university. Evidence of impact was drawn from more than 40 studies conducted under 
ecologically valid circumstances (that is, controlled experiments conducted in the student’s usual classroom 
setting and with their usual teacher). They included studies on effective feedback; questioning; comprehensive 
approaches to teaching and learning featuring formative assessment, and student self- and peer-assessment. 
Black and Wiliam concluded that the achievement gains associated with formative assessment were among the 
largest ever reported for educational interventions. The review also found that formative assessment methods 
were, in some cases, particularly effective for lower achieving students, thus reducing inequity of student 
outcomes and raising overall achievement. The 1998 Black and Wiliam review confirmed earlier reviews by 
Natriello (1987) and Crooks (1988), which had reached substantially the same conclusions (Looney, 2011a).  

At the same time, the success of formative assessment policies depends very much on their effective 
implementation (Black, 1993; Black and Wiliam, 1998; Stiggins et al., 1989). The quality of formative 
assessment rests, in part, on strategies teachers use to elicit evidence of student learning related to goals, with the 
appropriate level of detail to shape subsequent instruction (Bell and Cowie, 2001; Heritage, 2010; Herman et al., 
2010). But in some contexts, it is still more typical for teachers to develop only superficial questions to probe 
student learning, and provide only general feedback (Swaffield, 2008). Teachers may have difficulty in 
interpreting student responses or in formulating next steps for instruction (Herman et al., 2010). And while many 
teachers agree that formative assessment methods are an important element in high-quality teaching, they may 
also find that there are logistical barriers to making formative assessment a regular part of their teaching practice, 
such as large classes, extensive curriculum requirements, and the difficulty of meeting diverse and challenging 
student needs (OECD, 2005a; Looney, 2011a). This highlights the importance of firmly embedding formative 
assessment within the broader evaluation and assessment framework and the need to support teachers’ capacity 
and professionalism in formative assessment.  

Summative classroom assessment 
Summative classroom assessment activities are a substantial part of education across OECD countries. The 

strong impact of summative assessment on teaching and learning has been widely reported. In many contexts, 
summative assessment dominates what students are oriented towards in their learning – this is typically described 
as the “backwash effect” of summative assessment (Alderson and Wall, 1993; Somerset, 1996; Biggs, 1998; 
Baartman et al., 2006). The use of summative assessment often rests on the assumption that if the assessment 
matters to students they will seek to influence the result by increasing effort and improving performance (Becker 
and Rosen, 1992).  
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Box 4.1 How student assessment influences learning outcomes:  
A brief overview of research evidence (continued) 

Hence, the need to perform on a test or to hand in an important assignment may concentrate and energise 
students’ learning activities. The marks, transcripts and diplomas that summarise student performance can be 
seen as rewards for student effort and achievement, which provide an extrinsic motivation for learning (Sjögren, 
2009). Some studies have shown that students who lack intrinsic motivation in a specific area in the first place 
can be stimulated to develop interest in the area via carefully planned experiences of extrinsic rewards (Crooks, 
1988). 

However, reviews of research in this field suggest that the use of extrinsic motivation may be problematic, 
because such extrinsic motivation is closely related to the reward (Crooks, 1988; EPPI, 2002). This means that 
where external rewards are provided, learning will be targeted to those domains that are rewarded, and that effort 
may decrease or disappear when the reward is no longer provided (Crooks, 1988; Kohn, 1994). There are risks 
that summative assessments with high stakes for students may in fact encourage surface learning approaches, 
generate ego-related priorities, reduce enjoyment of learning and decrease student focus on long-term goals 
(Biggs, 1998; EPPI, 2002). In the education context, studies repeatedly indicated that students with strong initial 
motivation might be negatively affected by attempts to stimulate their learning by external rewards (Crooks, 
1988). Hidi and Harackiewicz (2000) question the dichotomy of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. In their 
review of research on the role of interest and goals for achievement, they suggest that it may be necessary to 
combine intrinsic rewards (via activities that are inherently interesting to students) with external rewards in order 
to support optimal and sustained learning efforts. This points to the need to develop assessment frameworks 
where a range of formative and summative assessment approaches complement each other to provide the 
adequate level of challenge and support to each student.  

External assessments and examinations 
An extensive body of large-scale quantitative research deals with the effects of external exit examinations at 

the end of upper secondary education on student learning. Evidence from several empirical cross-country studies 
suggests that students in countries that have external exit examinations in place perform significantly better on 
international student assessments than students in countries that do not have such examinations (Bishop, 1997; 
1999; 2006; Woessmann et al., 2009). These results are corroborated by a number of cross-regional studies 
conducted in the United States, Canada and Germany (Graham and Husted, 1993; Bishop, 1999; Luedemann, 
2011). Some researchers have emphasised the strong role of external assessments in motivating teachers and 
students for achievement. Externally defined assessments can clearly indicate the standards that are expected 
nationally and signal to students and teachers what needs to be learned. This can be a way of making sure that 
high standards are expected of all students (Elshout-Mohr et al., 2002; Rawlins et al., 2005, Kellaghan et al., 
1996). Assessment that is externally administrated can also positively influence teacher-student relationships, as 
the teacher becomes an ally of students in preparing the external examination rather than a judge (Bishop, 2006).  

At the same time, several studies have found potential negative effects of external exit examinations. For 
students who feel the standards are set too high, exit examination may lead to loss of motivation and increased 
drop-out rates, especially so for low-income, minority and low-performing students (Clarke et al., 2000; Dee and 
Jacob, 2006; Papay et al., 2008; Ou, 2010). Hence, even if exit examinations may enhance overall student 
performance by clarifying expected learning and increasing student motivation, these positive effects may be 
mitigated by higher numbers of drop-outs and reduced opportunities for disadvantaged students (Greaney and 
Kellaghan, 1995; Dufaux, 2012). Also, where high stakes are attached to external assessments, distortions in the 
education process may occur, such as excessive focus on teaching students the specific skills that are assessed, 
narrowing the curriculum, distributing repeated practice tests, training students to answer specific types of 
questions, adopting rote-learning styles of instruction, allocating more resources to those subjects that are tested, 
focussing more on students near the proficiency cut score and sometimes even outright manipulation of results 
(Koretz et al., 1991; Klein et al., 2000; Linn, 2000; Stecher and Barron, 2001; Clarke et al., 2003; Jacob, 2005; 
McMurrer, 2007; Hamilton et al., 2007; Sims, 2008; Stiggins, 1999; Slomp, 2008) (more on this in Chapter 6). 
Because of these potential negative effects, it is important to establish safeguards against excessive emphasis on 
a particular standardised test and to draw on a range of assessment information to make judgements about 
learning progress. 
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Towards a new understanding of learning 
The national curricula in many OECD education systems have been reformed in 

recent years to emphasise the development of complex competencies rather than a 
narrow focus on isolated knowledge and skills. Typically, curricula in primary and 
secondary education now feature a list of key competencies that the education system 
should seek to promote across all subjects and year levels (Box 4.2). While the 
definitions of key competencies vary considerably across countries, they reflect a 
similar ambition: overcoming traditional educational approaches focussing primarily 
on knowledge transmission and acquisition of basic skills. The aim of many recent 
curriculum reforms is to promote a broader model of learning which comprises a 
complex integration of knowledge, skills, attitudes and action in order to carry out a 
task successfully in real-life contexts. Such key competencies, or “21st century skills”, 
typically include dimensions such as critical thinking, creativity, problem-solving, 
communication, ICT literacy, as well as collaborative, social and citizen skills 
(Box 4.2).  

An important similarity of most definitions of key competencies is a shared focus on 
“learning for life”, “lifelong learning” or “learning to learn”. While they emphasise 
different elements, these terms are clear in suggesting that what is learned must have 
relevance beyond school (Lucas and Claxton, 2009). This responds to a concern that 
school settings sometimes tend to promote a narrow set of cognitive skills and attitudes 
which have limited relevance outside the classroom, such as taking accurate handwritten 
notes, remembering detailed information acquired months or years ago and sitting still for 
long periods of the day. While these may be essential “school skills”, they are insufficient 
to equip students for active participation in society and the world of work in the future 
(Lucas and Claxton, 2009).  

In particular, the exponential increase in the availability of information has made it 
less important for learners to be able to recall and reproduce facts while making it more 
important to develop competencies to synthesise, transform and apply learning in real-
world situations, think creatively and critically, collaborate with others, communicate 
effectively and adapt to rapidly developing environments. Hence, while numeric, verbal 
and scientific literacy will remain important building blocks of education, more generic 
and transversal competencies are becoming increasingly important (European 
Commission, 2011a, 2012).  

As expectations of what students should achieve have changed, there has been 
parallel reflection on how to best design assessment approaches that can actually 
measure such broader competencies. Given the strong backwash effect of assessment 
on learning (Box 4.1), innovations in pedagogy are unlikely to be successful unless 
they are accompanied by related innovations in assessment (Cizek, 1997). For 
assessment to be meaningful, it must be well-aligned to the type of learning that is 
valued. For example, factual knowledge tests are well-suited to assess the outcomes 
of traditional teaching approaches based on rote learning and knowledge transfer. But 
such tests are less adequate when it comes to assessing complex competencies (Biggs, 
1996, 1999).  
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Box 4.2 Key competencies around the world 

In Europe, with the Recommendation on Key Competences (2006), all EU member states have agreed on a 
framework of eight “key competencies” that are seen as necessary for personal fulfilment and development, 
active citizenship, social inclusion and employment (European Commission, 2011a). These include 
competencies in communication, mathematics, science and technology as well as learning to learn, social and 
civic competencies, sense of initiative, entrepreneurship and cultural awareness and expression. As expressed in 
the European Framework, these competencies are underpinned by process dimensions such as critical thinking, 
creativity, problem solving and decision taking (European Commission, 2011b, 2012). The European focus on 
key competencies is reflected across national curricula in Europe, with most EU member states reporting that 
they have already changed their primary and secondary school curricula to incorporate elements of the key 
competences or even the complete framework.  

Similar trends can be observed beyond Europe. The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organisation (UNESCO) has been promoting a focus on “life skills”, which it defines as including competencies 
such as critical thinking, creativity, ability to organise, social and communication skills, adaptability, problem 
solving, ability to co-operate on a democratic basis that are needed for actively shaping a peaceful future (Singh, 
2003). The terminology of life skills has been included in several national curricula. In Mexico, for example, the 
curriculum for basic education was reformed in 2011 around five “competencies for life” as promoted by 
UNESCO: lifelong learning; information management; management of situations; coexistence; and life in 
society (Santiago et al., 2012c).  

In the United States, the term most commonly used is that of “21st century skills” or “21st century 
competencies”, which was defined by Binkley et al. (2010) as including (1) ways of thinking (creativity, 
innovation, critical thinking, problem solving, decision making, learning to learn, metacognition); (2) ways of 
working (communication, collaboration), (3) tools for working (information literacy, ICT literacy); and (3) living 
in the world (local and global citizenship, life and career, personal and social responsibility). According to the 
Partnership for 21st Century Skills, the focus on 21st century skills has now been incorporated into the 
educational systems of 16 states in the United States (www.p21.org). In Canada, also, all jurisdictions have, to a 
varying degree, reshaped curriculum from knowledge-based curriculum to performance-based curriculum, with a 
new emphasis on problem solving and cognitive application of knowledge using higher-level skills beyond recall 
and comprehension.  

In Australia, the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians, released in December 
2008, and agreed to by all education ministers through the Ministerial Council on Employment, Training and 
Youth Affairs (MCEETYA, 2008) sets the overarching goal that all young Australians become successful 
learners, confident and creative individuals, and active and informed citizens (Santiago et al., 2011). Before the 
introduction of the Australian Curriculum (which includes a set of General Capabilities encompassing the 
knowledge, skills, behaviours and dispositions that, together with curriculum content in each learning area, will 
assist students to live and work successfully in the 21st century), individual Australian states had already done 
much pioneering development of broader competency standards and frameworks.  

The New Zealand Curriculum, revised in 2007, is organised around five key competencies: thinking, using 
language, symbols and text, managing self, relating to others, participating and contributing. The curriculum 
highlights that “people use these competencies to live, learn, work and contribute as active members of their 
communities. More complex than skills, the competencies draw also on knowledge, attitudes, and values in ways 
that lead to action. They are not separate or stand-alone. They are the key to learning in every area.” 

Across the OECD, several public and private actors are increasingly investing in research and development 
regarding the teaching and assessment of key competencies. One example is the Assessment and Teaching of 21st 
Century Skills (ATC21s) project at The University of Melbourne, Australia, which is sponsored by private 
companies (Cisco, Intel and Microsoft) and governed by an executive board comprising ministries of education, 
academics and industry leaders from a range of countries (www.atc21s.org).  

Sources: European Commission (2011a, 2011b, 2012); Singh (2003); Santiago et al. (2011, 2012c); Fournier and Mildon 
(forthcoming); MCEETYA (2008); Partnership for 21st Century Skills website www.p21.org; Assessment & Teaching of 
21st Century Skills website, www.atc21s.org.  
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As a result, a great deal of the assessment research in recent years has focused on 
innovative and “authentic” forms of assessment that would be able to capture the type of 
learning that is valued in today’s societies. These alternative forms of assessment are 
most commonly referred to as performance-based assessment. They may include open-
ended tasks such as oral presentations, essays, experiments, projects, presentations, 
collaborative tasks, real-life cases, problem-solving assignments and portfolios. The main 
characteristic of performance assessments is that they assess a range of integrated 
knowledge and skills by asking students to perform a task rather than to provide a correct 
answer. As such, they are more effective at capturing more complex achievements than 
closed-ended formats (Looney, 2011b).  

Developments in information and communication technologies (ICT) have opened 
new avenues for the assessment of more complex competencies. Technology-enhanced 
learning environments may in fact provide tools and systems which recreate learning 
situations requiring complex thinking, problem-solving and collaboration strategies and 
thus allow for the assessment of such competencies (European Commission, 2011a). 
Innovative computer-based assessments may now score student performances on complex 
cognitive tasks, such as how students go about problem solving, or open-ended 
performances such as written essays, or student collaboration on constructed response 
formats (Mislevy et al., 2001). With some assessments, students may receive feedback on 
their work while they are taking the assessment (Lewis, 1998, in Looney, 2011a). 

Issues to be addressed  
Despite a high degree of interest in teaching and assessing new forms of learning, 

information collected in the OECD Review indicates that the use of innovative 
assessment approaches remains quite limited within the national assessment frameworks 
of OECD countries. Across the countries reviewed by the OECD, stakeholders reported 
concerns that assessment practices appeared to lag behind current conceptions of 
successful teaching and learning. Both national assessments and classroom-based 
assessments in many countries have remained focussed primarily on reproducing 
knowledge and applying basic skills, with less attention being paid to measuring complex 
competencies. Hence, while the curriculum might be competency-based, the assessment 
system may not adequately capture many of the key objectives of the curriculum. Where 
this is the case, the assessment system can become a “hidden curriculum” encouraging a 
narrower approach to teaching and learning (Nusche, forthcoming).  

Large-scale central assessments in particular tend to focus on a relatively narrow set 
of cognitive outcomes. The majority of such standardised assessments are focussed on the 
areas of literacy and numeracy and rely largely on paper-and-pencil tests done by students 
individually in a finite period of time. The use of technology in standardised assessments 
also remains limited across the education systems participating in the OECD Review.2 
While standardised assessments will always be limited to measuring a selected subset of 
curriculum goals, the assessment of more complex competencies is generally expected to 
happen in classroom assessment, where teachers can use richer and more in-depth 
assessment tasks. However, while teacher-based assessment provides opportunities for 
diverse and innovative assessment approaches, studies from different countries indicate 
that teachers do not necessarily use such approaches (Crooks, 1988; Black, 1993; Black 
and Wiliam, 1998; Harlen, 2007).  

The limited use of performance-based assessments in large-scale assessments may be 
explained by concerns about reliability, resources and timescales. There are challenges 
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related to creating reliable measures of complex competencies, such as problem-solving, 
creativity and collaboration. Performance-based assessments often tend to have lower 
comparability of results than standardised paper-and-pencil assessments. Research in 
some countries has shown that higher-order thinking skills are context and situation 
specific and that it is difficult to generalise from hands-on performance-based tasks to 
make judgements about student competencies (Shavelson et al., 1990; Linn et al., 1991). 
Hence, the use of closed-ended paper-and-pencil tests is often motivated by the need for 
objectivity, fairness and impartiality in assessment, especially where high stakes are 
attached. Performance-based assessments are also more costly and time-consuming to 
implement on a large scale.  

While it is generally expected that the assessment of more complex competencies 
happens on a continuous basis in the classroom, there are in fact a number of challenges 
for teachers to assess the key competencies outlined in many curricula. First, there is 
often a lack of clarity on how to translate competency aims into concrete teaching and 
assessment activities. Competency goals are often stated in a general way with little 
guidance regarding what exactly teachers are expected to change in their teaching and 
assessment. Second, the transversal nature of competencies – they tend to involve several 
subjects or go beyond school subjects altogether – makes it challenging for teachers to 
see who should be responsible for assessing them and how to fit them within particular 
subjects or disciplines. Third, the high visibility of standardised assessments may put 
pressure on teachers to adapt their own assessment to the format used in national tests. 
Teachers may be tempted to narrow their teaching and assessment in order to best prepare 
their students for closed-ended national tests, to the detriment of richer more 
performance-based approaches (Lucas and Claxton, 2009; European Commission, 2011b, 
Pepper, 2011).  

Nonetheless, information collected in the OECD Review also revealed a range of 
innovative assessment formats that have been introduced – often on a small scale – in 
many countries and contexts to assess students’ progress in acquiring and applying 
complex competencies. There are a variety of promising approaches to achieving better 
alignment between competency-based curricula and assessment approaches, both large-
scale and classroom-based. These innovative approaches will be explored in more detail 
throughout this chapter.  

Towards a new understanding of assessment 
National and international student assessment data points to persistent inequities 

between student groups from different socio-economic, linguistic and cultural groups 
within a given country. As classrooms across OECD countries are becoming more and 
more diverse in terms of student backgrounds and prior learning, teachers are increasingly 
expected to identify what students already know and can do to in order to respond to the 
learning needs of individual students. This is to be done on the basis of ongoing 
assessment activities in the classroom. In this context, the thinking about different 
assessment purposes has evolved considerably over the past decades. While assessment 
has traditionally been thought of as separate from the teaching and learning process – for 
example, a test or examination coming at the end of a study unit –, current policy and 
practice in many countries emphasises the importance of formative assessment or 
assessment for learning, which should occur as an integrated part of day-to-day classroom 
interactions (Looney 2011a). 
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Interest in formative assessment strategies has been fuelled by a great deal of research 
pointing to the positive impact of such assessment on student learning (Box 4.1). 
Formative assessment, which emphasises the importance of actively engaging students in 
their own learning processes, also resonates with countries’ goals for the development of 
students’ higher-order thinking skills, metacognition and skills for learning to learn 
(Box 4.2). It also fits well with countries’ emphases on the use of assessment and 
evaluation data to shape improvements in teaching and learning and is consistent with a 
focus on creating learner-centred, structured, personalised, social and inclusive learning 
environments (Looney, 2011a; Istance and Dumont, 2010). In this context, assessment for 
learning in several countries has become an integral element of the curriculum, and it is 
understood as an element which can actually enhance, not simply measure, the 
achievement of the curriculum (Stiggins and Arter, 2007).  

The concept of formative assessment is open to a variety of interpretations in 
assessment policies across different countries. However, despite some contestation 
around meaning, there is a strong commitment across OECD countries to formative 
approaches and to developing school practices in this area. As shown in Table 4.A1.2 
(Annex 4.A1), the majority of education systems participating in the OECD Review have 
now developed policy frameworks to support and promote formative assessment in the 
classroom. Such policy frameworks shift attention from teacher-centred programmes 
towards the learners themselves, requiring teachers to adapt teaching techniques to meet 
learning needs and helping students develop their own assessment capacities. While 
summative assessment and reporting remain essential at key stages of the education 
process, formative assessment frameworks tend to shift attention away from excessive 
focus on numerical marks, labelling and ranking of students, in order to focus on learning 
processes and individual progress.  

While formative assessment is mostly about interactions inside the classroom, it is 
important to note that it is not at odds with external assessment approaches. Quite the 
contrary, information from external assessments can complement teachers’ own 
assessment strategies and may also be used formatively to identify learning needs and 
adjust teaching strategies. Several countries have recently developed standardised 
assessments with a formative purpose, which have no stakes for students. Such 
assessments, although externally set and often externally marked, are also designed with 
teachers’ assessment practice in mind – they can give teachers an insight into national 
expectations and standards and provide feedback to students on their progress.  

Issues to be addressed 
As outlined by Looney (2011a), a long-held ambition for many educators and 

assessment experts has been to integrate summative and formative assessment more 
closely in order to build comprehensive and consistent assessment frameworks that 
balance regular assessment for improvement with punctual assessments for summative 
and accountability purposes. Currently, however, many countries are facing challenges in 
combining the new understandings of how students learn with well-established expertise 
in relation to summative assessment (Irish Department of Education and Skills, 2012).  

Evidence from the Country Backgrounds Reports and the country-specific OECD 
Reviews of Evaluation and Assessment in Education indicates that many education 
systems were struggling to embed a deep understanding of formative approaches in 
regular classroom practice. In fact, in many settings, formative assessment was 
understood as “summative assessment done more often” or as practice for a final 
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summative assessment, rather than being used by teachers and students jointly to reflect 
on and respond to learning needs. This illustrates a common misunderstanding and 
misinterpretation of the meaning and intentions behind formative assessment. Formative 
assessment needs to be independent of the requirement to accredit performance. Its aim 
should be to identify misunderstandings, misconceptions or missing elements of student 
learning in order to change instruction and provide detailed feedback.  

Also, while giving feedback is a regular aspect of classroom interactions in all 
countries, not all types of feedback are adequate to promote student learning (Boulet 
et al., 1990; Butler, 1988; Swaffield, 2008). Across the countries that received individual 
OECD Country Reviews, many teachers used the following approaches to what they 
considered formative assessment: drawing students’ attention to their mistakes in a test or 
a task, asking students to make more effort, and giving students praise in order to 
motivate them. However, research shows that such feedback which does not provide 
students with specific guidance on how to improve, or that is “ego-involving”, even in the 
form of praise, may in fact have a negative impact on learning (Köller 2001; Mischo and 
Rheinberg, 1995; Pryor and Torrance, 1998; Swaffield, 2008; Wiliam, 2010).  

Many systems are also facing challenges in the effective use of external assessments 
for formative purposes. In many cases, the data gathered in large-scale assessments are 
not at the level of detail needed to diagnose individual student needs (McGehee and 
Griffith, 2001; Rupp and Lesaux, 2006) nor are they delivered in a timely enough manner 
to have an impact on the learning of students tested. Also, in several countries, tensions 
have arisen when an assessment is being used for both formative and summative 
purposes. As explained by Linn (2000), assessment systems that are useful for formative 
and monitoring purposes usually lose much of their credibility when high stakes for 
students, teachers or schools are attached to them, because the unintended negative 
effects of the high stakes are likely to prevail over the intended positive effects (Box 4.1).  

Nonetheless, while challenges remain, evidence from the OECD Review points to a 
number of promising approaches used by schools, regions or entire education systems in 
order to promote formative assessment and integrate both formative and summative 
approaches within coherent frameworks for student assessment. Key elements in 
developing such balanced assessment strategies will be explored throughout this chapter.  

Governance 

This section deals with the governance of student assessment systems across OECD 
countries. It describes the different purposes and objectives of student assessment systems 
and the legal frameworks in place to ensure that student assessment results are used in a 
way that such objectives are reached. The section also explores how responsibilities for 
assessment are distributed in different countries and how different levels of governance 
interact to form a comprehensive assessment system.  

Purposes 
This sub-section describes how countries define and regulate the different purposes of 

assessment in their education systems. It explores the policy frameworks for 
(i) summative assessment and (ii) formative assessment. While the same processes and 
assessment formats may be used for both summative and formative purposes, the two 
approaches differ in the way the assessment results are acted upon. While summative 
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assessment aims to provide a summary statement about past learning, formative 
assessment is intended to inform future teaching and learning.  

Assessment for summative purposes  
As explained above, summative assessment, or “assessment of learning” involves 

judging student performance for a decision or record (Ewell, 2005). It usually occurs at 
the end of a learning unit, term, school year or educational level (Eurydice, 2009b). The 
results of summative assessment can be reported in different forms including marks, 
transcripts, certificates and qualifications. The intentions for designing and implementing 
summative assessment strategies include: 

• To motivate students to increase effort and achievement. The marks, transcripts 
or diplomas connected to summative assessment are often conceived as rewards 
for having performed successfully on an assessment.  

• To provide information about student performance to a range of different 
stakeholders, such as the students themselves, their parents, others within the 
school, or school-external players such as employers. 

• To select or group students according to their achievement levels. In many 
countries, assessment results are used to stream students according to their ability 
levels within schools, or to select them into certain types of schools.  

• To certify learning and award qualifications that grant students access to 
higher education institutions or certain professions.  

Across the OECD, countries draw on a range of different approaches to implement 
summative assessment. In the first years of education, summative assessment tends to be 
the responsibility of school-level professionals in most countries. At this level, summative 
assessment typically serves for school-internal purposes such as keeping records and giving 
reports of progress to students, parents and other teachers. Summative assessment for 
school-external purposes such as selection and certification tends to become more important 
as students progress to the higher levels of school education (Nusche, forthcoming).  

Internal summative assessment 
Internal summative assessment, implemented by teachers in the classroom, plays a 

key role across OECD countries. The majority of education systems have developed 
policy frameworks (national or state laws or regulations) that specify procedures for 
internal summative assessment, particularly in secondary education where summative 
assessment typically receives increased attention (Figure 4.2). These frameworks are 
generally developed at the central level3 and they apply to all schools in the majority of 
education systems.4 

While policy frameworks for internal summative assessment are commonplace in most 
countries, there are large variations regarding their level of detail and prescription. In Chile, 
for example, the policy framework sets very basic requirements, such as the number of 
assessments per year and requires schools to establish an internal protocol for assessment. 
In Finland, the requirements for internal summative assessment are included in the national 
core curriculum for general programmes and in the national qualification framework for 
vocational programmes. In Ireland, at ISCED levels 2 and 3, subject-specific assessment 
requirements are provided within the subject syllabi. In Poland, the framework is very 
general and leaves much autonomy for schools to set up their own assessment rules.  
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Figure 4.2 Existence of central frameworks for internal summative assessment at ISCED levels 1-3 (2012) 
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Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The figure should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

A number of education systems do not have formal frameworks for internal 
summative assessment at any level of education, but certain basic requirements for 
summative assessment are typically set in the legislation, curriculum or regulations. For 
example, in the Flemish Community of Belgium, each school is required to develop an 
assessment policy which includes an output-based monitoring of the achievements of 
central attainment targets and developmental objectives, and the Inspectorate may ask 
schools to present their policy. In the French Community of Belgium, the policy 
framework is provided through the work of the Inspectorate and the possibilities for 
students to appeal summative assessment decisions made by the class council. In the 
Czech Republic, schools are legally required to set their own assessment systems, which 
are approved by the school board and controlled by the Inspectorate. In Iceland, there is a 
requirement for students to undergo summative assessment at the end of Year 10, but the 
curriculum and regulations are flexible regarding how this is implemented by schools and 
it may in fact take the form of a formative assessment. In Norway, the Education Act 
states that students shall obtain summative achievement marks at the end of each year 
level in secondary education. 

Regarding the primary education sector, it is important to note that some countries, 
such as Denmark and Norway, have an explicit policy to avoid summative marking and 
reporting in the first years of education, which explains the absence of a summative 
assessment framework at this level (Nusche et al., 2011a; Shewbridge et al., 2011).  

Central examinations 
In addition to internal summative assessments, many OECD education systems use 

central examinations, i.e. standardised assessments that are developed at the central level 
and have a formal consequence for students (e.g. influence on a student’s eligibility to 
progress to higher levels of education) to measure student performance. Such 
examinations are rarely used in the early years of schooling and become more widespread 
at the higher levels. Of 37 OECD education systems for which information was available, 
only five used central examinations at the primary level (the French Community of 
Belgium, Canada, Portugal, Turkey and the United States), versus 14 education systems 
at the lower secondary level and 25 at the upper secondary level (Figure 4.3) (OECD, 
2012a, complemented with information collected from countries participating in the 
OECD Review). In addition, standardised examinations offered to schools by private 
providers play an important role in some countries. In the Netherlands, for example, 
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85% of primary schools use the school leavers test developed by the Central Institute for 
Test Development (Cito), which provides information regarding the school type most 
suitable for each student in the next phase of education.  

Figure 4.3 Existence of standardised central examinations at ISCED levels 1-3 (2012) 

  no standardised central examination    general programmes only   all programmes 
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Notes: (1) Excludes ISCED 3C programmes at the upper secondary level. 

Source: OECD (2012a), Education at a Glance 2012, complemented with information supplied by countries participating in the 
OECD Review. The figure should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability.  

Assessment for formative purposes 
As illustrated above, formative assessment, or “assessment for learning”, aims to 

deepen and shape subsequent learning rather than making a judgement about past 
performance (Black and Wiliam, 1998). It is essentially a pedagogical approach 
consisting of frequent, interactive checks of student understanding to identify learning 
needs, provide feedback to students and adapt teaching strategies (OECD, 2005a). It is 
embedded in the normal day-to-day teaching and learning process and may include 
activities such as classroom interactions, questioning and feedback (Looney, 2011a). The 
use of assessment information is key to the concept of formative assessment: to be 
considered formative, assessment evidence must be acted upon in subsequent classroom 
teaching and learning. Students also participate actively in the process through self- and 
peer-assessment. In some recent formulations, the active participation of students in the 
process has given rise to the term assessment as learning, which focuses on students 
reflecting on and monitoring their own progress to inform future learning (Earl, 2003). 
The intentions for designing and implementing formative assessment strategies include: 

• To provide timely feedback to students, which they can integrate into their 
learning process. Several studies indicate that feedback is most effective when it 
is timely, is tied to criteria regarding expectations, and includes specific 
suggestions for how to improve future performance and meet learning goals 
(Wiliam, 2006; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; Swaffield, 2008). 

• To help students to feel safe to take risks and make mistakes in the classroom. 
Students are thus more likely to reveal what they do and do not understand and 
are able to learn more effectively (Looney, 2011a). 

• To diagnose student learning needs and differentiate teaching accordingly. In 
order to develop an appropriate teaching intervention, teachers need to assess 
students’ learning needs and explore a range of potential causes of learning 
difficulties (Looney, 2011a).  
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• To actively engage students in their own learning processes so as to develop 
higher-order thinking skills and skills for “learning to learn”, and to allow 
students and teachers to engage in conscious reflection on the learning process 
(Earl, 2003). 

Internal formative assessment 
Given the widely reported benefits of formative assessment for the improvement of 

teaching and learning, many OECD education systems have developed policy 
frameworks (national or state laws or regulations) to promote and support formative 
assessment practice in the classroom (Figure 4.4). Where these frameworks exist, they 
tend to be developed at the central (national or state) level and apply to all schools.5 The 
existing frameworks generally include a requirement for schools to implement formative 
assessment in the classroom. In Australia (ISCED 2 and 3 only), Korea and Mexico, they 
also include a requirement for formative assessment to be part of initial teacher education 
programmes. In Korea, there is also a requirement for teachers to undertake professional 
development in this area. In Estonia, it is mandatory for schools to report on their 
strategies to promote formative assessment. In Spain, the regulations are most extensive 
including a requirement for schools to implement student formative assessment and to 
report on their strategies to promote student formative assessment, as well as for student 
formative assessment to be part of initial teacher education programmes and for teachers 
to undertake professional development in this area. 

Figure 4.4 Existence of central frameworks for formative assessment at ISCED levels 1-3 (2012) 

  no central framework    varies across educational jurisdictions   general programmes only   all programmes 
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Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The figure should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability. 

In some education systems, while formative assessment is not inscribed in national or 
state education law, it is promoted through other documents. In the Flemish Community of 
Belgium, primary schools are required to monitor the progress of every student and report 
observations to parents, but there are no specific regulations regarding the procedures for 
doing so. In Hungary, elements of formative assessment such as verbal assessment and 
differentiated assessment methods are included in legal regulations and the national core 
curriculum. In Ireland, the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA) has 
issued guidelines to secondary schools that emphasise the value and use of formative 
assessment and while they are not in the form of regulations, they will be a key part of 
assessment requirements for the new ISCED 2 curriculum to be introduced on a phased 
basis from 2014. In Finland, the national core curricula for all ISCED levels mention that 
teachers should observe students’ progress. In the Netherlands, draft laws are currently 
being prepared to set a requirement for schools to use formative assessment systems for 
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results-based work in schools. A number of countries, including Austria, Chile, the 
Czech Republic, France, Hungary, the Slovak Republic and Sweden do not have specific 
central regulations or documents promoting formative assessment.  

It should also be noted that while existing policy frameworks signal the high level of 
attention given to formative assessment at the policy level, little information is available 
regarding the effective and systematic implementation of formative assessment across 
schools and classrooms. In a number of education systems participating in the OECD 
Review, the understanding and development of formative assessment appears to be still at 
an early stage of development. To ensure that policy commitments to formative 
assessment are matched with actual developments in the classroom, sustained investment 
in teachers’ understanding and capacities regarding formative assessment is necessary. 
Box 4.3 provides some examples. 

Box 4.3 Matching a commitment to formative assessment  
with concrete support for teachers 

In Canada, many school districts offer professional development opportunities for teachers to improve their 
skills and knowledge of assessment/evaluation mechanisms. For example, over the past two years in particular, 
there has been a strong emphasis on Assessment for Learning practices in Nova Scotia schools. To that end, 
there was a provincial assessment summit in 2009 and several Boards then hosted their own Assessment 
Summits in 2010. The South Shore Regional School Board in Nova Scotia hosted a two day event in September 
2010. As well, Assessment for Learning has been a Board priority in its Educational Business Plan and it 
remains so today. A website on assessment has been designed for teachers providing a multi-media workshop on 
the full scope of assessment knowledge, skills and applications (http://web.ssrsb.ca/assessment/). 

In Ireland, the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA) has contributed to the 
development of expertise in formative assessment through its curriculum development projects with schools. As 
part of its work with groups of teachers in its Primary School Network, the NCCA explores how formative 
assessment approaches can be implemented in Irish classrooms. The NCCA has also designed materials to 
support teachers and schools in expanding their assessment toolkit. Its Assessment for Learning website includes 
multi-media support and materials such as classroom video footage and samples of children’s work with teacher 
commentary. There are also reflection tools and checklists to support individual teachers and whole school staffs 
in reviewing current assessment practice (http://action.ncca.ie/primary.aspx). 

In Norway, a statutory requirement has been introduced for schools to implement assessment for learning. 
To support teachers in fulfilling the requirements for formative assessment, the Directorate for Education and 
Training has created a website on assessment for learning providing a range of materials and tools including 
questions for reflection, films, assessment tools and literature, and also examples of different ways to document 
formative assessment practice. At the same time, there has been a developing awareness that teachers have not 
traditionally received training in formative assessment and that there was very little expertise available nationally 
for school leaders to draw on to provide support. To address this, the Ministry of Education and Research and the 
Directorate for Education and Training in Norway identified formative assessment as a priority area for 
education policy and professional development and launched a range of support programmes and learning 
networks at the regional, local and school level. For example, the Assessment for Learning programme 
(2010-14) is organised in learning networks at the local and regional level, where practitioners can exchange 
experience and create spaces for common reflection on effective practice. Participating municipalities and 
counties employ a formative assessment contact person to assist in running the project locally. These contact 
persons attend Assessment for Learning workshops run by the Directorate. The programme also provides online 
resources including tools and videos on how to enact effective formative assessment in the classroom. 

Sources: Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming); Irish Department of Education and Skills (2012); Nusche et al. (2011a).  
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Central assessments for formative use  
Information from standardised assessments may also be used formatively to identify 

learning needs and adjust teaching strategies. Several education systems have developed 
standardised central assessments that do not have stakes for students. In some cases, these 
assessments were developed with the explicit purpose of providing formative or 
diagnostic information to teachers. In other cases, they are primarily aimed at producing 
aggregated performance information to monitor education system performance. The 
features of central assessments for system monitoring will be discussed primarily in 
Chapter 8 on system evaluation, but references will be provided in this chapter, because 
the results of such assessments may also be fed back to schools and be used by teachers in 
a formative way. Even where the central assessments test only a sample of students, the 
results may be provided to the participating schools.  

Figure 4.5 below provides an overview of central assessments with no stakes for 
students across education systems. Clearly, such central assessments are most common at 
the primary (29 education systems) and lower secondary level (27 education systems), 
and less common at the upper secondary level (9 education systems). In most education 
systems, they assess the full cohort of students in the relevant years. In a number of 
education systems, these central assessments are sample-based only (Flemish Community 
of Belgium, Canada, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Turkey and the United States). France also has sample-based assessments at ISCED 
levels 1 and 2, in addition to full-cohort central assessments at ISCED level 1. England in 
the United Kingdom also has a sample-based assessment of science at ISCED level 1, in 
addition to full-cohort assessments of English and mathematics. In Ireland, all schools at 
ISCED level 1 are required to implement annual standardised assessments developed by 
private providers and a sample of primary schools participates in national assessments on 
a 5-year cycle.  

Figure 4.5 Existence of standardised central assessments with no stakes for students at ISCED levels 1-3 (2012) 

   no standardised central assessment with no stakes for students    sample-based assessment only    general programmes only    all programmes 
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Note: (1) Before 2012/13 there were national assessments in Portuguese and mathematics.  

Source: OECD (2012a), Education at a Glance 2012, complemented with information supplied by countries participating in the 
OECD Review. The figure should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability. 

Using large-scale assessments for formative purposes  
Low stakes central assessments provide external signposts for teachers and students 

by indicating the learning goals that are expected nationally and can offer interesting 
pedagogical tools for teachers. In several countries where OECD Country Reviews took 
place, teachers were positive about such formative assessments and saw them as a tool to 
help them decide what they should be focusing on in their improvement plans to support 
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individual students. Positive effects of using student results from large-scale assessments 
to inform teaching may include: greater differentiation of instruction, greater 
collaboration among colleagues, an increased sense of efficacy and improved 
identification of students’ learning needs (van Barneveld, 2008).  

At the same time, in many settings there appear to be barriers to the effective use of 
large-scale assessments in the classroom. An important concern is that teachers often 
receive the results from such assessments too late to use them pedagogically. In fact, 
assessment data appear to have the most impact on student achievement when delivered 
in timely manner (Wiliam et al., 2004). Data from large-scale assessments, however, are 
sometimes available to teachers several weeks to months following the actual test day.  

Moreover, data gathered in large-scale assessments are often not at the level of detail 
needed to diagnose individual student needs. Large-scale assessments typically include 
too few items on each topic for teachers to understand where students need help and what 
strategies might be useful in supporting them (Rothman, 2010). Especially for 
assessments that are also used for national monitoring, the scores are typically tied to 
broad proficiency categories, such as: below basic, basic, proficient, advanced (McGehee 
and Griffith, 2001). It has been argued that these categories are too broad to provide any 
kind of diagnostic information necessary for profiling individual student needs. In a study 
on the relationship between performance on a standards-based reading assessment and 
performance on a battery of diagnostic assessments, Rupp and Lesaux (2006) found that 
the standards-based assessment provided only weak diagnostic information, and masked 
significant heterogeneity in the causes of poor performance.  

While large-scale standardised assessments can be useful to provide some initial clues 
about areas that need attention, other additional diagnostic assessments are needed to 
identify the causes of poor performance and develop an appropriate instructional 
intervention. Overall, while there is some evidence that data from large-scale assessments 
are being used successfully to identify students’ strengths and weaknesses, to change 
regular classroom practice or to make decisions about resource allocation (Anderson 
et al., 2004; Shepard and Cutts-Dougherty, 1991), they need to be embedded in broader, 
more comprehensive assessment systems that include a range of summative and 
formative assessments, curriculum tasks, instructional tools, and professional 
development that helps teachers understand which assessment information is most 
appropriate for a particular purpose.  

Balancing formative and summative assessment purposes 
Finding a balance between formative and summative assessment is a challenge shared 

by many education systems. It is made more complex by the wide range of 
understandings of the meaning of the term “formative assessment”, and the difficulty of 
managing the tensions between a stated commitment to formative assessment on the one 
hand, and public, parental and political pressure for accountability in the form of scores 
and rankings on the other (Harlen and James, 1997; Newton, 2007). This pressure for 
summative scores, and a conflation of formative and summative purposes in education 
policy documents sometimes results in confusion that in some cases may have hindered 
sound assessment practice, especially in the development of formative assessment 
(Harlen and James, 1997; Newton 2007). While the attention to results and data is a 
positive feature of education systems, an over-emphasis on these may have a negative 
impact, and undermine the formative role of teachers and assessment often so highly 
valued in policy goals.  



160 – 4. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: PUTTING THE LEARNER AT THE CENTRE 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

As discussed above, there are cases in which there are misunderstandings and 
misinterpretations by teachers of the meaning and intentions behind formative 
assessment. In many education systems, teachers have long held the main responsibility 
for classroom assessment and see assessment as an important professional responsibility. 
At the same time, it is often not well understood that assessment for learning requires a 
major shift in mindset for teachers, as well as fundamental changes vis-à-vis traditional 
classroom assessment practices. While continuous classroom assessment, done by 
teachers on a regular basis, can include both summative and formative assessment, these 
labels represent fundamentally different purposes. Formative assessment is the process of 
identifying aspects of learning as it is developing, so that learning itself can be enhanced. 
It needs to be separate from the process of rating and ranking performance.  

The challenge is to ensure that teachers move beyond surface techniques for 
formative assessment (such as “summative assessment done more often” or feedback that 
is unspecific or ego-involving) in order to adopt effective assessment for learning 
approaches. To have the greatest impact, feedback needs to provide information not only 
on how the learner has done, but also on the specific steps needed to progress further. It 
needs to be timely, detailed and specific (Wiliam, 2006; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; 
Swaffield, 2008). This requires ongoing professional learning opportunities and support 
for teachers, as well as suitable strategies to integrate classroom-based formative 
assessment within a broader framework for student assessment.  

Developing coherent assessment frameworks, where each assessment is fit for 
purpose 

In many education systems participating in the OECD Review, the introduction of 
central examinations and assessments is relatively recent and in some instances the 
communication about their purposes has not been sufficiently clear. If a specific 
assessment was designed for a particular purpose, its use for a different purpose is not 
ideal because it is likely that inferences made based on the test result will not be accurate, 
valid or useful for other purposes. For example, if the purpose of an assessment is 
diagnostic, then the test needs to be designed to provide very fine-grained information 
which allows uncovering specific difficulties and misconceptions of individual students. 
On the other hand, if the purpose of assessment is to compare schools or regions, the test 
needs to be designed to provide highly reliable summative scores in broad comparable 
categories (such as the number of students meeting or not meeting standards). It also 
needs to be complemented by broader information about the school’s context, 
characteristics and processes (see Chapter 6).  

There are risks in using a single test for too many purposes, in particular where the 
information ideally required in each case is not the same (Morris, 2011). In some 
countries participating in the OECD Review, national assessments have been introduced 
as low stakes and formative assessments without impact on individual students, teachers 
or schools. Subsequently, however, additional uses were added to the test, for example 
they were used to appraise teachers or to monitor school performance. Such shifting 
purposes may undermine the credibility of the assessment and jeopardise the constructive 
use of the test’s results.  

Since assessments need to be designed in line with their specific purpose, it is important 
for policy makers and assessment developers to be clear from the beginning about the main 
purpose for which assessment results will be used. According to Newton (2007), where 
multiple purposes are intended to be achieved, it is essential to clarify the primary purpose of 
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the assessment and to prioritise explicitly among purposes. The primary purpose and, to the 
extent possible, other high priority purposes should then determine assessment design 
characteristics to ensure the validity of results for intended purposes.  

Newton (2007) suggests that the use of results for more than one purpose is possible 
if the purposes are not logically incompatible and if there is clarity about the type of 
evidence the assessment can provide. For example, an assessment that is designed 
primarily to help education policy makers monitor the education system should also be of 
value to those who participate in the assessment, and the results should be fed back to 
them along with illustrations of the types of inferences they can and cannot draw from the 
results. However, an assessment that is designed primarily for diagnostic and formative 
purposes should not be used for summative or accountability purposes because this may 
undermine its primary function (Linn, 2000).  

Box 4.4 Defining and communicating the purposes of assessment 

In Canada, the Principles for Fair Student Assessment Practices for Education in Canada outline key 
elements for assessment practice that have served as foundations for teacher handbooks, board polices and 
departments of education policy documents on assessment and test development in all Canadian jurisdictions. 
The Principles were developed in response to what was perceived as assessment practices not deemed 
appropriate for Canadians students. These principles and guidelines intended for both assessment practitioners 
and policy makers identify the issues to be taken into account in order that assessment exercises to be deemed 
fair and equitable. The text acts both as a set of parameters and a handbook for assessment. The first part deals 
with developing and choosing methods for assessment, collecting assessment information, judging and scoring 
student performance, summarising and interpreting results, and reporting assessment findings. It is directed 
towards practising teachers and the application of assessment modes in the classroom setting. The second part is 
aimed at developers of external assessments such as jurisdictional ministry/department personnel, school 
boards/districts, and commercial test developers. It includes sections on developing and selecting methods for 
assessment, collecting and interpreting assessment information, informing students being assessed, and 
implementing mandated assessment programs (for more information, see:  
www2.education.ualberta.ca/educ/psych/crame/files/eng_prin.pdf). 

In Denmark, official information on the national tests produced by the former School Agency clearly 
repeats the message that the national tests only measure a discrete area of student knowledge and skills and 
teachers should use a range of other tests to gauge student progress. For example, it is stressed that the Danish 
test only measures students’ proficiency in reading and a wide range of key knowledge and skills in Danish 
(e.g. spelling, grammar, punctuation, cultural understanding, literary knowledge, ability to express oneself) is not 
tested. Educators are aware that the tests provide only a snapshot of students’ achievement levels in select 
learning targets and subjects (Wandall, 2010).  

The New Zealand Ministry of Education Position Paper on Assessment (2010) provides a formal statement 
of its vision for assessment. It describes what the assessment landscape should look like if assessment is to be 
used effectively to promote system-wide improvement within, and across, all layers of the schooling system. The 
paper places assessment firmly at the heart of effective teaching and learning. The key principles highlighted and 
explained in the paper are: the student is at the centre; the curriculum underpins assessment; building assessment 
capability is crucial to achieving improvement; an assessment capable system is an accountable system; a range 
of evidence drawn from multiple sources potentially enables a more accurate response; effective assessment is 
reliant on quality interactions and relationships. To support effective assessment practice at the school level, the 
Ministry of Education is also currently conducting an exercise which maps existing student assessment tools. 
The purpose is to align some of the assessment tools to the National Standards and provide an Assessment 
Resource Map to help school professionals select the appropriate assessment tool to fit their purpose.  

Sources: Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming); Shewbridge et al. (2011); Nusche et al. (2012). 
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In this context, it is important that all stakeholders have a broad understanding of 
assessment and of the need to combine a range of different assessment information in 
order to come to good judgements and valid interpretations on student learning and 
progress (Absolum et al., 2009). Teachers need skills to interpret standardised assessment 
results, to understand where further diagnostic testing of some students is necessary and 
to identify areas were teaching strategies may need adjustment to meet student needs.  

A key governance challenge for countries is to develop a clear vision and strategy for 
assessment where different approaches developed nationally and locally each serve a 
clearly defined purposes and the format of the assessment is aligned to these particular 
purposes. In New Zealand, for example, the Ministry of Education has published a 
position paper on assessment in 2010, outlining the underlying principles of assessment. 
This has been complemented by a mapping exercise to clarify the distinct aims of existing 
standardised assessment tools that are at teachers’ disposal (Box 4.4). Also, clear 
communication is vital to ensure that assessment results are used in an effective way. In 
particular, it is important to establish safeguards to avoid an over-emphasis on 
standardised assessment results. One such safeguard is to communicate clearly about the 
kinds of evidence that different types of assessment can and cannot provide (for examples 
from Canada and Denmark, see Box 4.4). 

Responsibilities for student assessment 
This sub-section provides an overview of the different actors involved in student 

assessment and the ways in which the different levels of governance interact. 
Responsibilities for student assessment are typically shared between different agencies 
and levels of the education system. In most countries, teachers have the main 
responsibility for continuous formative and summative assessment in the classroom, 
whereas regional, state or national agencies tend to be in charge of developing and 
marking standardised assessments that are used at key stages of education. 

Internal assessment 
In most OECD countries, schools benefit from considerable autonomy in the 

organisation of internal student assessments. School leaders, together with teachers, and 
sometimes in co-operation with school governing boards or education authorities, are 
typically in charge of establishing school policies for student assessment. Across the 
OECD, in PISA 2009, 66% of 15-year-old students were in schools whose principals 
reported that the school alone had the main responsibility for establishing student 
assessment policies, and 23% of students were in schools where the school together with 
the regional and/or national education authority had considerable responsibility for 
student assessment policies (OECD, 2010a).  

While schools tend to have considerable freedom in establishing their own assessment 
policies, certain basic requirements are generally set in central policy frameworks (see 
above). The frameworks for internal summative assessment are centrally defined in most 
education systems, but in fact, different levels of education are involved in ensuring 
compliance with these frameworks. Across OECD education systems, this task may be 
attributed to the school leaders and teachers (e.g. Chile, Estonia, Finland, France, 
Hungary6, Israel, Poland, Slovak Republic, Slovenia), the subject committees (Korea), the 
schools boards (e.g. Czech Republic, Iceland, Ireland and New Zealand), the school 
organising bodies (Hungary, Netherlands), the local education authorities (Norway), the 
central, state or provincial authorities (Australia, Austria, Canada, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
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New Zealand) or the Inspectorates (Flemish and French Communities of Belgium, Czech 
Republic, Netherlands) (Tables 4.A1.1, 4.A2.1a, 4.A2.1b,  Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2). 

In their national background reports prepared for this Review, the majority of 
education systems reported about long-standing traditions of teacher-developed 
assessment and the historically important role of teachers’ professional judgements in 
assessment. Teachers are generally expected to take responsibility for different functions 
of assessment including diagnostic, formative and summative. While teachers tend to 
have the exclusive responsibility for summative assessment in primary education, their 
assessment approaches are typically complemented by regionally or nationally 
implemented standardised examinations at the higher levels of education (Figure 4.3). 
The distribution of responsibilities tends to be organised in a way that teachers assess and 
report on student performance in relation to the full range of curriculum goals, while 
standardised examinations and assessments assess a particular subset of learning goals in 
specific year levels.  

Regional and central examinations 
Tables 4.A1.4, 4.A2.4a and 4.A2.4b (Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2) provide detailed 

information about the groups involved in national student examinations that have a 
formal consequence for individual students. Student examinations are considered 
“standardised” if they are designed to ensure that the questions, conditions for 
administering, marking procedures, and interpretations are consistent and comparable 
among students (Popham, 1991). To ensure these conditions, examinations are often 
designed and marked at a central level. At the same time, many countries have hybrid 
forms where assessments are centrally developed but locally administrated and/or 
marked. In this case, countries tend to use guidance materials and moderation to ensure 
the reliability of local marking.  

At the lower secondary level, the central education authorities have full responsibility 
for developing national examinations in the French Community of Belgium, Denmark, 
France, Italy and Norway, while they share responsibility for this task with a central 
agency for assessment in Australia, Estonia and Mexico. In some countries, including 
Ireland, the Netherlands and Poland, central/regional agencies for assessment hold the 
main responsibility for the development of external examinations. While the examinations 
are centrally developed in all education systems, school level examiners play a key role in 
the marking process in several education systems including the French Community of 
Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, France, Italy and the Netherlands. Where high stakes 
examinations are marked locally by teachers, moderation arrangements are typically in 
place to ensure the reliability of marking, for example through the involvement of a second 
marker in addition to the students’ own teachers (more on this below).  

At the upper secondary level, the central education authorities have full responsibility 
for developing national examinations in the French Community of Belgium, Denmark 
(general programmes only), France, Hungary (general programmes only), Israel, Italy, 
Luxembourg, New Zealand and Norway. They share responsibility for this task with a 
central agency or institute for assessment in Australia, the Czech Republic, Estonia and 
Mexico. Central or regional agencies for assessment hold responsibility for developing 
examinations in general education programmes in Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands and 
Slovenia, and for developing examinations in both general and vocational programmes in 
the Slovak Republic and Poland. In vocational programmes, the schools themselves play 
a key part in developing examinations in Denmark and Slovenia.  
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The examinations in upper secondary education are centrally marked by the education 
authorities and/or a central agency in most education systems. At the same time, school 
level examiners play a key role in the marking process in a range of education systems 
including the French Community of Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, 
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Slovenia (vocational programmes only). In 
Hungary, the marking is undertaken at the school level for the “normal”-level 
examination and at the central level for the advanced-level examination. In New Zealand, 
internally assessed subjects are marked in the school whereas externally assessed papers 
are marked by a central agency (the New Zealand Qualifications Authority). In Norway, 
centrally-given written examinations are externally marked whereas locally-given oral 
examinations are marked together by the subject teacher and an external examiner. 
Examinations in vocational programmes are marked by the local education authorities. 

Assessments developed by other providers 
Private providers play an important role in test development in several education 

systems. No internationally comparable information is available regarding the importance 
of private testing companies across countries. From the OECD Country Reviews, it appears 
that the use of private tests by schools is commonplace in most countries. In some 
education systems, such as Ireland (ISCED 1 at present and ISCED 2 from 2014), schools 
are required to choose from among certain standardised tests developed by private 
providers and to report the results to their school boards and the educational administration.  

In the Netherlands, schools are required to report on students’ learning results in the 
final phase of primary education in a way that clarifies the extent to which students have 
reached the minimal achievement levels for primary education. While schools are free to 
use different assessment instruments for this purpose, the vast majority of primary 
schools use to this end the school leavers test developed by the Central Institute for Test 
Development (Cito). The results from this test also provide information on the school 
type which is most suitable for each student in the next phase of education. 

In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, upper secondary schools are expected to 
choose standardised central examinations from a range of Awarding Organisations. The 
relevant Awarding Organisations are responsible for marking the external assessment and 
where internal assessment is used, they also moderate teachers’ marking. 

In other countries, such as the Czech Republic, private companies offer testing 
services that schools can choose to buy to support their regular assessment practice. In 
several education systems, such as the Flemish Community of Belgium and the Slovak 
Republic, classroom-based assessment is heavily influenced by textbooks, many of which 
contain tests.  

The potential influence of private assessment companies on teacher assessment 
practices is substantial. Commercial tests available to schools typically aim to provide 
summative data of the students’ level of knowledge in different subjects. In some 
countries, private providers also offer tests explicitly designed for formative and didactic 
purposes (for an example from the Netherlands, see Box 4.5). Schools receive feedback 
of results providing information on areas for individual students to improve. Certain 
commercial tests may enjoy direct support by local education authorities and 
consequently may allow the feedback to schools of comparative data, as schools 
throughout the municipality use these tests. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, 
school umbrella organisations make tests available to schools belonging to their network. 
As such, these tests provide information on each student’s competencies, but also a 
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benchmark for schools to compare to other schools within the network. The use of 
additional externally developed tests can provide schools with useful information as part 
of their wider student assessment systems.  

Box 4.5 Monitoring student learning in the Netherlands 
Since the mid-eighties primary schools started to make use of a pupil monitoring system, the 

LVS (Leerling Volg Systeem) developed by the Central Institute for Test Development (Cito). 
Later on pupil monitoring systems were also implemented in secondary schools and currently 
every secondary school has a pupil monitoring system. The Cito pupil monitoring system (LVS) 
for primary education is a consistent set of nationally standardised tests for longitudinal 
assessment of a pupil’s achievement throughout primary education, as well as a system for 
manual or automated registration of pupil progress. The LVS covers language, (including 
decoding and reading comprehension), arithmetic, world orientation (geography, history, 
biology), social-emotional development, English, science and technology. It is purchased by 
schools at their own cost and initiative. The primary objective of the LVS is the formative 
assessment of student achievement and individual students’ mastery of key subject matter areas 
in relation to their year level. Item Response Theory is used to vertically equate students’ scores 
in the LVS tests, which allow for a calculation of student growth trajectories in primary school. 
Since 2003, the LVS also contains computer-based tests, some of which are adaptive. The 
following presentation formats are made available on the basis of the LVS: 

• The pupil report, which is a graph in which the pupil’s progress is visible throughout 
the years. Data available in the national surveys are used as a frame of reference, 
based on percentiles, so that the position of an individual pupil with regards to five 
reference groups (25% highest scoring pupils, just above average, just below average, 
far below average, and the 10% lowest scoring pupils) is immediately visible from the 
corresponding graph. 

• For children with special education needs, and who visit special education schools, an 
alternative pupil report is made available. This report also shows at what level a pupil 
is functioning and how to interpret the results of the pupil compared to children of the 
same age who attend mainstream primary education. 

• In the so called group survey the results of all the pupils from a group over a number 
of years are presented in a table. For each pupil the scale of ability score at the 
successive measuring moments is shown along with the level score. 

Source: Scheerens et al. (2012). 

However, in some countries participating in the OECD Review, there are a number of 
concerns related to the regular use of private tests in the classroom. Often, the most 
widely used commercial tests contain mainly multiple-choice items and closed-format 
short answer questions, which are best suited to assess knowledge-based elements of the 
curriculum. In some cases, commercial tests were being perceived as practice tests for 
national assessments, hence reinforcing a focus on assessing only a limited subset of 
learning objectives that can be computer-scored. It was not always clear to the OECD 
review teams that the tests offered to schools were closely aligned with national curricula. 
Also, teachers who use commercial tests irrespective of the national and local education 
goals and without eliminating non-relevant content may present their students with too 
much content at the expense of essential national or local learning objectives. It is 
important that independent information about the quality and relevance of private tests is 
made available to teachers including to what extent they offer useful feedback on student 
progress against the national learning objectives. Ideally, there should be an accreditation 
process to validate the use of such tests as reflecting national student learning objectives.  
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Balancing external assessments and teacher-based assessments  
Many countries rely on a mix of external and internal assessment, but finding the 

right balance between the two approaches may be challenging.  

The major advantage of external standardised assessment is its high reliability. It 
ensures that all students are assessed on the same tasks and that their results are measured 
by the same standards. Standardised external assessment is usually conducted in 
supervised conditions which ensure that what is assessed is the students’ own work 
(Crooks, 2004). It is marked by a machine or by external assessors and the marking 
criteria are standardised, so that a high degree of reliability is given. The marking is 
expected to be free of bias or discrimination, as the assessors do not know the students 
whose work they are reviewing. The results are made as objective as possible so that they 
are, within a year, comparable among students, regardless where they go to school 
(Rosenkvist, 2010). Externally defined assessments can clearly indicate the standards that 
are expected nationally of all students, so that they can steer their learning in that 
direction (Elshout-Mohr et al., 2002).  

However, external assessment is often criticised for having lower validity than 
teacher-based assessment. It tends to be in the form of a written test under supervised 
conditions, so that only a limited range of curriculum goals can be covered. Also, external 
assessment typically takes place on very few occasions and thus gives limited information 
about students’ competencies due to the normal daily variations in performance. It can 
also have detrimental effects on teaching and learning, as teachers may end up focussing 
on test-taking skills, especially when high stakes are attached to the test results (Box 4.1). 
The high stakes that are often attached to a single external examination can cause stress or 
test-anxiety among students resulting in their achievements being reduced on the 
examination day (Crooks, 2004). 

Internal assessment also has its advantages and drawbacks. Due to its continuous 
nature, teacher-based assessment allows for important achievements to be measured that 
are more difficult to capture in an external examination, such as extended projects, 
practical assignments or oral work. Internal assessment thus has a higher potential for the 
full range of curriculum goals to be covered (Crooks, 2004; Harlen, 2007). As internal 
assessment is embedded in the regular coursework and spread throughout the course, it is 
also more authentic than a test-based external examination, providing more opportunities 
for students to show what they know and are able to do in normal conditions. Especially 
if particular outcomes are assessed several times, atypical performances as well as 
achievement trends can be identified (Crooks, 2004).  

However, it is important to note that the validity of teacher-based assessment depends 
to a large extent on the assessment opportunities provided by individual teachers. It is 
difficult to ensure that all teachers indeed use the potential of internal assessment to cover 
the full range of goals specified in the curriculum (Harlen, 2007). Several reviews of 
research on teacher-based assessment note that teacher-made assessments are often no 
more diverse or innovative than external assessments, encouraging rote learning and 
recall of fragmented knowledge rather than critical thinking and deeper learning 
(e.g. Crooks, 1988; Black, 1993; Black and Wiliam, 1998; Harlen, 2007). For internal 
assessment to work well, it is essential to ensure that teachers receive adequate training to 
develop their assessment skills (see section on “Capacity”).  

Internal assessment is often perceived as being less reliable than external assessment. 
Assessment items and marking standards may vary widely between teachers and schools, 
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so that the results of internal assessment will lack external confidence and cannot be 
compared across schools. It cannot always be verified that what is assessed is indeed the 
student’s own work, as some tasks for assessment (e.g. homework and project work) may 
take place outside the classroom with little supervision (Crooks, 2004). Several studies 
also report that there is a risk of conscious or unconscious bias in teacher-based 
assessment, i.e. that teachers may give more help to some students, or in their marking 
may give inappropriate weight to prior knowledge and expectations of particular students 
(Crooks, 2004; Harlen, 2007).  

Where teachers are responsible for summative assessment, there is also a risk that 
teachers become subject of parental pressure to lower assessment standards and provide 
higher marks for their children (Bishop, 2006). Figlio and Lucas (2004) find that parents 
do not perceive tougher teachers to be better teachers and tend to prefer high marks over 
high standards. This could lead to potential distortions of results due to parental pressure. 
With internal summative assessment, the teacher also acquires a double role of teacher 
and assessor. Rather than strengthening the teacher-student relationship, this may in fact 
result in a distancing between the student and the teacher (Bishop, 2006). Indeed, students 
may refrain from asking questions fearing that this could be interpreted as a sign of slow 
progress and low achievement (Somerset, 1996). The teachers’ role in internal summative 
assessment may thus negatively impact on the effectiveness of their formative assessment 
approaches.  

Research describes several ways to address potential bias in teachers’ assessment and 
increase the reliability of the assessment. There is evidence that the reliability of teacher-
based assessments can be improved by the use of scoring guides detailing descriptions of 
competency levels and providing examples of high performance (Harlen, 2004; 2005). 
There are also indications that teachers apply assessment criteria more accurately if they 
are clear about the goals to be achieved and especially if they have participated in the 
development of criteria (Hargreaves et al., 1996; Frederiksen and White, in EPPI, 2004). 
External benchmarks showing what is considered to be normal or adequate progress of 
students in particular marks and subjects are also helpful to help teachers make accurate 
judgements. In Sweden, for example, teachers are encouraged to compare the 
achievements of students in internal assessment to student results in national assessments 
and to use the national assessments as an external guidance and reference points (Nusche 
et al., 2011b). Finally, training for teachers, teacher collaboration in assessment and 
external moderation of teacher-based assessment can further enhance the reliability of 
internal assessments (more on this in the section on “Capacity”). 

Crooks (2004) suggests that a combination of teacher-based and external assessments 
would be most suitable to ensure maximum validity and reliability. Learning outcomes 
that can be readily assessed in external examinations should be covered this way, whereas 
more complex competencies should be assessed through continuous teacher-based 
assessment. Where teacher-based assessment is used for summative purposes, it is 
essential to pay attention to maximising reliability, by using scoring guides, negotiated 
scoring criteria, external benchmarks, training for teachers, multiple judgements and 
external moderation. It is also important to provide a range of nationally validated 
assessment tools that teachers can use to assess their students reliably when they see fit.  

Reference points for student assessment 
Clear and explicit expectations for student learning and assessment criteria are 

important to ensure the validity, reliability, transparency and usability of assessment (for 
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definitions, see section on “Analytical approach”). Information on expected learning 
outcomes and developments are typically expressed in national curricula, educational 
standards or learning progressions.  

• National curricula typically describe overarching learning objectives for the 
education system and explain the underlying values and culture that should shape 
teaching and learning. Countries take different approaches to how they design 
curricula. While some describe the teaching content, methods, materials and 
assessment criteria to be applied in different subjects and year levels, others 
establish broad guidelines, leaving room for local authorities and schools to 
decide upon more specific goals, content and methods. A national curriculum 
typically covers all subjects and courses offered in school education, whereas a 
syllabus provides more detailed information regarding the expectations for an 
individual school subject.  

• Educational standards refer to descriptions of what students should know 
(content standards) and be able to do (performance standards) at different stages 
of the learning process. In some countries, standards are only available for the 
core subjects, such as literacy and mathematics, whereas in other countries they 
exist for a broad range of subjects. The standards may be set out in a separate 
document, or may be embedded in the curriculum. 

• Learning progressions describe the way students typically move through 
learning in different subject areas. They can provide a roadmap for teachers to 
identify the set of skills and knowledge students must master on the way to 
becoming competent in more complex curriculum outcomes. Such learning 
progressions may be described in the curriculum or a separate document.  

Tables 4.A1.4, 4.A2.4a and 4.A2.4b, as well as Tables 4.A1.5, 4.A2.5a and 4.A2.5b 
(Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2) provide an overview of the references used for student 
assessment across OECD education systems at different levels of education. The 
references used in lower secondary education are listed in Table 4.1 below. As can be 
seen from the table, the majority of education systems use central or state curriculum 
goals as the main reference for student assessment. Central standards are also frequently 
used, either as the main reference for assessment or in addition to national curriculum 
goals. Central standards are used for at least one assessment type (internal summative 
assessment, national examinations and/or national assessments with no stakes for students) 
in Australia, Austria, the Flemish and French Communities of Belgium, Chile, the Czech 
Republic, Estonia, France, Hungary, Luxembourg, the Slovak Republic, Poland and Spain. 
Learning progressions are less frequently used across education systems. They serve as 
references for internal summative assessment and central assessments in Northern Ireland in 
the United Kingdom, for central assessments in Australia and Norway and for both national 
assessments and examinations in Denmark. Poland has specific examination standards 
based on the national core curriculum that serve as references for central examinations and 
Canada uses its own assessment framework for the development of the Pan-Canadian 
Assessment Program. In Denmark, there is no national curriculum in compulsory education, 
but binding national objectives were introduced in 2003 to serve as a reference for internal 
summative assessment. In Sweden, national knowledge requirements serve as the main 
reference for central assessments.  
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Table 4.1 References used in student assessment in lower secondary education – ISCED 2 (2012) 

  Internal summative assessment Central examinations  Central assessment 

Central curriculum goals 

Australia (pre-voc and voc), Austria, 
Belgium (Fl.), Belgium (Fr.), Finland, 

France, Iceland, Italy, Korea, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Norway, Slovenia, 

Spain, Portugal 

Estonia (general), France, 
Ireland, Italy, Netherlands 

(pre-voc and voc), 
Norway, United Kingdom 

(Northern Ireland), 
Portugal1 

Iceland, Israel, Italy, Korea, Mexico, 
Netherlands (pre-voc and voc), New Zealand, 

Slovak Republic (general), Slovenia 

Central standards Poland (plus curriculum decided at the 
school level), Slovak Republic Belgium (Fr.) (general) Austria, Belgium (Fl.), Belgium (Fr.) (general), 

Luxembourg 
Central curriculum goals 

and standards 
Australia (general), Chile, Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Hungary  
Chile, Czech Republic, France, Spain 

Learning progressions   United Kingdom (Northern Ireland) Denmark Australia, Denmark, Norway, United Kingdom 
(Northern Ireland) 

Specific examination/ 
assessment standards   

Poland (examination 
standards based on core 

curriculum) (general) 

Canada (Pan-Canadian Assessment 
Framework), Finland (marking guidelines), 

Hungary (National Assessment Framework) 

Binding national 
objectives/national 

knowledge requirements 
Denmark    Sweden 

Note: (1) National standards will be used as a reference for central examinations from 2013/14. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries.  

Providing clear goals and expectations for student learning to guide assessment 
There are pronounced differences in the degree to which countries set system-wide 

expectations for student performance to guide teaching, learning and assessment across 
schools. While it is common for OECD countries to have system-wide curriculum 
frameworks that set objectives for student learning, the degree of prescription varies 
widely between countries.  

Highly prescriptive central curricula can act as a legal trigger to promote evidence-
based approaches and innovations regarding content and pedagogy and bring these within 
the reach of all schools and teachers (Elmore and Sykes, 1992; Westbury, 2007; in 
Kärkkäinen, 2012). But such curricula may not respond well to different local contexts 
and there may be a lack of ownership and commitment to change among teachers. On the 
other hand, highly decentralised curricula allow schools and teachers to experiment and 
develop curriculum innovations that are relevant to local contexts and may spread 
through horizontal networks of schools (Elmore and Sykes, 1992; Elmore, 1996; Darling-
Hammond, 1998; Marsh and Willis, 2007; in Kärkkäinen, 2012).  

Several education systems have adopted participatory approaches to developing 
curricula, where the national curriculum provides the core of overarching objectives 
whereas the more specific goals and curriculum content and assessment criteria are 
developed at the local and/or school level. This is the case, for example, in the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Norway and the Slovak 
Republic. Such curricular autonomy is intended to provide space for local interpretation 
and adaptation of goals. It is also expected to help strengthen local ownership of the 
teaching programme.  
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While it is important to keep curricula open so as to allow for teachers’ professional 
judgements and innovations in the classroom, in some settings there are concerns about a 
lack of clarity regarding the specific goals to be achieved by all students in different 
subjects and year levels. There are often large variations in schools’ capacity and 
expertise to implement effective local curricula and assessment approaches. This may 
lead to a lack of equivalence and fairness in educational opportunities for students across 
the country. In the absence of clear and specific system-wide objectives, teachers may 
find it difficult to develop concrete lesson plans, learning goals and assessment strategies 
that are in line with national expectations. 

The introduction of more detailed national standards (or expectations or benchmarks 
or competence goals) for what should be taught, learned and assessed in schools has been 
debated and tried to varying extents in many countries over the last quarter century. 
Central standards are intended to provide consistency and coherence, especially in 
contexts where there is a high degree of local autonomy regarding the development of 
curricula, teaching programmes and assessment. Although it may appear straightforward 
to create statements of expected learning and levels of proficiency, experiences in 
different education systems have shown that it is not an easy task to identify clear and 
agreed standards and criteria (Looney, 2011b; Nusche et al., 2011a).  

Research also reveals challenges in ensuring that the curriculum, standards, teaching 
and assessment are consistent (see also Chapter 3). The core logic of standards-based 
systems rests upon the alignment of these key elements. If the assessments do not well 
match the curriculum and the standards, then assessment results have little value in 
judging how well students are learning. This, in turn, will make it difficult to diagnose 
and respond to student or school needs. Hence, policy needs to give considerable 
attention to sound strategies that assess student performance in relation to the curriculum 
and the standards. In addition, teacher education and professional development also need 
to be aligned to overarching curriculum goals and standards. Where curricula and 
assessments have been reformed to focus on key competencies, it is important to ensure 
that teaching and learning approaches are changed accordingly to provide opportunities 
for students to indeed acquire these competencies.  

Procedures 

This second section describes the procedures and methodologies used for student 
assessment across countries. This includes the scope of assessment, i.e. the areas of learning 
that are covered by the assessment as well as the key procedural features of student 
assessment across countries, i.e. the mix of instruments used in specific student assessment 
systems; the format of assessments; and the use of ICT in assessment. It also reviews ways 
in which the design of assessments can enhance or threaten fairness and equity in education. 

Aspects assessed 
A comprehensive body of research has described the different dimensions of learning 

that might be captured in assessment. Traditionally, classifications of learning outcomes 
have been based on the distinction between cognitive and non-cognitive learning, but 
more recently the concept of competencies which encompasses both cognitive and non-
cognitive learning has become widely accepted. Box 4.6 provides an overview of 
different types of learning outcomes that education systems may seek to achieve.  
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While there is a strong ambition across OECD countries to focus school systems 
increasingly on the development of complex competencies, the OECD Country Reviews 
found a concern across countries that assessment systems might be lagging behind such 
competency-based curricula. Both standardised and teacher-based assessment often 
remained more traditional and focussed on isolated knowledge and the application of 
basic skills. While no directly comparable information is available regarding the scope of 
student assessment across countries, information regarding the subjects assessed and the 
assessment instruments used provides some indications about the scope of learning that is 
typically captured in current approaches to student assessment.  

Box 4.6 Classification of learning outcomes: A brief overview  

Cognitive learning refers to the construction of thought processes. Most current 
classifications of cognitive learning are inspired by the “taxonomy of educational objectives” 
developed by Bloom in the 1950s. Bloom divided the cognitive domain into six categories of 
increasing complexity: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and 
evaluation (Bloom, 1956). Bloom’s taxonomy has since been further developed, modified and 
refined by many authors (e.g. Gagné, 1977; Klemp, 1977; Kolb, 1981; Eraut, 1990, Marzano, 
2001). Most authors of the assessment literature have retained two major categories of cognitive 
learning: the acquisition of knowledge and the development of skills (Posner, 1992). The 
acquisition of knowledge involves the recognition or recall of ideas, materials and phenomena, 
whereas the development of skills involves more complex processes of analysis, synthesis and 
evaluation. Sometimes, within the “skills” category, an additional distinction is made between 
basic skills, such as the routine application of well-practiced knowledge and skills, and higher-
order skills, such as problem solving and the transfer of existing knowledge and skills to new 
situations (Crooks, 1988).  

Non-cognitive learning refers to psychosocial development and the development of 
attitudes and values. Psychosocial development can include self-development (e.g. self-esteem, 
identity development) as well as relationships with other people and institutions 
(e.g. interpersonal and intercultural skills). Attitudes and values are closely related. Attitudes can 
be defined as beliefs focused on a specific object whereas values refer to more generalised 
standards that transcend attitudes (Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005). Attitudinal and value 
outcomes of learning can include development of social responsibility, motivation for learning 
and understanding of diversity (Volkwein, 2003).  

Competency development refers to a broader model of learning which comprises a 
complex integration of knowledge, skills, attitudes, values and action (Baartman et al., 2006). 
A competency can be defined as “the ability to meet demands or carry out a task successfully and 
consists of both cognitive and non-cognitive dimensions” (Rychen, 2004). Competencies are 
complex ability constructs that are applied in real-life contexts and have to be acquired by learning. 
The concept of competency is based on the idea that the traditional taxonomies of learning cannot 
adequately capture the nature of learning that unites different types of knowledge, skills and 
attitudes into real expertise (Ewell, 2005). In recent years, many OECD countries have reformed 
their education goals and/or curricula to emphasise the importance of “key competencies” or “21st 
century competencies”. While the definition of such “key competencies” varies across countries, 
they typically include elements of learning to learn skills, information processing, communication, 
teamwork, critical analysis and creativity.  

Source: Reproduced from Nusche (2008).  
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Subjects assessed  
In all OECD countries, schools are expected to monitor their educational quality and 

assess the extent to which students acquire the knowledge, skills and competencies 
outlined in the curriculum or performance standards. Typically, students are assessed by 
their teachers in all subjects that are part of the curriculum. Assessments tend to be 
continuous throughout the year and are generally complemented by more high stakes 
teacher-based or external examinations at certain key stages in the school year or cycle.  

While it is generally expected that all subjects are given some attention in teacher-
based assessment, standardised assessments and examinations – where they exist – tend 
to focus on a few priority subjects. The subjects assessed in central examinations vary 
across education systems. As shown in Tables 4.A1.4, 4.A2.4a and 4.A2.4b, as well as 
Tables 4.A1.5, 4.A2.5a and 4.A2.5b (Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2), the subjects most 
frequently assessed in OECD countries are the language of instruction and mathematics, 
at all levels of education. But in many education systems, a range of other subjects are 
also assessed.  

Subjects covered in central examinations  
Only a few OECD education systems have central examinations in place in primary 

education (Figure 4.3). The French Community of Belgium, Portugal and the United 
States assess all primary school students in mathematics and the language of instruction. 
In addition, both the French Community of Belgium and the United States assess students 
in natural sciences, and the French Community of Belgium also assesses students in 
social sciences. In Turkey, national examinations exist in primary education in Year 
levels 6, 7 and 8, but they are not compulsory and students are given a choice of subjects 
for examination (OECD, 2012a).  

Fourteen OECD education systems implement central examinations in lower 
secondary education. Thirteen of them are depicted in Table 4.2 below (Canada is not 
included in Table 4.2 because the characteristics of examinations vary across provinces). 
As shown in the table, all education systems except Norway and Scotland in the United 
Kingdom have some examination subjects that are compulsory for all students at this 
level. The subjects most frequently examined in a compulsory manner are the language of 
instruction (11 systems) and mathematics (10 systems). Other frequently examined 
compulsory subjects include the sciences and modern foreign languages. In Scotland, 
there are no compulsory examination subjects, but students choose among a range of 
possible subjects. In four countries (Denmark, Estonia, Ireland and the Netherlands), 
students can choose among a range of optional subjects in addition to a number of 
compulsory subjects. Norway and Denmark use an approach where students are randomly 
selected to sit an examination in a given subject. In Norway, students in Year 10 are 
randomly sampled to sit a centrally administered written examination in one subject 
among Norwegian, mathematics and English. In Denmark, in addition to a range of 
compulsory and optional examination subjects, students are randomly sampled to sit 
examinations in social sciences and religion. 

Twenty-five OECD education systems have central examinations in upper secondary 
education, and most of them have at least one compulsory examination subject that all 
students have to take (OECD, 2012a, complemented with information collected from 
countries participating in the OECD Review). The language of instruction is the most 
frequent compulsory examination subject, followed by mathematics and modern foreign 
languages. Examinations in upper secondary education are characterised by a wider range 
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of options for students. While in lower secondary education less than half of the countries 
have optional examination subjects for students, in upper secondary education this is the 
case for over two-thirds of the countries. As in lower secondary education, Denmark and 
Norway use a sampling approach, where students are randomly selected for examinations 
in most subjects (OECD, 2012a).  

Table 4.2 Characteristics of central examinations in lower secondary education – ISCED 2 (2011-12) 

Country Programme 
type 

Are central examinations 
compulsory? 

Which year levels 
are assessed?  

What subjects are assessed?  

All students Students 
choose Sample  

Belgium (Fr.) General only 
Yes, for public schools only 

(mandated at the Community 
level) 

8 M, L     

Denmark All programmes Yes, for public schools only* 9 M, L, S, FL A, V FL, S, SS, 
R 

Estonia General only Yes, for public and government-
dependent private schools only 9 M, L S, SS, FL   

France All programmes Yes, for all schools 9 M, L, S, SS, 
FL, T, A, R     

Germany General only Yes, for all schools 9, 10 M, L, FL     

Ireland All programmes Yes, for public and government-
dependent private schools only 11 M, L, S, SS A, R, V, O   

Italy All programmes Yes, for all schools 8 M, L, S, FL, 
A     

Netherlands All programmes Yes, for all schools 12 L, FL, V M, S, SS   

Norway All programmes  Yes, for all schools 10     M, L, FL 

Poland General only Yes, for all schools 9 M, L, S, SS, 
FL     

Portugal General only Yes, for all schools 9 M, L     
United 
Kingdom 
(Scotland) 

All programmes No (but 100% administer them) 11   M, L, S, SS, 
FL, T, A, R, V   

United States All programmes Yes, for public schools only 
(mandated at the state level) 6, 7, 8, 9 M, L, S     

Notes: Subjects assessed: M: mathematics, L: national language or language of instruction, S: science, SS: social studies, 
FL: modern foreign language, T: technology, A: arts, R: religion, V: practical and vocational skills, O: other. 

All students: all students take the test; Students choose: students can choose to take the test in this subject; Sample: sample or 
selection of students take the test in this subject.  

*) Denmark: 95% of government-dependent private schools also administer the examination.  

Source: OECD (2012a), Education at a Glance 2012, adjusted and complemented with information supplied by countries 
participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict 
comparability across countries.  

Assessment criteria and scoring rubrics 
In order to help markers make a judgement about the extent to which standards have 

been met, many education systems have developed additional documents that detail and 
illustrate different levels of proficiency. Such guidelines can help create a shared 
understanding regarding what constitutes adequate, good and excellent performance in 
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different subject areas. They can also provide information regarding the level of 
performance required for a particular mark. A range of tools can contribute to facilitate the 
assessment of student work against national curricula, standards or learning progressions:  

• Performance criteria refer to guidelines, rules or principles by which student 
performances or products are judged. They describe what to look for in student 
performances or products to judge quality.  

• Rubrics refer to scoring tools containing performance criteria and a performance 
scale with all score points described and defined.  

• Exemplars refer to examples of actual products or performances to illustrate the 
various score points on a scale. 

Criteria or rubrics may be part of the national curriculum or syllabi, or be provided in 
a separate document. In Finland, for example, descriptions of good performance and 
criteria for final assessment are determined within the core curriculum. While the 
marking scale is from 4 (weak) to 10 (excellent), the national core curriculum only 
defines criteria for the mark 8 (good) for each subject at transition points. These criteria 
are intended to help teachers focus assessment on core knowledge and competencies and 
understand the meaning of “good learning” at different stages. In Ireland, assessment 
criteria have been developed in secondary education for each subject that is taken in 
national examinations (the Junior Certificate and the Leaving Certificate). These criteria 
are closely linked with the syllabus for each subject and are usually an integral part of the 
discussion during the development of a new syllabus or course. In the Netherlands, 
benchmarks in literacy and arithmetic were introduced in 2010 to set a common 
framework of expectations and learning trajectories across all educational tracks in these 
two core subjects. Each benchmark provides a general description, a description of the 
tasks that students should be able to perform and the criteria these tasks have to meet, for 
two levels: a fundamental level that all students should meet and a more advanced level 
for gifted students (Scheerens et al., 2012).  

Information from the education systems participating in the OECD Review indicates 
that the development of rubrics that detail assessment criteria for systematic and 
widespread use are not yet common place across countries. In Denmark, for example, the 
Common Objectives provide goals that articulate the knowledge and skills that “teaching 
should lead towards” but appear to lack performance standards that describe concrete 
learning outcomes that students should achieve and criteria for assessing these 
(Shewbridge et al., 2011). In Norway, school owners have expressed concern about the 
lack of standards concerning the competencies required for a particular mark and the 
potentially resulting unfairness in teacher marking (Norwegian Directorate for Education 
and Training, 2011, in Nusche et al., 2011a). In Sweden, new curricula were introduced at 
all ISCED levels in 2011 to provide clearer goals and guidance for teachers regarding 
expected learning outcomes for different subjects and year levels. This was in response to 
concerns that the learning goals provided by the previous core curriculum remained too 
vague and led to inequities in teacher marking (Nusche et al., 2011b). In the Slovak 
Republic, while national performance standards were recently introduced, the level of 
detail of the criteria to measure achievement of these standards varies among subjects 
(Hajdúková et al., forthcoming). In the French Community of Belgium, the Inspectorate 
noted large differences in the required performance levels across schools, despite the 
existence of common competency references (Blondin and Giot, 2011).  
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In many settings, assessment criteria are defined at the teacher or school level. In the 
Czech Republic, for example, criteria are defined by each school and reflected in the 
respective School Education Programme. As a result, even though all schools may use the 
same marking scale, they have different marking criteria (Santiago et al., 2012b). As in 
many other countries, it is not necessarily common practice for teachers to specify 
assessment criteria in full detail and to inform students of them in advance. In Portugal, 
there is a strong national focus on developing assessment criteria. At the same time, while 
national guidelines exist for the development of criteria, schools have some flexibility, for 
example in the weightings they can assign to different components. Within the nationally 
defined guidelines, schools are autonomous to specify and publish their own assessment 
criteria. These criteria are shared with students and guardians and are used to support 
internal summative assessment as well as decisions about student progress or additional 
support required (Santiago et al., 2012a).  

Qualification frameworks 
At the secondary level, several education systems have introduced qualifications 

frameworks to provide clarity to stakeholders within and outside educational institutions 
regarding the academic and vocational qualifications students can obtain and the 
associated competencies they need to acquire. A qualifications framework can be defined 
as a rank order of qualification levels, allowing each qualification to be assigned to a 
specific rank. It classifies qualifications according to a set of criteria for levels of learning 
achieved (OECD, 2007, 2010b). In Europe, the development of the European 
Qualifications Framework has encouraged the development of national frameworks, in 
line with the European framework. Education systems such as the Flemish Community of 
Belgium, Hungary, Ireland, Spain and the United Kingdom have recently introduced such 
frameworks (OECD, 2010b). 

Qualifications frameworks vary across education systems in the level of prescription 
they provide. In some countries, including the United Kingdom, New Zealand and South 
Africa, they have a strong regulatory function with common rules across all 
qualifications. In other education systems, such as Australia and Scotland in the United 
Kingdom, they are more loosely defined. In these cases, the framework provides more of 
a map of qualifications available and allows room for differences at the local level 
(OECD, 2010b). While the implementation of qualifications frameworks is often 
challenging, there are important benefits in terms of providing clear references regarding 
the level of competencies that should be associated with different qualifications and how 
the different qualifications relate to each other. Such transparency in progression 
pathways at the secondary level can facilitate students’ progression in education, while at 
the same time acting as a quality assurance mechanism for qualifications offered by 
different providers (OECD, 2010b).  

Assessment instruments and approaches 
Much has been written about the advantages and disadvantages of different 

assessment instruments and the type of learning that different instruments can capture. 
Looney (2011b) describes four broad groups of assessment approaches frequently used in 
standardised assessments:  

• Multiple-choice assessments present students with a set of alternative answers. 
Students must choose one answer from this set. They are machine-scored and 
provide comparable data on student results. Well-designed multiple-choice items 
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can assess higher-order knowledge, but they cannot assess broader skills and 
competencies such as the ability to develop an argument or communicate 
effectively. Poorly designed multiple-choice tests may be prone to measurement 
error, for example when students misinterpret questions or make random guesses.  

• Adaptive assessments are computer based and, as implied by their name, adapt 
questions to the test-taker. Students who answer questions correctly are directed 
to a more difficult question and those answering incorrectly receive an easier 
question. Such adaptive tests can provide more fine-grained information on 
student performance than traditional multiple-choice tests. However, since not all 
students respond to the same questions, it is not possible to compare student 
performance. Also, adaptive tests require a very high number of test questions, 
which contributes to higher development costs.  

• Performance assessments are a range of alternative assessment approaches 
developed partly as a reaction to the widespread use of multiple-choice tests in 
some countries. In other countries, there is a long tradition of performance 
assessments and only very limited use of multiple-choice tests. The main 
characteristic of performance assessment is the intention to assess a range of 
integrated knowledge, skills and attitudes by asking students to perform a task 
rather than to provide a correct answer. They may include tasks such as essays, 
oral presentations, portfolios, experiments and group work. Such assessments 
tend to capture a broader range of curriculum goals and may be more effective at 
measuring complex competencies. However, there are concerns regarding the 
reliability of these assessments. Since scores are typically awarded by human 
raters, there may be variability in their judgements. Such assessments may also be 
more expensive to administer and score.  

• Computer-based performance assessments can potentially assess complex 
performances by using information and communication technologies (ICT), such 
as simulations, interactivity and constructed response formats. In some countries, 
especially in the United States, research has been conducted to develop 
increasingly sophisticated ICT programmes that are able to score open-ended 
performances. Such assessments are not yet widely used and still in the early 
stages of development. They may help address concerns related to the reliability 
of human raters on the one hand and related to the validity of multiple-choice 
assessments on the other.  

Instruments used in standardised assessments and examinations 
OECD education systems use a range of different formats and approaches for 

standardised central assessments of student learning. Tables 4.A1.4, 4.A2.4a and 4.A2.4b, 
as well as Tables 4.A1.5, 4.A2.5a and 4.A2.5b (Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2) provide 
information on the assessment formats applied in standardised assessment in mathematics 
and the language of instruction. As is typical for standardised assessment, the vast majority 
of education systems use written formats for their central assessments and examinations. 
The instruments used do not differ very much between assessments in mathematics and 
assessments in the language of instruction within education systems. This section provides 
information on assessment formats used at the lower secondary level (ISCED 2).  

In standardised central examinations that have formal consequences for individual 
students, the most frequently used assessment formats are open-ended written tasks. 
Multiple-choice items are also frequently used, especially in examinations in the language 
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of instruction. A few education systems also use closed-ended short-answer formats. 
Denmark uses more performance-based formats, namely oral presentations, oral questions 
and answers and project presentations as part of the standardised national examinations 
(in the language of instruction only). In Italy, the school-based part of the examination 
also includes oral questions and answers and oral presentations. Estonia uses 
performance-based tasks as part of the mathematics examination. In the case of central 
examinations, the strong focus on written tasks appears to be related to concerns about 
reliability and fairness in assessment and marking of standardised assessments. In many 
countries, these centrally designed standardised components are complemented by non-
standardised parts of the examinations that are locally designed and marked. While there 
are limits to what any centrally administered standardised assessment can assess, it is 
often expected that the assessment of a broader range of skills and competencies happens 
in such local assessments.  

In central assessments that do not have formal consequences for students, multiple-
choice tests are by far the most frequently used assessment format in both mathematics 
and the language of instruction. Closed-format short-answer questions and open-ended 
writing tasks/open calculations are also frequently applied. Many countries use a mix of 
these three formats. Only a few countries including Austria (language of instruction 
only), Iceland, New Zealand and Sweden use oral question and answer formats. Only 
Austria (language of instruction only), Finland (language of instruction only) and Sweden 
require students to perform oral presentations as part of the national assessments. The use 
of performance tasks is also limited; such tasks are applied in central assessments in the 
Flemish Community of Belgium, the French Community of Belgium (general 
programmes only), and New Zealand. The limited use of oral and performance-based 
tasks in central assessments might be explained by the fact that such assessments serve 
primarily for monitoring and comparing student results across regions and schools and 
the purpose is to obtain highly reliable and easily comparable scores. The administration 
of tasks that require one-to-one assessment situations would also be more costly and time-
intensive than written tests.  

Moving towards more innovative forms of standardised assessment  
While central assessment systems tend to rely predominantly on traditional paper-

based assessment formats, there are several interesting examples of assessments that 
attempt to capture a wider range of competencies. Innovative performance-based 
assessment formats offer significant potential to signal the learning goals that are valued 
in the education system. They can also model to teachers the next generation of 
assessment formats that can measure and support broader learning.  

To help teachers use innovative forms of assessment, some countries have developed 
specific assessment instruments that are made available for teachers to use when they see 
fit. Several countries have developed on-demand assessments, where teachers can draw 
from a central bank of assessment tasks and ask students to take the assessment when 
they consider that they are ready. This gives teachers control of the timing of assessment. 
In Australia, for example, the government’s Online Diagnostic Tools initiative provides 
teachers with access to online resources that can help assess student progress and provide 
links to relevant digital learning resources to help them improve. Assessment instruments 
may also be developed by other actors in the education system. In the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, for example, several specific evaluation instruments have been 
developed by various institutions to help teachers assess the non-cognitive performances 
of their students (Box 4.7).  
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Box 4.7 Assessment formats that measure broader competencies 

In the Flemish Community of Belgium, a range of institutions including educational centres, academic 
institutes and umbrella organisations, have developed tools that teachers can draw on to assess non-cognitive 
aspects of learning, such as attitudes, well-being and involvement. Some of these tools are used quite widely 
while others are applied rather sporadically and in a limited number of schools or education forms. The most 
commonly used tool for assessment of non-cognitive performance is the SAM-scale (Scale for Attitude 
Measurement; Schaal voor AttitudeMeting)7. The SAM-scale measures students’ attitudes and has been 
developed to assess, guide, stimulate and orientate students. By means of this tool a teacher can determine to 
what extent a pupil scores high or low for certain attitudes, e.g. flexibility, diligence and responsibility. 

In Finland, “learning to learn” skills are considered to be central to each student’s development. These are 
actively promoted as core elements in achieving lifelong learning and include a student’s capacity for 
independent and self-motivated learning, problem-solving and the ability to evaluate his/her own learning and 
related strategies. There is a clear pedagogical goal in all compulsory education subjects for students to develop 
“learning to learn” skills. To evaluate and promote the importance of such skills, national sample assessments 
were developed by the Centre of Educational Assessment at the University of Helsinki to evaluate “learning to 
learn” skills in Years 3, 6 and 9 of compulsory education.  

In New Zealand primary schools, progress towards the achievement of national curriculum goals is 
measured via the National Education Monitoring Project (NEMP). NEMP is designed to be as well aligned as 
possible with the curriculum by incorporating competency and value elements. Many of the NEMP assessment 
tasks are performance-based, requiring students to transfer learning to authentic close-to-real life situations. 
There are different assessment situations including one-to-one interviews, work stations and teamwork. As the 
assessment does not carry high stakes for students it is particularly important that tasks are meaningful and 
enjoyable to them. The assessment provides rich information on the processes used by students to solve problems 
or conduct experiments. Most assessment tasks are carried out orally so as to analyse what students can do 
without the interference of reading and writing skills. Some of the tasks are videotaped to allow for an in-depth 
analysis of student responses and interaction with teachers. NEMP also assesses students’ cross-curricular skills, 
and attitudes towards the learning areas being assessed. Students’ enjoyment of particular assessment tasks is 
also surveyed. For instance, 82.5% are reported as enjoying hands-on tasks, versus around 50% for paper and 
pencil tests. While NEMP is designed for system monitoring, examples of previous assessment tasks are 
available for teachers and may be used in the classroom. This can help teachers estimate how their own group of 
students compares to national assessment results.  

Sources: Flemish Ministry of Education and Training (2010); Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture (forthcoming); 
Nusche et al. (2012)  

Other countries have developed sample-based surveys that cover larger parts of the 
curriculum including non-cognitive elements (see Box 4.7 for examples from Finland and 
New Zealand). While these primarily aim to provide information at the education system 
level, they also give important insights to participating students and schools regarding 
valued key competencies. In addition, where the assessment tasks of previous years are 
published, these can serve as example tasks for formative assessment in all schools. In 
New Zealand, for example, such use of previous assessment tasks is encouraged by the 
education authorities. 

As will be discussed further below, developments in information and communication 
technology (ICT) also offer new avenues for assessing broader competencies on a larger 
scale. Of course, ICT-based technology is not a prerequisite for large-scale assessment of 
students’ open-ended performance, but they may make such assessments considerably 
more affordable.  
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Instruments used in teacher-based assessment  
In the education systems participating in the OECD Review, teachers are largely 

autonomous in the choice of internal assessment instruments within the limits of the local 
or national curriculum. Typically, there are no central regulations regarding the particular 
assessment instruments to be used in measuring the achievement of learning goals. Given 
the diversity of approaches applied by teachers in different subjects, year levels, regions, 
schools and classrooms, it is difficult to characterise and compare “typical” assessment 
formats used within a system. However, the information collected through Country 
Background Reports and OECD Country Reviews can give some initial indications and 
observations regarding internal assessment trends within countries.  

It appears that, traditionally, teachers in all education systems have relied as a 
minimum on written assessments and examinations and certain oral assessments when 
measuring student performance in core subjects. Written assessments may take many 
different forms, such as multiple-choice tests, quizzes, dictations, exercises, short and 
long constructed response tasks and essay questions, while oral examinations typically 
take the form of question and answer exercises. The traditional reliance on rather formal 
assessment formats may be explained by the way teachers’ assessment role has long been 
conceptualised in many countries. In many settings, the understanding of assessment has 
been one of summative intention, serving primarily to provide reliable and comparable 
results and rankings of students in order to make decisions about placement, advancement 
and selection. In many countries, the checking of homework assignments and observation 
of classroom participation may also be part of classroom-based assessment. Depending 
on the subject, particularly for subjects requiring more practical evidence of student 
performance such as physical education, music, arts and sciences, it is reported that 
teachers have traditionally relied also on broader formats such as practical 
demonstrations, performances and experiments. 

Teachers across education systems participating in the OECD Review continue to 
draw on the abovementioned assessment approaches. At the same time, in many settings, 
teachers are going beyond traditional assessments and report about their use of a much 
broader mix of assessment approaches including more sophisticated assessment types 
aiming to capture a broader range of integrated knowledge and skills. In most countries 
where OECD Country Reviews were organised, teachers reported using various forms of 
alternative assessment, including products (e.g. written essays; laboratory reports), 
performance (role plays, experiments, presentations) and portfolios. Such a range of 
assessments using product, portfolio and performance, are also known as 
“3P assessments” and reflect an emphasis on assessing “higher-order” thinking skills in 
authentic ways (Madaus and O’Dwyer, 1999; Stiggins, 1987). In several settings, teachers 
also reported relying more on observing and recording student achievement as it occurred 
and mapping progress through the collection of student work samples over time.  

Promoting the use of innovative assessments by teachers  
To support a balanced approach to teacher-based assessment, several education 

systems have recently launched central initiatives to help establish a new culture of 
assessment focussed on more performance-based approaches to measuring student 
learning. In France, for example, personalised competency monitoring systems were 
introduced for teachers to record their students’ progress in acquiring core knowledge and 
competencies (Box 4.8).  
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Box 4.8 Continuous teacher-based assessment of student competencies  

In France, the 2005 orientation law highlights the requirement for schools to ensure that all students achieve 
a common core (socle commun) of knowledge and competencies necessary for their success in school as well as 
their personal and professional future. In this context, teachers are required to assess their students’ progress 
towards the common core of competencies using the students’ Personal Competency Booklet (Livret Personnel 
de Compétences, LPC) throughout their compulsory schooling. A range of items that students should have 
acquired at key stages of education are defined through the legislation, and teachers attest students’ mastery of 
these items on the Personal Competency Booklet. Items are validated by classroom teachers in primary education 
and by the class councils in lower secondary education, with the school leader approving the overall mastery of 
the common core of competencies at the end of lower secondary education. While it is not obligatory for students 
to validate each item (this is left to the discretion of teachers), it is mandatory for them to validate each of the 
seven key competencies defined in the 2005 orientation law. To support this assessment process, all teachers 
have received guidance material defining the different competencies students are expected to achieve and 
providing a number of assessment tools and reference criteria to undertake the assessment. 

Source: Dos Santos and Rakocevic (2012). 

In other systems, support for broader assessment formats takes the form of central 
frameworks or guidelines for assessment suggesting a range of different assessment 
approaches to teachers so as to ensure that different types of learning are given adequate 
attention across the curriculum.  

In Austria, for example, a new secondary school type (the “New Secondary School”) 
was launched in 2008 as an inclusive school to avoid the early tracking of students into 
different school tracks after Year 4. This attempt at a structural reform is accompanied by 
pedagogical reforms such as new ways of individualisation and differentiation of 
instruction, social learning and integration of students with special needs. In line with the 
focus on promoting innovative pedagogical approaches, the new secondary schools are 
required to use more formative forms of assessment and to focus on the assessment of 
performances, through, for example, self-observation, self-assessments and portfolios 
(Specht and Sobanski, 2012).  

In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the central education authorities are 
promoting a shift towards a “broad assessment culture” which includes a focus on 
formative assessment and new assessment approaches. It implies the use of “alternative” 
(compared to tests) assessment approaches including observation, portfolios, reflection 
sheets and self- and peer-assessment. It is also being highlighted that it is more important 
to report on student progress compared to previous achievements rather than on absolute 
performance. While it takes time to bring about such a culture shift systematically across 
all schools, progress has been made in promoting alternative forms of assessment, in 
particular in primary education, vocational education and special needs education 
(Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010).  

In Ireland, the Primary School Curriculum provides for the use of assessment 
approaches such as teacher observation, teacher-designed tasks and tests, work samples, 
portfolios and projects, curriculum profiles, diagnostic tests and standardised tests. The 
National Council on Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA)’s guidelines on assessment 
present these and other assessment approaches as a continuum of approaches moving 
from those that are pupil-led such as self-assessment and conferencing to those that are 
more teacher-led such as teacher observation, teacher-designed tasks and tests, and 
standardised testing. Assessment approaches such as portfolio assessment, concept 
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mapping and questioning appear towards the middle of such a continuum. In secondary 
schools, informal methods of assessment include classroom tests administered at the end 
of topics or segments of the syllabus to assess students’ knowledge and mastery of 
particular skills, informal observation by the teacher, evaluation of homework, and 
informal analysis of students’ language and social development (Irish Department of 
Education and Skills, 2012). 

In Mexico, the national curriculum (Study Plan) states that rubrics, checklists, registries 
of observations, written pieces of work, team projects, conceptual maps, portfolios and 
written and oral tests should be used. It also requires that students should be frequently 
involved in self-assessment and peer assessment activities (Santiago et al., 2012c). 

In New Zealand, also, the importance of using multiple sources of evidence for 
effective assessment is emphasised at both primary and secondary levels. Schools are 
required to use a range of assessment practices to measure students’ progress and 
achievement in relation to the national curriculum and standards. Thereby, they are 
encouraged to use a diversity of approaches in school-based assessment. The focus on 
broad assessment is further emphasised by the reliance of National Standards on overall 
teacher judgements (OTJ) rather than a national standardised test (Nusche et al., 2012). 

In Slovenia, the principles for assessment and examinations are specified in Rules on 
Examination and Assessment of Knowledge for the different levels of education. Among 
other things these principles require teachers to use a variety of forms and methods of 
verification and assessment of knowledge; to take into account the ability to analyse and 
interpret creativity and the ability to use knowledge; to allow students a critical reflection 
and insight into the acquired knowledge and to contribute to the democratisation of 
relations between students and teachers. In primary education, student achievement is 
assessed continuously in written, oral, artistic, technical and practical forms, as well as 
through tests set by teachers. In upper secondary education, teachers assess students’ oral 
answers, written tests, visual arts and other works, seminars, projects and presentations 
(Brejc et al., 2011). 

In Singapore, the “thinking schools, learning nation” initiative was introduced in 
1997. The explicit focus of the related reforms was on developing a creative and critical 
thinking culture within schools, developing an inquiry orientation among teachers and 
students and assessing students on these competencies. These initiatives were also linked 
to a commitment to integrating technology into all aspects of education. New subjects, 
such as “project work” and “knowledge and inquiry” were introduced, along with 
requirements to use specific performance-based assessments in these subjects. Many 
courses of the reformed curriculum include applied examination elements that allow 
students to show their problem-solving and thinking skills (Darling-Hammond, 2010) 
(Box 4.9). 

In some countries, assessment approaches developed in the vocational education and 
training (VET) sector or in second-chance education seemed to be ahead of the general 
sector in terms of paying attention to wider competencies and making efforts to assess 
these through sophisticated assessment approaches.  

In Finland, for example, all vocational qualifications include skills demonstrations, 
which form part of student assessment. The demonstrations take place in a practical and 
authentic work situation, where the student shows how well he or she has attained the 
objectives and aims set for vocational competence in the Core Curriculum. In 2004, the 
Finnish National Board of Education commissioned a review of the effect of skills 
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demonstrations on the quality of vocational education and training. The study concluded 
that skills demonstrations have had several positive effects. The system was found to help 
assure the level of students’ learning, respond to the needs of the labour market and 
enhance the quality of VET education, because the feedback received from professionals 
could be used in the further development of training and teaching. Overall, the review 
indicated that the skills demonstrations had a positive effect on students’ motivation and 
aptitude to learn and increased the value of VET in the labour market (Finnish Ministry of 
Education and Culture, forthcoming).  

Box 4.9 Singapore: Creating “thinking schools” 

In Singapore, recent reforms have changed the curriculum and assessment system to make it more explicitly 
focused on creativity and independent problem solving. Curriculum and assessment guidelines encourage 
teachers to use a variety of assessment formats. The Ministry has developed support tools for teachers such as: 

• The Strategies for Active and Independent Learning (SAIL) which aim to support learner-centred 
project work and provide assessment rubrics to clarify learning expectations. All schools have 
received training for using these tools.  

• The Ministry’s 2004 Assessment Guides for primary and lower secondary mathematics which contain 
resources, tools and ideas to help teachers incorporate strategies such as mathematical investigations, 
journal writing, classroom observation, self-assessment and portfolio assessment into the classroom. 
The Institute of Education has held a variety of workshops to support learning about the new 
assessments and integrated the new strategies into teacher development programs. 

In addition, Project Work was introduced as an interdisciplinary subject that requires students to draw 
knowledge and apply skills from across different subject domains. The requirements for project tasks are 
centrally set by the Singapore Examinations and Assessment Board. The tasks are defined in a broad way so as 
to allow students to carry out a project of their interest while meeting the following task requirements: (i) it must 
foster collaborative learning through group work, (ii) every student must make an oral presentation; and (iii) both 
product and process are assessed and there are three components to assess them: a written report, an oral 
presentation and a group project file to which each group member submits three documents related to snapshots 
of the processes involved in the project. About 12 000 students complete this task annually. Assessment is 
school-based and criterion-referenced. While task setting, conditions, assessment criteria, achievement standards 
and marking processes are externally specified by the Singapore Examinations and Assessment Board (SEAB), 
the assessment of all three components of Project Work is carried out by classroom teachers, using a set of 
assessment criteria provided by the board. All schools are given exemplar material that illustrates the expected 
marking standards. The Board provides training for assessors and internal moderators. Like all other 
assessments, the marking is both internally and externally moderated. 

In a recent paper, Koh et al. (2011) analyse the Singaporean experience and highlight the need to bring about 
fundamental changes of school cultures and teacher and student dispositions in order to make these assessment 
reforms work in practice. They find that despite policy change teachers often remained reliant on conventional 
assessment and were sometimes ill-prepared to implement authentic assessment. In a two-year empirical study 
on teacher professional development in authentic assessment and use of rubrics, they found that teachers were 
able to improve the quality of classroom assessment after participating in certain types of professional 
development. Not surprisingly, active and collective participation in ongoing, sustained professional 
development was more effective than ad hoc or 1-2 day workshops in building teachers authentic assessment 
capacity.  

Sources: Darling-Hammond (2010); Koh et al. (2011).  
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In Portugal, with the so-called New Opportunities programme, there have been a 
number of initiatives to extend the educational provision in schools to students who may 
have left school, or may be at risk of leaving school, and to adults who might not have 
completed compulsory education. These new programmes have been accompanied by the 
development of approaches to assessment focused on motivating students, giving high-
quality feedback, and including the active participation of learners in the assessment 
process. A key feature of these arrangements and approaches is their location close to the 
learning process and to the learner. Thus, assessment tends to occur immediately after the 
completion of a module or portion of a course rather than at the end of a year or cycle. 
The use of approaches beyond written tests, such as a performance assessment, puts the 
learner and learning at the centre of the assessment process. The need to use assessment 
to motivate learners to learn, rather than to simply engage with the assessment or test, is 
acknowledged as fundamental by those working in this sector (Santiago et al., 2012a).  

While innovative assessment of practical skills is essential in vocational education 
and training, OECD (2010b) argues that such assessment should be embedded within a 
standardised central assessment framework. The advantage of having a standardised 
framework for assessment in the VET sector is to ensure that all those with a qualification 
have the same mix of competencies, in particular where there is substantial variation 
among individual VET institutions and companies offering apprenticeships. There are a 
range of potential approaches to ensuring common standards in assessment in VET, such 
as periodic inspections of VET institutions, inspections of examination bodies, random 
evaluation of student performance, self-evaluation of providers, peer reviews, clear 
central guidelines for locally developed examinations and availability of a range of 
standardised assessment tools (OECD, 2010b).  

Ensuring consistency of marking through moderation  
A key strategy to increase the reliability of assessment and marking across different 

settings is to systematically implement moderation procedures. Moderation refers to a set 
of approaches that aim to ensure the quality and comparability of assessment judgement. 
It may involve teachers cross-marking each other’s assessments or discussing student 
performance in groups, or a competent external organisation systematically checking 
school-based marking.  

While in many settings, moderation occurs informally within and between schools 
and may not be documented, some education systems have introduced systematic 
arrangements for moderation. This is particularly the case in education systems where 
centrally developed examinations with high stakes for students are corrected and marked 
locally by teachers. In the French Community of Belgium, schools are in charge of 
marking their own students’ examinations and they decide autonomously whether 
students’ examinations are corrected by their own teacher, another teacher or a group of 
teachers. Guidance materials are available to support schools in this task. In France, while 
teachers examine their own students through continuous classroom assessment, teachers 
from another school are responsible for marking written examinations leading to 
diplomas or certification. In Denmark, centrally appointed external examiners correct 
examination papers and are assisted through national guidance materials such as 
performance criteria, exemplars, rubrics and keys. There is also moderation of marking 
by external examiners who attend oral examinations. In the Netherlands, examinations are 
corrected by the students’ own teacher and moderated by a teacher from another school 
using a central scoring protocol. The school boards are responsible for the proper 
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handling of the procedures. In case of disagreement, external moderation by a competent 
body is provided (Tables 4.A1.4, 4.A2.4a and 4.A2.4b, Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2). 

In Australia, while each state and territory has its own system and own set of 
procedures for developing and approving courses in secondary education, most combine 
student performance on external exams at the end of Year 12 with moderated, teacher 
judgements of coursework performance to arrive at scores for senior secondary 
certificates and high school completion. In Queensland, the examination system is school-
determined and based, but achievement standards and scoring are externally moderated. 
Moderation processes for the Senior Certificate (Year 12) involve subject-based panels of 
expert teachers providing advice to schools on the quality of their assessment programme 
and their judgements of quality of student performance based on sample portfolios. The 
system involves follow-up with schools where panels identify issues regarding 
assessment and standards. There is negotiation of the final results to be recorded on the 
Senior Certificate (Sebba and Maxwell, 2005 in Santiago et al., 2011). Similarly, 
procedures adopted by educational jurisdictions and particular schools for moderating 
internal summative teacher judgements (so-called A-E ratings) also facilitate common 
understanding of year level proficiency standards and foster the development of 
professional learning communities that can provide crucial support for improving 
opportunities for student learning and building teacher capacity (Santiago et al., 2011). 

In New Zealand, an external moderation system is also in place to ensure the 
dependability of internal assessments in Years 11-13. The New Zealand Qualifications 
Authority directly checks the quality of internal assessment through a sampling approach. 
Schools are required to submit 10% of internally assessed student work for NZQA 
moderation to make sure the assessment is appropriately aligned with standards. The 
moderation process does not affect the marks assigned to assessment samples by teachers, 
but is intended to provide feedback to teachers and to inform future assessment policy 
development at the system level (Nusche et al., 2012).  

Use of technology in assessment  
In recent years, the potential of information and communication technologies (ICT) to 

influence and shape assessment approaches has been increasingly recognised across 
OECD countries. Binkley et al. (2010) describe two key strategies regarding the use of 
ICT in assessment. First, the “migratory” strategy refers to the use of ICT to deliver 
traditional assessment formats more effectively and efficiently. Second, the 
“transformative” strategy refers to the use of ICT to change the way competencies are 
assessed and develop formats that facilitate the assessment of competencies that have 
been difficult to capture with traditional assessment formats (Binkley et al., 2010; Ripley, 
2009; European Commission, 2011a).  

Information collected from education systems participating in the OECD Review 
shows that the use of ICT for assessment has not yet become common practice 
internationally. In the few systems where technology is used for standardised central 
assessments or examinations, it is mostly done in a “migratory” perspective. Some 
countries, including Australia, the Czech Republic and New Zealand use technology in 
national examinations for data management purposes, such as data sheet scanning, 
inputting marks or results management, while examinations remain paper-based. In a few 
countries, such as Slovenia, computer-based technology is used for students with special 
educational needs. Some education systems, namely the Flemish Community of Belgium, 
the Czech Republic, Luxembourg (ISCED 2), New Zealand, Norway and Northern 



4. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: PUTTING THE LEARNER AT THE CENTRE – 185 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Ireland in the United Kingdom use computer-based uniform technology for the actual 
administration of central assessments (and for central examinations in the case of 
Norway).  

Denmark is the only country participating in the OECD Review which reported using 
computer-based adaptive technology for its national assessments in Danish (reading), 
English, mathematics, biology, geography and physics/chemistry for different year levels. 
In these adaptive assessments, test items are selected sequentially according to a student’s 
performance on the previous test items. This makes testing more efficient as more fine-
grained information can be obtained in less testing time. As reported in the Dutch 
Country Background Report, the Cito pupil monitoring system in the Netherlands also 
contains computer-based tests some of which are adaptive (Scheerens et al., 2012).  

In Australia, through the governments’ Online Diagnostic Tools initiative, the 
potential to deliver national assessment programmes on line is also being explored 
through detailed research and consultations on the measurement and assessment effects of 
online testing and through discussions with school authorities regarding technical and 
delivery considerations. The delivery of national online assessment offers the opportunity 
to further integrate ICT into teaching and learning and provide more individualised 
diagnostic assessment of student progress.  

Research and development in ICT-based assessment 
While the systematic use of ICT to transform central assessment systems is still 

limited, many public and private actors are increasingly investing in research and 
development in this area. Several innovations in assessment around the world are taking 
advantage of recent advances in ICT. Increasingly sophisticated ICT programmes that 
score “open-ended performances”, such as essays, are under development (see Chung and 
Baker, 2003; Chung et al., 2001; Herl et al., 1999, in Looney, 2009). These programmes 
use natural-language processing, artificial intelligence and/or information retrieval 
technologies to detect textual features of essays (for example, variety in use of syntax, 
quality of content and organisation of ideas). These ICT models are still in the relatively 
early stages of development however, and while they may facilitate scoring of large-scale 
assessments, cannot replace human raters. Further studies are also needed to determine 
the validity and reliability of different automated essay scoring tools (Wang and Brown, 
2007, in Looney, 2009). 

Technology-based assessments may also incorporate simulation, interactivity and 
constructed response formats. For example, students may use the multimedia functions 
of ICT to show how they would perform a science experiment or other problem solving 
tasks (e.g. the Virtual Performance Assessment project at Harvard University, 
Box 4.10). They may use Internet–based programmes to “predict-observe-explain” 
specific concepts. Or, they may develop concept maps using online tools to show their 
understanding of processes. The student’s map can then be scored by comparing it 
against an expert map (Bennett, 2001, in Looney, 2009). There are also examples of 
web-based peer assessment strategies (Binkley et al., 2010). Research is also 
undertaken in the area of assessments that can measure collaborative problem-solving. 
For example, students can send information and documents to each other and work on 
tasks together using ICT (Binkley et al., 2010).  

In another example of ICT-based assessment, students are scored on their use and 
judgement of information on the Internet. Students may obtain feedback on their work in 
real time. Examples of tests that track student activities on a computer while answering a 
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question or performing a task are the iSkills test developed by the Educational Testing 
Service (ETS) in the United States, and the ICT literacy test which is part of Australia’s 
National Assessment Program (Box 4.10). Test developers have found that students 
respond positively to Internet tasks (searching, and judging the quality of on-line 
information) and are engaged, even in difficult, open-ended tasks (Lewis, 1998, in 
Looney, 2009). 

Box 4.10 Sophisticated ICT-based assessments  

The Virtual Performance Assessment (VPA) project at Harvard University (http://vpa.gse.harvard.edu/) 
in the United States uses innovations in technology and assessment to measure students’ ability to perform 
scientific inquiry to solve a problem. The virtual assessments use similar design as videogames to support 
students’ experimentation and problem-solving skills. Participants take on the identity of a virtual scientist and 
can walk around the environment, make observations, gather data, and solve a scientific problem within a 
context. The student’s arguments are expressed through various digital media including concept maps, data 
collection tools and conclusion tools for submitting hypotheses and causal statements. The student’s actions are 
stored in logfiles and can be used to track students’ inquiry trajectories.  

The iSkills test developed by the Educational Testing Service (www.ets.org) in the United States intends to 
measure constructs not directly accessible through conventional means, testing the ability to use technology as a 
tool for cognitive purposes. The iSkills test intends to measure students’ critical thinking and problem-solving 
skills in a digital environment. In a one-hour exam real-time, scenario-based tasks are presented that measure an 
individual’s ability to navigate, critically evaluate and understand the wealth of information available through 
digital technology. The programme provides individual and group data for use in student evaluation and 
placement. 

The National Assessment Program in Australia includes an assessment of students’ ICT literacy. It is 
designed as an authentic performance assessment. The assessment is intended to mirror students’ typical “real 
world” use of ICT. In the 2005 and 2008 rounds of the assessment, students completed tasks on computers using 
software that included a seamless combination of simulated and live applications. Some tasks were 
automatically scored and others (those that resulted in information products) were stored and marked by human 
assessors. The tasks (items) were grouped in thematically linked modules, each of which followed a narrative 
sequence covering a range of school-based and out-of-school based themes. Each module typically involved 
students collecting and appraising information as well as synthesising and reframing the information. The 
assessment involved a number of modules so as to ensure that the assessment instrument assessed what was 
common to the ICT literacy construct across a sufficient breadth of contexts (MCEECTYA, 2008). The 2011 
ICT Literacy report is now also available.  

The New Zealand Ministry of Education (2011) has developed digital portfolio guidelines “for beginners”. 
These guidelines aim to provide information on e-portfolios to non-technical users and can help school leaders 
consider the place of e-portfolios in their school’s educational strategy. The guidelines also provide an overview 
of available tools and case studies of schools having implemented the use of e-portfolios. The Ministry of 
Education has also supported the development of the e-portfolio service My Portfolio (Mahara) 
(http://myportfolio.school.nz/), which provides a personal learning environment to record and showcase 
evidence of achievement, manage development plans, set goals, and create online learning communities. New 
Zealand Schools can register free of charge. Most New Zealand universities have introduced MyPortfolio to 
their teacher training programmes and some are now familiarising their schools’ advisers with MyPortfolio. The 
Ministry of Education is also offering “taster” sessions to groups of teachers with an interest in using 
MyPortfolio.  

Sources: Binkley et al. (2010); European Commission (2011a); MCEECTYA (2008), New Zealand Ministry of Education 
(2011).  
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Recent developments in ICT are relevant not only for standardised assessments, but 
they can also influence regular assessment practices in the classroom. For example, there 
has been increased interest in using digital portfolios (or e-portfolios) across countries 
(McFarlane, 2003; Binkley et al., 2010; Pepper, 2011). While portfolios have been used 
in many countries for some time, the use of digital tools allows collecting information on 
student progress in a broader range of formats including text with hyperlinks, video, 
audio and simulations. Digital portfolios also make it easier for teachers to comment on 
assignments and track student progress. Students’ own work with the digital portfolios 
can enhance their skills in learning to learn, ICT literacy and self-monitoring (Binkley 
et al., 2010; Pepper, 2011). The New Zealand Ministry for Education, for example, 
developed e-portfolio guidelines for non-technical users and supported the development 
of an e-portfolio service called MyPortfolio (Mahara).  

ICT-based assessment also provides opportunities for more equitable and adapted 
assessment of diverse students. The degree of personalisation possible in ICT-based 
assessment is greater than in traditional assessment given the range of presentations, 
response formats and contexts available, for example through item banks, test practices and 
e-portfolios. The Computers for Pupils initiative developed by the UK Department for 
Children Schools and Families (now Department for Education), constitutes one attempt to 
increase equity through e-Assessment. Through providing e-learning and e-assessment in 
the homes of disadvantaged children, this initiative has increased their participation in 
assessment (e.g. through handheld and haptic technologies). Furthermore, this initiative has 
provided students with a platform for social networking and self-help groups. In such 
communities, students may get in contact with peers that experience the same challenges 
and provide each other with mutual support (Nayral de Puybusque, forthcoming).  

Equity and fairness in assessment design  
It is important that assessments allow all students to show what they know and can do 

without being unfairly hampered by individual characteristics that are irrelevant to what 
is being assessed (Binkley et al., 2010). Assessment needs to be appropriate for students 
at the range of developmental levels likely to be in assessed population and sensitive to 
the needs of particular groups such as cultural minorities, students whose mother tongue 
is not the language of instruction (L2 students) and students with special educational 
needs. In the process of developing student assessment, notably standardised testing, it is 
often unclear whether accessibility for specific student groups such as cultural minorities 
or students with disabilities has received sufficient attention.  

The research literature on bias and equity in assessment is extensive, but it often 
focuses on specific sub-groups, in particular disabled students and L2 students. To ensure 
fairness in assessment for all students, it is important to develop frameworks for equitable 
assessment for the wide range of different sub-groups without privileging one group over 
another. The development of a broad framework for equity in assessment for all children 
requires central guidelines for orientation and coherence across educational settings, but it 
should at the same time allow for flexibility and adaptability of practices at the local and 
school level (Nayral de Puybusque, forthcoming).  

The design of assessments is open to a number of risks for equity namely if it is 
biased for particular student groups. Test bias refers to differential validity of a test 
between specific sub-groups of students (Sattler, 1992). There are several types of 
potential bias. For example, irrelevant context may bias a test against a certain group of 
students. Unnecessary linguistic complexity is one example for context-irrelevant bias in 
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assessment, particularly when testing students who do not speak the language of 
instruction and assessment at home (L2 students). Linguistic complexity slows the 
student when reading and listening in comprehension and answering, gives room for 
misinterpretations, and increases the cognitive load (Nayral de Puybusque, forthcoming).  

There may also be bias in content validity when the choice of a particular set of 
knowledge and skills is likely to privilege certain groups of students over others 
(Klenowski, 2009). In this case, after the general ability level of the two groups is held 
constant, the test is relatively more difficult for one student group than another (Reynolds, 
1998, in Whiting and Ford, n.d.). For example, if asked a question about hockey, a 
student or group who has never played or watched or had discussions about hockey is at a 
disadvantage. The lack of exposure and experience in relation to particular content places 
them at a disadvantage (Whiting and Ford, n.d.). There may also be bias in item selection, 
which is related to how one item is included in the test while another is not. While an 
overall test may not be biased statistically, a few items in it may be. Finally, the choice of 
method may also lead to bias for certain groups, depending on their familiarity with the 
general idea of a test, the motivational context in which the test is taken and the 
frequently implicit assumptions about appropriate behaviour in such a context. For 
example, students who are more familiar with multiple-choice tests may have developed 
better strategies to deal with this assessment method than students who have never been 
confronted with this format before.  

Reviewing equity dimensions in test design 
While reliability and validity are necessary conditions for any effective assessment 

system, one cannot assume that these conditions are met or transferable to all different 
subgroups of the population. Evidence of differential validity is required to determine 
whether separate test validities are needed for each group (Shultz and Whitney, 2005). 

“Equity scanning” is a statistical approach to address testing bias. This method 
provides the information and means for test developers to identify and eliminate 
inequitable elements in a test and ensure its quality and the integrity. Differential Test 
Functioning (DTF), Differential Item Functioning (DIF) and Differential Distractor 
Functioning (DDF) constitute techniques that evaluate a test when applied to a 
heterogeneous group of students. All of these three methods aim to assess the technical 
quality, i.e. the validity of a test. The different methods look at variation of performance 
across sub-groups on different levels of bias. DTF examines a test as a whole; DIF analyses 
a test at the item level; and DDF focuses on distractors (i.e. incorrect options in a multiple-
choice test). Where two students with the same knowledge, abilities and skills turn out to 
perform differently at a test in terms of scores, answer, or preferred choice, these techniques 
may be applied. However, the effects and benefits of these methods have been debated and 
equity scanning still constitutes mainly an area of academic enquiry rather than a field of 
policy implementation (Nayral de Puybusque, forthcoming). Statistical methods are often 
only applied ex-post and, therefore, do not address the problem of inequity in assessment 
directly. Some authors have also criticised that these measures are more likely to detect 
test anomalies rather than detecting real bias (Battiste, in Volante, 2008).  

“Judgemental reviews” constitute another technique to eliminate culturally biased 
items in a test. Teachers from diverse backgrounds may be allowed to screen a test for 
cultural bias within a review process. However, it is important to bear in mind the 
significant impact of the respective teacher’s subjectivity when evaluating this method. 
To address both construct and method bias, it has also been proposed to use informants 
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with a thorough knowledge of the respective culture and language of a sub-group (van de 
Vijver and Tanzer, 2004). In the “committee approach”, a group of people with different 
areas of expertise (such as cultural, linguistic, and psychological) review a test or a test 
translation. The major strength of the committee approach is the co-operative effort 
among members with complimentary areas of expertise. In Australia, consultations were 
conducted regarding the accessibility of the National Assessment Program – Literacy and 
Numeracy (NAPLAN) for Indigenous students. The NAPLAN test development process 
involves the consultation of Indigenous experts in states and territories. They provide 
specific feedback on the suitability of the test items and the appropriateness of the 
stimulus materials for Indigenous students. Test trials are also carried out using a sample 
of students, and analysis of the results is undertaken to ensure that all items are culturally 
appropriate and free of bias (Santiago et al., 2012). 

Providing accommodations to specific student groups 
The tension between standardised tests that are supposed to be common across all 

students and the need to be sensitive to local cultural knowledge and individual student 
conditions is a difficult one. One option to provide fair assessment, while upholding 
common standards, is to provide accommodations for specific student groups. 
Accommodations aim to “remove causes of irrelevant variance in each student’s test 
performance, thereby producing a measure of each student’s knowledge and skills that is 
valid” (Thurlow et al., 2008). Such measures are not expected to decrease learning 
expectations for these students but rather to reduce or even eliminate the effects of a 
student’s disability or disadvantage in relation to a particular assessment (Thompson 
et al., 2005).  

Hopper (2001) described accommodation through four aspects: presentation, 
response, setting, and scheduling/timing. Presentation refers to alternate modes of access 
to the information adapted to the student’s particular condition (e.g. a disability or a 
limited proficiency in the assessment language). Response accommodation allows for 
alternate ways of completing an assessment, with the possibility of using other materials 
or devices. Setting accommodation allows for different assessment conditions in terms of 
assessment location and environment. Timing and scheduling accommodation allows for 
taking a test at a different point in time, for a different length of allocated time 
(i.e. including extra-time), or its organisation (e.g. reallocation of time lengths depending 
on the task). One specific method of accommodation can address one or also several of 
these dimensions. The use of ICT-based assessments has great potential to provide a 
range of accommodations for specific student groups.  

For sensory disabilities (i.e. hearing and visual impairments), the most widely used 
accommodations lie in the field of presentation and response. Examples for the various 
measures used include Braille or large-print papers, a reader, audio playback, a writer, 
audio recording of oral responses, headphones, a sign-language interpreter, or additional 
time. In the case of physical and cognitive disabilities electronic devices are common, but 
setting accommodations are most widely used. For students with physical disabilities 
(including reduced mobility), access to different test centres, to appropriate seating for a 
student to be able to take medication and computer devices constitute typical forms of 
accommodation. For students with behavioural disabilities, supervised rest breaks, 
permission to move around, and additional time, especially for dyslexic students, are 
widely used. For students with dyslexia or learning disabilities, spellchecker software can 
also be available (Nayral de Puybusque, forthcoming).  
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It should be noted that evidence on the benefits of using different types of 
accommodations in assessment is often lacking or not conclusive. Abedi et al. (2004), for 
instance, raise caution regarding the use of dictionaries in assessment. Depending on the 
brand, the content and the vocabulary level of the definitions, dictionaries may be more or 
less useful to a student. L2 students must be able to understand the definitions and be 
familiar with the use of a dictionary. For assessment accommodations to be most helpful to 
students, it is important that they are well aligned with instructional accommodations. To 
this end, some education systems require proof that the demanded accommodations have 
been provided and used in class and/or in internal examinations (Thurlow et al., 2008).  

Assessment accommodations for second language learners 
Accommodation with regards to the language of assessment is a crucial, but at the 

same time very complex concern. For important language minorities, several countries 
have attempted to provide a range of options for students to be assessed in their first 
language. This can be done by administrating the assessment orally involving an assessor 
who is familiar with the student’s linguistic background. Another possibility is to translate 
or develop assessment instruments in the student’s first language. There are several 
options for doing this: One would consist in translating and adapting most existing tests 
which are publicly available. Another option would be to develop instruments in the 
minority language. Conceptual equivalence would be accomplished by having bilingual 
teachers and experts working together to moderate the test construction in each language. 
Assessment instruments developed in this context would have no metric equivalence and 
intergroup comparisons would not be possible. The main benefit of this procedure, 
however, would be to reduce the risk of any cultural or linguistic bias.8 A third option 
would be to find an intermediate solution between the two previous ones, by developing 
anchor points in assessment instruments developed in two different languages.9 

However, assessment in a student’s first language, whether through oral 
administration or translation, may entail several limitations and requirements when 
students are not actually taught in that language. Several authors have argued that first 
language assessments are useful only if students can demonstrate their performance more 
effectively in their first language, typically because they have received relevant 
instruction in that language (Abedi et al., 2004). To achieve alignment between the 
language of instruction and the language of assessment, a test needs to reflect the 
terminology and language used in content-area instruction (Abedi, 2004).  

Reducing linguistic complexity is another frequently used approach to eliminate bias 
against L2 students in assessment. Low-frequency vocabulary, passive voice verb 
constructions and the length of written constructions feature among the main challenges 
for L2 students (Abedi and Gandara, 2006). Accommodation measures to reduce the 
linguistic complexity of a test include simplification, modification and translation of test 
elements (e.g. items, directions) as well as the use of dictionaries, and glossaries. 
Linguistic modifications of content-based items without changes in the content-related 
terminology represent one possible intervention. 

At the same time, it is important to bear in mind that the state of the empirical evidence 
on the validity, effectiveness and efficiency of many accommodation measures varies and 
is at times contradictory. In the various states of the United States, Rivera et al. (2006) 
identified 75 different accommodation tools allowed for L2 students (Rivera et al., 2006). 
Out of these, only 44 were recognised to fit student’s needs. Abedi (2004) judged only 11 
measures as effective and appropriate. Another field where progress needs to be made 
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relates to the diversity of the L2 sub-group and equity within this group. In most countries, 
it is not cost-effective to develop translated assessments in all the many languages spoken 
by learners at home, which introduces questions of fairness and equity for smaller 
language groups. In the United States, for example, while the large presence of the 
Spanish-speaking minority has brought benefits for L2 students as a whole, equity towards 
smaller L2 groups is an important issue that should not be neglected (Abedi et al., 2004). 

Improving equity through multiple assessment opportunities  
Several studies indicate that certain formats of assessment may advantage or 

disadvantage certain student groups (Gipps and Stobart, 2004). Since it is very difficult to 
make assessment wholly inclusive and neutral – any format, content, construct, and 
method may be biased in some direction – a mix of different versions of format, content 
and construct may help ensure fairer assessment. High-stakes decisions about students 
should not be based on the results of one test alone. An important approach to offering 
fairness is to collect multiple data, use a range of assessment tasks involving a variety of 
contexts, response formats and styles and draw on this comprehensive approach to make 
decisions. This broader approach is likely to offer students alternative opportunities to 
demonstrate their performance if they are disadvantaged by any one particular assessment 
in the programme (Gipps and Stobart, 2009). 

It is also important that the format and design of different assessment instruments is 
informed by research on effective approaches for diverse student groups. The Australasian 
Curriculum, Assessment and Certification Authorities, for instance, recommended the 
distribution of “summaries of relevant research findings to item writers and test designers” 
(ACACA, 1995). In areas where there is limited research, for example inclusive assessment 
for students from cultural minorities, it is important for education systems to encourage the 
development of more research to extend the knowledge and evidence base. 

Finally, equity in assessment is also about creating new attitudes, mentalities, and 
skills at every level of the educational system. This is a long-term process. As will be 
discussed below in the section on “Capacity”, developing the competencies of teachers 
for inclusive assessment is key to avoiding bias in teacher-based assessment and 
improving equity in assessment.  

Capacity 

This third section discusses the competencies necessary to assess students, to benefit 
from assessment and to use the results of student assessment. It includes issues such as: 
the capacities students need to engage in and benefit from their assessment; the 
assessment competencies that teachers acquire in initial teacher education, professional 
development and moderation arrangements; and the expertise of the agencies involved in 
student assessment.  

Student capacity for assessment 
Traditionally, teachers have been regarded as responsible for establishing where 

learners are in their learning, where they are going, and what needs to be done to get them 
there. In recent years, there has been increasing focus on the role of the learner in 
assessment, not only as an active participant, but also as the critical connector between 
assessment and learning (Butler and Winne, 1995, in McDonald and Boud, 2003; Earl, 
2003). While feedback by teachers and others provides information that can help students 
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improve, it is the students themselves who must make sense of that information, relate it to 
prior knowledge and take action to close gaps in their own learning. This is the regulatory 
process in metacognition. It occurs when students personally monitor what they are learning 
and use this monitoring to make adjustments in how they learn and understand.  

Self- and peer-assessment are powerful processes that aim to enhance the role of 
learners in their own assessment. Self-assessment has been defined as “the involvement 
of students in identifying standards and/or criteria to apply to their work and making 
judgements about the extent to which they met these criteria and standards” (Boud, 1986). 
Peer-assessment, on the other hand, involves students in assessing each others’ work, 
again through reflection on goals and on what it means to achieve them. It may take place 
in pairs or in groups and has particular value in formative assessment as it allows students 
to use familiar language and ask each other questions that they may not dare to ask their 
teachers (EPPI, 2005). Such approaches to assessment can promote a greater sense of 
agency and responsibility of students in their own learning, and can help them engage in 
fruitful conversations about their learning leading to greater self-confidence, 
metacognitive monitoring skills and self-regulation skills, sometimes referred to as 
“assessment as learning” (Earl, 2003). A range of studies reviewed by Black and Wiliam 
(1998) report positive effects of student self-monitoring on the learning of different 
student groups (Sawyer et al., 1992; McCurdy and Shapiro, 1992; Masqud and Pillai, 
1991; Merret and Merret, 1992).  

Little information is available internationally regarding the extent to which students are 
engaged in their own assessment across countries. Some countries are beginning to 
implement policy frameworks that emphasise the importance of building the learners’ own 
capacity for self-assessment and self-monitoring. In Ireland for example, the National 
Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA) guidelines on assessment emphasise the 
importance of sharing learning goals with learners, helping learners to recognise the 
standards they are aiming for, involving learners in assessing their own learning, providing 
learners with feedback, communicating confidence to learners that every learner can 
improve, and adjusting teaching to take account of the results of assessment. 

In Canada, several jurisdictions highlight the role of the learner in assessment within 
their curricula. In the Manitoba English Language Arts Curriculum for Years 5 to 8, for 
example, it is stated that:  

Modelling and encouraging metacognitive strategies helps students to understand, 
monitor, and direct their learning processes. Metacognitive questions such as, “What 
do you notice about your thinking?” and “How did you remember that information?” 
help students develop internal conversations and reflection about the learning process. 
When students have opportunities to reflect on their learning, especially with peers, 
they begin to develop self-assessment skills and want to take more responsibility for 
shaping and directing their own learning experiences. At times, students need quiet 
reflection. Whether alone or with others, students use reflection as a tool to 
consolidate what, how, and why they have learned, and to set goals for future learning. 

(Manitoba Education website, English Language Arts, Curriculum Documents, 
www.edu.gov.mb.ca/k12/cur/ela/curdoc.html.) 

However, in many countries participating in the OECD Review, there were concerns 
that formative assessment approaches tended to remain teacher-centred rather than 
student-centred. While self- and peer-assessment are beginning to receive increasing 
attention in both policy and practice across countries, it appears that in many contexts 
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self-assessment is understood in a context of self-marking rather than reflection about 
learning. In several countries where OECD Country Reviews were organised, self- and 
peer- assessment practices were incipient, with little attention to sharing and 
co-constructing learning goals and criteria with students and involving students in 
reflecting on their progress and evaluating their learning outcomes.  

To help students monitor their own learning, it is essential that they understand the 
learning goals and what they need to do in order to reach them (Sadler, 1989). 
Assessment schemes and purposes, as well as the specification of what will be assessed 
and against which criteria the judgement will be made, must be transparent to students 
(Ross et al., 1999). As students internalise the criteria for evaluating their work, they are 
better able to connect their performance with their preparation, and develop an internally 
oriented sense of self-efficacy (Stiggins, 2005). Teachers can use classroom assessment 
as the vehicle for helping students develop, practice, and become comfortable with 
reflection and with critical analysis of their own learning (Earl and Katz, 2008).  

Teachers themselves also need to learn how to develop learner-centred teaching and 
assessment and how to introduce self-assessment practices into regular classroom 
activities. In a study conducted in Barbados, McDonald and Boud (2003) found positive 
effects of formal self-assessment training for teachers and students on student 
performance in external examinations. The study was conducted in the context of a large-
scale introduction of self-assessment across a range of subjects, where teachers were 
trained in self-assessment practices and introduced these to a group of students preparing 
external examinations. The performance of students participating in this process was 
compared with that of a matched control group of students who were not given self-
assessment training. The authors found a significant difference in performance with those 
trained in self-assessment outperforming the control group in each curriculum area.  

Teacher capacity for assessment 
How to best prepare teachers for their assessment responsibilities is the subject of 

debate in many countries because of the complexity of assessment and its integrated role 
with understanding teaching and learning. In the OECD’s Teaching and Learning 
International Survey (TALIS), across the 23 participating countries, 15.7% of teachers 
indicated having “high professional development needs” in the area of student assessment 
practices in 2008. However, considerable differences can be observed across countries, 
with larger proportions of teachers (above 20%) in Brazil, Korea, Norway, Slovenia, 
Italy, Lithuania and Malaysia expressing high needs in this area (OECD, 2009).  

Little comparable information is available internationally regarding the preparation 
and training that teachers receive to build their assessment capacities. In most countries, 
institutions responsible for teacher education are autonomous and define their own 
curricula, which naturally leads to variations across institutions regarding the content of 
initial teacher education. Information from education systems participating in the OECD 
Review provides some indications about the place given to assessment approaches within 
initial teacher education and professional development opportunities across countries.  

Initial teacher education  
Broadly, the information collected from education systems through the OECD 

Review appears to show that student assessment is given increasing attention in initial 
teacher education programmes internationally. Initial teacher education programmes vary 



194 – 4. STUDENT ASSESSMENT: PUTTING THE LEARNER AT THE CENTRE 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

in the way that assessment is taught: (i) in a dedicated assessment course; (ii) within 
curriculum areas; (iii) theoretically; and (iv) practically. 

In a few countries, such as Mexico, initial teacher education is centrally organised 
with a nationally uniform curriculum for teacher education university degrees. In Mexico, 
according to the national curricula for basic and lower secondary education, teachers 
should be trained to perform student assessment in the classroom during their initial 
education. Capacity to assess student learning is supposed to be developed through a 
course called “teaching planning and learning assessment”, taught six hours per week in 
the sixth semester of the Bachelor’s in Primary Education and four hours per week in the 
fourth semester of the Bachelor’s in Lower Secondary Education. This course should 
include both assessment of learning processes and formative assessment practices 
(Santiago et al., 2012c).  

Several countries report that while initial teacher education institutions are 
autonomous, they typically provide prospective teachers with basic knowledge and skills 
in student assessment approaches. This is the case for example in Australia and New 
Zealand (Nusche et al., 2012; Santiago et al., 2011). In Canada, many universities offer 
courses at the undergraduate level dealing with assessment practices. Some are 
compulsory courses for students working on becoming certified teachers, while others are 
offered on line for further professional development (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). 
In Finland, the assessment of students’ progress and learning is taught in initial teacher 
education, as well as in vocational teacher education (Finnish Ministry of Education and 
Culture, forthcoming). In Korea, subjects such as educational evaluation, measurement 
and assessment of education, education research methodology, psychological 
examination, educational statistics and psychological measurement are provided as 
compulsory or optional courses for prospective teachers. Educational contents include the 
basic concept of educational evaluation, classification and types of assessment, principles 
and practice of test development, principles and planning of performance evaluation, 
sufficiency rating for test items, basic statistical analysis, results utilisation, and general 
classroom and student assessment (Lee et al., 2004, in Kim et al., 2010). 

In a range of education systems, there have been central decrees or initiatives to 
restructure or regroup teacher education institutions, which allowed the central authorities 
to emphasise particular priority topics including student assessment. In the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, the Institutes for Initial Teacher Education were restructured by 
decree in 2006. According to the decree, the Institutes’ curricula need to guide 
prospective teachers towards basic competencies, including skills for student assessment 
(Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). In the French Community of 
Belgium, initial teacher education has been redefined by decree in 2000 and now includes 
30 units dedicated to assessment, differentiation of learning, identification of learning 
difficulties and definition of remedial strategies. Assessment approaches are also part of 
the pedagogical competencies to be covered throughout the initial teacher education for 
secondary teachers (Blondin and Giot, 2011). In Ireland, the content and duration of 
initial teacher education courses have been reconfigured as part of measures introduced 
under the National Literacy and Numeracy Strategy (Irish Department of Education and 
Skills, 2011) and the enactment of the Teaching Council Act 2001. The Teaching Council 
has also published criteria and guidelines which providers of initial teacher education are 
required to observe. In Norway, a framework plan for a new initial teacher education 
launched in 2010 provides guidelines regarding the development of teachers’ assessment 
competencies. In particular, it requires that assessment for learning should be one of the 
competences that teachers have acquired upon graduation. In Sweden, a new initial 
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teacher education approach was to be implemented from July 2011. The new programmes 
contain specific goals related to assessment and marking. Assessment topics are also 
expected to be integrated into the didactics of every subject (Nusche et al., 2011b).  

In Norway, the Directorate for Education and Training has also stimulated  
co-operation among teacher education institutions regarding the topic of student 
assessment. Until 2011, it funded the Norwegian Network for Student and Apprentice 
Assessment (NELVU), a network of teacher education institutions that aims to build 
capacity regarding student assessment within schools and university colleges. To this end, 
each teacher education institution has formed assessment experts within the institution to 
work with faculty on this particular topic. The focus was on all aspects of assessment 
literacy including the use of national test results, assessment for learning and different 
classroom assessment approaches. NELVU further aimed to stimulate research and 
development regarding assessment and co-operated with experts internationally, such as 
the Assessment Reform Group in England (Nusche et al., 2011a). 

A recurrent concern across education systems that received an OECD Country 
Review was that there were variations in the degree to which different teacher education 
institutions made student assessment a priority in their programmes. In Australia, a 
survey of teachers revealed that “methods for assessing student learning and 
development” were among the areas of greatest need for professional development as 
identified by teachers (Santiago et al., 2011). In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the 
Inspectorate found in 2007 that starting teachers experienced that developing adaptive or 
alternative assessment approaches was one of their most difficult tasks, in spite of 
previous efforts to restructure teacher education with greater emphasis on such 
approaches (Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). In the Czech Republic, 
according to Santiago et al. (2012b), there is very little attention given to developing such 
assessment skills in initial teacher education programmes. Teachers are more familiar 
with using test score information for summative purposes and have not received 
significant training regarding the use of richer assessment tasks to inform their teaching. 
In Denmark, the OECD review team interviews revealed that pre-service teacher 
education programmes offered little training in student assessment for teacher candidates 
(Shewbridge et al., 2011).  

Teacher professional learning 
Teachers’ professional learning regarding assessment is a career-long experience that 

needs to be sustained. In parallel to changes in initial teacher education, several countries 
have introduced a range of professional development and learning opportunities for teachers 
regarding assessment practice. Timperley (2011) describes the difference between 
professional development and professional learning. Over time, the term “professional 
development” has taken on connotations of provision of information to teachers in order to 
influence their practice whereas “professional learning” implies an internal process in 
which individuals create professional knowledge through interaction with this information 
in a way that challenges previous assumptions and creates new meanings.  

The organisation of professional development courses regarding assessment is 
common practice in many countries and it appears essential in supporting a national focus 
on effective assessment practice. Gilmore (2008) makes a distinction between 
professional development programmes in which assessment is “foregrounded” (i.e. it is 
the main focus of the programme) and those programmes where assessment is 
“backgrounded”, (i.e. the programme does not focus on assessment per se, but assessment 
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is an integral part of the programme). Many countries use a mix of both. In several 
settings, for example Hungary, Mexico and Norway, initiatives are also directed at school 
supervisors and/or school owners.  

In Australia, most jurisdictions provide training to improve the competency of 
teachers to analyse and interpret student assessment data. For example, the Victorian 
Curriculum and Assessment Authority conducts in-service courses in schools around 
Victoria, to develop school leaders’ and teachers’ skills in interpreting the results of the 
national assessments and the Victorian Certificate of Education exam (Santiago et al., 
2011). In the Flemish Community of Belgium, courses on assessment are an important 
part of the wide range of in-service training possibilities. It is common practice for 
schools to invite experts on various items (e.g. student assessment) to provide training 
opportunities for teachers (Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). In the 
French Community of Belgium, professional development on assessment is also 
available. The subjects dealt with in in-service training courses are determined based on 
needs identified by the Commission de pilotage and the Inspectorate (Blondin and Giot, 
2011). In Korea, in-service training on educational assessment is provided as part of the 
national training framework. In recent years, local education offices and individual 
schools have also been adding new dimensions to the contents and methodology of such 
training (Kim et al., 2010).  

In New Zealand, the Ministry of Education has initiated several major professional 
development programmes, which have been evaluated in terms of their impact on student 
learning, with promising results (Nusche et al., 2012). For example, “Assess to Learn 
(AtoL)” is a whole-school professional development programme that has been offered to 
primary and secondary schools since 2002. Schools can apply for participation in the 
programme and typically participate for two years. The annual budget for AtoL is 
NZD 3.17 million annually and currently involves 155 schools. The programme intends 
to support teachers in choosing adequate assessment tools and analysing assessment 
information so as to further advance student learning. A 2008 evaluation of the AtoL 
programme reported a significant impact of the programme on teacher professional 
practice and important improvements in student learning, especially for students with 
initially low achievement levels. Monitoring data showed that schools participating in 
AtoL had achieved up to 4.5 times greater shifts in writing achievements in Years 4 to 9 
than the nationally expected rate of progress. 

In some countries, the focus on professional development for student assessment has 
been considerably reinforced in recent years. In Hungary, for example, awareness raising 
campaigns with professional content on assessment were held in 2009 in every region. 
These occasions can also serve to strengthen the reputation and acceptance of 
assessments, and give professional impetus to make the use of results as diverse as 
possible. In Mexico, assessment-related topics are receiving increasing emphasis in the 
offerings available to teachers. While two years ago only two programmes were 
specifically focused on assessment issues, the 2011/12 catalogue includes over 30 
programmes, among about 1 100 offerings. Most of them are targeted at school 
supervisors and focused on competencies-based assessment. Simultaneously, many 
subject-specific courses include new approaches, techniques and instruments for 
classroom-based assessment (Santiago et al., 2012c). In Norway, student assessment is 
also being highlighted as a key topic for the continuing professional development of 
school professionals and school owners. Since 2005, the Directorate for Education and 
Training has included student assessment as one of the annual priorities for continuing 
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professional development of teachers, school leaders and trainers of in-service training 
providers (Nusche et al., 2011a). 

In several countries, professional development also takes place through moderation of 
teachers’ assessment and marking. As explained above, moderation refers to quality 
assurance measures that seek to increase the consistency of marking, for example through 
teachers reviewing or cross-marking each other’s assessments within a school or across 
schools or working together in groups to discuss assessment criteria and student 
performance levels. Moderation is a key strategy in validating consistency of teacher 
judgement and marking and it may occur within schools, between schools and across 
school sectors. At the same time, moderation also involves professional discussions 
between teachers about the quality of authentic pieces of student work and as such it has 
the potential to provide a powerful professional learning opportunity for teachers that 
they can relate closely to their classroom practices. It also contributes to improving 
teachers’ professional judgements about student work and their developing a shared 
understanding of marking criteria or standards within schools and between schools 
(Timperley et al., 2008). This provides teachers with a chance to reflect on assessment in 
their subject, both on topics and criteria. 

Finally, professional learning may also build on existing initiatives, provide 
opportunities for teachers and schools to network among each other or with assessment 
advisors and disseminate effective practice. In Norway, the Better Assessment Practices 
project (2007-09) supported a range of local projects to improve assessment practice in 
Norwegian schools. As a follow-up, the Assessment for Learning programme (2010-14) 
was implemented to support school projects and networks focusing particularly on 
formative assessment. There are also local initiatives in this area. The City of Oslo, for 
example, employs two “assessment advisors” that schools can invite to provide help 
regarding assessment (Nusche et al., 2011a). In Denmark, the availability of resource 
teachers at schools provides important support to teachers. Although assessment and 
evaluation advisors are few (reported in only 8% of schools) they have the potential to 
offer critical support to teachers whose initial training did not give particular emphasis to 
student assessment and evaluation (Shewbridge et al., 2011). In Canada, all Boards have 
created assessment divisions or sectors within their administrative structure and have 
assigned personnel to lead workshops, develop activities related to assessments, and to 
track, collate, analyse and distribute findings of district-wide assessments to their 
respective stakeholders (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming).  

However, while professional development opportunities in the area of student 
assessment appear to exist in most countries, there is often little information available at 
the central level regarding the extent to which teachers benefit from these offers and 
regarding the quality of available courses. In education systems where schools and 
teachers are free to determine the content of their professional development courses, it is 
often unclear to what extent teachers choose to improve their student assessment methods 
through such courses.  

These concerns are linked to broader challenges in teacher professional development 
systems. While professional development is receiving increasing policy attention across 
countries, its provision is often patchy and uneven (OECD, 2005b). Teachers typically 
receive entitlements and incentives to engage in professional development, but these are 
not always matched by initiatives on the supply side. In some countries, teachers receive 
public funding only for courses offered by a few institutions, which can reduce the 
incentives for innovation and quality improvement (OECD, 2005b). Given the rapidly 
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changing demands being made of teachers in student assessment, countries may be faced 
with a lack of qualified trainers and well-designed training programmes in this area. 

Guidelines and tools to support effective assessment practice 
In addition to classic training courses, there are many other ways for education 

authorities to promote and support the strengthening of teachers’ assessment approaches, 
for example through the development of guidance and support materials. In Denmark, for 
example, the electronic Evaluation portal provides a plethora of evaluation and 
assessment tools for use by teachers, schools and municipalities. This includes, for 
example, guidance materials on how to assess students in the final examinations in Form 
9 prepared by the examiners and subject advisors of the final examinations, including 
advice and ideas for classroom teaching and criteria for student evaluation and 
assessment in classroom activities (Shewbridge et al., 2011).  

In Ireland, the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA) guidelines 
on assessment provide detailed, practical guidance to teachers on how to use a range of 
assessment approaches in order to obtain a full picture of a child’s achievement. They 
also provide guidance to schools on the development and implementation of an 
assessment policy. The NCCA has also contributed to the development of expertise in 
relation to formative assessment through its curriculum development projects with 
schools and designed materials that are intended to support teachers and schools in 
expanding their assessment toolkit for classroom-based assessments (Irish Department of 
Education and Skills, 2012).  

In several countries, guidance materials have been developed with the aim of 
strengthening teachers’ understanding of standards and criteria used in central 
assessments and examinations. In the Slovak Republic, for example, following the 
organisation of external assessments, the National Institute for Certified Educational 
Measurements (NÚCEM) publishes analytical reports for teachers with recommendations 
for improving the quality of education according to measured findings along with 
methodological guidelines and collections of tasks. NÚCEM also organises expert 
seminars for teachers to provide participants with feedback on test results (Hajdúková 
et al., forthcoming). In Ireland, the availability of marking schemes from State 
examinations combined with the publication of Chief Examiners’ reports supports greater 
understanding among teachers of expected standards and criteria. 

Involving teachers in marking central assessments and examinations 
In several countries, professional learning is organised around central assessment or 

examinations. Hiring teachers in order to correct and mark central assessments may 
contribute substantially to their understanding of expected standards and criteria. In 
Canada, teachers are involved in the development of regional, provincial and national tests 
and the associated materials such as scoring guides, rubrics and the choosing of exemplars 
for use in scoring. Teachers are involved in all stages of the administration process 
(including field testing) and they are also trained for the scoring of completed assessments, 
using the prepared rubrics and exemplars. The result has been the accumulation of 
experienced test developers who will enhance their own teaching practice and may bring 
to their school communities a rich source of leadership in assessment.  

In New Zealand, teacher professional development related to effective assessment 
occurs via their strong involvement in scoring student work for the National Education 
Monitoring Project (NEMP) and for the National Certificate of Educational Achievement 
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(NCEA). For the National Education Monitoring Project, about 100 teachers are freed 
from their teaching responsibilities each year to conduct the assessments. They receive 
one week of training and then administer the tasks over a period of five weeks. The 
intention is to ground the assessment practice in sound teaching practice and to build and 
strengthen teacher assessment capacity.  

In Norway, professional development also takes place around teachers’ marking of 
central examinations and in moderated marking of oral examinations. In addition, some 
school owners further support moderated marking processes. In 2010, the municipality of 
Oslo launched a pilot study in lower secondary education, where they invited all schools 
to implement a mock exam. The municipality invited 60 teachers from 35 schools to 
come together to mark the examinations in a moderated marking process in collaboration 
with expert teachers (who had been part of the national marking process). This provided 
an opportunity for teachers from Oslo schools to engage in discussion about the meaning 
of marking criteria in relation to examples of student work. 

Concerns about fragmented approaches to teacher learning in assessment 
In spite of remarkable efforts across countries to ensure that teachers acquire basic 

assessment literacy through initial teacher education programmes and continuing 
professional learning, countries also report that more needs to be done to help teachers 
develop the competencies necessary for effective assessment. In all countries, there are 
indications of some inadequacies in teachers’ preparation for student assessment. New 
teachers sometimes need substantial support to develop classroom assessment techniques, 
reporting schemes and moderation processes, which in some cases are not priority areas 
during teacher education programmes. More experienced teachers may lack access to 
continuing professional development supporting them in the use of most recent 
assessment technology and staying up to date on emerging research on effective 
assessment approaches. Experience from across OECD countries reveals that the 
following areas require particular attention:  

• Assessing key competencies. While internal assessment provides opportunities 
for diverse and innovative assessment approaches, its validity depends to a large 
extent on the assessment opportunities provided by individual teachers (Harlen, 
2007). Indeed, reviews of research on teacher-based assessment note that teacher-
made assessments often focus on content knowledge and may be no more diverse 
or innovative than external tests (e.g. Crooks, 1988; Black, 1993; Black and 
Wiliam, 1998; Harlen, 2007). Hence, it is important to ensure that teachers 
receive adequate training to assess a broader range of skills and competencies 
(Somerset, 1996).  

• Effective marking and reporting. There are sometimes large variations in the 
ways teachers assess students and set marks. This is compounded in situations 
where there are no central marking criteria and where there is no guarantee that 
teachers engage in discussion or moderation within or across schools. In the case 
of summative assessments that carry high stakes for students, this poses important 
challenges to the fairness of assessment and marking. It is important to provide 
focussed training on how to make summative judgements on student performance 
in relation to central curriculum goals or standards. Such training should include 
how to identify valid evidence and how to apply scoring rubrics and marking 
criteria to very different types of evidence of student learning (Harlen, 2004). 
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• Effective formative assessment. Ongoing attention to teacher training in 
formative assessment is also vital. An important priority is to develop teachers’ 
capacity to interpret student assessment data, including that generated by 
standardised tests, for the improvement of classroom instruction. To become 
assessment literate, teachers need to be aware of the different factors that may 
influence the validity and reliability of results and develop capacity to make sense 
of data, identify appropriate actions and track progress. Other key areas of 
training in formative assessment are to help teachers provide effective feedback to 
students and to fully engage students in their own assessment (Looney, 2011a; 
Earl and Fullan, 2003).  

• Inclusive and fair assessment of diverse students. Several studies report that 
there are risks of conscious or unconscious bias in teacher-based assessment 
(Crooks, 2004; Harlen, 2007). Bias in teachers’ assessment may be related to 
teachers’ prior knowledge of student characteristics such as behaviour, gender, 
special educational needs, immigrant background, first language, overall 
academic achievement or verbal ability (Harlen, 2004; Gipps and Stobart, 2004). 
The key challenge is to ensure that rich assessment opportunities are 
systematically offered to all students regardless of such characteristics. It is 
important that dimensions of inclusive and equitable assessment are covered in 
both initial education and professional development to help teachers adapt their 
assessment approaches to the diversity of student needs in their classrooms.  

What is missing in many countries is a strategic approach to teacher learning in 
assessment. While teachers may learn bits and pieces about effective assessment at 
various stages of their career, the offer of professional learning in this area appears 
fragmented and limited in scope. The vision of assessment communicated in professional 
development courses is not always well aligned to the way assessment is covered in 
initial teacher education. Also, the different professional development programmes 
regarding assessment are typically run independently of each other, often without 
recognition of overlaps and synergies. The development of teacher standards or 
professional profiles – and the inclusion of assessment as an important teacher 
competency in these standards – can help provide purpose and structure for professional 
development at different stages of the teaching career (Chapter 5). There is a role to play 
for the central authorities to ensure alignment of publicly funded professional 
development courses so that they foster a coherent understanding of the interrelations 
between curriculum, teaching, learning and assessment (Absolum et al., 2009).  

Central capacity for assessment development and implementation 
In all education systems, the educational administration and/or a range of central 

agencies are involved in student assessment in various ways. As explained in Chapter 3, 
several countries have created specialised assessment agencies in recent years, reflecting 
the growing importance of educational measurement and the increasing complexity of 
evaluation and assessment frameworks across countries. In Austria, for example, the 
Federal Institute for Education Research, Innovation and Development of the Austrian 
School System (BIFIE) was created in 2008 to develop, implement and monitor education 
standards. Similarly, in the Slovak Republic, the National Institute of Certified 
Measurement (NÚCEM) was created by the Slovak Ministry of Education in 2008 to 
develop, administer and oversee all national tests and assessments. Other countries have 
more long-standing agencies in charge of overseeing and developing the education 
system’s assessment strategy. Expertise regarding education standards and assessment is 
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typically also concentrated in specific departments of the Ministries of education, 
Inspectorates and education review bodies, curriculum organisations, quality assurance 
agencies and examinations and qualifications authorities (for a detailed overview, see 
Chapter 3). 

Student assessment is a highly technical matter and the design and implementation of 
standardised assessments requires expert capacity which takes time to be developed. In 
several education systems where OECD Country Reviews took place, there were 
concerns about the lack of expertise at the central level in the area of student assessment. 
Such expertise is particularly important when education systems are developing and 
introducing large-scale assessments. Considerable investment is needed to develop 
capacity and expertise in standardised test development, including areas such as 
educational measurement and assessment design. 

In addition, a deep understanding about the role of assessment in the improvement of 
policy and practice is essential to develop policy, support the development of central 
assessment tools and ensure that assessment results are used appropriately for monitoring 
and support of schools. Central agencies can build such capacity by engaging with each 
other and with the assessment community more widely, both nationally and 
internationally. For example, the establishment of independent working groups from a 
range of sectors and organisations in education can help accompany the development of 
central assessment strategies, by debating the central assessment instruments, monitoring 
their implementation and conducting impact evaluations. Such a group should have the 
remit and expertise to investigate and make recommendations that centrally mandated 
assessments are valid and reliable.  

Some tools are also available internationally to help governments and central agencies 
review and further develop student assessment systems. The World Bank, for example, 
has developed a set of tools called SABER (Systems Approach for Better Education 
Results, available at www.worldbank.org/education/saber) to support countries in 
systematically reviewing the strengths and weaknesses of their student assessment 
systems. These tools comprise a set of standardised questionnaires and rubrics for 
collecting and evaluating data on three types of assessment (classroom assessment, 
examinations and large-scale system-level assessment). Policy makers and central 
agencies can use these tools to benchmark their system-level policies and practices and 
plan for further development. However, it is important to note that additional tools will be 
necessary to determine actual assessment practices implemented in classrooms across a 
given country (Clarke, 2012).  

It is also the role of the central administration and agencies to establish and share a 
vision for assessment in the school system. This requires the development of a 
comprehensive communication strategy to engage stakeholders at all levels in dialogue 
regarding effective assessment. Leadership and communication capacity required at the 
central level in order to build a common understanding of the different purposes and uses 
of assessment in education. In Norway, for example, the Directorate for Education and 
Training has created a department on internal governance to enhance continuous 
reflection about the uptake and impact of new initiatives for quality improvement in the 
education sector. It has also introduced a professional development programme to build 
leadership among its staff and to enhance effective goal-setting and strategy development 
within the Directorate itself (Nusche et al., 2011a).  
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Reporting and use of results 

This section is concerned with how assessment results are reported and used for both 
summative and formative purposes. It describes standards of quality and reporting 
formats used in different contexts, reviews the legal frameworks in place to regulate 
reporting of results and discusses the ways in which assessment results are used in 
different contexts to record information, provide feedback to students and make decisions 
about their further educational trajectory. The ways in which assessment results are 
recorded and utilised are essential to the distinction between summative and formative 
assessment.  

Regular summative reporting helps communicate summary statements of 
achievement to students and parents. As such, it can help reach out to parents and involve 
them in supporting their children’s learning. Records of student achievement can also 
help teachers communicate about student achievement within a school and make 
decisions about targeted support. They can contribute to ease transitions when students 
are changing schools and to ensure consistency between different levels of education. In 
many countries, such records are also used to make decisions regarding the student’s 
educational trajectory, for example for decisions regarding school entry, year repetition, 
transfer and ability grouping.  

The formative collection and use of results, on the other hand, is embedded in the 
process of teaching and learning itself. The distinguishing feature of formative 
assessment in all countries is that the information is used to make improvements (Bloom, 
1968; Scriven, 1967). But the way in which information is used and the timescale for 
decisions may vary across teachers, schools and education systems. Wiliam (2006) 
distinguishes between long-, medium, and short-cycle formative assessment. According 
to Wiliam, long-cycle formative assessment occurs across marking periods, semesters or 
even years (four weeks to a year or more); medium-cycle formative assessment occurs 
within and between teaching units (three days to four weeks); and a short-cycle formative 
assessment occurs within and between lessons (five seconds to two days). 

Overall, the utility and sound use of data, of course, depends on teachers’ assessment 
literacy and ability to appropriately integrate assessment data and learning in classroom 
instruction, including the appropriate use of standardised tests. This means that teachers 
and school leaders need to continually develop their capacity to collect and report on 
student assessment to students, parents and external partners in effective ways without 
oversimplifying the complex issues involved in student learning.  

Standards of quality and reporting formats 
The interpretation of any kind of measurement depends on the standards of quality 

that are applied. A student’s performance may be measured in three different ways:  

• Criterion-referenced (performance in relation to established standards or 
criteria). Criterion-referenced assessments are used to make judgements about 
absolute levels of performance. Such assessments may set benchmarks for what 
constitutes “mastery” or “high performance” and/or determine minimum 
standards that should be achieved by every student.  

• Norm-referenced (performance in relation to a defined group). Norm-referenced 
assessments classify students based on a comparison among them. The results of 
norm-referenced assessments have meaning only in comparison with the results of 
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other students. They do not reflect their proficiency in relation to absolute 
standards, but in relative terms. 

• Self-referenced or ipsative (change in performance over time). Self-referenced 
assessments are generally used formatively by teachers to track the growth and 
progress of individual students over time.  

Countries tend to use a mix of different quality standards and reporting formats 
depending on the specific purpose of each assessment. It can be argued that criterion-
referenced assessments are more useful to inform future teaching and learning because 
they measure student performance against specific learning goals. Norm-referenced 
assessments, on the other hand, may be more useful for the purpose of student selection 
(e.g. for university admission) because they allow to compare students among each other 
(Looney, 2011a). Criterion-referenced assessments tend to be more common for the 
purpose of summative examinations in lower secondary education (OECD, 2011). Of 13 
countries for which information was available, only 2 were using norm-referenced 
assessments, while 10 were using criterion-referenced assessments. In the United States, 
both criterion-referenced and norm-referenced assessments were allowed with decisions 
taken at the school level. A similar picture can be observed in upper secondary education: 
of 19 OECD countries for which information was available, only 5 were using norm-
referenced central examinations while 14 countries were using criterion-referenced 
examinations (OECD, 2011).  

For assessment systems to be well aligned with curriculum goals, teachers are 
generally expected to assess students in relation to central curriculum goals and standards 
(Table 4.1). However, the OECD Country Reviews indicate that where assessment 
standards and criteria are not clearly formulated for different subjects and year levels, 
teachers often use their own personal reference points, based on their experience and 
school-based expectations. Teachers’ classroom-based assessments often are a mixture of 
norm-referenced (in relation to other students), content-referenced (in relation to what 
they taught) and self-referenced (progress of individual students). In some countries, there 
were concerns that teachers tended to give norm-referenced marks by comparing a 
student with other students in a class. Such comparative assessments are no longer the 
most appropriate nor informative frame of reference for teachers to use in systems that 
have established a focus on learning outcomes and standards of expected achievements.  

Central frameworks for summative reporting 
As shown in Tables 4.A1.3, 4.A2.3a and 4.A2.3b (Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2), almost 

all education systems for which information is available have policy frameworks that 
regulate the reporting of summative results. Such reporting frameworks tend to be 
developed at the central/state level and in most education systems they are compulsory 
for all schools10. The frameworks typically determine the frequency of summative 
reporting and the type of information to be provided to students and their parents. In 
Australia, for example, summative assessment practices are set at the state/territory level 
but there is a national requirement to report these in a nationally consistent way. 
Education systems vary regarding the frequency of formal reporting. In most systems, 
student results are reported in writing on average twice a year, but this may vary 
depending on the level of education.  

The type of information provided in regular summative reports also varies across 
countries and levels of education. While the use of numerical, alphabetical or descriptive 
(e.g. excellent, good, satisfactory, unsatisfactory) marks is common at all levels of 
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education, it becomes more prevalent at the secondary level. In primary education, 
students are not awarded marks in Denmark, Iceland, New Zealand, Norway, Poland 
(Years 1-3 only), Slovenia (Years 1-3 only) and Sweden (Years 1-5 only). These 
countries rely instead on regular qualitative reporting, for example in the form of a 
summary of the student’s strengths and weaknesses. Australia, Austria (Years 1-2 only), 
Finland, France, Ireland and Israel tend to use a mix of qualitative assessments and marks 
in primary education, whereas Hungary, Italy, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland 
(Years 4-6), Slovenia (Years 4-6) and the Slovak Republic rely primarily on numerical 
marks for formal reporting. In Canada, requirements vary across provinces, and in 
Estonia, schools can decide which type of marking they use. At the lower and upper 
secondary level, all countries provide summary marks or ratings to students in regular 
reports. A number of countries, including Australia (general education only), France, 
Iceland (lower secondary only), Israel and Sweden (for students who fail in lower 
secondary only) complement these with qualitative written assessments.  

In addition to requirements for regular written reporting, countries also frequently 
have central requirements for teachers to hold formal summative feedback meetings with 
students and their parents. Again, the most common periodicity for such meetings is twice 
a year, but there are variations across countries and levels of education. In France and 
Ireland, parents can request additional meetings beyond the mandatory meetings. In 
Spain, summative feedback meetings take place only at the request of parents. Denmark 
and Iceland have no particular requirements for such meetings in secondary education, 
and the Flemish and French Communities of Belgium, Finland, Hungary, Italy, Korea, 
New Zealand and Poland do not have such requirements at any level of education.  

Finally, there are also variations across countries regarding the type of certification 
students receive at the end of key stages of education. At the end of primary education, just 
over half of the education systems for which information is available provide students with 
a formal certificate of learning (Tables 4.A1.3, 4.A2.3a and 4.A2.3b, Annexes 4.A1 and 
4.A2). In most education systems where formal certificates are awarded, they contain a 
mark in each relevant subject at the end of primary education. In Finland, students usually 
also receive such report cards even though the national authorities do not require numerical 
marks before the end of Year 8. In France and Slovenia the subject marks are 
complemented by the overall average and a summary of the student’s strengths and 
weaknesses (up to Year 3 in the case of Slovenia). In Poland, marks for behaviour, 
additional coursework and special achievements are also included. In Mexico, the formal 
certificate also includes Pass/Fail information and an overall mark. In Korea, the certificate 
only provides Pass/Fail information. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, formal 
certificates of learning at ISCED levels 1 and 2 report the student’s level of progression 
achieved in Communication and Using Maths (and in Using ICT from 2013/14).  

At the lower secondary level, only the French Community of Belgium, Canada, the 
Czech Republic, the Slovak Republic and New Zealand do not award formal certificates 
of learning. In the majority of education systems, students receive a mark in each of the 
concerned subjects. In Finland, students receive an overall mark in addition to marks in 
each subject. Students receive Pass/Fail information in Korea, Mexico (in addition to an 
overall mark) and the Netherlands (in addition to a mark in each of the concerned 
subjects). In Denmark, in addition to subject marks, there is also a written assessment of a 
student project conducted in Year 9. Students also receive additional information in 
France (overall average and a summary of strengths and weaknesses), Iceland (qualitative 
assessments), Italy (overall mark based on an average of all tests including the national 
examination) and Poland (marks for behaviour, additional coursework and special 
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achievements). Some countries deliver a different type of certificate in pre-vocational and 
vocational programmes, such as the statement of attainment of competencies in Australia.  

At the end of upper secondary education, all OECD education systems deliver a form 
of written certification, graduation report or diploma to students having completed the 
programme. In most systems, this takes the form of marks in each of the concerned 
subjects, overall marks or certain additional information.  

Reported concerns about marking schemes  
Marks awarded to students play an important role in all education systems. They may 

inform students and parents in a concise form about performance and return to efforts in 
learning processes. They can also potentially improve performance if they help to raise 
students’ aspirations and convey that there are high returns to effort. Marks constitute an 
important source of information, as students rely on them to develop their expectations 
for further learning and enrolment in higher levels of education (OECD, 2012b). On the 
other hand, there are also risks that written marks may discourage effort and motivation if 
the information hurts self-confidence or convey to a student that returns to effort are low 
(Sjögren, 2009).  

Also, across the countries participating in the OECD Review, there were a number of 
concerns regarding the ways in which marks were constructed and awarded to students. 
While most countries regulate the use of a particular marking scale (e.g. A-E or 1-10), 
especially in secondary education, this does not mean that the meaning of a particular 
mark is necessarily equivalent across schools. Even if schools use the same marking 
scale, they may have different marking criteria. It is difficult to ensure that the marks 
awarded in one school align with similar marks in another school. In addition, the same 
teacher will not necessarily be consistent in the application of criteria across students 
and over time. Such inequity in marking becomes problematic when a student moves to 
another school, or when marks are used for high-stakes decisions.  

In many countries, teachers reported that overall marks were made up by assigning 
points to students across a range of elements including, for example, attendance, 
participation, homework completion, test performance, presentations, teamwork, neatness 
and discipline. However, the weight assigned to each of these elements was often not 
made explicit and varied across teachers, subjects and schools in the absence of rubrics 
specifying the meaning of points for each of these activities. Establishing marks by 
averaging points across a range of tasks and behaviours is likely to result in a kind of 
grand number with no clear significance for students (Ravela, 2009). Hence, it becomes 
difficult for students to understand what is expected of them, and obtaining a high mark 
may become the main objective for them with potentially distorting effects on learning 
efforts (Shepard, 2006). Parents may also become more concerned with the marks than 
about the actual learning progress of their children.  

In several countries, there were concerns about a conflation of marks for performance 
and marks for behaviour. The practice of combining the assessment of behaviour with the 
assessment of actual achievement risks undermining the role of marks as indicators of 
performance. It may provide incentives for students to simulate effort as they learn how 
to behave with each teacher to make a good impression. Marks may also risk becoming a 
disciplinary instrument for teachers to control student behaviour rather than a tool to 
inform about learning and create a motivating learning environment (Shepard, 2006). 
While behaviour, effort and motivation are undeniably very important factors influencing 
student achievement, it would be preferable to report on these aspects separately. This 
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would allow communicating more accurate information about the student as a complex 
learner and provide indications about how particular learning needs can best be 
addressed. Education policy makers should consider providing guidance regarding 
appropriate reporting about student learning (see Box 4.11 for examples from Canada).  

Box 4.11 Canada: Policies on reporting student performance 

Similar to the policies of other jurisdictions in Canada, Halifax teachers are asked to develop 
assessment plans that are aligned with the Halifax Regional School Board of Nova Scotia School 
Plan for Communicating Student Learning. These plans must outline the purposes of the 
assessment mechanisms in light of the intended audiences and must be founded on individual 
learning practices accurately reflecting the learning outcomes as defined by the provincial 
curriculum and/or individual program plans. The policy indicates that comparisons of performance 
between students are to be avoided and that evaluation should not be based on measures such as 
students’ social development and work habits, bonus points, student absence, missed/late 
assignments, group scores, neatness, etc. In addition, if report card marks are used, these should 
emphasise evidence collected from students’ summative assessments. The policy also states that all 
actors (teachers and students) are called to interact continuously during the formative assessment 
process in order that information used to judge the progress leads to an understanding about the 
desired outcome and the criteria used to determine whether these outcomes have been successfully 
completed.  

As for other Canadian jurisdictions, Nova Central School District’s policy and procedures 
clearly indicates that a mark is not a simple reflection of a set of averages on a series of 
assignments but that it should be linked to a combination of evidences gathered from a variety of 
sources that students know and recognise. It is worth mentioning that teachers are directed not to 
look at the cumulative measures of achievement over time but that the final summative judgement 
be based on the student’s most recent demonstration of his achievement of the desired outcome. 

Source: Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming). 

Reported concerns about communication with parents  
Despite the existence of basic requirements regarding marking and certificates, in 

several countries there are no clear rules on how teachers should communicate 
assessment results to students and parents, and regular reporting practices are highly 
variable. In some settings, parents receive very limited feedback regarding their 
children’s performance and progress. Throughout the OECD Country Review visits, 
parent representatives in different countries indicated that insufficient information was 
provided to them regarding the progress and identified needs for improvement of their 
children. In this context, several countries are working towards improving their reporting 
formats and harmonising reporting approaches across schools (for an example from 
Australia, see Box 4.12 below).  

Absolum et al. (2009) criticise the very notion of “reporting” to parents as implying a 
power relationship that may inhibit meaningful partnership and dialogue. The term in fact 
suggests that parents are passive recipients of information rather than active partners of 
schools and supporters of their children’s learning. The authors advocate for a mutual 
exchange of information between schools and homes where parents also share their 
understanding of their child’s learning with the school. To establish such reciprocity, 
schools need to ensure that the information they provide is clear and easily 
understandable. Useful information, beyond simple marks, would include details about 
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students’ progress, strengths, areas of need or concern, recommendations for further 
learning and illustrative examples.  

Box 4.12 Innovations in the reporting system in Australia 

In Australia, parental feedback at national, state and territory forums suggested that parents 
were confused by the different reporting scales and mechanisms used across schools. In response 
to these concerns, the Australian Government brought a degree of standardisation to teachers’ 
judgements by requiring in 2005 that each state and territory adopt a common five-point scale as 
a condition for federal funding. At each year level from Year 1 to Year 10, teachers have to 
report students’ achievements to parents using an A-E (or equivalent) framework. Defined 
specifically by each state and territory, generally the points on the A-E scale represent: A means 
well above standard; B means above standard; C means student at expected standard at time of 
report, on track to proficiency; D means below standard; E means well below standard.  

A-E ratings are intended to assess the full range of learning expected of students. States and 
territories have developed guidelines and definitions for each of the A-E levels, variously 
labelled as letters (A-E) or descriptive categories (e.g. advanced – developing). States and 
territories vary in the specificity of the definitions and guidance they provide to support 
consistent judgements across teachers and schools. For example, Victoria provides teachers with 
detailed standards (Victorian Essential Learning Standards) co-ordinated with expected 
progression points, assessment maps and assessment modules to gauge student progress. 
Reporting software enables teachers to enter assessment scores and other ratings for components 
of each standard and the system automatically aggregates these scores into overall ratings for 
each student. To support consistency, Victoria also examines the relationship between the 
distribution of students’ A-E ratings and NAPLAN results. There is a proposal to link A-E 
standards to the Australian Curriculum. The work has started in 2011 on a common approach to 
the achievement standards across states and territories including trialling and validation. In 
future, part of the work to align A-E with the Australian Curriculum will involve national 
agreement on definitions.  

Source: Santiago et al. (2011).  

Summative use of results 

Cautions regarding potential misuse of summative assessment results 
The results of summative assessment may be used by a range of stakeholders within 

and beyond schools, many of whom will have little or no training regarding measurement 
of student learning. Not all users of assessment results will be familiar with the intended 
uses of particular assessments, the content of the assessments, the evidence concerning 
the validity of inferences, and the characteristics of the test-takers. All of these 
information gaps may increase the likelihood of misuses of test results (Camara, n.d.). 
There is a large body of literature about standards for appropriate uses of assessment 
results. The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing developed by AERA, 
APA and NCME (1999) are probably the most widely used reference in this domain.  

Respecting a number of principles regarding the appropriate use of assessment results 
is essential to ensure responsible professional practice in educational assessment. Such 
principles include providing multiple opportunities for students to take alternate forms of 
an assessment, with opportunity for further learning between assessment administrations; 
drawing from multiple sources of information to enhance the validity of decisions being 
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made based on assessment results; considering the substitution of alternative measures for 
test scores, especially when tests are likely to give a deceptively low indication of a 
student’s achievement because of test anxiety or disabilities that may reduce the validity 
of standardised test results; and ensuring that students have indeed had opportunities to 
learn the material that they are being assessed on (AERA, APA and NCME, 1999; Baker 
and Linn, 2004; Camara, n.d.).  

Uses of summative assessment results across countries 
Across OECD countries, the results of summative assessments are typically used for a 

wide range of decisions, including both within-school decisions and decisions beyond the 
school such as transfer to another school, transitions to higher levels of education and 
entry to the labour market. The remainder of this section provides an overview of country 
practices.  

School-internal use of results 
The primary function of summative assessment appears to be to keep records within 

schools and report to students, parents and other teachers. In most countries, summative 
assessment is conducted on a regular basis to collect information on student progress and 
check up on what students have retained and learned from a series of teaching units over 
a period of time (Harlen, 2007). This information is typically summarised in the form of 
marks and transcripts that students obtain at the end of course or year level. The aim most 
often is to provide a record of progress in learning to students, parents, other teachers and 
school leaders. To manage student assessment information on a longitudinal basis, some 
countries use computer applications to store student performance results, along with other 
information such as socio-demographic background and attendance.  

Decisions on school admission, tracking and transfer  
Schools may use summative assessments to decide on the admittance of students. 

This is more often the case in secondary than in primary schools. According to PISA 
2009, on average across OECD countries, 36% of 15-year-old students are enrolled in 
schools whose principals reported that their schools are highly selective. In 10 of the 34 
OECD countries, more than half of all 15-year-old students attend schools that always 
consider recommendations from feeder schools or academic transcripts when making 
admission decisions. Of these countries, in the Netherlands, Japan and Hungary, 
according to information provided by principals at the lower secondary level surveyed in 
PISA, more than 85% of students are selected for schools on the basis of academic 
records or recommendations. By contrast, less than 10% attend academically selective 
schools in Portugal, Spain, Iceland, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, Norway and Greece 
(OECD, 2010a). 

Tracking into different school types 
In a few OECD education systems, results are also used for tracking students into 

different school types at the end of primary education. In these cases, the assessment 
results of students in primary education have an effect on their transition from primary to 
secondary schools. In Europe, this is the case in Austria, Germany, Luxembourg and the 
Netherlands, and to some degree in the Flemish and French Communities of Belgium and 
Switzerland. In Austria, students need to have completed the fourth year of primary 
school with good marks in German and mathematics to be admitted to academic 
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secondary schools (Gymnasium). Students who are not admitted may take an entrance 
examination set by the Gymnasium. In Germany, after four years of primary education, 
primary schools give a recommendation on the type of lower secondary education the 
student should attend. Depending on the Land, the final decision is taken by the parents, 
the secondary school or the school authority. In Luxembourg, primary schools give a 
recommendation at the end of Year 6 in primary school, but students who are not 
admitted can take a national entrance examination. In the Netherlands, students’ choice of 
secondary school is conditioned by their primary school’s advice regarding the most 
appropriate programme of secondary education. This advice is based on the judgement of 
primary school teachers about the capacity of the student and on the student’s results in a 
standardised but non-compulsory test in the final (sixth) year of primary education 
(Eurydice, 2009b).  

Decisions on transferring students to another school  
Assessment results may also be used to inform student transfers from one school to 

another. Transferring students to other schools because of low academic achievement, 
behavioural problems or special learning needs is a way for schools to reduce the 
heterogeneity of the learning environment. On average across OECD countries, at the lower 
secondary level, 18% of students attend a school in which school principals reported that 
the school would likely transfer students with low achievement, behavioural problems or 
special learning needs. Yet transfer policies vary across countries: in Iceland, Ireland, 
Portugal, Norway, Finland, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, Australia and Sweden less 
than 5% of students attend schools whose school principals reported that the school would 
likely transfer students for these reasons. By contrast, in Luxembourg, Austria, Belgium, 
Greece and Turkey, around one-third or more of students attend a school whose principal 
reported that students with low achievement, behavioural problems or special learning 
needs will “very likely” be transferred out of the school (OECD, 2010a). 

Ability grouping within schools 
Within schools, student assessment results may also be used to “stream” students into 

groups of similar ability levels. In PISA 2009, principals of lower secondary schools were 
asked to report whether students were grouped by ability into different classes or within a 
class, and whether these groupings were made in all or only selected subjects. Schools in 
most OECD countries use student assessment results in order to group students by ability 
within classrooms or between classrooms. On average across OECD countries, 13% of 
students are in schools whose principals reported that students are grouped by ability in 
all subjects, 55% are in schools whose principals reported that students are grouped by 
ability in some subjects and 32% are in schools whose principals reported that there was 
no ability grouping (OECD, 2010a). 

Year repetition 
In some countries, summative assessment results are used to inform decisions about 

year repetition (see also Chapter 3). This means that the results may be used to identify 
under-achieving pupils and decide on their progression from one year to the next. In 
many OECD countries, schools can decide to make students repeat a year if the 
assessment shows that they have not acquired adequate mastery of the curriculum at the 
end of a school year. However, there are large variations in country practices regarding 
the extent to which this possibility is used. In PISA 2009, on average 15% of 15-year-old 
students reported that they had repeated a year at least once: 7% had repeated a year in 
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primary school, 6% had repeated a year in lower secondary school and 2% had repeated 
an upper secondary Year. There are, however, marked differences across countries. While 
year repetition is non-existent in Korea, Japan and Norway, over 25% of 15-year-old 
students in France, Luxembourg, Spain, Portugal, Belgium and the Netherlands reported 
having repeated a year during their school trajectory in primary and secondary education 
(OECD, 2010a).  

Decisions beyond school 
In most OECD countries, a school leaving certificate is awarded to students after 

successful completion of compulsory education. In many OECD education systems, this 
certificate is at least partly based on results achieved in a final examination. But in some 
systems including Austria (up to 2013/14), the Flemish Community of Belgium, Finland, 
most German Länder, Hungary, Luxembourg and Turkey, the school leaving certificate is 
only based on teacher-assigned marks and work over the year. In several countries, the 
certificates are awarded on the basis of a combination between school-based marks and 
tests and external standardised exams (Eurydice, 2009b).  

In all OECD countries, students receive a certificate after successful completion of 
upper secondary education. This certificate is generally a minimum requirement for 
admission to tertiary education. Only in Spain and Turkey the certificate is awarded only 
on the basis of continuous school-based assessment. In all other countries, certification is 
based at least partly on some kind of a final examination, often a combination of internal 
and external (or externally verified) exams. In France, Ireland and Slovenia, certification 
is based entirely on an external final exam (Eurydice, 2009b, updated with information 
from OECD Country Reviews).  

In some education systems, the successful graduation from upper secondary school is 
a minimum requirement for entrance into higher education, for example in the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, France, Germany and the Netherlands. This does not mean that 
students are necessarily automatically admitted to higher education, but institutions of 
higher education and faculties may have their own supplementary entrance exams. Other 
countries such as Ireland, England, Korea and Australia directly use assessment for 
qualification and certification in upper secondary education for selection into higher 
education. In a further group of countries, upper secondary certification may serve a 
selection purpose only for subjects which are on high demand (Dufaux, 2012).  

Even though the labour market does not have any minimum entrance requirements, 
students who do not choose to continue in higher education or another educational 
programme, but to apply for a job may undergo a similar process of selection. If the 
certificate of upper secondary education is perceived as a trustworthy institution for the 
communication of students’ skills, employers may strongly base their selection of 
employees on the information provided through the certificate. Thus, certificates may 
have a strong screening or signalling function for employers. Reducing information 
asymmetry, employers may use certificates as a reliable tool to decide whether the 
applicant matches the requirements (Dufaux, 2012). 

Formative use of results 
As described above, the majority of countries participating in the OECD Review now 

have policy frameworks in place to support and promote formative assessment. At the 
same time, little comparable information is available about the way teachers actually 
document and use formative assessment results in practice.  
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Several countries have implemented measures for long- and medium-cycle formative 
assessment. This includes, for example, the use of Individual Development Plans (IDPs) 
in compulsory schools in Sweden. School leaders are required to set out the shape for the 
IDP. The Plans are to include an assessment of the student’s current performance levels in 
relation to learning goals set in the curriculum and syllabi, and the focus is on steps that 
the student should take to reach those goals. Whether to include additional information, 
such as the student’s more general development (e.g. the student’s ability to take on 
responsibility, their social skills, and so on) is up to the school leader. For students who 
are experiencing difficulty, schools are required to document plans as to how they will 
help students achieve goals. The goals determined in IDPs are also used for student self-
assessment in which students are asked to rate their own progress and performance. The 
IDP ensures that both teachers and students are focused on identifying individual learning 
goals, and developing strategies to address any shortcomings (Nusche et al., 2011b).  

In Denmark, mandatory Individual Student Plans (ISPs) were introduced in 2006 to 
document student learning progress. According to Shewbridge et al. (2011), the ISPs 
contribute to formalising Danish assessment practice by documenting students’ learning 
progress for dialogue with key stakeholders. They emphasise the student’s future learning 
rather than summative learning outcomes. Official evaluations, strong support from 
national level parent organisations and student associations (see Danish Ministry of 
Education and Rambøll, 2011) and stakeholder feedback during the OECD Country 
Review confirm that the ISPs are well received by parents and teachers. In short, parents 
appreciate a written summary of their child’s progress because they feel that they are 
better prepared for their meeting with teachers. Teachers perceive benefit in transferring 
documented information on student achievement to subsequent teachers and as such ISPs 
play a crucial role in tracking individual students’ developmental growth over time. 
Teachers recognise the role of ISPs in easing communication with parents. The added 
workload ISPs entail for teachers is a bone of contention, but there is a current pilot to 
allow educators more flexibility in determining and prioritising the content of ISPs. 
Depending on the evaluation of this pilot, this may lead to a modified approach to 
drawing up ISPs (Shewbridge et al., 2011).  

In the French Community of Belgium, the monitoring of students’ progress towards 
core competencies is organised through individual learning plans (Plans Individuels 
d’Apprentissage, PIA). These plans are obligatory for students in special needs education, 
students with special learning needs who are integrated in mainstream education, as well 
as certain students facing important challenges in secondary education. The plan lists both 
subject-specific and transversal competencies to be acquired by students during a 
specified period. It is personalised in line with the potential and needs of each individual 
students and is regularly adjusted by the class council, based on observations provided by 
teachers and the school’s guidance centre. The plans are used for formative purposes 
only, and are designed as much as possible in collaboration with the concerned students 
and their parents.  

In Ireland, the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA)’s 
assessment guidelines suggest that three records be maintained by primary schools: the 
teacher’s day-to-day records, the pupil file and the report card. The pupil file is formative 
in purpose; it is used by teachers to record information on all aspects of the child’s 
learning and development and provides a concise educational history of the child’s 
ongoing progress. In Luxembourg, teachers are required to prepare formative reports 
(bilans intermédiaries) at the end of each trimester. These reports are descriptive in 
nature, do not contain test scores and are designed to maintain student motivation and 
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facilitate parents’ understanding of student progress towards end-of-cycle objectives 
(Shewbridge et al., 2012).  

Another long-cycle type of formative feedback is the organisation of regular 
development talks between school leaders/teachers and students and their guardians. In 
Norway, for example, teachers are expected to maintain documentation of their formative 
assessment of students and to meet with each student and his/her parents for a discussion 
of the student’s progress once each term. In Sweden also, the IDPs with individualised 
goals are developed collaboratively in regular “development talks” between the teacher, 
individual students and their parents.  

Such medium- and long-term formative uses of results are important for identifying 
areas for further improvement, developing broad teaching strategies to address needs 
identified within the student cohort, planning, allocation of resources, and so on. It can 
also feed into the school-wide coordination of pedagogical support and remediation for 
students facing learning difficulties. For example, Blondin and Giot (2011) describe a 
range of remediation strategies that were put in place in the French Community of 
Belgium to respond to student learning difficulties identified through formative 
assessment (Box 4.13).  

Box 4.13 Organising remedial education and student orientation  
based on formative assessment results 

In the French Community of Belgium, the organisation of formative assessment in all 
schools is mandated by decree. The importance of training teachers to be able to guarantee early 
identification of learning difficulties and immediate remediation is emphasised in the 
Community’s Policy Declaration 2009-2014. While remediation strategies vary across schools, 
there are indications that schools are bringing together individual formative assessment results 
for the school-wide organisation of remediation activities. Several schools have established 
“needs-based groups” working on the basis of formative assessment results. Other schools have 
designated a teacher or member of school leadership to review requests for support, group them 
according to identified needs and ensure communication between classroom teachers and 
remedial teachers to provide coherent support to individual students. The decree also mentions 
the obligation for schools to organise student orientation by bringing together teacher teams, the 
psychological and social support centres (centres psycho-médico-sociaux, CPMS), parents and 
students. To this end, each school is serviced by a CPMS, whose multi-disciplinary teams offer 
free and confidential counselling. While the CPMS do not directly participate in the formative 
assessment of students, they do have the role of providing specific insights regarding adequate 
support and orientation strategies for students facing difficulties. They ensure coordination 
between pedagogical support in the classroom and broader psychological, medical, social and 
professional support for individual students.  

Source: Blondin and Giot (2011).  

While medium- and long-term strategies are important to ensure consistency of 
support throughout a student’s learning trajectory, research indicates that short-cycle 
formative assessment – the daily interactions between and among students and teachers – 
has the most direct and measurable impact on student achievement (Looney, 2011a). In 
short-cycle interactions, formative assessment is part of the classroom culture, and is seen 
as an integrated part of the teaching and learning process. Teachers systematically 
incorporate such formative assessment methods in their course planning – for example, in 
how they intend to develop classroom discussions and design activities to reveal student 
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knowledge and understanding. These interactions encompass effective questioning to 
uncover student misconceptions and identify patterns in student responses, feedback on 
student performance and guidance on how to close learning gaps, and student engagement 
in self- and peer-assessment (OECD, 2005a; Wiliam, 2006; Looney, 2011a).  

It is difficult to assess in how far teachers across countries are using this type of 
feedback in their regular classroom interactions with students. In several countries 
participating in the OECD Review, including those that already have firm foundations for 
formative assessments, there were concerns about the adequacy of regular teacher 
feedback. In several countries, despite some policy attention to formative assessment, 
feedback was conceived by teachers in a narrow way. It was frequently not immediate 
and tended to be quite limited in the form of marks or brief comments, focused on test 
results or performance rather than on learning. To be effective, formative assessment 
results should be used for feedback that is continuous and embodied in the process of 
teaching and learning itself (Wiggins, 1998).  

Diagnostic use of results  
Diagnostic assessment is a common form of formative assessment, which often 

happens as a kind of pre-assessment at the beginning of a study unit. Diagnostic 
assessment typically focuses on very specific areas of learning and produces fine-grained 
information about individual student strengths, weaknesses and learning needs. Many 
diagnostic tools are designed specifically to uncover the causes of students’ learning 
difficulties. The results of diagnostic assessment are typically used to inform future 
programme planning, design differentiated instruction and deliver remedial programmes 
for at-risk students. The distinctive feature of diagnostic assessment, vis-à-vis formative 
assessment more generally, is its greater focus on the use of results for individualised 
intervention and/or remediation.  

Pointers for future policy development 

This chapter reviewed country approaches to the assessment of individual students in 
light of available research and evidence. Based on the analysis developed in this chapter, 
this section provides a range of policy options, which – collectively – have the potential 
to enhance student assessment frameworks across OECD countries. These pointers for 
policy development are drawn from the experiences reported in the Country Background 
Reports, the OECD Country Reviews and the available research literature.  

It should be stressed that there is no single model or global best practice of student 
assessment. The development of practices always needs to take into account country-
specific traditions and features of the respective education systems. Not all policy 
implications are equally relevant for different countries. In a number of cases many or 
most of the policy suggestions are already in place, while for others they might not apply 
owing to different social, economic and educational structures and traditions. Different 
contexts will give rise to different priorities in further developing student assessment 
policies. In general, there is a need for further research into the impact of different policy 
approaches to student assessment. The existing evidence base is dominated by research in 
a few systems with long-established policies on student assessment. As more systems 
adopt and implement different student assessment policies, there will be a need to collect 
evidence on how these impact student learning and educational experiences. 
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Governance 
The main conclusion in relation to governance is the need to develop a coherent 

framework for student assessment. Coherence implies that (i) the assessment framework 
is based on well-conceptualised reference documents (curricula, standards and learning 
progressions); (ii) the purposes of different assessment approaches are clearly set and 
complement each other; and (iii) the responsibilities for governing and implementing the 
assessment framework are well defined.  

Establish a coherent framework for student assessment  
Across countries there is increasing emphasis on designing and governing coherent 

assessment frameworks that integrate different types of assessments and use a range of 
information to make dependable judgements about student learning. Well-designed 
assessment frameworks can play a key role in building consensus about education goals, 
standards and criteria to judge proficiency. They can also be a lever to drive innovation in 
education by signalling the types of learning that are valued. Establishing clarity about 
the purposes and appropriate uses of different assessments is important to ensure that 
assessment frameworks optimally contribute to improvements at the classroom, school 
and system level. Building the assessment competencies of students, teachers and other 
stakeholders in the education system is crucial to ensuring the effective implementation 
of such frameworks. 

A key governance challenge for countries is to develop a clear vision and strategy for 
assessment where different approaches developed nationally and locally each serve a 
clearly defined purpose and the format of the assessment is aligned to that particular 
purpose. For assessment to be meaningful, it must be well-aligned to the type of learning 
that is valued. For example, while simple knowledge tests are well-suited to assess the 
outcomes of traditional teaching approaches based on rote learning and knowledge 
transfer, such tests are less adequate when it comes to assessing complex competencies. 
Coherent assessment frameworks should aim to align curriculum, teaching and 
assessment around key learning goals and include a range of different assessment 
approaches and formats, along with opportunities for capacity building at all levels.  

Develop clear goals and learning progressions to guide student assessment 
In all student assessment systems, there is a need for clear external reference points in 

terms of expected levels of student performance at different levels of education. While it 
is important to leave sufficient room for teachers’ professional judgements in the 
classroom, it is necessary to provide clear and visible guidance concerning valued 
learning outcomes in the central curriculum and standards. This is especially important as 
many curricula now highlight the need for students to acquire complex competencies. The 
challenge is that such competency goals are often stated in a general way with little 
guidance for teachers on how they can adapt their teaching and assessment to reach such 
goals. Hence, clear and concrete illustrations of the type of learning that should be 
achieved can provide important support.  

Teachers can also benefit from specific learning progressions describing the way in 
which students typically move through learning in each subject area. Learning 
progressions can provide a picture from beginning learning to expertise and help provide 
teachers, parents and other stakeholders with concrete images of what to expect in student 
learning with direct links to the curriculum. Such learning progressions can provide a 
clear conceptual basis for a consistent assessment framework, along with assessment 
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tools that are aligned to different stages in the progressions. Clear descriptions and 
exemplars of expected learning, along with criteria to assess performance can provide 
further support. 

Ensure a good balance between formative and summative assessment 
A large body of research highlights the important role of formative assessment in 

improving learning outcomes. While most OECD countries have now developed policy 
frameworks to support and promote formative assessment, little information is available 
regarding the effective and systematic implementation across schools. There is a risk that 
pressures for summative scores may undermine effective formative assessment practices 
in the classroom. In fact, assessment systems that are useful for formative purposes are at 
risk of losing their credibility if high stakes are attached to them. Such tensions between 
formative and summative assessment need to be recognised and addressed.  

Both formative and summative assessments should be well embedded within broader 
assessment frameworks. While summative assessment and reporting are important at key 
stages of the education process, it is the daily engagements of teachers’ and students’ with 
assessment information that will lead to sustainable improvements in learning outcomes. 
To support such practice, a national commitment to formative assessment on paper needs 
to be matched with a strategic approach to professional learning in assessment and 
concrete support for teachers and schools.  

Establish safeguards against an overreliance on standardised assessments 
A clear priority in assessment frameworks is the development of reliable measures of 

student learning outcomes. This effort has now started in most OECD countries with the 
development of standardised assessments in the main subjects at key stages of 
education. Standardised central assessments can help clarify learning expectations for all 
schools and motivate teachers and students to work towards high standards.  

At the same time, there is a risk that the high visibility of standardised assessment, 
especially where high stakes are attached to them, might lead to distortions in the 
education process, such as excessive focus on teaching students the specific skills that are 
assessed, narrowing the curriculum, distributing repeated practice tests, training students 
to answer specific types of questions, adopting rote-learning styles of instruction, 
allocating more resources to those subjects that are tested, focussing more on students 
near the proficiency cut score and potentially even manipulation of results. Because of 
these potential negative effects, it is important to establish safeguards against excessive 
emphasis on a particular standardised test and to draw on a range of assessment 
information to make judgements about learning progress. 

Because standardised central assessment is a relatively new phenomenon in many 
OECD countries, it is important to be clear about its purposes, to develop large-scale 
assessments over time to be able to accommodate the purposes that are reasonable, point 
out inappropriate uses and provide guidance for the way in which these assessments can 
be used as part of a broader assessment framework. Assessment systems require research 
evidence on the extent to which the interpretations of assessment results are appropriate, 
meaningful, and useful. The role of the standardised assessments should be clearly fixed 
and the assessments should be continually developed, reviewed and validated to ensure 
that they are fit for purpose. Validation is a long-term process of accumulating, 
interpreting, refining and communicating multiple sources of evidence about appropriate 
interpretation and use of assessment information. Where new standardised assessments 
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are introduced, it is important that they are first trialled to enable an evaluation of impacts 
before full-scale implementation. It is also important for national authorities to clarify the 
kinds of decisions the assessments can provide evidence for and what decisions require 
other kinds of information.  

Share responsibilities for the governance and implementation of assessment 
frameworks  

Several actors are involved in governing and designing assessment frameworks, 
including different levels of the educational administration, specialised central assessment 
agencies, the inspectorates, private assessment developers, educational research centres, 
school leaders, teachers and students. To ensure the coherence of various assessment 
approaches, it is important that these different actors engage with each other and 
investments are made in leadership and collaboration around a joint assessment strategy. 
Responsibilities for the development and administration of assessments need to be shared 
between schools and external partners.  

A balanced combination of teacher-based and external assessments would be most 
suitable to leverage both central expertise and teacher ownership and to ensure maximum 
validity and reliability. Learning outcomes that can be readily assessed in external 
examinations should be covered this way, whereas more complex competencies should be 
assessed through continuous teacher-based assessment. There are several ways to 
centrally support the quality and reliability of teacher-based assessment, for example 
through the use of scoring guides, negotiated scoring criteria, external benchmarks, 
training for teachers, multiple judgements and external moderation. It is also important to 
provide a range of nationally validated assessment tools that teachers can use to assess 
their students reliably when they see fit.  

Procedures 
The main conclusion in relation to procedures is the importance of developing a 

comprehensive set of assessment approaches. Comprehensiveness implies that the 
assessment framework uses a range of assessment instruments, formats and methods so 
that it captures the key outcomes formulated in national learning goals. The framework 
should allow teachers to draw on multiple sources of evidence in order to form 
dependable judgements on student learning. Comprehensiveness also means that 
assessment approaches are inclusive and able to respond to the various needs of all 
learners.  

Draw on a variety of assessment types to obtain a rounded picture of student 
learning 

A comprehensive assessment system should include a range of internal and external 
approaches and make use of different assessment formats to capture a broad range of 
learning outcomes for different purposes. It is not appropriate to try and serve multiple 
purposes with a single assessment. It is important, instead, to develop a comprehensive 
assessment system that is clear about what the various formats and approaches can 
achieve and ensures that they are used appropriately for their intended purpose. Providing 
multiple opportunities and formats for student assessment can increase both the validity 
and reliability of student assessment.  
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To ensure a broad approach to student assessment, education systems can provide a 
range of nationally validated assessment tools for different summative and formative 
purposes. In addition, teachers also need to build their competencies to develop valid and 
reliable assessment tools corresponding to specific local needs. Particular attention should 
be paid to ensuring that the breadth of curriculum and learning goals is maintained in 
student assessment by ensuring that all subject areas and objectives are given certain 
forms of attention.  

Support effective formative assessment processes 
While the importance of formative assessment is widely recognised across OECD 

countries, in many settings there is room for improving teachers’ approaches to formative 
assessment. For example, formative assessment is sometimes understood by teachers as 
having many small practice tests in view of preparing a final summative assessment, or as 
providing feedback in the form of praise or encouragement to make more effort. 
However, for formative assessment to be effective it needs to be independent of the 
requirement to rate performance, and for feedback to be helpful for student learning, it 
needs to provide timely, specific and detailed suggestions on the next steps to enhance 
further learning.  

Education authorities can support formative assessment procedures with a range of 
tools that may help schools in developing systematic approaches. The use of individual 
development plans for each student can support medium- and long-cycle formative 
assessment processes. In addition, specific guidelines, workshops, online tools and 
professional learning opportunities can support effective formative assessment on a daily 
basis (more on this under “Capacity”). 

Clarify and illustrate criteria to judge performance in relation to national goals  
To assist teachers in their practical assessment work against learning goals, there is 

also a need to develop support materials, such as scoring rubrics listing criteria for rating 
different aspects of performance and exemplars illustrating student performance at 
different levels of achievement. Clear scoring rubrics can make teachers’ assessment 
transparent and fair and encourage students’ metacognitive reflection on their own 
learning. They can be used to define what constitutes excellent work and enable teachers 
to clarify assessment criteria and quality definitions.  

Such guidance can help teachers make accurate judgements about student 
performance and progress, which is essential to make decisions about how to adapt 
teaching to students’ needs. Teachers also need to acquire skills to develop their own 
specific objectives and criteria aligned with national learning goals, and should be 
encouraged to share and co-construct such assessment criteria with students, so that they 
understand different levels of quality work.  

Ensure the consistency of assessment and marking across schools  
 While most countries set basic requirements regarding the use of particular marking 

scales and reporting formats, there tend to be large inconsistencies in marking practices 
across teachers and schools. Such inconsistency in approaches to marking reduces the 
value of marks as a tool to summarise and inform learning. It is also unfair to students, 
especially when marks are used to make decisions about their future educational 
trajectory. Central specifications regarding summative assessment and marking are 
important to help a consistent application of assessment criteria across schools.  
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In addition, moderation processes are key to increase the reliability of teacher-based 
assessment. Moderation involves strategies for quality assurance of assessment 
judgements, such as teachers cross-marking each other’s assessments within a school or 
across schools, teachers discussing samples of student work in groups or in collaboration 
with experienced moderators, or a competent authority or examination board externally 
checking school-based assessments. The objective is to reduce variations in the ways 
teachers assess students and set marks in order to achieve fairness in student assessment 
and reporting.  

Moderation practices should be encouraged for different types of assessments at all 
levels of education. It would be beneficial to develop guidelines and support for 
appropriate approaches to moderation, both within and across schools. Such guidelines 
should emphasise the importance of moderation as a process for developing assessment 
confidence and common understandings of assessment standards among teachers, but also 
as a mechanism to increase the dependability (validity and reliability) of teacher 
assessments of student performance.  

Promote assessment formats that capture valued key competencies 
Across OECD countries, there is increasing emphasis in curricula on the importance 

for students to acquire key 21st century competencies and education systems need to adapt 
their assessment approaches so that they promote and capture this broader type of 
learning. To this end, teachers need to be supported in translating competency goals into 
concrete lesson plans, teaching units and assessment approaches. Professional learning 
opportunities where teachers can discuss and collaborate in assessing actual student 
products can contribute to their understanding of broader assessment practices.  

In addition, innovative assessment formats should also be developed centrally to 
complement teacher-made assessments. Due to concerns about reliability and resources, 
“performance-based” or “authentic” assessments are often challenging to implement on a 
large scale and in a standardised way. Alternatively, education systems can opt for 
developing test banks for teachers, which can provide a range of innovative assessment 
tools for teachers to draw from when their students are ready. Such test banks provide an 
excellent opportunity to promote innovative assessment tools that have proven successful 
elsewhere. They can offer a map of assessment items suitable to assess the key areas and 
competencies outlined in the curriculum.  

Another option is to implement innovative assessments that cover larger parts of the 
curriculum on a sample basis. Sample-based assessments that are applied to a 
representative proportion of the student cohort allow the assessment of a broader range of 
curriculum content at relatively low cost while at the same avoiding distortions deriving 
from potential “teaching to the test”. Such assessments may be organised in cycles, 
assessing a different curriculum area each year and not assessing all students on the same 
tasks, thus allowing the assessment of a wider range of content without overburdening 
individual students. While the purpose of such sample-based assessment typically is to 
monitor the education system (see Chapter 8), they can still be beneficial for individual 
teachers and students when they receive their results. The tasks of previous years may 
also be made available for teachers to use in their formative classroom assessment. Where 
teachers are centrally employed and trained to correct such sample-based assessments, 
this can constitute a valuable professional learning experience that will also help them in 
their classroom teaching and assessment practice.  
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Build on innovative approaches developed in particular education sectors 
In many countries, there are some education sectors which have a longer tradition 

than others in using innovative assessment approaches. Often, there is a stronger tradition 
in the vocational education and training (VET) sector than in general education 
programmes to include innovative assessment approaches that may take place in practical 
and authentic work situations and are connected to real-life challenges that graduates may 
encounter in the workplace. 

Sometimes there is also greater attention to assessing authentic performances in 
special needs education, second chance education programmes or special programmes for 
migrant students. In designing assessment approaches for general education programmes, 
it would be important to pay close attention to innovative assessments developed in other 
programmes and learn from approaches that have been shown successful and could be 
integrated and/or adapted. Policy makers should promote communication and 
collaboration regarding the assessment of competencies across education sectors and 
programmes, so that mutual learning can be facilitated.  

Tap into the potential of ICT to develop sophisticated assessment instruments 
Increasingly sophisticated ICT programmes that score open-ended performances, 

measure students’ reasoning processes, examine how students go about thinking through 
problems and even provide feedback to students have been developed in some settings, 
predominantly in the United States. While it has always been possible for teachers or 
external assessors to perform these functions, ICT offers the possibility for large-scale 
and more cost-effective assessment of complex skills (Mislevy et al., 2001, in Looney, 
2009).  

While introducing constructed-response items and open-ended performance tasks in 
large-scale assessments is quite demanding, technology today makes this possible and 
more affordable. Increased efficiency would allow systems to administer tests, at different 
points in the school year, with results to be used formatively (as with curriculum-
embedded or on-demand assessments). In addition, computer-based assessments can help 
increase the timeliness of feedback to teachers and students. While in many countries, 
central assessment systems provide teachers with results several months after the tests 
were administrated, the use of ICT-based assessment allows providing feedback to 
teachers very rapidly. With computer-based tests, it is possible to provide teachers and 
students with their test results the next day, which can foster the use of the test results for 
adapting teaching and learning for individual student progress. 

In addition, computer-based assessments that adapt test items to the level of student 
performance on previous items can strengthen the diagnostic dimension of large-scale 
assessments. Only a few countries are using computer-based adaptive tests but these may 
provide powerful pedagogical tools for teachers. While a standardised test can only 
provide a snapshot of student achievement in selected targets and subjects, within a 
discrete area adaptive tests are able to provide a very accurate diagnosis of student 
performance. As each student sits a different test including questions that are adapted to 
his/her ability level, this can allow a more thorough diagnostic feedback.  

These kinds of assessments are relatively new, and as of yet, relatively limited in 
number across OECD countries. However, as systems invest more in research to develop 
appropriate measurement technologies that are able to score complex performances and 
that reflect models of learning in different domains, development is likely to accelerate. 
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Ensure that student assessment is inclusive and responsive to different learner 
needs 

Assessment systems should underline the importance of responding to individual 
learner needs and school community contexts, and design assessment strategies that suit 
the needs of different learner groups. The objective is to develop an inclusive student 
assessment system based on the principle that all students have the opportunity to 
participate in educational activities, including assessment activities, and to demonstrate 
their knowledge, skills and competencies in a fair way. Hence, teacher assessment 
practices as well as the content and format of standardised assessments should be 
sensitive to particular groups of students and avoid biases by socio-economic 
background, immigrant or minority status, and gender.  

While innovative and motivating assessment strategies are important for all students, 
this is particularly the case for vulnerable students or students at risk of dropping out. 
Several studies indicate that certain formats of assessment may advantage or disadvantage 
certain student groups. Hence, to ensure fairness in assessment, it is important to offer a 
range of different assessment formats and tasks (e.g. test-based, performance-tasks, oral, 
written).  

Dimensions of inclusive assessment, such as the sensitivity to cultural and linguistic 
aspects of assessment, should also be further included and developed in both initial 
education and professional development for teachers. The accessibility and lack of bias of 
standardised assessments for certain groups at risk of underachievement should receive 
due attention. This requires studies on differential test functioning for particular groups 
and the provision of specific test accommodations where necessary. It is suggested that 
quality assurance guidelines are prepared and practices adopted to ensure that 
assessments are reviewed for their potential bias in these respects.  

Capacity 
The main conclusion in relation to capacity relates to the need for assessment 

frameworks to be participatory. Student assessment involves a broad range of actors 
including students, teachers, school leaders, parents, education authorities and assessment 
agencies. All of these actors need to develop their competencies to ensure that stated 
objectives are reached, starting with the students themselves.  

Put the learner at the centre and build students’ capacity to engage in their own 
assessment  

For assessment systems to enhance learning – and not just measure it – students need 
to be at the centre of the assessment framework. To become lifelong learners, they need 
to be able to assess their own progress, make adjustments to their understandings and take 
control of their own learning. Assessment can only lead to improvement in learning 
outcomes if students themselves take action and use assessment information to close gaps 
in their own learning. Recent educational research emphasises the importance of 
assessment as a process of metacognition, where learners become aware of their own 
thought processes, personally monitor what they are learning and make adaptations in 
their learning to achieve deeper understanding.  

Self-and peer-assessment are powerful processes where students identify standards 
and criteria to make judgements about their own and their peers’ work, which can 
promote a greater sense of agency and responsibility for their (life-long) learning. But 
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developing skills for self-assessment and self-regulation takes time and requires 
structured support by teachers in the classroom. Teachers can use classroom assessment 
to provide opportunities for students to engage in reflection and critical analysis of their 
own learning, for example by guiding students in setting learning goals and monitoring 
their progress towards them; working with them to develop criteria to judge progress; 
using exemplars and models of good practice and questioning of their own thinking and 
learning processes. Policy makers can support such practices by developing requirements, 
guidelines and support regarding learner-centred teaching and assessment.  

Maintain the centrality of teacher-based assessment and promote teacher 
professionalism 

Across many countries, there is recognition that teacher professionalism needs to be 
at the heart of effective assessment for learning. Students will develop their own 
assessment capacity only if teachers themselves have such capacity and are adequately 
resourced (Absolum et al., 2009). Placing a strong emphasis on teacher-based assessment 
has many advantages: it allows for competencies to be measured that are difficult to 
capture in a standardised assessment, it is embedded in regular coursework and more 
authentic than a test-based examination and it has greater potential to be used for 
subsequent improvements in teaching and learning.  

However, in order to reach the full potential of teacher-based assessment, it is important 
for policy makers and stakeholders to adopt a strategic approach to teacher learning in 
assessment and invest in professional learning opportunities. Assessment capacity should be 
reflected in teacher standards and be addressed in a coherent way across teacher preparation 
programmes and publicly funded professional development programmes.  

Teachers’ assessment capacity can further be built and strengthened through 
systematic arrangements for moderation of assessments. There is considerable evidence 
that involving teachers in moderation is a powerful process not only for enhancing 
consistency but also for enabling teachers to deeply understand student learning 
objectives and to develop stronger curriculum and instruction. Moderated assessment and 
scoring processes are strong professional learning experiences that can drive 
improvements in teaching, as teachers become more skilled at various assessment 
practices and the use of assessment information to make adjustments to teaching and 
learning approaches. 

Identify assessment priority areas for teacher initial education and professional 
development  

There are variations across countries regarding the areas where teachers need most 
support to develop effective assessment practice. It is important for policy makers, 
together with teacher education institutions and stakeholders, to identify the topics related 
to assessment that are most in need of development within teacher education. Experience 
from the OECD Review indicates that the following areas require particular attention in 
many countries.  

First, to be able to assess students’ progress in developing complex competencies, it is 
important that teachers learn to develop a variety of assessment approaches and 
understand different aspects of validity, including what different assessments can and 
cannot reveal about student learning. Second, for summative teacher-based assessment to 
be reliable, it is important to provide focussed training on how to make summative 
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judgements on student performance in relation to national curriculum goals or standards 
and how to apply marking criteria to very different types of evidence of student learning. 
Third, for formative assessment to be effective, it is essential that teachers are offered in-
depth professional learning opportunities in particular on embedding formative 
assessment in regular daily teaching practice, co-developing clear criteria for assessment 
with learners, giving specific, timely and detailed feedback, and creating conditions for 
students to develop self-monitoring skills. Fourth, to increase equity and fairness in 
assessment, training should also focus on ensuring that teachers are sensitive to cultural 
and linguistic aspects of learning and assessment.  

Use teacher appraisal and school evaluation processes to help teachers develop 
their assessment capacity 

Teacher appraisal and school evaluation processes can also contribute to identifying 
those areas of student assessment where teachers most need to develop their skills. 
Effective models of teacher appraisal and school evaluation specifically focused on 
teachers’ and schools’ assessment approaches have been piloted in some settings but are 
only in the early stages of development. Inspection visits, for example, may contribute to 
fostering innovation in assessment, by focussing on a wide range of quality indicators 
(beyond test results) including the capacity of teachers and schools to promote and assess 
key competencies.  

Reporting and use of results 
The main conclusion regarding the reporting and use of assessment results is the need 

for the assessment framework to be informative. It needs to produce high-quality 
information that can be shared with students, parents, school leaders and others with an 
interest in student learning outcomes. Reporting of assessment information needs to be 
clear, contextualised, and useful to foster learning and feed into decision making at 
different levels of the education system.  

Develop clear reporting guidelines 
Effective reporting is essential to communicate summary statements of achievement 

to students and their parents, as well as to other teachers within the school. Such records 
can support co-operation with parents, ensure consistency of support after student 
transitions to higher levels of education and provide a basis to make decisions about a 
student’s further educational career. However, where there is a lack of transparency and 
consistency in the ways in which marks and report cards are constructed, the effect of 
such reporting will be counterproductive for student motivation and future learning.  

Clear central reporting guidelines can help build a common understanding around the 
meaning of marks and the criteria used to establish student performance. They can also 
help to clarify that information about student behaviour, effort and motivation should not 
be mixed into performance marks. Keeping these elements separate in reporting allows 
communicating more accurate information about the student as a complex learner and can 
provide better indications about how particular learning needs can best be addressed.  

Engage parents in education through adequate reporting and communication  
Good reporting and communication strategies are important for involving parents in 

supporting their children’s learning and in focussing resources, both at school and at home, 
on essential learning targets. Hence, reporting needs to be clear and easy to understand, 
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especially in primary education when parents and teachers can have the greatest impact on a 
child’s learning. While some countries have standardised reporting approaches, others leave 
it to the local and school level to determine the format of reporting.  

To ensure minimum quality requirements, countries could consider providing a 
template for reporting student achievement and provide guidance materials that teachers 
can use to report student performance in relation to student learning objectives. Useful 
information, beyond simple marks, would include details about student progress, 
strengths, areas of concern, identified needs, recommendations for further learning and 
illustrative examples.  

Ensure transparency and fairness when using assessment results for high-stakes 
decisions 

The results of summative assessment may be used by a range of stakeholders for 
different purposes and some of these users may have little knowledge of the intended uses 
of the assessments, the content of the assessments and the evidence concerning the 
validity of inferences from the assessments. Hence, there is a risk of misuse of assessment 
results. Also, several reviews of research have found the high stakes use of a single 
assessment to be strongly related with teachers focusing on the content of the assessments 
rather than underlying learning goals, administering repeated practice tests, training 
students for answering specific types of questions and students adopting surface learning 
techniques. To avoid such negative impacts on teaching and learning and reduce the risk 
of misuse of results, a number of principles on appropriate use of test results should be 
respected. For example, students should have multiple opportunities to show their 
learning, results from a single assessment alone should not be used to make high-stakes 
decisions about their future learning pathways, and alternative assessments should be 
considered to replace high-stakes testing, especially for students where there is a high 
probability that tests give a misleadingly low indication of their competencies.  

Promote the regular use of assessment results for improvement  
Assessment is closely intertwined with teaching and learning. Whether internal or 

external, assessment cannot be separated from a vision about the kind of learning that is 
valued and the teaching and learning strategies that can help students to get there. In turn, 
there is strong research evidence on the power of assessment to feed forward into new 
teaching and learning strategies and the strong relationship between assessment for learning 
and improvement of learning outcomes. To optimise the potential of assessment to improve 
what is at the heart of education – student learning – policy makers should promote the 
regular use of assessment results for improvements in the classroom. All types of 
assessment should have educational value, and be meaningful to those who participate in 
the assessment. To this end, it is important that all those involved in assessment at the 
central, local and school level have a broad vision of assessment and of the need to bring 
together results from different types of assessment activities to form rounded judgements 
about student learning and the use of assessment information for further improvement.  
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Notes 

 
1. The use of assessment information to evaluate teachers, schools, school leaders and 

education systems will be discussed in Chapters 5 (teacher appraisal), 6 (school 
evaluation), 7 (school leader appraisal) and 8 (education system evaluation) of this 
report. Hence, in this chapter, standardised assessment is only included to the extent 
that it is used to make judgements about the learning of individual students – its 
school evaluation function is discussed in Chapter 6 and its national monitoring 
function is covered in Chapter 8. International student surveys will be discussed in 
Chapter 8. 

2. See Tables 4.A1.4, 4.A2.4a and 4.A2.4b, as well as Tables 4.A1.5, 4.A2.5a and 
4.A2.5b in Annexes 4.A1 and 4.A2. 

3. This refers to the state level in Australia, the Community level in the Flemish and 
French Communities of Belgium, the province/territory level in Canada and the 
regional government level in Northern Ireland. 

4. In Italy, Luxembourg and Portugal, they apply to public schools only, in Austria they 
apply to public and government-dependent private schools only and in Denmark 
exception is granted to a few private schools.  

5. Except in Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg and New Zealand, where they are not 
compulsory for all private schools. 

6. After two decades of decentralisation, Hungary is experiencing a trend towards a 
larger degree of central decision-making in education. Following new legislation 
passed in 2011 and 2012, schools and other public educational institutions, with the 
exception of those maintained by the private sector and religious authorities, are 
subject to direct governance by central authorities from 2013 onwards. It should be 
noted that information about Hungary in this chapter refers to the period prior to this 
reform. 

7. The SAM-scale is available at the website www.competento.be. The website provides a 
non-exhaustive overview and links to screening tools for both education and non-
education objectives (e.g. self-tests for students to evaluate their learning style). The 
website is supported by the Flemish Agency for Entrepreneurial Training (Vlaams 
Agentschap voor Ondernemersvorming). 

8. The Educational Quality and Accountability Office of Ontario (EQAO), for example, has 
chosen option 2 and reports assessment results separately for French and English students. 
As results are not on the same scale, standard setting and reporting of results must be done 
separately. More information on EQAO testing in both English and French can be found 
on the EQAO website: www.eqao.com/Parents/FAQ.aspx?Lang=E&gr=036. 

9. For instance, there could be a core of items or activities that would be the same, except for 
translation and adaptation. These items or activities would serve to equate results on other 
parts of the instrument which have not been translated and which are unique to each 
language group. 

10. In Austria, Canada, Denmark (ISCED 1), Hungary (ISCED 2 and 3), Ireland and Mexico 
(ISCED 3), they are not compulsory for private schools.  
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Annex 4.A1 Features of student assessment frameworks  
in lower secondary education  

The tables below provide information on features of student assessment frameworks 
in lower secondary education in the countries actively engaged in the OECD Review on 
Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes. Part of the 
information was supplied by countries through a questionnaire specifically developed by 
the OECD Review. The rest of the information is based on data provided by OECD 
Education at a Glance 2011. 

Additional material on features of student assessment frameworks in primary and upper 
secondary education is available on line at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264190658-8-en. 

All the tables summarising features of evaluation and assessment frameworks, 
included in the annexes to this report, are also available on the OECD Review website at 
www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.    
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General notes 

Australia: Australia is a federation of eight states and territories. There are differences in policy frameworks for evaluation and 
assessment across states and territories as well as between public (government) and private (non-government) schools. 

Belgium (Fl., Fr.): In Belgium, education policy is the responsibility of each Community. The terms “national” and “central”, 
therefore, refer to the highest educational authorities (Ministries of Education) of the Flemish and French Communities of 
Belgium. 

Belgium (Fl.): For public schools, the school organising bodies are typically the central educational authority (Flemish 
Community) and provincial/regional and local educational authorities (provinces, cities, municipalities). For government-
dependent private schools, the school organising bodies are private entities such as religious communities or associations.  

Belgium (Fr.): For public schools, the school organising bodies (education networks) are typically the central educational 
authority (French Community) and provincial and local educational authorities (provinces, municipalities). For government-
dependent private schools, the school organising bodies are private entities such as religious communities or associations.  

Canada: Canada comprises ten provinces and three territories. Provincial/territorial education authorities refer to the highest 
level of educational authorities in Canada, as there is no federal/central department of education. There are differences in policy 
frameworks for evaluation and assessment across provinces and territories. 

Chile: For public schools, the school organising bodies (sustainers) are typically local educational authorities (municipalities). 

Czech Republic: For public schools, the school organising bodies are typically local education authorities at ISCED levels 1 
and 2 and regional education authorities at ISCED level 3. 

Hungary: For public schools, the school organising bodies (maintainers) are typically local and regional educational authorities. 
After two decades of decentralisation, Hungary is experiencing a trend towards a larger degree of central decision making in 
education. Following new legislation passed in 2011 and 2012, schools and other public educational institutions, with the 
exception of those maintained by the private sector and religious authorities, are subject to direct governance by central 
authorities from 2013 onwards. It should be noted that information about Hungary in this chapter refers to the period prior to this 
reform. 

Ireland: School boards of management comprise members external to the school such as representatives of the patron and of the 
local community as well as members internal to the school such as the principal, teacher representatives and parent 
representatives.  

Netherlands: In principle, all schools are government funded. Depending on their denomination, they can have a private 
(religious or pedagogy-based) or public character. For public schools, school organising bodies (competent authorities) can be 
local educational authorities (municipal authorities), a local governing committee with transferred powers of the municipality, or 
a public foundation or corporation. School organising bodies for private schools can be groups of parents, foundations or 
corporations. 

New Zealand: School Boards of Trustees typically comprise elected members from the school community, the principal, a staff 
representative and a student representative (in secondary schools).  

Spain: Responsibilities for education are shared between the central educational authority (Ministry of Education, Culture and 
Sport [Ministerio de Educación, Cultura y Deporte]) and state educational authorities (Regional Ministries or Departments of 
Education of the Autonomous Communities [Comunidades Autónomas]). The central educational authority executes the general 
guidelines of the government on education policy and regulates the basic elements or aspects of the system. The Autonomous 
Communities develop the central regulations and have executive and administrative competences for managing the education 
system in their own territory. State educational authorities refer to educational authorities at the highest level of the Autonomous 
Communities. Throughout the tables, the Autonomous Communities are referred to as “state educational authorities”.  

United Kingdom (Northern Ireland): Following political agreement to the devolution of certain policy and legislative powers 
from the United Kingdom government at Westminster to a local Assembly in 1999, legislative responsibility for education in 
Northern Ireland was one of the functions devolved to the Assembly and to a locally elected Minister for Education. The 
Department of Education, Northern Ireland, provides the central governance and management of education in Northern Ireland 
and is referred to as the “central level” throughout the tables.  
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Table 4.A1.1 Internal summative assessment frameworks at ISCED level 2 (2012) 

This table describes central/state policy frameworks for internal summative assessment at ISCED level 2, i.e. forms of student assessment that are not standardised, but 
designed and marked by students’ own teachers and implemented as part of regular classroom instruction in schools. This table focuses on summative forms of internal 
assessment, i.e. assessment designed to provide a summary statement of student achievement at a particular point in time in order to record, mark or certify achievements that 
may count towards a student’s year-end or final marks. Summative assessment usually occurs at the end of a learning unit, term, school year, or educational level. 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework 
that regulates internal 

summative assessment? 

Who is responsible for ensuring 
compliance with the policy 

framework for internal summative 
assessment? 

Which reference standards 
are used for internal 

summative assessment? 

What mechanisms are in place to 
ensure the reliability of marking in 

internal summative assessment across 
students (within and between schools)? 

What is the weight of internal 
summative assessment in 
determining students’ year-

end marks? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Australia 

General Yes, at the state level for all 
schools State agency State curriculum goals; 

state standards1 

Moderation of marking; availability of 
state guidance materials for marking 

student performance on the 
examination 

100% 

Pre-voc and voc 
Yes, at the state level for all 

schools (Australian 
Qualifications Framework) 

State agency National standards 
Moderation of marking; availability of 
state guidance materials for marking 

student performance on the 
examination 

100% 

Austria  All programmes 
Yes, at the central level for 

public schools and 
government-dependent 

private schools only 

Central education authority or 
government National curriculum goals Competences for marking are included 

in initial teacher education 100% 

Belgium (Fl.) All programmes 
No, but certain basic 

requirements are set at the 
central level for all schools2 

Inspectorate 
National curriculum goals 
(attainment targets and 

developmental objectives) 
None m 

Belgium (Fr.) All programmes  
No, but certain basic 

requirements are set at the 
central level for all schools3 

Inspectorate National curriculum goals 

Availability of guidance materials for 
marking student performance in the 

examination (provided either by 
education authorities or school 

organising bodies [education networks]) 

100% 
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Table 4.A1.1 Internal summative assessment frameworks at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework 
that regulates internal 

summative assessment? 

Who is responsible for ensuring 
compliance with the policy 

framework for internal summative 
assessment? 

Which reference standards 
are used for internal 

summative assessment? 

What mechanisms are in place to 
ensure the reliability of marking in 

internal summative assessment across 
students (within and between schools)? 

What is the weight of internal 
summative assessment in 
determining students’ year-

end marks? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Canada All programmes 

 No, but certain basic 
requirements are set at the 
provincial/territorial level for 

public schools and 
government-dependent 

private schools only 

Provincial/territorial education 
authorities or governments and a 
provincial agency in one province 

(Ontario) 

 Varies across 
provinces/territories Varies across provinces/territories 0% 

Chile All programmes  Yes, at the central level for all 
schools4  

School (school principal and 
teachers) 

National curriculum goals; 
national standards None 100% 

Czech Republic All programmes 
No, but certain basic 

requirements are set at the 
central level for all schools5 

School board or committee; 
Czech School Inspectorate (CSI) 

National curriculum goals; 
national standards None 100% 

Denmark All programmes  Yes, at the central level for all 
schools6 

Central agency (National Agency 
for Quality and Supervision) 

Binding national objectives 
(year-level objectives and 

end objectives for 
compulsory education) 

Availability of national guidance 
materials for marking student 

performance on the examination 
(performance criteria) 

50% 

Estonia 
General Yes, at the central level for all 

schools School (school principal) National curriculum goal; 
national standards None 100% 

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a 

Finland  All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools7 Teachers and school leaders 

Final assessment criteria in 
each subject as part of the 
national core curriculum8 

Availability of national performance 
criteria for the transition points in each 

subject 
Not specified in the policy 

framework 

France  All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools School principal National curriculum goals None 100% 
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Table 4.A1.1 Internal summative assessment frameworks at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework 
that regulates internal 

summative assessment? 

Who is responsible for ensuring 
compliance with the policy 

framework for internal summative 
assessment? 

Which reference standards 
are used for internal 

summative assessment? 

What mechanisms are in place to 
ensure the reliability of marking in 

internal summative assessment across 
students (within and between schools)? 

What is the weight of internal 
summative assessment in 
determining students’ year-

end marks? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Hungary All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools 

School organising bodies 
(maintainers) and school leaders 

National curriculum 
standards None 100% 

Iceland All programmes  
No, but certain basic 

requirements are set at the 
central level for all schools9 

School board National curriculum goals None m 

Ireland  All programmes 
Yes, at the central level for 

public and government-
dependent private schools 

only 
Teachers and school leaders National curriculum goals 

Availability of national guidance 
material for assessing student 

performance10 
100% 

Israel  All programmes No a a a a 

Italy All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools11 

School board or committee 
(includes the school principal and 

all teachers) 
National curriculum goals11 None 100% 

Korea All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools 

Respective subject committee 
within the school National curriculum goals 

Decision made by the School Mark 
Management Committee within the 

school 
100% 

Luxembourg All programmes Yes, at the central level for 
public schools 

Central education authorities or 
government; school principal National curriculum goals None 100% 

Mexico All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools 

State education authorities or 
governments National curriculum goals None 100% 

Netherlands All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools 

School organising bodies 
(competent authorities) National curriculum goals 

Moderation of marking (within schools); 
Inspectorate monitors differences 

between school-based assessment and 
central examinations at the end of the 

cycle 

End of year: 100%; 
End of cycle: 50% 
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Table 4.A1.1 Internal summative assessment frameworks at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework 
that regulates internal 

summative assessment? 

Who is responsible for ensuring 
compliance with the policy 

framework for internal summative 
assessment? 

Which reference standards 
are used for internal 

summative assessment? 

What mechanisms are in place to 
ensure the reliability of marking in 

internal summative assessment across 
students (within and between schools)? 

What is the weight of internal 
summative assessment in 
determining students’ year-

end marks? 

1 2 3 4 5 

New Zealand  All programmes  
Yes, at the central level for 

state schools and state-
integrated schools only 

School Board of Trustees National curriculum goals 

Availability of national guidance 
materials for marking student 

performance (performance criteria, 
exemplars); moderation of marking 

(within and between schools) 

100% 

Norway  All programmes 
No, but certain basic 

requirements are set at the 
central level for all schools12 

Local education authorities National curriculum goals None 100% 

Poland All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools13 School principal 

National standards; 
curriculum decided at the 

school level 
None 100% 

Portugal 
General Yes, at the central level for 

public schools only 
National education authority; 

pedagogical council National curriculum goals 
Moderation of marking within schools 
(criteria approved by the pedagogical 

council) 
70% 

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a 

Slovak 
Republic 

General 
No, but certain basic 

requirements are set at the 
central level for all schools 

School principal 
National standards, 
national education 

programme 
None m 

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a 

Slovenia All programmes Yes, at the central level for all 
schools School principal National curriculum goals None 100% 
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Table 4.A1.1 Internal summative assessment frameworks at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework 
that regulates internal 

summative assessment? 

Who is responsible for ensuring 
compliance with the policy 

framework for internal summative 
assessment? 

Which reference standards 
are used for internal 

summative assessment? 

What mechanisms are in place to 
ensure the reliability of marking in 

internal summative assessment across 
students (within and between schools)? 

What is the weight of internal 
summative assessment in 
determining students’ year-

end marks? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Spain 
General Yes, at the central level for all 

schools14 State inspection bodies National curriculum goals 
Availability of national guidance 
materials for marking student 

performance on the examination 
(performance criteria) 

100% 

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a 

Sweden  All programmes No a a a a 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

All programmes 
Yes, at the central level for all 

schools (Department of 
Education, Northern Ireland)  

Council for Curriculum, 
Examinations and Assessment 

(CCEA) 

Statutory rule on Levels of 
Progression which is to be 

laid before the Northern 
Ireland Assembly 

There is both internal moderation within 
schools and moderation by CCEA 

Not specified in the 
framework 

 

Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available; pre-voc and voc: pre-vocational and vocational programmes.  
 
1. Australia: A national curriculum (The Australian Curriculum) is currently being implemented and is expected to replace state-based curriculum frameworks. 

2. Belgium (Fl.): At present, the Ministry of Education and Training does not write comprehensive curricula. However, the Ministry specifies attainment targets and developmental objectives 
(eindtermen en ontwikkelingsdoelen), which function as the basis for each curriculum. The attainment targets and developmental objectives are also called the “core curriculum”. They are set by the 
Flemish central education authority. It is mandatory for schools to monitor their educational quality, which implies that each school must at least assess the extent to which students acquire the skills, 
knowledge and attitudes described in the attainment targets and developmental objectives. In this respect each school is required to develop an assessment policy which includes an output-based 
monitoring of the achievements of its students. The Inspectorate may ask schools to present their policy. To some extent, internal summative assessment at schools is regulated by the attainment 
targets. Schools are also required to assess whether students have attained the objectives of the school curriculum to a satisfactory level. However, there are no regulations regarding the methods 
schools can use to do so. 

3. Belgium (Fr.): The policy framework is provided through the work of the Inspectorate and the possibility for students to appeal summative assessment decisions made by the class council through 
an appeals council. 

4. Chile: The policy framework sets very basic requirements, such as the number of assessments per year. It also states that every school has to define an internal protocol for summative assessment.  
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5. Czech Republic: The central education authority does not determine the framework for the internal summative evaluation. However, the Education Act requires every school to set its own 
assessment system that is approved by the school board. Internal school assessment regulations and their administration are controlled by the Czech School Inspectorate (Česká školní inspekce [CSI]) 

6. Denmark: A few private schools may be exempt from these requirements. 

7. Finland: To some extent, the national core curriculum functions as a policy framework that regulates internal assessments.  

8. Finland: In basic education, the marking scale ranges from 4 (weak) to 10 (excellent) and the curriculum contains descriptions of “good” performance (mark 8) at the so-called transition points for 
every subject. At the end of basic education there are final assessment criteria for the mark 8. Teachers hold responsibility for the design of assessments, but design assessments in relation to these 
descriptions and criteria. The tests are, therefore, based on the same criteria. 

9. Iceland: At completion of compulsory school (Year 10), students undergo a summative assessment. It is, however, at the discretion of schools themselves how this is implemented and may take the 
form of a formative assessment. Requirements stipulated in legislation, regulations and curriculum guidelines are flexible.  

10. Ireland: Guidance material is available from syllabus assessment guidelines, the State Examinations Commission and other sources. Syllabus and curricular guidelines, developed by the National 
Council for Curriculum and Assessment, provide assessment supports, as does material provided by the Professional Development Service for Teachers. The State Examinations Commission provides 
guidance for teachers in summative assessment through the publication of examination papers, marking schemes and chief examiners' reports in different subjects.  

11. Italy: Presidential Decree n. 122/2009 provides norms on student assessment. The national curriculum goals are not explicitly mentioned in this regulation, but they are normally considered by 
school committees. 

12. Norway: There are regulations in the Education Act that state that students at this level shall receive summative overall achievement marks in all subjects in addition to ongoing formative 
assessment and formal formative feedback minimum twice a year. The overall achievement marks based on teachers judgements are entered on the leaving certificate in Year 10. 

13. Poland: While a policy framework exists, it is very general and leaves a great degree of autonomy to schools to define their own assessment rules. Schools are, however, required by law to define 
assessment regulations as part of the school statute. 

14. Spain: Subject teachers are responsible for the assessment and marking of stud+A38ents at this level. There are, however, some constraints and guidelines. Minimum subject contents, learning 
objectives (both summative and formative) and assessment criteria are established at a central level. At the school level subject departments write a general programme for the year, revised by the 
inspection services to make sure it complies with the legal framework, establishing the assessment and marking methods and criteria. Subject departments are also responsible for making a written test 
(optional for those students who have previously attained the objectives of the school year), common to all school groups of the same level for year-end assessment and marking. Finally, the class 
teachers board has a say in the end of year assessment, especially at the end of each cycle and in relation to the attainment of the general objectives of the stage. 

 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Table 4.A1.2 Student formative assessment frameworks at ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (2012) 

This table describes central/state policy frameworks for student formative assessment, i.e. assessment that aims to identify 
aspects of learning as it is developing in order to deepen and shape subsequent learning rather than make a judgement about the 
past performance of the student. It is essentially a pedagogical approach consisting of frequent, interactive checks of student 
understanding to identify learning needs and adapt teaching strategies. 

Country 
Is there a policy framework for promoting student 

formative assessment in the classroom? 
What requirements are part of the policy framework for promoting student 

formative assessment in the classroom? 

1 2 

Australia 
ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (general): Yes, at the state 

level for all schools 
 

ISCED level 3 (pre-voc and voc): No 

ISCED level 1: For schools to implement strategies for student formative 
assessment  

 
ISCED levels 2 and 3: For schools to implement strategies for student 

formative assessment; for student formative assessment to be part of initial 
teacher education programmes 

Austria No a 

Belgium (Fl.) No1  a 

Belgium (Fr.) Yes, at the central level for all schools For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 

Canada Varies across provinces/territories Varies across provinces/territories 

Chile No a 

Czech Republic No a 

Denmark Yes, at the central level for all schools For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment2 

Estonia Yes, at the central level for all schools For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment; for 
schools to report on their strategies to promote student formative assessment 

Finland No3 a 

France No a 

Hungary No a 

Iceland 
ISCED levels 1 and 2: yes, at the central level for all 

schools4 

 
ISCED level 3: no 

For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 

Ireland 

ISCED level 1: yes, at the central level for public 
schools and government-dependent private schools 

only 

 

ISCED levels 2 and 3: no5 

For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 

Israel 
ISCED levels 1 and 2: yes, at the central level for all 

schools 
 

ISCED level 3: no 
For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 

Italy Yes, at the central level for all schools6 For schools to implement strategies and criteria for student formative 
assessment 

Korea Yes, at the central level for all schools 
For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment; for 

student formative assessment to be part of initial teacher education 
programmes; for teachers to undertake professional development in student 

formative assessment 
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Table 4.A1.2 Student formative assessment frameworks at ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (2012) (continued) 

Country 
Is there a policy framework for promoting student 

formative assessment in the classroom? 
What requirements are part of the policy framework for promoting student 

formative assessment in the classroom? 

1 2 

Luxembourg Yes, at the central level for public schools only For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 

Mexico 

ISCED 1 and 2: yes, at the central level for all 
schools 

 
ISCED 3: yes, at the central level for centrally 

managed public schools, at the state level for locally 
managed public schools7 

For schools to implement student formative assessment; for student formative 
assessment to be part of initial teacher education programmes8 

Netherlands No9 a 

New Zealand Yes, at the central level for state schools and state-
integrated schools only For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 

Norway Yes, at the central level for all schools10 For schools to implement student formative assessment 

Poland 
ISCED levels 1, 2 (general), ISCED level 3: yes, at 

the central level for all schools 
 

ISCED level 2 (pre-voc and voc): No 
For schools to implement student formative assessment11 

Portugal ISCED 1, 2 (general) and 3 (general): yes, at the 
central level for all schools 

For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 
(approved by the pedagogical council at each school) 

Slovak Republic No a 

Slovenia Yes, at the central level for all schools For schools to implement student formative assessment 

Spain 
ISCED levels 1, 2 (general) and 3: yes, at the central 

level for all schools 
 

ISCED level 2 (pre-voc and voc): no 

For schools to implement student formative assessment; for schools to report 
on their strategies to promote student formative assessment; for student 

formative assessment to be part of initial teacher education programmes; for 
teachers to undertake professional development in student formative 

assessment 

Sweden No12 a 

United Kingdom 
(Northern Ireland) Yes, at the central level for all schools For schools to implement strategies for student formative assessment 
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Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; pre-voc and voc: pre-vocational and vocational programmes.  

1. Belgium (Fl.): At ISCED level 1, schools are required to monitor the progress of every student and report their observations to parents. 
Schools are, however, not restricted by any regulations on how to implement progress monitoring or reporting. All relevant agreements on 
monitoring and assessment have to be included in the school development plan and in the school regulations. At the start of the school year, 
every parent signs the school regulations for agreement. At ISCED levels 2 and 3, the “counselling class committee” has a formative purpose. 
The counselling class committee is obliged to monitor the students’ performance and assess their progress. The committee is staffed by teachers 
who teach the students involved. The school principal, deputy principal, technical advisor, members of the Centre for Pupil Guidance (CLB) and 
others may also be asked to participate in meetings of the guiding class committee, e.g. to give advice. According to central government 
regulations the guiding class committee is not qualified to decide whether a student passes or fails a school year or to take decisive disciplinary 
measures like refusing students to attend school during the next school year. This decision is made by the deliberative class committee. The 
counselling class committee must perform the following actions on a regular basis: 1) Analyse and discuss the students’ school results as well as 
their attitudes; 2) Provide students with proper counselling if necessary, e.g. as soon as learning difficulties have been diagnosed; 3) Reduce 
failure rates by advising students to alter their course of study or – for future reference – to determine the course of study that fits them most. 

2. Denmark: Individual Student Plans are compulsory in all subjects at least once a year for Years 1 to 7. For Years 8 and 9 individual student 
plans are combined with student learning plans. 

3. Finland: The Finnish national core curricula for all ISCED levels mention that teachers should observe student’s progress, but not how they 
should do so. It is at the discretion of local education authorities or individual teachers to decide measures for formative assessment. 

4. Iceland: There has been increased emphasis on formative assessment vis-à-vis summative assessment. A new policy framework for student 
assessment is being developed with the publication of the revised curriculum guidelines in 2012. 

5. Ireland: For ISCED levels 2 and 3 (general programme only), the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA), a central 
agency, has issued guidelines to schools that emphasise the value and uses of formative assessment (Assessment for Learning). These guidelines 
are not in the form of regulations or statutes. The new Framework for ISCED 2 to be introduced in 2014 will provide for the promotion of 
student formative assessment in the classroom.  

6. Italy: Central legislation requires schools to set strategies and criteria for formative assessment, but the procedures for doing so are within the 
scope of school autonomy (Law 122/2009, Artt. 1, 2, 3, 4). 

7. Mexico: At schools managed by autonomous agencies (public and private), policies for student formative assessment in the classroom at 
ISCED level 3 are determined at the school level by autonomous and private institutions (e.g. universities). 

8. Mexico: This information reflects the Comprehensive Reform of Basic Education (Reforma Integral de la Educación Básica [RIEB]) and the 
Comprehensive Reform of Upper Secondary Education (Reforma Integral de la Educación Media Superior [RIEMS]). 

9. Netherlands: There are no formal frameworks for the formative assessment of students. However, there are formative assessment systems 
(e.g. by the Central Institute for Test Development (Centraal Instituut voor Toetsontwikkeling [CITO]) in use in primary and, increasingly, 
secondary education. Also, draft laws are being prepared that will require schools to use formative assessment systems for results-based work in 
schools. 

10. Norway: Principles of formative assessment are part of the regulations in the Education Act.  

11. Poland: The central regulations are very flexible and leave the choice of assessment systems to schools. They only prescribe the format of 
marks used at the end of the school year. They require the formative use of school assessment by defining the formative use of assessment as one 
of the main functions of student assessment.  

12: Sweden: It is at the discretion of local education authorities or individual teachers to decide measures for formative assessment. 

 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad 
indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Table 4.A1.3 Reporting of summative results at ISCED level 2 (2012) 

This table describes central/state policy frameworks for the reporting of students’ summative results to students and parents at ISCED level 2. Summative results in this 
table comprise both students’ results in standardised national examinations and internal summative assessments.  

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework that 
regulates the reporting of summative 

results? 

How often are student 
summative results 
formally reported in 

writing? 

What type of information is 
provided in writing on 

student results? 

How often do teachers have 
to hold formal summative 
feedback meetings with 

students/parents? 

What type of written information is 
provided to students at the end of ISCED 
level 2 on formal certificates of learning? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Australia 

General Yes, at the central level for all schools; 
Yes, at the state level for all schools1 

Varies nationally (on 
average twice a year) 

Alphabetical marks; 
descriptive ratings; 

qualitative assessment 
Varies nationally (on 
average twice a year) Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Pre-voc and 
voc 

Yes, at the state level for all schools 
(Australian Qualifications  

Framework)1, 2 
Twice a year Descriptive ratings; 

alphabetical mark Twice a year Statement of attainment of competencies 

Austria  All programmes 
Yes, at the central level for public 

schools and government-dependent 
private schools only 

Twice a year Numerical marks (1-5) Twice a year Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Belgium (Fl.) All programmes  No3 a a  a a 

Belgium (Fr.) All programmes No a a a a 

Canada All programmes  
Yes, at the provincial/territorial level for 

public schools and government-
dependent private schools only 

In most cases once at 
the end of the school 

year 
Varies across 

provinces/territories 
Varies across 

provinces/territories 
No formal certificate of learning is 

awarded 

Chile All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools Typically 2-3 times a 
year No requirement exists Typically 2-3 times a year  Primary certificate and marks in each of 

the concerned subjects 

Czech 
Republic All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools Twice a year Numerical marks (1-5) or 

descriptive ratings  3-4 times a year No formal certificate of learning is 
awarded 

Denmark All programmes Yes, at central level for all schools At least twice a year Numerical marks (-2 to 12) Once a year 
Mark in each of the concerned subjects; 
summary of the student's strengths and 
weaknesses in student project in Year 9 
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Table 4.A1.3 Reporting of summative results at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework that 
regulates the reporting of summative 

results? 

How often are student 
summative results 
formally reported in 

writing? 

What type of information is 
provided in writing on 

student results? 

How often do teachers have 
to hold formal summative 
feedback meetings with 

students/parents? 

What type of written information is 
provided to students at the end of ISCED 
level 2 on formal certificates of learning? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Estonia 
General Yes, at central level for all schools At least twice a year 

Schools can decide 
whether to provide 
numerical marks or 
alphabetical marks 

Once a year Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Pre-voc and 
voc No a a a a 

Finland All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools4 Twice a year 
Requirement to report 

numerical marks (4-10) 
from Year 8 onwards 

No requirement exists  Overall mark; mark in each of the 
concerned subjects 

France All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools  At least 3 times a year  
Numerical marks (0-20); 

descriptive ratings of 
competencies; qualitative 

assessment 

At least three times a year; 
at the request of parents 

Mark in each of the concerned subjects; 
summary of the student’s overall 

strengths and weaknesses; progression 
to the next year level; grade point 

average  

Hungary All programmes Yes, at the central level for public 
schools only  Twice a year Numerical marks (1-5) No requirement exists5 Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Iceland  All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools 
for Year 10 Twice a year Qualitative assessment; 

numerical marks (0–10) No requirements exists 
Mark in each of the concerned subjects; 
summary of the student’s strengths and 

weaknesses in each subject 

Ireland  
General 

No, but advice and guidance are 
provided by a central agency (National 

Council for Curriculum and 
Assessment [NCCA])6 

Typically twice a year 
Typically numerical/ 

alphabetical marks and 
descriptive ratings  

Typically once a year; 
Additional meetings 

facilitated at the request of 
parents/teachers 

Typically alphabetical mark in each of the 
concerned subjects 

Pre-voc and 
voc No a a a a 

Israel All programmes  Yes, at the central level for all schools7 Twice a year 
 Descriptive ratings; 

qualitative assessment; 
numerical marks 

Twice a year Mark in each of the concerned subjects 
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Table 4.A1.3 Reporting of summative results at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework that 
regulates the reporting of summative 

results? 

How often are student 
summative results 
formally reported in 

writing? 

What type of information is 
provided in writing on 

student results? 

How often do teachers have 
to hold formal summative 
feedback meetings with 

students/parents? 

What type of written information is 
provided to students at the end of ISCED 
level 2 on formal certificates of learning? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Italy All programmes  Yes, at the central level for all schools8 2-3 times a year Numerical marks (1-10) No requirement exists9 

Mark in each of the concerned subjects; 
overall mark (provided in ISCED 2 

certification at the end of Year 8 based 
on average of all tests including the 

national examination)  

Korea All programmes  Yes, at the central level for all schools 4 times a year Numerical marks (0-100) 
and rankings No requirement exists Pass/fail information 

Luxembourg All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools 3 times a year Numerical marks (0-60 
points), descriptive ratings10 

At the request of 
students/parents only11 Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Mexico12 All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools More than 4 times a year Numerical marks (5-10) More than 4 times a year 
Pass/fail information; overall mark 

(provided in the Certificado de 
Terminación de Estudios) 

Netherlands All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools 3 times a year Numerical marks (0-10) 3 times a year Pass/fail information; mark in each of the 
concerned subjects 

New Zealand  All programmes No a a a a 

Norway  All programmes  Yes, at the central level for all schools Once a year Numerical mark (1-6) Twice a year Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Poland 
General Yes, at the central level for all schools Twice a year Descriptive ratings;13 mark 

for behaviour/conduct No requirement exists 
Descriptive ratings;13 mark for 

behaviour/conduct; comments on 
additional coursework and special 

achievements 
Pre-voc and 

voc No a a a a 

Portugal 
General Yes, at central level, for all schools 3 times a year Numerical marks (1-5) 3 times a year and/or at 

request of parent 
 A formal certificate of learning is 

awarded when requested; mark in each 
of the concerned subjects 

Pre-voc and 
voc No a a a a 
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Table 4.A1.3 Reporting of summative results at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country Programme 
type 

Is there a policy framework that 
regulates the reporting of summative 

results? 

How often are student 
summative results 
formally reported in 

writing? 

What type of information is 
provided in writing on 

student results? 

How often do teachers have 
to hold formal summative 
feedback meetings with 

students/parents? 

What type of written information is 
provided to students at the end of ISCED 
level 2 on formal certificates of learning? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Slovenia All programmes  Yes, at the central level for all schools Twice a year Numerical marks (1-5) Twice a year Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Slovak 
Republic All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools Twice a year Numerical marks (1-5) or 

descriptive ratings  3-4 times a year No formal certificate of learning is 
awarded 

Spain 
General only Yes, at the central level for all 

schools14 3 times a year Numerical marks (0-10) At the request of parents Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

Pre-voc and 
voc No a a a a 

Sweden  All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools Twice a year Descriptive ratings; 
qualitative assessments Twice a year Mark in each of the concerned subjects 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

All programmes Yes, at the central level for all schools Once a year 
The level of progression 

achieved in Communication 
and Using Maths (from 

2012/13)15 
Once a year 

The level of progression achieved in 
Communication and Using Maths (from 

2012/13)15  
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Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; pre-voc and voc: pre-vocational and vocational programmes.  

1. Australia is a federation of eight states/territories. Standardised examinations and internal summative assessment practices are set at the state/territory level and there is a national requirement to 
report student results in a nationally consistent way (A-E reporting). 

2. Australia: Vocational education and training (VET) qualifications approved under the Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) at ISCED levels 2 and 3 are typically offered by the VET sector. 
Students may take VET qualifications as part of a general programme (e.g. through the programme VET in Schools). VET (AQF) qualifications are delivered by a Registered Training Organisation 
(RTO) or a school in partnership with a RTO. All schools (public and private) are able to undertake partnerships with RTOs to provide students with an opportunity to undertake VET courses. 

3. Belgium (Fl.): In secondary education, the “deliberative class committee” decides whether or not students pass or fail. The deliberative class committee’s decisions rely on concrete data from the 
file of the student. The “counselling class committee” has a formative purpose. The counselling class committee is obliged to monitor the students’ performance and assess their progress. The 
information in primary and secondary education can be provided as a qualitative assessment or by numerical marks (overall mark and marks/subject), depending on the school policy. At the end of 
Years 2 and 4 of lower secondary education, students receive a certificate.  

4. Finland: The information provided refers to the reporting of summative results through report cards/certificates. Assessment is based on the national core curriculum. Standardised national 
examinations are only held at the end of ISCED level 3 (general programme). 

5. Hungary: At the discretion of each school. 

6. Ireland: Advice and guidance are provided by the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA), but not in form of a statute.  

7. Israel: The information provided refers mainly to a report card at the end of the school year. 

8. Italy: From age 16 onwards, ISCED level 2 qualifications can also be obtained from provincial centres for adult education. 

9. Italy: Decisions on formal summative feedback meetings with students/parents rest within schools, per law n. 122/2009. Typically meetings take place 2-3 times a year. 

10. Luxembourg: For details, see the following website: www.men.public.lu/priorites/ens_fondamental/090723_bibliotheque/111201_intermediate_reports_cycle2.pdf. 

11. Luxembourg: Each secondary school is required to organise an information meeting once a year (1st or 2nd trimester). However, there is no obligation to provide summative feedback as part of 
these meetings.  

12. Mexico: From 2012-13 onwards, the new general norms on evaluation, accreditation, promotion and certification in basic education will apply. The Basic Education Certificate (Certificado de 
Educación Básica) will be issues on completing Year 12.  

13. Poland: 6: Excellent, 5: Very good, 4: Good, 3: Satisfactory, 2: Acceptable, 1: Unsatisfactory. 

14. Spain: More complete reports are given only to students with special educational needs or when a learning problem arises. This typically involves the identification of learning difficulties and 
related advice (e.g. year repetition, curricular adaptation, etc.). 

15. United Kingdom (Northern Ireland): From 2013/14, the levels of progression achieved in Using ICT will also be provided.  

 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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General notes on standardised central examinations 

Austria: The introduction of national examinations at ISCED level 3 starts in school year 2014/15 for general programmes, and 
in school year 2015/16 for pre-vocational and vocational programmes. A central agency, the Federal Institute for Research, 
Innovation and Development of the Austrian School System (Bundesinstitut für Bildungsforschung, Innovation und Entwicklung 
des österreichischen Schulwesens [BIFIE]) is responsible for the development of the central examination. The following subjects 
will be examined in a standardised form at ISCED level 3: the language of instruction (German, Croatian, Hungarian, 
Slovenian), foreign languages (English, French, Spanish, Italian, Latin, Greek) and mathematics. Schools/teachers will be 
responsible for marking the new national examination from 2014/15 onwards following guidelines developed by BIFIE.  

Belgium (Fr.): Standardised central examinations at ISCED levels 2 and 3 are not mandatory. Schools decide about their 
administration. At ISCED level 2, 55.6% of students participated in these examinations in 2011/12. At ISCED level 3, 
standardised national examinations in general programmes examine one competency area in history, and standardised 
examinations in pre-vocational and vocational programmes examine one competency area (reading) in the language of 
instruction (French). Schools decide about the weight given to standardised examination results in relation to other results of the 
student. In 2011/12, 42.9% of students participated in these examinations.  

Iceland: With the introduction of the Compulsory School Act 2008, standardised national examinations were changed to 
standardised national assessments.  

New Zealand: Students can participate in national qualifications examinations at any stage and it is not uncommon for some 
students to participate at ISCED level 2. However, the majority of the students undertake the national qualifications at ISCED 
level 3. 
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Table 4.A1.4 Standardised central examinations at ISCED level 2 (2012) 

This table describes central/state policy frameworks for standardised central examinations, i.e. standardised student assessments that have a formal consequence for students 
(e.g. impact upon a student’s eligibility to progress to a higher level of education, part of a process to certify learning) for ISCED level 2. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Australia All programmes No a1 a  a  a  a  a  a  a  a  a  a  

Austria All programmes No a  a  a  a  a  a  a  a  a  a  a  

Belgium  
(Fl.) All programmes  No a  a  a  a  a a a a a a a 

Belgium  
(Fr.) 

General Yes 

CE1D (Épreuve 
certificative 

externe commune 
au terme de la 

troisième étape du 
continuum 

pédagogique) 

Yes, for 
public 

schools only 
(from 

2012/13) 

All 
students: 

M, L 
Year 8 Central education 

authority School2 
Availability of national 

guidance materials for marking 
student performance on the 

examination 

Multiple choice; closed-
format short-answer 

questions; open-ended 
writing tasks  

Multiple choice; closed-format 
short-answer questions; open-

ended writing tasks  
No National standards 

Pre-voc and voc No a  a  a  a  a a a a a a a 

Canada All programmes  
Yes, at the 
provincial 

level 
Varies by province Varies by 

province 
Varies by 
province 

Varies by 
province Varies by province Varies by province Varies by province Varies by province Varies by province Varies by 

province Varies by province 

Chile All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Czech 
Republic All programmes No a a  a  a  a a a a a a a 

Denmark All programmes Yes Folkeskolens 
Afsluttende Prøver 

Yes, for 
public 

schools only3

All 
students: 

M, L, S, FL
Students 

choose: A, V
Sample: 

FL, S, SS, 
R 

Year 9 Central education 
authority  

Centrally appointed 
external examiners mark 
student performance in 

co-operation with internal 
examiners 

Availability of national guidance 
materials for marking student 

performance on the examination 
(performance criteria, 

exemplars, rubrics, keys); 
moderation of marking (external 

examiners attend all oral 
examinations at school level) 

Multiple choice; Open-
ended writing tasks; oral 

presentation; oral 
questions and answers; 

project presentation; 
group discussion 

(optional) 

Closed-format short-answer 
questions, open-ended writing 

tasks 
No National learning 

progressions 
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Table 4.A1.4 Standardised central examinations at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Pr
og

ra
mm

e t
yp

e 

Do
 ce

ntr
al 

ex
am

ina
tio

ns
 

ex
ist

 at
 th

e l
ow

er
 

se
co

nd
ar

y l
ev

el?
 

Na
me

 of
 th

e s
tan

da
rd

ise
d 

ce
ntr

al 
ex

am
ina

tio
n a

t 
IS

CE
D 

lev
el 

2 

Ar
e c

en
tra

l e
xa

mi
na

tio
ns

 
co

mp
uls

or
y?

 

W
ha

t s
ub

jec
ts 

ar
e 

as
se

ss
ed

?  

W
hic

h y
ea

r le
ve

ls 
ar

e 
as

se
ss

ed
?  

W
ho

 is
 re

sp
on

sib
le 

for
 

de
ve

lop
ing

 th
e c

en
tra

l 
ex

am
ina

tio
n?

 

W
ho

 is
 re

sp
on

sib
le 

for
 

ma
rk

ing
 th

e c
en

tra
l 

ex
am

ina
tio

n?
 

If m
ar

kin
g o

f c
en

tra
l 

ex
am

ina
tio

ns
 (o

r o
f p

ar
ts 

of 
the

 ex
am

ina
tio

ns
) is

 
un

de
rta

ke
n a

t th
e s

ch
oo

l 
lev

el,
 w

ha
t m

ec
ha

nis
ms

 
ar

e i
n p

lac
e t

o e
ns

ur
e t

he
 

re
lia

bil
ity

 of
 m

ar
kin

g a
cr

os
s 

stu
de

nts
 (w

ith
in 

an
d 

be
tw

ee
n s

ch
oo

ls)
? 

W
hic

h t
yp

es
 of

 ta
sk

s d
o 

stu
de

nts
 ha

ve
 to

 co
mp

let
e 

in 
the

 la
ng

ua
ge

 of
 

ins
tru

cti
on

? 

W
hic

h t
yp

es
 of

 ta
sk

s d
o 

stu
de

nts
 ha

ve
 to

 co
mp

let
e 

in 
ma

the
ma

tic
s?

 

Is 
co

mp
ute

r-b
as

ed
 

tec
hn

olo
gy

 us
ed

 fo
r t

he
 

ad
mi

nis
tra

tio
n o

f th
e 

ex
am

ina
tio

ns
? 

W
hic

h r
efe

re
nc

e s
tan

da
rd

s 
ar

e u
se

d f
or

 th
e m

ar
kin

g  
of 

sta
nd

ar
dis

ed
 ce

ntr
al 

ex
am

ina
tio

ns
 in

 th
e 

lan
gu

ag
e o

f in
str

uc
tio

n  
an

d m
ath

em
ati

cs
? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Estonia 
General Yes Basic school end 

exams 

Yes, for 
public and 

government-
dependent 

private 
schools only 

All 
students: 

M; L 
Students 

choose: S; 
SS; FL 

Year 9 

State education 
authorities or 

governments; state 
agency responsible 
for assessment or 

certification 

The student's own 
teacher 

Moderation of marking; 
external checking of a 

sample of student products 
by a competent body; 
availability of national 
guidance materials for 

marking student performance 
on the examination 

(performance criteria, rubrics, 
exemplars) 

Multiple choice; closed 
format short-answer 

questions; open-ended 
writing tasks 

Performing tasks No National curriculum 
goals 

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Finland All programmes No a  a  a  a  a a a a a a a 

France All programmes Yes Diplôme national 
du brevet (DNB)4 

Yes, for all 
schools 

All 
students: 

M, L, S, SS, 
FL, T, A, R

Year 9 Central education 
authority 

Continuous assessment: 
the student's own 

teacher. 
For the standardised part 

of the examination: a 
teacher from another 

school 

None 
Open-ended writing tasks 

(essays); continuous 
assessment  

Open-ended writing tasks 
(essays); continuous 

assessment  
No National curriculum 

goals 

Hungary All programmes No a  a  a  a  a a a a a a a 

Iceland All programmes No a  a  a  a  a a a a a a a 

Ireland All programmes Yes Junior Certificate 

Yes, for 
public and 

government-
dependent 

private 
schools only 

All 
students: 

M, L, S, SS
Students 

choose: A, 
R, V, O 

Year 11 

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (State 
Examination 
Commission) 

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (State 
Examination 
Commission) 

a 
Open-ended writing tasks; 

closed-format short-
answer questions  

Written tasks (Closed-format 
tasks; open-ended tasks; 
general problem solving; 

problem-solving in unfamiliar 
contexts) 

No National curriculum 
goals  

Israel All programmes  No a  a  a  a  a a a a a a a 
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Table 4.A1.4 Standardised central examinations at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Italy General Yes 

Esame di Stato 
conclusivo del 
primo ciclo di 

istruzione (Prova 
nazionale) 

Yes, for all 
schools 

All 
students: 

M, L, S, FL, 
A 

Year 8 

Central education 
authority (INVALSI) 
for the standardised 
central examination, 
which is a portion of 

the national 1st 
cycle examination 

School (School 
Examination 

Committee) on the 
basis of INVALSI 

correction grids; Central 
agency responsible for 
assessment (National 

Institute for Assessment 
[INVALSI])5 

a5 

Multiple choice; closed-
format short-answer 

questions; open-ended 
writing tasks. School-

based part of the 
examination: written 
essay; oral questions 

and answers; oral 
presentation  

Multiple choice; closed-
format short-answer 

questions; open-ended 
writing tasks. School-based 

part of the examination: 
written problems/exercises; 
oral questions and answers; 

oral presentation  

No National  
curriculum goals  

Korea All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Luxembourg All programmes  No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Mexico All programmes No a a a a a a a  a a a a 

Netherlands 

General Yes 
Examination in 

vmbo-t 
programmes 

Yes, for all 
schools 

All 
students: L, 

FL, SS 
Students 

choose: M, 
S, FL, O 

Year 12 
Central agency 

(Central Institute for 
Test Development 

[CITO])6 

The student's own 
teacher 

Availability of national 
guidance materials; 

moderation of marking 
(systematic external 

moderation by school 
organising bodies [competent 

authorities])7 

Multiple choice; open-
ended writing tasks Open-ended calculations  No National  

curriculum goals  

Pre-voc and voc Yes 
Examination in 

vmbo-b, vmbo-k, 
vmbo-gt 

programmes 

Yes, for all 
schools 

All 
students: L, 
FL, V, SS
Students 

choose: M, 
S, FL, O 

Year 12 
Central agency 

(Central Institute for 
Test Development 

[CITO])6 

The student's own 
teacher 

Availability of national 
guidance materials; 

moderation of marking 
(systematic external 

moderation by school 
organising bodies [competent 

authorities])7 

Multiple choice; open-
ended writing tasks Open-ended calculations  Yes National  

curriculum goals  

New Zealand All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Norway All programmes  Yes 
Sentralt gitt 

eksamen (National 
exam) 

Yes, for all 
schools 

Sample: M, 
L, FL8 Year 10 Central education 

authority  
Central education 

authority a  Open-ended writing tasks 
Closed-format short-answer 

questions; open-ended 
writing tasks 

Yes, 
computer-

based uniform 
technology (in 
mathematics 
only for part 
two of the 

exam) 

National  
curriculum goals9 



ANNEX 4.A1 FEATURES OF STUDENT ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORKS IN LOWER SECONDARY EDUCATION – 259 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Table 4.A1.4 Standardised central examinations at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 
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Poland 
General Yes10 m Yes, for all 

schools 

All 
students: 

M, L, S, SS, 
FL 

Year 9 

Central and regional 
agencies responsible 

for external 
assessment (Central 

Examination 
Commission, 

Regional 
Examination 

Commissions)  

Central and regional 
agencies responsible for 

external assessment 
(Central Examination 

Commission, Regional 
Examination 

Commissions)  

a Multiple choice; open-
ended writing tasks 

Multiple choice; open-ended 
writing tasks No 

National examination 
standards based on 

core curriculum11 

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Portugal 
General Yes Final national 

examinations  
Yes, for all 

schools 
All 

students: 
M, L 

Year 9 Central education 
authority  

Teacher from another 
school 

Availability of national 
guidance materials 

(performance criteria); 
moderation of marking 

(teachers discussing student 
performance in groups) 

Multiple choice; closed-
format short-answer 

questions; open-ended 
writing tasks 

Multiple choice; closed-format 
short-answer questions; open-
ended writing tasks; problem-

solving tasks 
No  National curriculum 

(performance criteria)

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Slovak 
Republic All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Slovenia All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Spain All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 

Sweden All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a a 
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Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available; pre-voc and voc: pre-vocational and vocational programmes.  

M: mathematics; L: national language or language of instruction; S: science; SS: social studies; FL: modern foreign languages; T: technology; A: arts; R: religion; V: practical and vocational skills;  
O: other  

All students: all students take the test; Students choose: students can choose to take the test; Sample: sample or selection of students take the test. 

 

1. Australia: There are no standardised central examinations at ISCED level 2 in Australia. However, most schools have some sort of mandatory assessments in Year 10 level. These assessments 
largely do not have an effect upon students’ progression to a higher level of education or completion of an officially recognised degree.  

2. Belgium (Fr.): Schools organise themselves for the marking of standardised central examinations. This may take different forms, e.g. correction by the teacher, another teacher, in groups, etc. 

3. Denmark: 95% of government-dependent private schools also administer standardised central examinations, although they are not required to do so.  

4. France: The DNB is based 60% on continuous assessment by teachers and 40% on a standardised examination marked by teachers from other schools.  

5. Italy: The National Institute for Assessment (Istituto nazionale per la valutazione del sistema educativo di istruzione e di formazione [INVALSI]) marks a standardised test worth 1/7 of the mark 
(which is an average of mark in national Invalsi examination, marks in non national assessments, a mark in oral colloquium and a mark in admission to the examination). There is a school-based, non 
standardised part of the examination which is scored locally. No regulations exist to date to moderate student marks for the non standardised part of the examination. 

6. Netherlands: Centraal Instituut voor Toetsontwikkeling. 

7. Netherlands: In a first step, marking guidelines set by a central agency, the Central Committee for Examinations, are used by the student’s own teachers. In a second step, a second examiner, a 
teacher from another school, examines student examinations. In case of disagreement, the organising body (competent authority) of the second external examiner notifies the organising body 
(competent authority) of the first examiner (the student’s own teacher). In case the disagreement cannot be resolved, the Inspectorate intervenes. The Inspectorate can appoint a third independent 
examiner that takes the ultimate decision about a student’s mark. 

8. Norway: All students in Year 10 sit a centrally given written examination in one subject (Norwegian, mathematics or English) and a locally given oral examination in one subject. Students are 
sampled randomly for the different subjects.  

9. Norway: As specified in the curricula, the education law and specific subject assessment guidelines for examinations. 

10. Poland: Standardised examinations at ISCED level 2 cover mathematics, science, the language of instruction, modern foreign languages and social studies. Since 2012, scores are reported 
separately for each subject. Between 2002 and 2011 scores were combined for mathematics and science and for the language of instruction and social studies. Scores for modern languages were 
already reported separately.  

11. Poland: From 2012 onwards, national examination standards have been replaced by the new core curriculum, which is formulated in terms of learning outcomes. 

 

Source: Some of the information presented in this table is based on data provided through OECD Education at a Glance 2011. This information has been validated and additional information supplied 
by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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General notes on standardised central assessments 

Belgium (Fr.): Standardised central assessments (Évaluation externe des acquis des élèves de l'enseignement obligatoire) are conducted for the purpose of identifying individual 
learning needs. They are compulsory for all students in the given years. Subjects are rotated on the basis of 3-year cycles (mathematics was tested in 2011/12).  

Norway: Standardised central assessments examine competencies in reading literacy and numeracy. There are no tests in the language of instruction, modern foreign languages 
or mathematics. 

Table 4.A1.5 Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 2 (2012) 

This table describes central/state policy frameworks for standardised central assessments, i.e. standardised student assessments which are mostly used to monitor the quality 
of education at the system and/or school level, at ISCED level 2.  
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Australia 
General Yes 

National Assessment Program 
– Literacy and Numeracy 

(NAPLAN); National 
Assessment Program – Civics 

and Citizenship (NAP-CC); 
National Assessment Program 

– Information and 
Communication Technology 

Literacy (NAP-ICTL) 

Yes, for all 
schools 

All students: M (Years 7, 9); 
L (Years 7, 9) 

 
Sample: SS (Year 10 only); 

T (Year 10 only) 

Years 7, 9, 10 
Central agency responsible for 

assessment (Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority [ACARA]) 

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment 
and Reporting Authority 

[ACARA]) 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing tasks

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 

No, except 
computer based 

uniform 
technology is 

used for 
students with 
special needs 
and for NAP-

ICTL  

National learning 
progressions  

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a a a a a a a 

Austria All programmes Yes  Bildungsstandards 
(Educational Standards) 

Yes, for 
public and 

government-
dependent 

private 
schools only

All students: M, L, FL Year 8 

Central agency responsible for 
assessment (Federal Institute for 
Education Research, Innovation 
and Development of the Austrian 

School System [BIFIE])1 

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (Federal 
Institute for Education 

Research, Innovation and 
Development of the 

Austrian School System 
[BIFIE])1 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing 

tasks; oral 
presentation; oral 

questions and 
answers2 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing 

tasks2 

No National standards 
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Table 4.A1.5 Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 
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Belgium (Fl.) All programmes Yes National Assessment 
Programme No Sample: varies3 Varies3 

Research institute 
commissioned by central 

education authority  

Research institute 
commissioned by central 

education authority  

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; 
performing a 

task/experiment 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; 
performing a 

task/experiment 

Yes, computer-
based uniform 
technology for 

some tests 
National standards 

Belgium (Fr.) 
General Yes Évaluation externe non 

certificative 
Yes, for all 

schools All students: varies4 Varies4 Central education authority  School 

Multiple choice; 
closed format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing 

tasks; performing a 
task4 

Multiple choice; 
closed format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing 

tasks; performing a 
task/ experiment 

No National standards4

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a a a a a a a 

Canada All programmes  Yes Pan-Canadian Assessment 
Program (PCAP) 

Yes, for 
public and 

government-
dependent 

private 
schools only

Sample: M, L, S5  Year 8 
Central education council 
(Council of Ministers of 

Education, Canada) 

Central education council 
(Council of Ministers of 

Education, Canada) 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 
No 

Pan-Canadian 
Assessment 
Framework 

Chile All programmes Yes System for Measuring the 
Quality of Education (SIMCE)6

Yes, for all 
schools 

All students: M, L, S, SS 
(Year 8, every 2 years) 

 
Sample: O (physical 
education) (Year 8) 

Year 8 Central education authority 
(Ministry of Education)7  

Central education 
authority (Ministry of 

Education)7  

Multiple choice; 
open-ended writing 

tasks 

Multiple choice; 
open-ended writing 

tasks 
No 

National curriculum 
goals; national 

standards 

Czech 
Republic All programmes 

No, but 
central 

assessments 
are currently 

being 
piloted8 

Central assessment Yes, for all 
schools All students: M, L, FL Year 9 Czech School Inspectorate 

(CSI)9 
Czech School 

Inspectorate (CSI)9 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 

Yes, computer-
based uniform 

technology 

National curriculum 
goals; national 

standards 
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Table 4.A1.5 Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Denmark All programmes  Yes Nationale test No 
All students: M (Year 6), L 
(Years 6, 8), FL (Year 7 

only), S, SS (Year 8) 
Varies by subject

Central agency responsible for 
assessment (National Agency 
for Quality and Supervision)  

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (National 
Agency for Quality and 

Supervision) 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
writing tasks; 

matching items (e.g. 
pictures/drawings 

with words) 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
writing tasks; 

matching items  

Yes, computer-
based adaptive 

technology10 
National learning 

progressions  

Estonia All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a 

Finland All programmes Yes11 Sample based assessments of 
learning outcomes No 

Sample: Subjects vary, but 
typically include M, L; other 
subjects assessed include 

S, FL, A, R, and cross-
curricular learning-to-learn 

skills9 

Varies (most 
regularly Year 9, 

also Year 7) 

Central education authority 
(Finnish National Board of 

Education) 

The student´s own 
teacher (according to 

central marking 
guidelines) 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing 

tasks; oral 
presentation 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 
No Marking guidelines 

France All programmes Yes 

Évaluations-bilan CEDRE 
(cycle des évaluations 

disciplinaires réalisées sur 
échantillon) 

 
LOLF-base (indicateurs liés à 
la loi organique relative à la loi 

des finances) 

Yes, for all 
schools 

Évaluations-bilan CEDRE: 
Sample: A different 

discipline each year (6-year 
cycle) 

 
LOLF-base: Sample: M, L 

Year 9 

Central education authority 
(General Directorate for School 
Education [DGESCO]);12 central 

agency responsible for 
assessment (Directorate for 
Evaluation, Forecasting and 

Performance [DEPP])13 

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (Directorate 
for Evaluation, 

Forecasting and 
Performance [DEPP])13 

Multiple choice; 
short open-ended 

writing tasks  

Multiple choice; 
short open-ended 

writing tasks  
No 

National curriculum 
goals; national 

standards 

Hungary All programmes Yes National Assessment of Basic 
Competencies 

Yes, for all 
schools All students: M, L  Years 6, 8 Central education authority Central education 

authority  
Multiple choice; 

short open-ended 
writing tasks 

Multiple choice; 
short open-ended 

writing tasks 
No 

National 
Assessment 
Framework 

Iceland All programmes Yes m Yes, for all 
schools All students: M, L, S, FL Year 10 

Central agency responsible for 
assessment (Educational 

Testing Institute)  

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (Educational 
Testing Institute)  

Multiple choice; 
open-ended writing 

tasks; oral 
questions and 

answers  

Multiple choice; 
open-ended writing 

tasks; oral 
questions and 

answers  

No National curriculum 
goals  

Ireland All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a 
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Table 4.A1.5 Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Israel All programmes Yes Meitzav 

Yes, for all 
schools 

according to 
cycles 

All students: M, L, S, FL Year 8 Central education authority or 
government  

Central education 
authority or government 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing tasks

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing tasks

No National curriculum 
goals 

Italy General Yes Servizio Nazionale di 
Valutazione (SNV) 

Yes, for all 
schools All students: M, L Years 6, 8 

Central education authority with 
support of central agency 

responsible for assessment 
(National Institute for 

Assessment [INVALSI])14 

Central education 
authority with support of 

central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (National 
Institute for Assessment 

[INVALSI])14 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing tasks

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing tasks

No National curriculum 
goals14  

Korea All programmes Yes 
Subject Learning Diagnostic 
Test; National Assessment of 

Educational Achievement 
(NAEA) 

Yes, for all 
schools 

Subject Learning Diagnostic 
Test: All students: M, L, S, 

SS 
 

NAEA: All students: M, L, S, 
SS, FL 

Subject Learning 
Diagnostic Test: 

Years 7, 8, 9 
 

NAEA: Years 6, 9

Central agency responsible for 
assessment (Korea Institute for 

Curriculum and Evaluation 
[KICE]) 

Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (Korea 
Institute for Curriculum 
and Evaluation [KICE]) 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 
No National curriculum 

goals 

Luxembourg All programmes Yes Épreuves standardisées (5ème 
ES / 9 EST) 

Yes, for 
public 

schools only
All students: M, L (German, 

French)  Year 8, 10 
Central education authority; 

research institute (University of 
Luxembourg)  

research institute 
(University of 

Luxembourg)15 
Multiple choice Multiple choice 

Yes, computer-
based uniform 

technology 
National standards 

Mexico All programmes Yes ENLACE Básica Yes, for all 
schools 

All students: M, L; further 
subject on rotating annual 

basis (e.g. S, SS) 

All students: 
Years 7, 8, 9 

 
Sample: Year 916

 Central education authority; 
central agency responsible for 
assessment (National Institute 

for Educational Assessment and 
Evaluation ([INEE])17 

 Central education 
authority; central agency 

responsible for 
assessment (National 

Institute for Educational 
Assessment and 

Evaluation [INEE])17 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing tasks

Multiple choice  No National curriculum 
goals 

Netherlands All programmes  No a a a a a a a a a a
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Table 4.A1.5 Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

New Zealand All programmes Yes National Education Monitoring 
Project No 

Sample: 4 blocks of 
curriculum areas assessed 

alternately on a 4-year 
cycle: (1) S, A, O 

(information skills [graphs, 
tables, maps, charts, 

diagrams]); (2) L, T, A; (3) 
M, SS, O (information skills 
[library, research]); (4) L, O 

(health and physical 
education) 

Year 8 
Central education authority or 
government; Private company 

contracted to Central education 
authority or government 

Central education 
authority or government; 

Private company 
contracted to central 
education authority or 

government  

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing 

tasks; performing a 
task/experiment; 

oral questions and 
answers 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; open-
ended writing 

tasks; performing a 
task/experiment; 

oral questions and 
answers 

Yes, computer-
based uniform 

technology 
National curriculum 

goals  

Norway All programmes Yes National tests Yes, for all 
schools All students: M, L, FL Years 8, 9 

Central education authority 
(Norwegian Directorate for 

Education and Training) 

The student's own 
teacher; central 

education authority 
(Norwegian Directorate 

for Education and 
Training)  

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 

Yes, computer-
based uniform 

technology 
National learning 

progressions 

Poland All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a 

Portugal All programmes No a a a a a a a a a a 

Slovak 
Republic 

General Yes Testovanie 9 Yes, for all 
schools All students: M, L Year 9 Central agency responsible for 

assessment (NÚCEM) 
Central agency 
responsible for 

assessment (NÚCEM) 
a 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions 
m National curriculum 

goals 

Pre-voc and voc No a a a a a a a a a a 

Slovenia All programmes Yes National Assessment Yes, for all 
schools 

All students: L, M, O 
(subject determined by the 
Ministry for Education and 

Sport) 
Year 9 

Central agency responsible for 
assessment (National 
Examinations Centre)  

Central agencies 
(National Examinations 

Centre; National 
Education Institute) 

Multiple choice; 
open-ended writing 

tasks  

Multiple choice; 
open-ended writing 

tasks  

No, computer-
based 

technology for 
some students 

with special 
needs only18 

National curriculum 
goals 

Spain All programmes No19 a a a a a a a a a a 
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Table 4.A1.5 Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 2 (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Sweden All programmes Yes National tests  Yes, for all 
schools All students: M, L, FL, S Year 9 

Central educational authority or 
government; central agency 

(National Agency for Education)  

The student's own 
teacher (another teacher 

from within the school 
may collaborate; 

Inspectorate reviews the 
marking of a sample of 

tests) 

Multiple choice; 
open-ended writing 

tasks; oral 
presentation 

Multiple choice; 
closed-format 
short-answer 

questions; oral 
presentation; oral 

questions and 
answers  

No National knowledge 
requirements 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

All programmes Yes 
Assessments using Levels of 

Progression (legislation is 
currently in train) 

Yes, for all 
schools (from 

2012/13) 
All students: Communication 

and Using Maths20  
Year 10 – level 5 

expected 

Department of Education tasks 
the Council for Curriculum, 

Examinations and Assessment 
(CCEA) to develop the 

assessments 

Department of Education 
tasks CCEA to develop 

the assessments 

A range of teacher-
set tasks including 
some tasks set by 

CCEA 

A range of teacher 
set tasks including 
some tasks set by 

CCEA 
Yes 

Levels of 
Progression as set 

out in legislation 
and subsequently in 
guidance developed 

by CCEA 

 
 

Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available; pre-voc and voc: pre-vocational and vocational programmes. 

M: mathematics; L: national language or language of instruction; S: science; SS: social studies; FL: modern foreign languages; T: technology; A: arts; R: religion; V: practical and vocational skills;  
O: other 

All students: all students take the test; Students choose: students can choose to take the test; Sample: sample or selection of students take the test. 

 

1. Austria: Bundesinstitut für Bildungsforschung, Innovation und Entwicklung des österreichischen Schulwesens. 

2. Austria: From school year 2011/12 onwards.  

3. Belgium (Fl.): There is no systematic assessment of particular learning areas or educational levels. At ISCED level 2 participation in standardised central assessments varies significantly among 
students in different programmes of secondary education.  

4. Belgium (Fr.): Each year, the central assessments cover a different subject (mathematics, language of instruction or science [éveil-initiation scientifique]). Subjects are rotated on the basis of a  
3-year cycle (e.g. mathematics in 2011/12). In 2011/12, the language of instruction was not assessed.  

5. Canada: Mathematics, the language of instruction and science are assessed on a 3-year cycle focussing on one of these three subjects.  
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6. Chile: Sistema de Medición de Calidad de la Educación. 

7. Chile: The National Agency for the Quality of Education (Agencia de Calidad) will take over these responsibilities from the Ministry of Education in October 2012. 

8. Czech Republic: Information provided for the Czech Republic refers to the standardised central assessments being piloted in the academic year 2011/12.  

9. Czech Republic: Česká školní inspekce. 

10. Denmark: Standardised central assessments and school leavers’ final examination after Years 9/10 are computer-based. Marking and the calculation of test scores is performed automatically. 

11. Finland: The Ministry of Education and Culture has formulated a plan for assessing learning outcomes in basic education for the years 2012-15. Subjects are assessed according to the selection and 
timings of this plan. At the lower secondary level, a central assessment in mathematics was organised in Year 9 in 2011 and in 2012. An assessment in the language of instruction was conducted in 
Year 9 in 2010.  

12. France: Direction générale de l'enseignement scolaire. 

13. France: Direction de l'évaluation, de la prospective et de la performance. 

14. Italy: The National Institute for Assessment (Istituto nazionale per la valutazione del sistema educativo di istruzione e di formazione [INVALSI]) has developed frameworks for central student 
assessments in the language of instruction and mathematics which are based on the national curriculum goals.  

15. Luxembourg: The tests are automatically marked by a computer. 

16. Mexico: Assessed on a 4-year cycle.  

17. Mexico: Instituto Nacional para la Evaluación de la Educación. 

18. Slovenia: From 2013 onwards, the marking of standardised central assessments at ISCED level 2 will be computer based.  

19. Spain: Currently, there are no standardised central assessments in Spain. The General Diagnosis Assessment was discontinued in ISCED 2 after 2010. The Spanish government is currently 
preparing a new education law and a different assessment design for the General Diagnosis Assessment to be re-introduced in the future in line with the new education programme. There are also 
regional assessment programmes undertaken under the responsibility of the Autonomous Communities.  

20. United Kingdom (Northern Ireland): From 2013/14, Using ICT will also be assessed.  

Source: Some of the information presented in this table is based on data provided through OECD Education at a Glance 2011. This information has been validated and additional information supplied 
by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Annex 4.A2 Features of student assessment frameworks in primary  
and upper secondary education  

The tables below provide information on features of student assessment frameworks 
in primary and upper secondary education in the countries actively engaged in the OECD 
Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes. 
Part of the information was supplied by countries through a questionnaire specifically 
developed by the OECD Review. The rest of the information is based on data provided by 
OECD Education at a Glance 2011. 

This annex is available on line only at http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264190658-8-en. 
The online annex includes the following material: 

 

Table 4.A2.1a Internal summative assessment frameworks at ISCED level 1 (2012)  

Table 4.A2.1b Internal summative assessment frameworks at ISCED level 3 (2012) 

Table 4.A2.3a Reporting of summative results at ISCED level 1 (2012) 

Table 4.A2.3b Reporting of summative results at ISCED level 3 (2012) 

Table 4.A2.4a Standardised central examinations at ISCED level 1 (2012) 

Table 4.A2.4b Standardised central examinations at ISCED level 3 (2012) 

Table 4.A2.5a Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 1 (2012) 

Table 4.A2.5b Standardised central assessments at ISCED level 3 (2012) 

 

All the tables summarising features of evaluation and assessment frameworks, 
included in the annexes to this report, are also available on the OECD Review website at 
www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.   
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Chapter 5 
 

Teacher appraisal:  
 

Enhancing teacher professionalism  

Improving the quality and equity of schooling depends to a large extent on the motivation 
and performance of individual teachers in the classroom. In turn, effective appraisal and 
feedback for teachers is essential to increase the focus on teaching quality and teachers’ 
professional learning. Teacher appraisal can also support the effective organisation of 
schools by allowing teachers to progress in their career and take on new roles and 
responsibilities based on a solid evaluation of their performance. This chapter describes 
the approaches that countries take to appraise individual teachers. Building on a 
discussion of impact, drivers and contextual developments, it analyses the governance of 
teacher appraisal schemes, appraisal procedures and instruments, capacities required for 
effective appraisal and the use of appraisal results for different purposes. The chapter 
concludes with a set of pointers for policy development. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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Introduction 

This chapter looks at approaches to teacher appraisal within the evaluation and 
assessment framework. Teacher appraisal refers to the evaluation of teachers to make a 
judgement and/or provide feedback about their competencies and performance. It 
typically aims to support teachers’ professional development and/or career advancement, 
and also serves to hold teachers accountable for their practice. This chapter covers 
different types of teacher appraisal, including appraisal for the completion of a 
probationary period, appraisal for performance management and reward schemes.  

The effective monitoring and appraisal of teachers is central to the continuous 
improvement of schooling. Teachers need feedback on their performance to help them 
identify how to better shape and improve their teaching practice and, with the support of 
effective school leadership, to develop schools as professional learning communities. 
Teacher appraisal also provides opportunities to incentivise, recognise and reward 
effective teaching. Hence, the development of effective teacher appraisal is an important 
element in the drive to improve teaching and learning and raise education outcomes. 

This chapter will explore commonalities and differences in teacher appraisal 
approaches across countries. The analysis throughout this chapter indicates that teacher 
appraisal is probably the least comparable component of evaluation and assessment 
frameworks across OECD countries. Evidence from the country-specific OECD Reviews 
of Evaluation and Assessment in Education points to large variations in approaches to 
teacher appraisal, which range from centralised national systems to informal approaches 
developed at the discretion of individual schools.  

The chapter is organised in eight sections. After this introduction, the second section lays 
out the analytical approach, followed by a third section on impact, drivers and contextual 
developments. The following four sections describe key features of teacher appraisal and 
country practices, structured along the four main topics of the OECD Review on Evaluation 
and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes: governance, procedures, 
capacity and use of results. The final section provides pointers for policy development.  

Analytical approach 

Definitions  
Teacher appraisal refers to the evaluation of individual teachers to make a judgement 

about their competencies and performance and/or to provide feedback to support the 
improvement of their practice. Countries use a range of different approaches for the 
appraisal, among which the most frequent are: (1) appraisal for the completion of a 
probationary period; (2) appraisal as part of performance management, which may 
include registration processes, regular appraisal and appraisal for promotion; and 
(3) reward schemes. These key terms are defined below.  

• Completion of probation refers to the appraisal of individual teachers upon 
completion of a probationary period. The probationary period is a limited period 
of time upon teachers’ entry in the profession during which school leaders and/or 
other evaluators can closely appraise the competence and progress of newly hired 
teachers, monitor specific aspects of their performance and identify professional 
development needs. It is a period of adjustment during which teachers may also 
benefit from induction and mentoring arrangements. Upon successful completion 
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of the probationary period, teachers may receive a promotion or apply for fully 
registered teaching status.  

• Performance management refers to the formal teacher appraisal processes 
designed to ensure that individual and organisational goals are met. This includes 
all types of appraisal related to the management of a teacher’s professional and 
career development. As such, performance management is part of wider processes 
and systems for measuring, monitoring and enhancing the performance of 
teachers. It includes processes such as teacher registration, regular appraisal and 
appraisal for promotion.  

− Teacher registration, or certification, processes officially confirm teachers as 
competent for teaching practice. Advancement to fully registered teaching 
status typically occurs upon completion of a probationary teaching period 
and/or following an appraisal against registration/certification criteria. The 
process typically involves external evaluators or a national agency responsible 
for teacher registration. After teachers have initially become fully registered, 
in some countries they have to renew their registration every few years.  

− Regular appraisal is typically (but not always) a process internal to the 
school regulated by general labour-law provisions requiring the employers of 
teachers to regularly appraise the performance and results of their employees. 
In some countries, there are prescriptions on how such appraisal should be 
implemented whereas in other countries school leaders are autonomous in 
designing their own approaches. The process may be connected to a 
discussion and plan regarding elements such as the teacher’s professional 
development, responsibilities, working conditions, career progression or 
salary advancement.  

− Appraisal for promotion is a process that is separate from regular teacher 
appraisal in some countries. It is often voluntary and takes place in relation to 
decisions on employment status. It should be noted that many countries do not 
have a specific process for appraisal for promotion but integrate this function 
into regular teacher appraisal and/or registration.  

• Reward schemes involve teacher appraisal that is explicitly designed to identify a 
select number of high-performing teachers to acknowledge and reward their 
teaching competence and performance through rewards or one-off salary increases.  

Conceptual framework 
This chapter aims to explore the complex range of features associated with teacher 

appraisal. Figure 5.1 below provides a conceptual framework summarising the aspects 
involved and the way they interconnect. The overarching policy objective is to ensure that 
teacher appraisal contributes to the improvement of student outcomes through improved 
teaching practices and teacher professional learning. The conceptual framework has four 
main interrelated aspects.  

• Governance: This aspect concerns the overall design and organisation of teacher 
appraisal. This encompasses the purposes of teacher appraisal and the balance 
between developmental and accountability functions of the appraisal process. It 
also includes the setting of appraisal requirements as well as the distribution of 
responsibilities for the design of teacher appraisal.  
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• Procedures: This aspect refers to the features of teacher appraisal and the ways in 
which these are combined to create a specific appraisal model. This includes 
requirements for the frequency of appraisal, the development of reference 
standards, the definition of appraisal aspects and criteria, and the combination of 
instruments to gather relevant information.  

• Capacity: This aspect analyses the distribution of responsibilities for the 
implementation of appraisal as well as the training and support provided to 
appraise, to be appraised and to use the results of an appraisal. It includes issues 
such as: the choice of evaluators and the development of skills to perform the 
appraisal of a teacher; the enhancement of teachers’ skills to benefit from their own 
appraisal; and the development of central expertise in designing appraisal systems. 

• Use of results: This aspect is concerned with how the teacher appraisal process is 
followed up and how results are utilised for further decisions or actions. Examples 
of mechanisms to use appraisal results include performance feedback, professional 
development plans, career advancement and financial and other rewards. 

Impact, drivers and contextual developments 

The importance and impact of teacher appraisal 
As the most important school-level factor in student achievement, teachers are key to 

improving education outcomes. Raising the quality and equity of schooling depends to a 
large extent on making sure that teachers are highly skilled, well resourced, and 
motivated to perform at their best (OECD, 2005). In turn, the effective monitoring and 
appraisal of teaching is central to the continuous improvement of schooling (Santiago and 
Benavides, 2009). It can be a key lever to increase the focus on teaching quality and 
continuous professional learning for teachers, in line with a widespread recognition of the 
impact of teaching performance on student learning outcomes.  

Effective teacher appraisal also provides a mechanism to recognise and reward high-
quality teaching and to manage teacher career advancement. It can facilitate the 
organisation of schools in ways that are sensitive to individual talent, performance and 
motivation by allowing teachers to progress in their career and take on new roles and 
responsibilities based on solid appraisal of their performance (Mead et al., 2012). This 
can help address concerns about the attractiveness of teaching as a career choice and 
about the image and status of teachers in a number of OECD countries, including 
teachers’ feeling that their work is undervalued.  

Teacher appraisal is also well in line with a general focus on performance appraisal in 
the public sector and strengthened requirements for evaluation and accountability. In the 
context of increased parental expectations of schooling and concerns about the allocation of 
public funding, teacher appraisal provides a tool for schools to be accountable for the 
quality of education in every classroom. It allows school leaders and education authorities 
to monitor individual teacher performance and ensure that all classrooms are in the hands of 
capable and motivated teachers. It can also provide a possibility to move on teachers who 
are consistently underperforming and not responding to professional development 
opportunities.  
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Figure 5.1 Conceptual framework for teacher appraisal  
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Evidence from the OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) 
indicates that teachers at the lower secondary level who received appraisal and feedback 
generally had positive views of these processes. Overall, a large majority of teachers 
(83.2% on average across TALIS countries) who had received appraisal and feedback 
considered it to be a fair assessment of their work and most of them (78.6%) found that it 
was helpful in developing their work as teachers in the school (Figure 5.2). These are 
very important findings showing for the first time that representative samples of teachers 
across countries report largely positive experiences with their own appraisal processes 
(OECD, 2009).  

Figure 5.2 Teacher perceptions of the appraisal and/or feedback they received (2007-08) 
Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education who agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements  

about the appraisal and/or feedback they had received in their school 
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Appraisal and/or feedback was a fair assessment of their work as a teacher in this school

Appraisal and/or feedback was helpful in the development of their work as a teacher in this school

 
Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791305 

Note: Only includes those teachers who received appraisal or feedback. 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS,  
OECD Publishing, Paris.  

While measuring the impact of teacher appraisal is conceptually and 
methodologically challenging, a range of studies conducted in the United States appear to 
show a positive relationship between certain approaches to teacher appraisal and teacher 
practices and motivation. Even though research results in this area are more mixed, some 
studies also point towards a positive relationship between teacher appraisal and improved 
student learning outcomes (for a brief overview of the research evidence, see Box 5.1). It 
should be noted, however, that there are huge differences in the design and 
implementation of teacher appraisal systems across and within countries, which makes it 
impossible to draw generic conclusions about the impact of teacher appraisal per se. 
Indeed, it is not the existence of formal appraisal requirements but the design and quality 
of the processes that seem to matter most for its effect on teaching and learning outcomes.  
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Box 5.1 How teacher appraisal influences teaching and learning:  
A brief overview of research evidence 

This box aims to summarise research regarding the influence of teacher appraisal on teaching and learning. It 
is drawn from a literature review on teacher appraisal prepared for the OECD Review on Evaluation and 
Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes by Isoré (2009). It should be noted that this review is 
based only on evidence from the United States.  

The research literature on teaching quality largely establishes that teachers matter for student outcomes, in 
the sense that teachers are powerful contributors to students’ academic achievement (OECD, 2005). However, 
the literature is more hesitant in demonstrating which teacher aspects are relevant to teacher quality and what is 
the relative importance of teacher quality vis-à-vis other factors that theoretically influence student learning, 
including family, student and school factors. Not surprisingly, measuring the impact of teachers’ appraisal in 
terms of student learning is even more difficult. Overall, research seems to show that teacher appraisal has an 
indirect impact on student learning, by influencing teacher attitudes and practices, which in turn, can shape 
student learning outcomes. 

There are several strands of research analysing the impact of teacher appraisal systems on teaching and 
learning. First, there is a body of research which looks at the effects of teacher appraisal on the enhancement of 
teacher practice and motivation, as perceived by the teachers who are appraised. If teachers report enhanced 
practices owing to the appraisal process – and assuming that the corresponding practices are relevant to student 
learning –, then the appraisal system is supposed to be effective at indirectly improving student outcomes. 
Second, there are a range of quantitative studies attempting to identify a direct link between teacher appraisal and 
student learning outcomes. Given the many factors influencing student outcomes, such a link is more challenging 
to establish and the results of this research appear to be more mixed. 

The relationship between teacher appraisal and teacher practices and motivation 
Several studies have analysed the impact of the voluntary teacher appraisal process proposed by the National 

Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) in the United States because it represents one of the most 
complex and comprehensive approaches to teacher appraisal and also leads to a formal recognition – the 
National Board Certification (NBC). Several authors (Bond et al., 2000; Lustick and Sykes, 2006) found that 
teachers applied in the classroom what they had learned from the appraisal process. Teachers seemed to have 
also gained new enthusiasm for the profession – regarding how long they plan to stay in teaching – as a result of 
going through the appraisal process (Vandervoort et al., 2004; Lustick and Sykes, 2006; NBPTS, 2007). Finally, 
the accomplished teachers who went through the appraisal process were more likely to contribute to school 
leadership by adopting new roles including mentoring and coaching of other teachers who recognise certified 
teachers as helpful (Petty, 2002; Freund et al., 2005). Cohen and Rice (2005) concluded that the NBPTS provides 
a cost-effective opportunity for professional development through the appraisal process by requiring teachers to 
create portfolios and reflect about their practices, as well as helping them to focus on strong curricula and 
accurate assessment of student learning. While these studies bring interesting insights regarding formative 
aspects of teacher appraisal, it is important to keep in mind the potential impact of self-selection, as this is a 
voluntary appraisal scheme.  

The relationship between teacher appraisal and student learning outcomes 
Measuring the direct effect of teacher appraisal on student learning outcomes is more challenging. Such 

research needs to control for the broad set of qualitative variables which are likely to influence student learning. 
These variables encompass teacher characteristics (e.g. age, gender), teacher education and experience, students’ 
family factors (e.g. socio-economic background, parental support), school factors (e.g. school policies, school 
incentives, peer and classroom effects) and student factors (e.g. motivation, cognitive abilities, cumulative 
experience). The complex realities of education prevent researchers from accurately assimilating these factors as 
traditional inputs into education production functions (Hanushek, 1986). Moreover, because of its qualitative and 
heterogeneous nature, the output itself – student learning – is not a traditionally measurable “end product”, and 
this makes the decomposition between different factor contributions even more difficult (Hanushek, 1986; 
Ingvarson et al., 2007). This implies that this type of quantitative study in education requires particular attention 
to analytical issues or potential misinterpretations of the results. 
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Box 5.1 How teacher appraisal influences teaching and learning:  
A brief overview of research evidence (continued) 

There is a body of research focusing on the variation in the statistical relationship between teachers and 
student outcomes by comparing teachers who pass a particular appraisal process to teachers who do not. This 
body of evidence does not assess the effects of teacher appraisal on student outcomes, since it compares two 
distinct groups of teachers (one subject to appraisal, the other not) instead of comparing the impact of one 
particular group of teachers on student outcomes before and after the considered appraisal process. Rather, it 
provides an indication of the capacity of the implemented appraisal process to effectively differentiate proficient 
teachers from other teachers.  

Again, numerous studies examined the appraisal process associated with the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards (NBPTS) in the United States. A number of authors (Cavalluzzo, 2004; Goldhaber and 
Anthony, 2007; Vandervoort et al., 2004; Smith et al., 2005) found that students of teachers who had obtained 
the NBC performed better on standardised tests than students of non-certified teachers. Moreover, Goldhaber and 
Anthony (2007) and Cavalluzzo (2004) also conclude that student scores particularly improved for minority 
students and special needs students. This suggests that the NBC properly identifies teachers who adopt practices 
that enhance educational equity in addition to overall quality. However, other authors (McColskey and Stronge, 
2005; Sanders et al., 2005; Harris and Sass, 2007) found, by contrast, that students of teachers who had obtained 
the NBC did not perform significantly better than other students overall, in spite of improvements in some year 
levels or areas.  

The empirical evidence is also mixed for systems of compulsory teacher appraisal. Milanowski (2004) 
estimated the relationship between teacher appraisal ratings and a measure of value-added student achievement 
for the US district of Cincinnati, which has implemented a comprehensive standards-based teacher appraisal 
scheme as a basis for a performance-based pay system. He found significant positive correlations, and concluded 
that if scores from a rigorous teacher appraisal system are substantially related to student achievement, then this 
provides validity evidence for the use of the teacher scores as a basis for a financial reward system. Borman and 
Kimball (2005) studied the teacher appraisal system of the district of Washoe County, with a two-level model. 
After controlling for student background and teachers’ experience, they assessed the relation between teacher 
quality as measured by the appraisal system and both overall classroom mean achievement and within-classroom 
effects on social equality. They found that teachers with high appraisal scores were related to better student 
learning outcomes across year levels and teaching areas (reading and math). But they also found that these 
teachers did not appear to be reducing gaps in achievement between low- and high-achieving students and 
students from low-income or minority background.  

Finally, a range of studies focus on particular appraisal approaches or instruments. In particular, research has 
become increasingly interested in teacher appraisal approaches using classroom observations. Two recent studies 
analysing the relationship between teacher appraisal based on classroom observations and student performance 
report positive results. The Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) project compares five different instruments 
for classroom observation and analyses their relationship with a range of student outcomes. The analysis is based 
on the practice of over 1 300 teachers across different school districts in the United States. The study concludes 
that all five classroom observation instruments were positively associated with student achievement gains (Kane 
and Staiger, 2012). With a similar focus, Taylor and Tyler (2011) analyse the effects of the long-running Teacher 
Evaluation System (TES) in Cincinnati Public schools, which appraises teachers’ professional practice through 
multiple detailed classroom observations and a review of teacher work products. They find that high-quality 
teacher appraisal based on classroom observation improved the performance of mid-career teachers both during 
the period of appraisal and in subsequent years. In particular, students assigned to a teacher after he or she had 
participated in TES scored about 10% of a standard deviation higher in mathematics than similar students taught 
by the same teacher prior to participation in TES.  

Sources: Isoré (2009); Kane and Staiger (2012); Taylor and Tyler (2011).  
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While a range of studies point to positive effects of teacher appraisal systems 
(Box 5.1), there is also a body of research analysing the potential negative impact of 
teacher appraisal systems that are not carefully designed and implemented. Where the 
accountability function has taken precedence over the developmental function and the 
appraisal is mostly perceived as punitive, teacher appraisal may create a climate of 
tensions and fear (O’Day, 2002; Klinger et al., 2008; OECD, 2009). Although 
accountability is clearly important, excessive focus on this function may jeopardise the 
key purpose of appraisal, which is to improve teaching quality by developing teacher 
capacity. In this context, education policy makers, practitioners and researchers in many 
countries are re-emphasising the primary value of teacher appraisal as a tool for the 
continuous improvement of teaching practice. 

Drivers and contextual developments 
Teacher appraisal, like all components of the evaluation and assessment framework, 

is influenced by wider trends and developments shaping education policies (see 
Chapter 2). Recent global phenomena such as the growing importance of information and 
communication technologies (ICT), the increasing impact of migration and social changes 
on schools, new approaches to school governance and an increasing emphasis on 
evaluation, assessment and accountability in education have all contributed to changing 
roles and responsibilities for teachers. This increasing complexity of teachers’ roles has 
raised the importance of providing adequate feedback and support for all teachers to 
continuously develop their skills. In this context, the (re-)definition of what constitutes 
good teaching, as well as the appraisal of teaching practices in relation to agreed 
standards of good teaching, are crucial elements in developing effective teaching for the 
21st century. This section briefly explains the key contextual developments impacting on 
teachers and the teaching profession.  

First, the exponential increase in the availability of information over the past decades 
has fundamentally changed the nature of schooling, with teachers being asked to move 
away from traditional instructional approaches focused on knowledge transmission. Most 
OECD curricula now stress the importance for teachers to help their students acquire 21st 
century skills such as self-directed learning, problem-solving, teamwork and creative 
thinking, which requires more constructivist approaches to teaching and learning. Teachers 
themselves are also expected to apply information and communication technologies in their 
professional practice and use the potential of ICT to improve their teaching approaches.  

Second, as school systems are becoming ever more diverse in terms of students’ 
socio-economic, cultural and linguistic backgrounds, teachers are expected to ensure 
social cohesion and well-being of all students while differentiating their instruction to 
respond to individual learning needs. In some countries, schools are increasingly offering 
inclusive education for students with special educational needs, which requires teachers 
to acquire competencies in this field or to collaborate with specialists. In this context, 
teachers are also increasingly expected to work beyond the school borders and co-operate 
with parents and the broader community.  

Third, developments in education governance structures towards more 
decentralisation and school autonomy have led to new managerial tasks in schools, 
requiring teachers to participate in more widely distributed school leadership and 
management roles. Also, in line with research on effective organisational learning, many 
schools are adopting new ways of working that focus on collegial and collaborative 
teaching, conducted in teams and larger professional learning communities (Stoll and 
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Louis, 2007). This requires teachers to adapt to collaborative work cultures based on 
shared goals, continuous professional development, reflective practice, peer observation, 
feedback and quality improvement.  

Finally, the growing prominence of evaluation, assessment and accountability in 
education policy also has important implications for teachers’ work in schools. Many 
education systems are promoting an increased focus on setting central standards for 
student learning, measuring student outcomes and using data for improvement. As 
teaching and school quality are increasingly being judged on the basis of evidence of 
student learning, teachers need to be able to create valid and reliable assessment 
instruments to monitor their students’ progress and they are also required to collect, 
interpret and follow up on data from standardised external assessments. On the whole-
school level, they are expected to collaborate in school self-evaluation processes to 
inform school development and communicate assessment and evaluation information to 
students and parents.  

This combination of developments requires teachers of all age groups to develop new 
competencies which they may not have through formal training. The (re-)definition of 
professional standards or profiles for the teaching profession can help acknowledge the 
great complexity of teaching in the 21st century and emphasise the need for continuous 
learning and development. Teacher appraisal, then, plays a crucial role in identifying 
individual teacher strengths and learning needs in relation to such expectations and provides 
a mechanism for teachers to continuously review, reflect on, and improve their practice.  

Governance  

This section analyses the overall design and organisation of teacher appraisal across 
countries participating in the OECD Review. This encompasses the purposes of teacher 
appraisal and the balance between developmental and accountability functions of the 
appraisal process. It also includes the setting of appraisal requirements as well as the 
distribution of responsibilities for the design of teacher appraisal.  

Purposes 
Teacher appraisal can be conducted with different purposes such as completion of a 

probationary period, teacher registration, performance management, regular feedback for 
improvement, career advancement, individual inspection or identification of 
developmental needs. The overarching objectives of these different teacher appraisal 
processes typically include professional development and/or accountability. 

The developmental function 
Developmental teacher appraisal, also referred to as appraisal for improvement or 

formative appraisal, focuses on the provision of feedback useful for the improvement of 
teaching practices, namely through professional development. It is typically a process 
internal to the school which may not always be regulated nationally. It has as its main 
purpose the continuous improvement of teaching practices through adequate professional 
development. The identification of individual teachers’ strengths and weaknesses serves 
to choose from a wide range of possible professional development activities the ones that 
meet individual teachers’ own needs in relation to the priorities in the school 
improvement plan. It involves helping teachers learn about, reflect on, and improve their 
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practice. This typically occurs with account of the school context so that the learning of 
individual teachers is aligned with school needs.  

The accountability function 
Teacher appraisal for accountability, also referred to as summative appraisal, focuses 

on holding teachers accountable for their performance associating it to a range of 
consequences for their career. It aims to provide summary information about past 
practices and performance of a teacher relative to what is considered as standards of 
“good” teaching. It seeks to set incentives for teachers to perform at their best. It may 
involve external evaluators and typically entails consequences for teachers such as 
performance-based career advancement and/or salaries, bonus pay, or the possibility of 
sanctions for underperformance. Teacher appraisal for accountability is summative in 
nature and usually involves appraising performance at nodal points in a teacher’s career. 
It also works as a means to provide recognition to teachers.  

Policy frameworks for teacher appraisal  
Teacher appraisal is receiving considerable policy attention across countries 

participating in the OECD Review. Of 29 countries for which information is available, 
23 reported having policy frameworks (national or state laws or regulations) in place to 
regulate one or more types of teacher appraisal. The six education systems that did not 
have such policy frameworks in place in 2012 were: the French Community of Belgium, 
Denmark, Finland1, Iceland, Norway and Spain.  

However, the absence of policy frameworks for teacher appraisal does not mean that 
teachers do not receive any professional feedback in these countries. In Denmark, for 
example, while teacher appraisal is not conducted systematically at a national level, 
teachers typically receive appraisal or feedback from their school leaders once a year. In 
Norway, teacher appraisal approaches are not regulated nationally, but are typically 
designed at the local and/or school level. In Iceland, teacher appraisal is conducted at the 
discretion of individual schools and school boards.  

The types of appraisal regulated by existing policy frameworks vary across countries. 
The teacher appraisal approaches most frequently in place across the 29 countries for 
which information was available are depicted in Figure 5.3. The most common 
approaches are appraisal for the completion of a probationary period (15 countries) and 
regular school-based appraisal (18 countries). In addition, as part of performance 
management, a few countries had specific processes for teacher registration (3 countries) 
and appraisal for promotion (5 countries) in place. Only 3 countries had policy 
frameworks for teacher reward schemes.  

In addition, a few countries report having teacher appraisal approaches in place that 
do not readily fit the categories defined above (hence, they are not included in Figure 5.3 
above). In Austria, for example, there is an appraisal type for teachers on fixed-term 
contracts in public and government-dependent private schools only. These teachers, who 
do not have a permanent position, are bound to re-apply for contract renewal every year 
during their first five years on the job. In this context, an appraisal occurs annually and is 
typically conducted by the school principal. A second evaluator, typically an inspector 
from the state or regional school administration, may be involved in case of a dispute or 
appeal in the appraisal process. Austria also reported that there is a policy framework for 
appraisal at the completion of probation, which applies only to teachers on fixed-term 
contracts at ISCED level 2 (academic programmes only) and 3 (all programmes).  
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Figure 5.3 Existence of policy frameworks for teacher appraisal across countries (2011-12) 
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Notes: Appraisal for promotion refers to appraisal schemes that are designed specifically for the purpose of making decisions 
about promotion. However, regular appraisal may also influence decisions about promotion, in addition to other purposes.  
Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project.  

In Luxembourg, in addition to teacher appraisal at the completion of probation, there 
is also an appraisal process for teachers at ISCED level 1 when a teacher requests to 
transfer to another school. In the Netherlands, there are two types of appraisal on 
application and entry into the teaching profession that are not related to completion of 
probation. These appraisals basically involve administrative checks of whether teachers 
have the required diploma, no criminal record and no record of improper behaviour. In 
addition, the Netherlands report that the existing teaching standards may also be used for 
registration and reward schemes, but currently there is no obligation for schools to 
implement such processes.  

In Poland, in addition to regular appraisal for performance management, there can 
also be a type of appraisal that may be undertaken at the request of the concerned teacher, 
the local government, the educational superintendents, the school board or the parents’ 
council. Such appraisal is conducted by the school principal according to procedures 
prescribed by law and it involves the evaluation of all aspects of the teachers’ 
performance. A negative appraisal leads to the termination of the employment contract; 
otherwise the appraisal may influence professional development and/or salary decisions.  

Some countries have more than one process for teacher appraisal at the end of 
probation and/or for regular appraisal of teachers. In Canada, while processes vary across 
jurisdictions, there are typically two processes related to probation and two processes for 
regular appraisal. Regarding probation, in some provinces/territories, one appraisal takes 
place during probation in relation to decisions on employment status, and another takes 
place at the end of the probationary period and for new hires during the first year. For 
regular appraisal, there is a process for performance management for experienced 
teachers which takes place once every five years (or in case of performance concerns) in 
addition to regular appraisal for professional development.  

In Mexico, there are several types of teacher appraisal for performance management. 
In addition to the recently introduced Universal Appraisal System, which is for diagnosis 
and professional development, there is another regular performance management system 
for teachers in upper secondary public schools only (Sistema en Línea para la Evaluación 
Docente [SLED]). In addition, there is the opportunity for teachers to take different types 
of teacher tests on a voluntary basis. The National Exam of Teaching Knowledge and 
Skills can be taken for entry into the profession and in relation to decisions on 
employment status (such as applying for a permanent contract). In addition the National 
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Examinations for the Continuous Training of In-Service Teachers (ENAMS) aim to provide 
a diagnosis of teachers’ professional competencies and to assist teachers in identifying their 
professional development needs. However, it should be noted that it has stakes for those 
teachers who are part of the rewards scheme (National Teacher Career Programme 
[PNCM]), since it is an input for this programme. In this context, the ENAMS serve as a 
mechanism to “certify” the continuous training that teachers have undertaken.  

The importance of the governance context 
The implementation of teacher appraisal across schools depends very much on the 

governance context in place in each country, in particular levels of decentralisation and 
school autonomy. In several countries that do not have central frameworks for teacher 
appraisal in place, local authorities and schools have long been in charge of developing 
local teacher appraisal policies, without much involvement of the central level. But in the 
context of increasing concerns about variations in the quality and equity of learning 
across and within schools, several countries have passed reforms to enhance teaching 
quality and some of these reforms have included a stronger focus on teacher appraisal. In 
Sweden, for example, where there has been little tradition of teacher appraisal, a new 
system for teacher registration was introduced in 2011.  

National frameworks and requirements for teacher appraisal may create challenges in 
education systems with a strong tradition of school autonomy in educational decision 
making. Education authorities need to consider different options to establish the right 
balance between central guidance for consistently effective teacher appraisal and local 
flexibility to adapt processes to school needs. For example, if a school or local authority 
has already made substantial investments in building capacity for a particular teacher 
appraisal framework and method, requiring it to adopt a national rubric for appraisal may 
be counterproductive (Mead et al., 2012). On the other hand, in the absence of central 
guidance, there is a risk that schools develop their appraisal systems in isolation and that 
local standards and criteria may be too limited in expectations in relation to national 
education goals. While leaders at the local and school level typically have a better 
understanding of the schools’ specific needs, the involvement of a more central level can 
allow for system learning and sharing of expertise and good practice. Such tensions 
between central prescriptions and local flexibility are inherent to the structure of many 
education systems.  

The challenge in decentralised systems is to hold schools and local authorities 
accountable for the implementation of effective quality assurance policies without stifling 
the creativity and innovation of local actors in building such systems and making them 
work in line with local needs. In countries where teacher appraisal is in the purview of 
local or school-level actors, the central authorities may still play an important role in 
assisting local actors with the implementation of processes. The role of the central level in 
decentralised systems may include the development of central teaching standards, 
requirements regarding the overall mix of instruments and methods to be used (without 
necessarily mandating a specific tool or approach to be applied), and follow-up to ensure 
that teachers in all schools can benefit from appraisal and feedback.  

Building coherent frameworks for teacher appraisal  
Recent research highlights the importance of developing systematic approaches to 

teacher appraisal that support continuous learning for individual teachers throughout their 
career and for the profession as a whole (Darling-Hammond, 2012). To build coherent 
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and comprehensive frameworks for teacher appraisal, many countries combine two or 
more different processes for appraisal to respond better to different stages of the teaching 
career and/or to achieve different functions (see Figure 5.3).  

For beginning teachers, just over half of the countries for which information was 
available had appraisal processes at the end of a probationary period in place in 2012 
(Figure 5.3). However, in several countries, it was not mandatory for teachers to undergo a 
probationary period at the beginning of their careers. Across the countries participating in 
TALIS, more than 19.2% of new teachers (i.e. teachers with two years or less of teaching 
experience) in lower secondary schools reported that they had never received appraisal or 
feedback from any internal or external source, compared to 13% of the experienced 
teachers (OECD, 2012). In some countries, these figures were considerably higher: 60.3% 
of new teachers in Italy reported that they had never received appraisal or feedback, as well 
as 32.1% in Spain and Portugal, 25.6% in Ireland and 24.7% in Iceland (OECD, 2012).  

This is problematic because there are indications that at this early stage of the teacher 
career, it is particularly important to allow teachers to work in a well-supported 
environment and to receive frequent feedback and mentoring (OECD, 2010, 2012). The 
completion of a probationary period can in fact be considered as a first major step in the 
teaching career corresponding to access to the first stage of the career structure. Box 5.2 
summarises research and experience from different countries regarding the establishment 
of probationary periods; this summary is taken from the OECD’s work on Improving 
Schools (OECD, 2010).  

Box 5.2 Research and experiences regarding probation 

In several higher-performing education systems, beginning teachers are required to 
undertake a period of probation, by the end of which they must have confirmed their capability 
or competence in order to secure their license to teach. While such probationary and induction 
periods normally (for example in England and New Zealand) last for one or two years, in some 
systems (for example in Boston and Chicago in the United States) they can last for as many as 
three or four. However long they last, such approaches normally provide a mechanism by which 
those who are judged to be ineffective may be removed from their posts and from the profession, 
while those who are able to demonstrate their competence may be given or become eligible for a 
permanent position.  

More generally, a probationary period typically takes place, as is the case in England, 
alongside or as part of a new teacher induction programme which includes mentoring support, 
thereby creating opportunities for formative as well as summative assessment and for teacher 
development (Larsen, with Lock and Lee, 2005). However, some studies suggest that the 
assessment of beginning teachers should not be carried out by the same people who support their 
induction and early professional development, since (for example) in such circumstances 
beginning teachers are less likely to admit to areas of weakness and thus to identify their 
professional development needs (Hobson, 2009; Abell et al., 1995; Heilbronn et al., 2002; 
Williams and Prestage, 2002). 

Source: Reproduced from OECD (2010). 

After completion of a probationary period, a number of countries require teachers to 
become fully registered as teachers. Such a registration system often involves different 
registration levels and requires teachers to renew their registration after a specific number 
of years. In Australia (Box 5.3), New Zealand and Sweden, such registration is mandatory 
for all teachers.  
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Registration and registration renewal processes at key stages of the teacher’s career 
typically aim to formalise the principle of advancement on merit and are associated with 
career opportunities or financial rewards for effective teachers. These processes can 
provide useful information for accountability, hiring and tenure decisions, promotion 
opportunities, or, in particular circumstances, responses to underperformance. The results 
are typically also expected to inform future professional development.  

Box 5.3 Appraisal systems for registration and certification in Australia and the United States 

Teacher registration in Australia 
Registration is a requirement for teachers to teach in Australian schools, regardless of school sector. All 

states and territories have existing statutory teacher registration authorities responsible for registering teachers as 
competent for practice. The levels of teaching accreditation vary according to the jurisdiction. In most 
jurisdictions, teachers reach the first level of accreditation from the relevant authority upon graduation from an 
approved initial teacher education programme. Currently, each teacher registration authority has its own distinct 
set of standards for registration/accreditation, however, from 2013 jurisdictions will be progressively introducing 
the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers2 (the Standards) which will provide a national measure for 
teachers’ professional practice and knowledge. Advancement to full registration (or professional competence) is 
achieved after a period of employed teaching practice and, from 2013, an appraisal against the Standards at 
Proficient level. In all states and territories, after teachers have initially become registered within their 
jurisdiction, they must renew their registration. The period of registration varies but is most commonly five 
years. The main function of the registration process is that of certifying teachers as fit for the profession mainly 
through the mandatory process of accessing or maintaining “Full/Competence” status – as such, these processes 
ensure minimum requirements for teaching are met by practising teachers. Registration processes constitute a 
powerful quality assurance mechanism to ensure that every school in Australia is staffed with teachers with 
suitable qualifications who meet prescribed standards for teaching practice. At their initial level 
(provisional/graduate registration), they also provide a policy lever for setting entrance criteria for the teaching 
profession and, through the accreditation of initial teacher education programmes, strengthen the alignment 
between initial teacher education and the needs of schools.  

The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards in the United States 
When applying to the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) (www.nbpts.org), 

teachers in the United States enter an extensive application process which consists of two major parts: the 
portfolio of their work including a videotape of a lesson they have taught; and the assessment centre exercises 
where teachers address a set of questions that relate to the specific content of their field. The assessment is 
undertaken against detailed teaching standards established by NBPTS. These are based on NBPTS’ five core 
propositions: (i) teachers are committed to students and their learning; (ii) teachers know the subjects they teach 
and how to teach those subjects to students; (iii) teachers are responsible for managing and monitoring student 
learning; (iv) teachers think systematically about their practice and learn from experience; and (v) teachers are 
members of learning communities. The standards are developed and reviewed by teachers and other experts. The 
NBPTS is designed to consider a wide range of teacher competencies, using videos submitted by the teachers to 
appraise classroom practice and along with portfolio entries focused on teaching practice and constructed 
response assessments of content knowledge. Submitted materials are reviewed by trained teachers who are 
experts in the teachers’ content areas. In the United States, the NBPTS has been the chief means of certifying 
that classroom teachers are performing at high levels. It has been considered as a model for other countries who 
are interested in standards-based certification systems for teachers (Harris and MacKenzie, 2007; Ingvarson and 
Hattie, 2008). Nearly all states in the United States allow teachers to take the NBPTS examination as a 
mechanism for increasing their salary, by tying National Board Certification to higher salaries. As of October 
2012, the National Board had certified 97 000 teachers nationwide, and more than 6 000 became National Board 
certified in 2011. The Certification is good for ten years and then the teacher must reapply.  

Sources: OECD (2005), National Board for Professional Teaching Standards website, www.nbpts.org; Santiago et al. (2011).  
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In the United States, there is no registration process that all teachers have to go 
through, but there is a possibility for teachers to participate in a voluntary teacher 
certification process. If they wish to do so, teachers in the United States can seek national 
certification through the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS), a 
privately run but largely government-funded programme. This credential, known as 
National Board Certification (NBC), is designed to provide recognition to teachers who 
demonstrate superior knowledge and teaching skills (Box 5.3). 

Finally, the most common form of teacher appraisal across countries participating in 
the OECD Review is regular appraisal as part of performance management. Over two-
thirds of the countries for which information is available have such regular appraisal 
processes in place (see Figure 5.3). These processes are typically organised at the school 
level and pursue a mix of purposes including professional development and planning of 
teachers’ responsibilities and working conditions. The key aspect of such appraisal is that 
it feeds into individual and collective professional development. Box 5.4 provides an 
example from Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, where regular teacher appraisal is 
designed to ensure teachers’ professional and career development in line with each 
school’s overall improvement goals.  

Box 5.4 Using appraisal results for performance review and professional 
development 

Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom has established a Performance Review and Staff 
Development (PRSD) scheme in 2005, which provides a continuous and systematic process to 
support all principals, vice principals and teachers (including temporary and part-time) with their 
professional development and career planning. The components of the review process are the 
same for all staff regardless of the type of school they are employed in and include three stages:  

• Planning and preparation: at the beginning of the cycle a reviewee and reviewer(s) 
meet to discuss and record objectives for the year ahead, reflect on possible outcomes 
and agree how best to keep progress under review during the year;  

• Monitoring: this comprises the collection of information relevant to the review and 
the progress made towards the objectives. It also includes observation of the reviewee 
in his/her work situation through classroom and/or task observation.  

• Review discussion: at the end of the review cycle, the reviewer(s) and the reviewee 
establish the reviewee’s performance against agreed objectives and indentify any 
personal and professional development needs in relation to the agreed objectives. 
They also agree an action plan and objectives for the incoming year. 

The PRSD is closely linked to the school’s strategic plan for improvement, the School 
Development Plan (SDP). The SDP brings together the school’s priorities, the main measures it 
will take to raise standards, the resources dedicated to these and the key outcomes and targets it 
intends to achieve. It sets out the overall “roadmap” for the three years ahead, with a focus on 
the school’s key priorities and action plans. It is conceived as a living document that all school 
staff will use as a reference point in evaluating, developing and improving their work. It is the 
duty of each school’s Board of Governors to ensure that training and development needs that are 
identified through PRSD are reflected in the SDP and that corresponding opportunities for 
professional development are made available to all teaching staff.  

Source: Department of Education, Northern Ireland (forthcoming) 
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While most countries combine developmental and accountability purposes in a single 
regular appraisal process, a few systems have established several separate appraisal 
processes to achieve different functions. For example, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Israel, 
Korea and Poland have established appraisal processes specifically designed to make 
promotion decisions and Chile, Korea and Mexico have developed explicit reward schemes 
to compensate high-performing teachers through rewards or one-off salary increases. Korea 
is a particularly interesting example where three different appraisal processes have been 
established with clearly distinct functions: (i) appraisal for professional development; 
(ii) appraisal for performance management, which feeds into decisions about promotions; 
and (iii) a performance-based incentive system which is connected to special rewards for 
teachers taking on specific roles and responsibilities (Kim et al., 2010).  

Balancing developmental and accountability functions 
As described above, only a minority of countries have separate teacher appraisal 

approaches for developmental and accountability functions. Across the countries 
participating in the OECD Review, most teacher appraisal approaches aim to use results 
for both formative and summative purposes. Combining both the developmental and 
accountability functions into a single teacher appraisal process raises a range of challenges. 
When the appraisal is oriented towards the improvement of practice within schools, 
teachers are typically open to reveal their weaknesses, in the expectation that conveying that 
information will lead to more effective decisions on developmental needs and training. 
However, when teachers are confronted with high-stakes consequences of appraisal on their 
career and salary, the inclination to reveal weak aspects of performance is reduced, i.e. the 
developmental function may be jeopardised (Santiago and Benavides, 2009).  

Also, the approaches and tools best used to achieve either developmental or 
accountability purposes are not necessarily the same. Teacher appraisal approaches that 
aim primarily to serve as a basis for human resource decisions and accountability need to 
provide defensible and comparable evidence of teacher performance (Daley and Kim, 2010; 
Papay, 2012). Given the strong summative dimension of such appraisals, there is a need for 
standardisation and an element external to the school to ensure a reliable and unbiased basis 
for decision making. On the other hand, teacher appraisal approaches that pursue the key 
aims of teacher learning and professional development need to be developed in alignment 
with school contexts and objectives and fully engage the teacher through reflection on 
practice and rich opportunities for professional dialogue and learning.  

The use of self-appraisal, for example, illustrates this point. Self-appraisal is a 
valuable instrument to promote learning and inform professional development (Santiago 
et al., forthcoming). However, in order for self-appraisal to have value for teachers, and 
for the profession, it is essential that teachers be able to conduct their self-appraisal in 
private, with nothing hinging on the results. Otherwise, teachers would have little 
incentive to report honestly about any problems they face in their teaching, as this might 
be used against them in an accountability-oriented process (Santiago et al., forthcoming).  

Addressing the challenges of implementation 
While the importance of teacher appraisal is widely recognised across OECD 

countries, many education systems are facing challenges in implementing appraisal for all 
teachers. As evidenced by TALIS, not all teachers are systematically receiving appraisal 
and feedback from their employers. On average across TALIS countries, just over half of 
the surveyed teachers reported that they had never received any appraisal or feedback 
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from an external source (such as an inspector), which limits these teachers’ possibilities 
to receive a validation of their work by an external entity. Internal appraisal was more 
frequent across countries, but nonetheless 22.0% of teachers indicated that they had never 
received any appraisal or feedback from their principal, and 28.6% had never received 
feedback from other teachers or members of the school management team. Overall, on 
average across TALIS countries, 13.4% of teachers had never received any feedback or 
appraisal of their work in the school from any source. These teachers are missing out on 
the opportunity to receive professional advice from their colleagues and supervisors and 
may be less well placed than others to engage in focused professional learning and 
continuously improve their practice (Figure 5.4; OECD, 2009).  

Figure 5.4 Teachers missing out on appraisal and feedback opportunities (2007-08) 
Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education who reported that they had never received any appraisal  

and/or feedback from the following sources  
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Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791324 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS,  
OECD Publishing, Paris.  

As the focus on formal teacher appraisal is relatively new in most countries, teacher 
appraisal appears to be one of the more controversial elements of evaluation and assessment 
frameworks. Several countries have faced serious difficulties in implementing national 
teacher appraisal systems. Implementation difficulties may arise as a result of a wide range 
of factors. First, there might be a defensive culture of evaluation and little tradition of 
evaluation, feedback and sharing of teaching practices. This might lead to some resistance 
to application of teacher appraisal by particular groups in the school system. Second, there 
might be important organisational and capacity challenges to implementation, including: 
limited professional expertise of those with responsibility to appraise; insufficient 
preparation of schools to implement appraisal procedures; limited understanding by 
teachers of the purposes and use of appraisal; a sense of unfairness by those teachers being 
appraised; an excessive workload inherent to the appraisal process; and a reluctance of 
many teachers to accept the legitimacy of the evaluators. Third, there might be issues of 
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lack of resources for specific aspects of the teacher appraisal procedures, particularly the 
time needed for developmental work, observational evaluation and feedback. 

Given these experiences, there is a particular need in the field of teacher appraisal to 
design policy frameworks carefully and consider the potential unintended consequences. 
If they are well designed, systems of teacher appraisal and feedback can be powerful 
levers to increase teacher effectiveness and achieve better student learning outcomes. 
However, if they are not linked to better classroom teaching and teacher development, 
teacher appraisal processes may become mere administrative exercises with little impact 
on education outcomes (OECD, 2009; Jensen and Reichl, 2011). Also, if teacher 
appraisal approaches focus excessively on the individual teacher, this may increase 
competition and hamper the teamwork, peer learning and sharing of good practice that are 
so important to school development and school improvement. 

Responsibilities for teacher appraisal  
Approaches to appraisal are embedded within the overall structures of governance in 

education and often depend on the education authorities responsible for teachers as their 
employer. In the countries that have central (national or state) policy frameworks in place 
for teacher appraisal, the requirements for appraisal are typically set by the central 
education authorities. However, as outlined below, a range of other groups may also be 
involved in setting the rules and procedures for appraisal processes. For a comparative 
overview of the actors involved in teacher appraisal in each country, see Table 5.1 below.  

The role of education authorities 
Central education authorities (i.e. the public educational administrations at the national, 

state or provincial level) play a major role in the conception and application of teacher 
appraisal in most countries, since they typically set student learning objectives, agree on 
standards for the teaching profession and establish the norms that regulate teacher appraisal. 
In some countries, central education authorities play a direct role in the implementation and 
monitoring of teacher appraisal procedures. This might include the design of specific 
appraisal tools and instruments, the determination of appraisal criteria, the distribution of 
appraisal duties, and the follow-up on appraisal results. In other countries, education 
authorities establish general principles and guidelines only and give schools considerable 
freedom to adapt the teacher appraisal model to their particular circumstances.  

Across the countries participating in the OECD Review, the central/state education 
authorities or governments are in charge of determining the procedures for teacher 
appraisal in almost all countries for which information is available, but they often share 
this responsibility with other actors (Table 5.1). For example, the central/state authorities 
share responsibility for setting appraisal procedures with the school or school board level 
in the Czech Republic, Hungary3, the Slovak Republic (for regular appraisal), Slovenia 
(for regular appraisal) and Portugal, and with the individual evaluators in France (for 
regular appraisal). They share this responsibility with teacher professional organisations 
in Australia (for registration), Ireland (for probation) and New Zealand (for probation and 
registration), with the teacher union in Mexico (for reward schemes), and with a central 
agency in Sweden. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, procedures are set by the 
Teachers’ Negotiating Committee, which comprises the Department of Education, 
employing authorities and teacher unions. In the Netherlands, while central regulations 
act as a framework, the school organising bodies (competent authorities), represented by 
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two National Councils of School Boards, act as central employers and are in charge of 
setting the terms of employment, which schools can further adapt to their context.  

The local education authorities are not typically involved in determining teacher 
appraisal systems in countries that have formal frameworks for teacher appraisal. In some 
countries with highly decentralised education, such as Denmark, Norway and Sweden, 
the local authorities may set their own local policies for teacher appraisal, but often they 
delegate personnel matters, including the appraisal of teachers, to individual school 
leaders (Nusche et al., 2011a, 2011b; Shewbridge et al., 2011) 

The role of inspectorates 
The role of inspectorates in determining the procedures for the appraisal of individual 

teachers is typically limited. Most of the time, the inspectorate does not take 
responsibility for individual teacher appraisals but, instead, has an important role in 
stimulating both the quality of school leadership and the quality of teaching. This is 
typically done through feeding back the results of external school evaluation, mostly 
consisting of feedback on leadership and management, feedback on the quality of the 
teaching and learning processes, and feedback on school climate (see Chapter 6). As can 
be seen from Table 5.1, across the countries participating in the OECD Review, the 
Inspectorates are not involved in determining the procedures for teacher appraisal. 
However, the inspectors may be involved in the process as an evaluator in some countries 
(see section on “Capacity”).  

The role of teacher professional organisations 
In some countries, teacher professional organisations take a lead role in determining 

procedures for teacher appraisal and participating in teacher appraisal processes. Such 
involvement of teacher professional organisations or teaching councils is essential to 
ensure that appraisal processes are relevant for the teaching profession and to create 
ownership of such processes by the profession. Across the countries participating in the 
OECD Review, Ireland reports that the procedures for the completion of probation are set 
by the central education authority in consultation with the national Teaching Council, and 
in Australia and New Zealand, the teacher professional organisations are involved in 
teacher registration processes. In Mexico, the teacher union is involved in determining the 
rewards scheme for teachers. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, teacher unions 
are represented in the Teachers’ Negotiating Committee, which sets procedures for the 
Performance Review and Staff Development Scheme.  

The role of schools and school leadership 
The role of school leaders in teacher appraisal differs across countries. In some 

countries, it may consist of the simple implementation of centrally set regulations. In this 
case, strong pedagogical leadership is necessary to use the teacher appraisal process 
developmentally and avoid the image of a bureaucratic device. In other countries, school 
leaders take full responsibility for setting teacher appraisal processes. For example, in 
Finland, while there are no national policy frameworks for teacher appraisals, school 
principals are seen as the pedagogical leaders of the school, responsible for the teachers in 
their school and for the implementation of measures needed to enhance teaching quality. 
As a result, most Finnish schools have a system that includes annual discussions aimed at 
appraising the teacher’s fulfilment of individual objectives set up during the previous year 
and determining developmental needs for the following year. 
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Among the countries that have formal frameworks for teacher appraisal (Figure 5.3), 
the school level typically plays a limited role in determining the procedures for teacher 
appraisal. For the completion of probation, the school organising bodies are involved in 
determining procedures for appraisal in the Netherlands. For regular appraisal for 
performance management, schools play a part in determining the procedures in the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, Slovenia and Portugal. In Hungary schools are legally obliged to set 
rules for regular appraisal. In Poland, the school principal and school board hold full 
responsibility for determining performance management procedures. In the Netherlands, 
the school organising bodies are involved in setting procedures within the central 
framework. In the Czech Republic, the school principal is also involved in setting 
procedures for appraisal for promotion.  

Table 5.1 Responsibilities for determining procedures for teacher appraisal (2011-12) 

Country Probation 
Performance management 

Rewards 
Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

Australia 
State education authorities or 
governments; school board or 

committee (in Independent 
schools) 

State education authorities or 
governments 

Teacher professional 
organisation; state education 
authorities or governments 

a a 

Austria a Central education authority a a a 

Belgium (Fl.) a Central government a a a 

Belgium (Fr.) a a a a a 

Canada Provincial/territorial education 
authorities or governments 

Provincial/territorial education 
authorities or governments a a a 

Chile  a Central education authority or 
government a a Central education 

authority 

Czech 
Republic a Central education authority or 

government; school principal a 
Central education 

authority or 
government; school 

principal 
a 

Denmark a a a   a 

Estonia a a a Central education 
authority a 

Finland a a a a a 

France Central education authority (by 
ministerial order) 

Central education authority; 
central government; individual 

evaluators  
a a a 

Hungary a Central education authority or 
government; schools a a  a 

Iceland a a a a a 

Ireland 
Central education authority in 
consultation with the teacher 

professional organisation 
(Teaching Council) 

a a  a a 

Israel Central education authority Central education authority a Central education 
authority a 

Italy Central education authority a a a a 

Korea a Central education authority a Central education 
authority 

Central education 
authority 

Luxembourg Central education authority a a a a 

Mexico a Central education authority a a 
Central education 

authority or 
government; teacher 

union 
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Table 5.1 Responsibilities for determining procedures for teacher appraisal (2011-12) (continued) 

Country Probation 
Performance management 

Rewards 
Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

Netherlands 
Central employer (National 
Council of School Boards); 
School organising bodies 
(competent authorities) 

Central employer (National 
Council of School Boards); 
school organising bodies 
(competent authorities) 

a a a 

New Zealand 
Teacher professional 

organisation (The New 
Zealand Teachers Council) 

Central education authority or 
government 

Central education authority 
or government (The New 

Zealand Teachers Council is 
responsible for registering 
teachers as competent for 

practice) 

a a 

Norway a a a a a 

Poland a School principal; school board 
or committee a 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

(general framework 
set by law) 

a 

Portugal Central education authority; 
schools 

Central education authority; 
schools a a a 

Slovak 
Republic 

Central education authority 
(through Act on Pedagogical 

Employees; Decree of the 
Ministry of Education) 

Central education authority 
(through the Act on 

Pedagogical Employees); 
school principals  

a a a 

Slovenia Central education authority Central education authority; 
school principal a a a 

Spain a a a a a 

Sweden Central education authority 
and government  a 

Government and central 
agency (National Agency for 

Education)  
a a 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

Teachers’ Negotiating 
Committee (employing 

authorities, Department of 
Education and teacher unions) 

Teachers’ Negotiating 
Committee (employing 

authorities, Department of 
Education and teacher unions)

a a a 

Notes: a = not applicable; m = information missing.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries.  

Procedures  

This section analyses the features of teacher appraisal and the ways in which these are 
combined to create a specific appraisal model. This includes requirements for the 
frequency of appraisal, the development of reference standards, the definition of appraisal 
aspects and criteria, and the combination of instruments to gather relevant information.  

Obligation and frequency of appraisal  
Teacher appraisal may be mandatory or voluntary, which typically depends on the 

purpose for the respective appraisal process. The frequency of appraisal also varies across 
countries. It can be carried out periodically at regular intervals (e.g. every two years), at 
key stages of the career (e.g. for promotion within the career), or on specific occasions 
such as at the end of the probationary period or for contract renewal.  
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Annex 5.A (Tables 5.A.1, 5.A.2 and 5.A.3) provides an overview of country 
practices. Teacher appraisal for the purpose of completing a probationary period is 
typically mandatory for all teachers undergoing probation. In most countries, the 
appraisal occurs at the end of the probationary period. However, in Ireland, it occurs 
twice during the probationary period in primary schools, and at least three months before 
the end of the probationary contract in secondary schools. In Australia, the appraisal is 
generally ongoing throughout the one-year probationary period and varies in frequency. 
In the Slovak Republic, the periodicity of teacher appraisal for the completion of 
probation is set at the school level. Where countries have specified the duration of the 
probationary period, the length was one year in the majority of countries. 

Regular teacher appraisal for performance management is mandatory in all countries 
that have formal frameworks for such processes in place. It occurs periodically on a set 
cycle in most countries. In Austria and the Czech Republic, however, it is non-periodic 
and occurs at the discretion of the school principal or the school board. In the Czech 
Republic, it may also occur in relation to a decision on employment status. In some 
provinces/territories in Canada, such appraisal may also occur at the discretion of the 
school leader in case of performance concerns. Regular appraisal for performance 
management purposes occurs every year in Korea, Mexico, New Zealand, Poland, the 
Slovak Republic, Slovenia and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom. In Australia, 
while there are some variations between states and territories, the introduction of the 
Australian Teacher Performance and Development Framework will see an annual 
appraisal process for all teachers. Appraisal for performance management occurs every 
second year in Portugal, about every second year in Hungary (according to individual 
school regulations), every third year in Israel and every fourth year at the minimum in the 
Flemish Community of Belgium and Chile4. In the Netherlands, national regulations set 
the frequency of appraisal as every three years in ISCED levels 2 and 3 and every four 
years in ISCED level 1, but in practice the frequency of appraisal varies across schools. In 
some provinces/territories in Canada, experienced teachers are formally appraised every 
five years. In France, the frequency of appraisal for performance management is highly 
variable when carried out by inspectors (typically every three to four years at ISCED 
level 1 and every six to seven years at ISCED level 2). The appraisal by school leaders 
occurs on a more frequent basis (generally once a year at ISCED levels 2 and 3). 
Teachers may also be appraised at their own initiative or in the case of problems.  

For registration processes, procedures vary among the countries where such 
systematic processes exist. In New Zealand, it occurs at the end of a “registration period”. 
In Australia, states/territories require renewal after a specific time. In Sweden, appraisal 
for registration occurs once at the end of an introduction period and may occur again in 
relation to decisions on employment status, at the discretion of school leaders and the 
National Agency for Education.  

Finally, for reward schemes, in Chile and Mexico, teachers may apply for such 
appraisal voluntarily. In Chile, there is also an appraisal system for groups of teachers 
(teaching bodies of individual schools), which is mandatory and occurs every year (the 
National Performance Evaluation System [SNED]). In Korea, the performance-based 
incentives system is mandatory and occurs every year. Rewards are given to teachers at 
the end of each calendar year. The period of appraisal for rewards is from 1 January to 
31 December and the actual payments are made in the next year. 
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Reference standards 
A fair and reliable teacher appraisal model needs reference standards to appraise 

teachers relatively to what is considered “good” teaching. Teaching competences and 
responsibilities should be listed in order to build a comprehensive definition of what 
teachers should know and be able to do in the exercise of their profession. The main 
reference documents for teacher appraisal typically are: 

• teacher professional profile or teaching standards (general profile of competencies 
for teachers), including specialised profiles for particular types of teachers 
(e.g. level of education, subject) 

• set of general and professional duties of teachers, including job descriptions 

• at the level of the school, school development plan, the internal regulation and the 
annual activity plan. 

Typically, for reference documents to be used consistently in teacher appraisal 
processes, they include a range of appraisal criteria to determine the level of performance 
of individual teachers for each of the aspects assessed. This typically implies the 
development of indicators and/or standardised forms to record teacher performance. An 
additional aspect is the weighting of the different aspects assessed in order to compute an 
overall quantitative rating, in case it is part of the teacher appraisal model. The essential 
basis for good practice in appraisal is the existence of clear criteria which are consistently 
applied by competent (trained and experienced) evaluators. This involves the 
development of explicit guidelines about what is expected from professional practice. 

As shown in Table 5.2 below, the types of references used for teacher appraisal vary 
across countries and appraisal approaches. Austria, Ireland and Italy currently do not have 
any central reference documents that systematically serve to guide appraisal practices, 
and the Czech Republic indicated that only school-internal references existed for teacher 
appraisal.  

For teacher appraisal at the end of probation, most countries use central (national or 
state level) standards or norms as the main reference. Some provinces/territories in 
Canada and Luxembourg use a description of the general and professional duties of 
teachers as the main reference. In Australia, in addition to national teaching standards 
(from 2013) and a description of general duties, the teacher code of conduct is also used 
as a reference. In France, the relevant description of competencies is determined in a 
Ministerial order (arrêté). In Ireland, for primary education, the Inspectorate publishes 
appraisal criteria for probation and there is also an appraisal template which provides for 
ratings in relation to main aspects of practice. For lower secondary education, a code of 
practice is currently being developed by the Irish Teaching Council to serve as a 
reference for such appraisal. In Portugal, the appraisal is based on the school development 
plan and evaluation parameters established by each school as well as national evaluation 
parameters for classroom observation.  

For regular appraisal in the context of performance management, the majority of 
countries use central (national or state level) teaching standards or norms as the reference 
for appraisal. In some provinces/territories in Canada, Korea, Mexico and Poland, a 
description of the general and professional duties of teachers serves as the main reference 
for this purpose. In Australia, from 2013, the Australian Teacher Performance and 
Development Framework will be used in addition to national teaching standards. In 
Mexico, the teacher code of conduct is also used as a reference. On the other hand, in the 
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Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovenia, school level rules, regulations or development 
plans are used as the main reference for teacher appraisal as part of performance 
management. In Slovenia, national regulations on promotions are also considered. In 
France, Portugal and the Slovak Republic, school level development plans, evaluation 
parameters or projects are also used as a reference, in addition to a set nationally defined 
norms or standards (in the case of Portugal, for classroom observation only).  

Table 5.2 Reference documents used for different types of teacher appraisal (2011-12) 

Country Probation 
Performance management 

Rewards scheme 
Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

Australia 

State teaching standards; a 
description of the general and 

professional duties of teachers; 
code of conduct 

From 2013: national teaching 
standards 

State teaching standards; a 
description of the general and 

professional duties of 
teachers; code of conduct. 

From 2013: national teaching 
standards; Australian Teacher 

Performance and 
Development Framework 

National teaching 
standards; state 

teaching standards; 
code of conduct 

a  a  

Austria a None a a  a  
Belgium (Fl.) a National teaching standards a a  a  
Belgium (Fr.) a a a a  a  
Canada  
(some 
provinces/ 
territories) 

A description of the general and 
professional duties of teachers 

A description of the general 
and professional duties of 

teachers 
a a  a  

Chile a National teaching standards a a  National teaching 
standards 

Czech 
Republic a School internal regulations a School internal 

regulations a  

Denmark a a a a  a  

Estonia a a a 
A description of 

special tasks and 
roles 

a  

Finland a a a a  a  

France 
National norms and standards 

(competency framework in form 
of a ministerial order) 

National norms and standards 
(through decrees and 

circulars); school development 
plan or school project  

a a  a  

Hungary a School internal regulations a a  a  
Iceland a a a a  a  

Ireland 
ISCED 1: Inspectorate's 

appraisal criteria for probation; 
appraisal template 

ISCED 2: none 

a a a  a  

Israel National teaching standards National teaching standards a National teaching 
standards a  

Italy None a a a  a  

Korea a 
A description of the general 
and professional duties of 

teachers 
a 

A description of 
the general and 

professional duties 
of teachers 

A description of the 
general and professional 

duties of teachers 

Luxembourg A description of the general and 
professional duties of teachers a a a  a  

Mexico a 
A description of the general 
and professional duties of 
teachers; code of conduct 

a a  

A description of the 
general and professional 
duties of teachers; school 

development plan or 
school project 

Netherlands National teaching standards National teaching standards a a  a  
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Table 5.2 Reference documents used for different types of teacher appraisal (2011-12) (continued) 

Country Probation 
Performance management 

Rewards scheme 
Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

New Zealand National registration  
standards 

National registration  
standards 

National registration 
standards a  a  

Norway a a a a  a  

Poland a 
A description of the general 
and professional duties of 
teachers (as stated in laws 

and regulations)  
a 

Developmental 
plan agreed with 

the school 
principal 

a  

Portugal 

School development plan; 
school-based evaluation 

parameters; national evaluation 
parameters for classroom 

observation 

School development plan; 
school-based evaluation 

parameters; national 
evaluation parameters for 

classroom observation 

a a  a  

Slovak 
Republic 

Plan for adaptation education; 
teacher professional standards  

Personal development plan; 
teacher professional 

standards 
a a  a  

Slovenia None 
School development plan; 

national regulations on 
promotion 

a a  a  

Spain a a a a  a  

Sweden National teaching standards a National teaching 
standards a  a  

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

Performance Review and  
Staff Development Scheme 

(PRDS) 

Performance Review and  
Staff Development Scheme 

(PRDS) 
a a  a  

Notes: a = not applicable; m = information missing.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries.  

For registration purposes, Australia (from 2013) and Sweden use national standards as 
the main reference for registration. New Zealand has specific Registration Standards that 
are used as a reference for the purpose of completion of probation, registration and 
performance management. For promotion purposes, only Israel uses national teaching 
standards as the main reference. Korea uses a description of the general and professional 
duties of teachers and Estonia uses a description of special tasks and roles. In the Czech 
Republic and Poland, teacher appraisal for promotion is based entirely on school-internal 
regulations or developmental plans. Finally, for rewards schemes, Chile uses the national 
teaching standards and Korea and Mexico use a description of the general and professional 
duties of teachers as the main reference. In Mexico, the school development plan or school 
project is also considered as a reference when appraising teachers for rewards.  

Developing a shared understanding of high-quality teaching  
While most education systems have some requirements for teachers to be appraised, 

not all of them have national frameworks or standards for the teaching profession. The 
absence of such a reference framework and performance criteria for teachers weakens the 
capacity of designated evaluators to effectively appraise teachers and provide 
constructive feedback for improvement. Some countries rely entirely on initial teacher 
education to build a common understanding of high-quality teaching. In Finland, for 
example, all teachers have Master’s degrees and a shared understanding of good teaching 
is grounded primarily on a unified programme for initial teacher education at the 
universities providing teacher education.  
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In some countries with decentralised education systems, individual schools or local 
education systems may develop their own teaching standards and criteria based on local 
practice. However, to ensure effective teacher appraisal across the whole education 
system, it is important that all evaluators have a shared understanding of high-quality 
teaching and the level of performance that can be achieved by the most effective teachers. 
A fundamental precondition for the preparation of a profile of teacher competencies is 
that objectives for student learning are well defined. Teachers’ work and the knowledge 
and skills that they need to be effective must reflect the student learning objectives that 
schools are aiming to achieve.  

Involving teachers in the development of professional standards 
For the teaching standards to be relevant and owned by the profession, it is essential 

that the teaching profession takes a lead role in developing and taking responsibility for 
them. The participation of teachers in designing standards (and procedures) for teacher 
appraisal is essential to the effectiveness of any appraisal system. Teachers’ participation 
recognises their professionalism, the importance of their skills and experience and the 
extent of their responsibilities (Hess and West, 2006). Teachers will be more open to 
being appraised if there are consulted in the process. Hence, there is a need for appraisal 
system designers to work hand in hand with teacher unions, teacher professional 
organisations and outstanding teachers from across the system. Experience from Australia 
and New Zealand provides some examples (Box 5.5).  

Box 5.5 Involving the teaching profession in the development of professional standards 
In Australia, up until 2012 there have been two distinct types of teaching standards. First, each jurisdiction’s 

statutory teaching body developed its own set of teaching standards for the registration of teachers and the 
accreditation of initial teacher education programmes. Second, a number of education authorities have also 
developed distinct professional standards for teachers (e.g. South Australia, Victoria, Western Australia) – these 
generally provided the reference for performance management processes and establish the links to the career 
structure. A strength in the system has been the extensive involvement of the teaching profession, employers and 
teacher educators in the development of teaching standards for registration/accreditation. Teaching 
colleges/institutes as independent statutory bodies provide teachers with professional autonomy and self-
regulation and the right to have a say in the further development of their profession. This reinforces the effective 
use of standards as a lever for the improvement of teaching practices. In this context, a particularly significant 
development has been the creation of the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), with 
the ambition to establish a nationally shared understanding of what counts as accomplished teaching and school 
leadership. A significant achievement since its creation in 2010 has been the development of the Australian 
Professional Standards for Teachers (formerly known as the National Professional Standards for Teachers), to 
provide a national measure for teaching practice. The Standards were developed in close consultation with the 
teaching profession, employers and teacher educators and are currently being implemented across the country.  

In New Zealand, the New Zealand Teaching Council (NZTC) has developed teaching standards for the 
registration of teachers – the Registered Teacher Criteria – and for the accreditation of initial teacher education 
programmes – the Graduating Teacher Standards (which form the basis to provisionally register teachers). The 
Registered Teacher Criteria describe the criteria for quality teaching that are to be met by all fully registered teachers 
and guide the learning of provisionally registered teachers. Positive features of the Registered Teacher Criteria are the 
increased focus on student learning outcomes, including teachers’ analysis and use of student assessment 
information, and the emphasis on the bicultural context of New Zealand. It is significant that the NZTC as the 
professional body of teachers holds the leading role in defining standards for the profession, with the extensive 
involvement of the teaching profession, employers and teacher unions. NZTC provides teachers with professional 
autonomy, a degree of self-regulation and the right to have a say in the further development of their profession.  

Sources: Santiago et al. (2011), Nusche et al. (2012).  
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Aspects appraised 
It is essential to define the key domains and aspects that should be appraised in order 

to establish a shared understanding of what constitutes “good teaching”. The 
determination of these appraisal domains in national standards or profiles is an important 
step towards defining what are considered the key responsibilities of a teacher and what 
type of performance is valued.  

An important contribution in this area is Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (1996, 
2007), which is articulated to provide at the same time “a ‘road map’ to guide novice 
teachers through their initial classroom experiences, a structure to help experienced 
professionals become more effective, and a means to focus improvement efforts”. The 
Framework groups teachers’ responsibilities into four major areas: Planning and 
preparation, instruction, the classroom environment and professional responsibilities. 
Each of these areas is further divided into components. For example, planning and 
preparation includes demonstrating knowledge of content and pedagogy as well as 
demonstrating knowledge of students and designing instructional goals and corresponding 
methods. Each of these components consists of several elements to appraise. For 
example, the teacher’s knowledge of students encompasses elements such as knowledge 
of characteristics of age groups, knowledge of students’ varied approaches to learning, 
etc. The key components of the framework are outlined below:  

• Planning and preparation: demonstrating knowledge of content and pedagogy, 
demonstrating knowledge of students, selecting instructional goals, designing 
coherent instruction, assessing student learning; 

• The classroom environment: creating an environment of respect and rapport, 
establishing a culture for learning, managing classroom procedures, managing 
student behaviour and organising physical space; 

• Instruction: communicating clearly and accurately, using questioning and 
discussion techniques, engaging students in learning, providing feedback to 
students, demonstrating flexibility and responsiveness; 

• Professional responsibilities: reflecting on teaching, maintaining accurate 
records, communicating with families, contributing to the school and district, 
growing and developing professionally, showing professionalism.  

This framework has influenced a large number of teacher appraisal systems around 
the world. Several states and districts in the United States, as well as the province of 
Quebec in Canada, have adopted customised versions of the Framework’s competency 
model (Isoré, 2009). Another example can be found in the Professional Standards for 
Teachers in England (TDA, 2007). Chile’s Good Teaching Framework also has the same 
“architecture” as Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (Box 5.6).  

Tables 5.A.1, 5.A.2 and 5.A.3 (Annex 5.A) show that the four key areas of teachers’ 
responsibility outlined in Danielson’s Framework for Teaching are indeed among the 
aspects most frequently appraised across the countries participating in the OECD Review. 
Planning and preparation, the classroom environment and instruction are among the 
elements most frequently mentioned as key areas for teacher appraisal. Other frequently 
appraised aspects include: the professional development undertaken by teachers, teachers’ 
contributions to school development, and links to external partners or the community. 
These elements can be seen as part of teachers’ broader “professional responsibilities”.  
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Box 5.6 The Good Teaching Framework in Chile 
There is a clear definition in Chile of what constitutes good teaching. Teacher performance standards are 

contained in the Good Teaching Framework (Marco para la Buena Enseñanza, MBE). The MBE is a guide to 
improving teaching professional practice that can be used both to meet the guiding needs of beginning teachers 
and to improve the skills of the more experienced. It includes 21 criteria grouped into four dimensions or 
domains specific to the task of teachers: (1) creating an environment conducive to student learning; (2) teaching 
for student learning; (3) preparation for teaching: content organisation based on student learning; (4) professional 
responsibilities. In addition to a shared understanding of standards of practice, each criterion of practice is 
elaborated by performance levels (outstanding, proficient, basic, poor). These are written in behavioural 
language, which permits both teachers and administrators to translate the standards into actual events in the 
classroom, or in instructional planning. At the time of publication of this report, the Chilean Ministry of 
Education was planning to revise and update the Good Teaching Framework.  

The Good Teaching Framework is a derivative of an important movement internationally towards teaching 
standards, most particularly in the United States but not restricted to that country. In the United States, it was 
inspired originally by the efforts of several states (for example, Georgia and Florida in the 1980s), and then 
followed by a national effort orchestrated by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), one of the organisations in 
the United States prominent in the design of systems to license beginning teachers. ETS has for many decades 
offered a series of assessments to individual states to use in their licensing procedures; these were updated in the 
early 1990s under the general name of “The Praxis Series” comprised of Praxis I (to determine a teaching 
candidate’s grasp of the basic skills of literacy and numeracy), Praxis II (administered at the conclusion of a 
teaching candidate’s period of formal education, to ascertain a future teacher’s understanding of the content he or 
she will teach and knowledge of the appropriate pedagogical techniques), and Praxis III (designed to answer the 
question, in the teacher’s first year of teaching, whether in addition to knowing, for example science, the 
beginning teacher can actually teach science). The Praxis III criteria, originally intended for first year teachers, 
became the foundation of the Good Teaching Framework in Chile. Praxis III also provided the launch-pad of the 
Danielson Framework for Teaching which has been widely adopted by states in the United States as the official 
definition of teaching for the purposes of teacher evaluation. This framework shares the same “architecture” as 
Chile’s Good Teaching Framework, but was modified to describe the work of all teachers – not only teachers in 
their first year of practice – and has evolved in the intervening years to reflect advances in knowledge regarding 
effective teaching. 

Sources: Chilean Ministry of Education (forthcoming), Santiago et al. (forthcoming).  

The work of a teacher involves considerably more than the pedagogical activities 
associated with student learning. It is therefore appropriate that teacher appraisal models 
consider professional responsibilities less directly related to the teaching itself. This 
recognises the fact that the demands on schools and teachers are becoming more complex 
and teachers have their areas of responsibility broadened. Some examples are: working 
and planning in teams; projects between schools; management and shared leadership; 
providing professional advice to parents; building community partnerships for learning; 
and participation in professional development (OECD, 2005). 

In a number of countries, the aspects appraised include a range of more specific 
elements. In Chile, teachers’ competence in student assessment is appraised as part of 
regular performance management. In Estonia, appraisal for promotion considers 
teachers’ work efficiency, in addition to fulfilment of qualification requirements. In 
Korea, student guidance is an important aspect in all types of teacher appraisal. In 
Mexico, teachers’ length of service is also considered for the reward scheme. In the 
Netherlands, teacher appraisal (at the end of probation and for performance 
management purposes) is intended to focus on a range of competencies including 
interpersonal competence, pedagogical competence, subject matter and didactical 
competence, organisational competence, team co-operation, co-operation with the 
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external environment, and reflection and development. In New Zealand, a variety of 
specific elements to be appraised are outlined in the teaching standards in addition to 
teaching and learning environments, such as professional relationships and values, 
bicultural partnership, promotion of inclusive learning environments, responsiveness to 
diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds and analysis and use of assessment 
information. In France, at ISCED levels 2 and 3, regular appraisal carried out by school 
leaders also includes an appraisal of teachers’ “way of serving” (manière de servir), 
which includes punctuality, attendance, authority and “radiance” (rayonnement), as well 
as teachers’ conformity to national programmes and reforms. In Poland, the intention of 
performance management is to assess “all aspects of teacher performance”. In Australia, 
in addition to aspects related to the organisation of classroom teaching, professional 
development and impact on the broader school community, appraisal for registration 
purposes also covers the teacher’s “conduct” and general “competence”, against the 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers from 2013. In Northern Ireland in the 
United Kingdom, teachers set three personal/shared objectives covering the areas of 
professional practice, pupil and curriculum development, and professional development. 

In some countries, there is also a focus on teachers’ knowledge in different areas. In 
Chile, for the teacher rewards scheme, there is an appraisal of the teacher’s knowledge of 
discipline and curricular content as well as pedagogical knowledge. In Mexico, subject 
knowledge is considered as part of regular appraisal through the universal appraisal system. 
In New Zealand, professional knowledge and practice are aspects assessed at the 
completion of probation. In Poland, subject area and didactic knowledge is considered as 
part of appraisal for promotion. In Portugal, both scientific and pedagogical dimensions are 
considered as part of regular appraisal. In Slovenia, there is an assessment of teachers’ 
knowledge of legislation, the language of instruction and teaching skills. In the Netherlands, 
as mentioned above, subject matter competence is one of the key areas to be appraised.  

Finally, it is important to mention that in some countries there are no central 
regulations regarding the aspects to be appraised. This is the case for regular appraisal 
processes in Austria, the Czech Republic and Hungary. In these cases, the specific scope 
of teacher appraisal is determined by the individual evaluators. 

Instruments and information sources 
Gathering multiple sources of evidence about teacher practice meets the need for 

accuracy and fairness of the appraisal process, taking into account the complexity of what 
a “good” teacher should know and be able to do. A range of instruments and information 
sources are typically used to appraise teachers. As shown in Tables 5.A.1, 5.A.2 and 
5.A.3 (Annex 5.A), most countries draw on a mix of several instruments and information 
sources in order to appraise different aspects of a teacher’s performance. The most 
frequently used instruments are classroom observation, interview/dialogue with the 
teacher, teacher self-appraisal and portfolio.  

Classroom observation 
Classroom observations are likely to be among the most relevant sources of 

information about professional performance, as most key aspects of teaching are 
displayed while teachers interact with their students in the classroom. Classroom 
observations appear to be the most common source of evidence used for teacher 
appraisal, and they are also a key element in school evaluation (see Chapter 6). According 
to the central appraisal frameworks, almost all countries use classroom observations for 
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regular performance management and many countries also use it for the completion of 
probation. Classroom observations are systematically also used for registration in New 
Zealand and as part of appraisal for promotion in Israel and Korea. In Korea, the 
performance-based incentive system is also based on observation of performance. While 
classroom observation is typically undertaken by the school leader or a member of the 
leadership team, this is not always the case. In Chile, for example, a 45-minutes class is 
video-recorded and then evaluated in an evaluation centre run by the national institution 
responsible for teacher appraisal. In Portugal, classroom observations are an optional 
element of regular appraisal but they are obligatory for the award of Very Good and 
Excellent marks and for advancement to certain career grades, as well as for teachers who 
were rated Insufficient on the previous appraisal.  

However, while information collected in the OECD Review shows that classroom 
observations are formally part of most teacher appraisal frameworks, evidence from 
TALIS also indicates that there are differences across countries in the degree to which 
classroom observations are perceived by teachers as an important aspect in their 
appraisal. Especially in countries that do not have a formal framework for teacher 
appraisal, it is difficult to guarantee that classroom observations consistently take place 
for every teacher. While on the TALIS average, 73.5% of teachers reported that direct 
appraisal of classroom teaching was considered with high or moderate importance in their 
appraisal, this was the case for only 40.7% of teachers in Denmark, 44.1% in Iceland, 
58.4% in Norway and 55.3% in Portugal (Figure 5.5).  

Figure 5.5 Direct appraisal of classroom teaching as an aspect of teacher appraisal (2007-08) 
Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education who reported that direct appraisal of classroom teaching  

was considered with high or moderate importance in the appraisal and/or feedback they received  
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Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791343 

Note: Only includes those teachers who received appraisal or feedback. 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris.  

In countries where teacher appraisal is more informal and not regulated by central 
frameworks, school leaders may not routinely be expected to enter classrooms and 
observe teaching practice with an evaluative focus. Rooting teacher appraisal firmly in 
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classroom observations can be challenging in countries where there are strong traditions of 
teacher autonomy and little experience in classroom observations by school leaders or other 
teachers. In those countries, the main source of professional feedback for teachers is often a 
dialogue with the school leader regarding issues such as working conditions, 
responsibilities and salaries without, however, systematically including observation of and 
feedback on actual teaching practice (Nusche et al., 2011a, 2011b; Shewbridge et al. 2011). 

This is problematic because only if teacher appraisal includes classroom observations, 
it can ensure that individual weaknesses are picked up and robustly addressed with 
suitable professional development action. Teaching is at the core of a teacher’s 
professional responsibilities, and it can be directly observed. Other proxies of teaching 
quality such as lessons plans or evidence of communication with parents are of course 
important pieces of information, but they do not hold the same central position as does 
the observation of classroom teaching (Santiago et al., forthcoming).  

In most countries, classroom observations are conducted by school-based personnel, 
generally school leaders. Because they are situated in the school, school leaders are (at 
least theoretically) able to observe classrooms on any day. However, several 
researchers have criticised the traditional practice of annual announced evaluation 
visits, which do not provide an authentic picture of day-to-day teaching, are often based 
on outdated evaluative criteria in the form of checklists and sometimes followed up 
with simplistic ratings or comments rather than constructive feedback or coaching for 
improvement (Klinger et al., 2008; Daley and Kim, 2010; Danielson, 2011; Marshall, 
2012; Papay, 2012). In several countries participating in the OECD Review there were 
also concerns about appraisal systems where each teacher was only appraised once 
every few years.  

While high-quality observations appear to be related to increases in student learning 
outcomes, this relationship is highly dependent on having excellent instruments and well-
trained observers (Kane and Staiger, 2012; Kane et al., 2010; Milanowski, 2004, in 
Santiago et al., forthcoming). Findings from the Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) 
project in the United States indicate that short observations (15 minutes) are as reliable as 
longer ones, and that it is important to conduct a number of observations (at least three) to 
achieve high levels of accuracy (Kane and Staiger, 2012). Also, for classroom 
observations to be useful for professional learning, each school must have the internal 
capacity to conduct these accurately. This suggests an extensive investment in training for 
leadership teams in schools in order for them to conduct effective observations and 
engage in professional conversations with teachers. Such training should include teachers 
as well, since it is critical for them to understand how their performance will be assessed. 
Professional development in this area should focus in particular on helping all those 
involved gain a deep understanding of what constitutes good teaching practice and how it 
can be observed (Danielson, 2011).  

Objective setting, individual interviews and teacher self-appraisal 
Most teacher appraisal models require the individual teacher to set performance 

objectives for a given period of time in agreement with the school management. The 
appraisal then assesses the extent to which such objectives were met. The setting of 
objectives, as well as the appraisal itself, typically involves individual interviews which 
are an opportunity to trigger critical reflection between evaluators and teachers. 
Interviews and/or dialogue with the teacher are very frequently used across countries, 
most often for regular performance management, but also for the completion of probation 
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and registration processes in a number of countries. In Israel, a dialogue with the teacher 
is also part of appraisal for promotion. While in most countries, the interview is 
conducted by a member of the school leadership team, in Chile teachers are interviewed 
by a peer evaluator (in addition to a written report by the principal).  

Another common instrument used in teacher appraisal is teacher self-appraisal. The 
perspective of the teacher being appraised is essential, because it allows teachers to 
express their own views about their performance, and reflect on the personal, 
organisational and institutional factors that had an impact on their teaching. Teacher self-
appraisal is used in most countries in regular appraisal for performance management 
purposes. Teacher self-appraisal is also a formal part of completion of probation in 
Australia and Israel, of registration processes in New Zealand, and of appraisal for 
promotion in Estonia and Israel.  

Teacher portfolio 
Teacher portfolios constitute a powerful tool of teacher appraisal, as they allow to 

bring together a range of evidence about key aspects of a teacher’s competencies and 
performance. Different elements can compose teacher portfolios, including: lesson plans 
and teaching materials, samples of student work and commentaries on student assessment 
examples, teacher’s self-reported questionnaires and reflection sheets. It should be noted 
that portfolios are not only a tool for appraisal per se, but also play a role in supporting a 
reflective approach to teaching practice. Across the countries participating in the OECD 
Review, portfolios are quite frequently used for all types of appraisal. In Estonia and 
France, while the term portfolio is not used, the analysis of different teacher and student 
documents is part of the appraisal process.  

Teacher portfolios are particularly interesting to the extent that they contain 
artifacts of teacher work which can be differently combined according to the purpose 
emphasised. On the one hand, several researchers argue that portfolios provide 
assessment information to hold teachers accountable for meeting educational standards 
(Klecker, 2000; Campbell et al., 2000; Tucker et al., 2002). On the other hand, 
Darling-Hammond (2001) argues that teacher development should take precedence in 
designing portfolios and that “narrative reflection” is the best way to foster such 
development. Beck et al. (2005) observe that portfolios that focus on teacher 
development better support professional outcomes. Portfolios are particularly adequate 
instruments for teacher self-reflection because the proper decision made by the teacher 
to include particular artifacts (lesson plan, videotape of lesson, sample of student 
work, narrative comments) instead of others is a judgement that requires determining 
how the features of one artifact are superior to others (Danielson, 1996, 2007; Darling-
Hammond, 2001; Mansvelder-Longayroux et al., 2007). However, combined with 
other appraisal instruments, documents prepared by the teacher may be used for a 
summative purpose. 

In some contexts, however, the requirement to develop a portfolio can be considered 
by teachers as a significant additional workload taking their time and attention away from 
their core work of teaching. Hence, the priority in systems that rely on portfolios should 
be on instruments that capture authentic teaching practices. For teachers to experience 
their work on a portfolio as a rewarding experience, they should be designed in a way as 
to reflect a “natural harvest” of the teacher’s work. For example, if teachers have to 
provide planning documents, these should describe a lesson or unit that the teacher is 
actually teaching rather than something created specifically for the portfolio. This feature 
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of “natural harvest” can make the requirement less burdensome to teachers than would be 
the case if it were perceived as an add-on to their normal responsibilities (Santiago et al., 
forthcoming). 

For example, in the United States, the National Board for Teaching Standards offers 
certification to teachers who satisfy demanding requirements for a portfolio submission. 
It is offered in a number of different levels and disciplines (e.g. secondary school 
mathematics) and requires a total of 13 portfolio entries for a full submission. It is clearly 
a major undertaking for teachers but it is designed to be directly related to teachers’ actual 
everyday teaching, with portfolio entries expected to be artefacts of their regular practice 
(Santiago et al., forthcoming).  

Student results 
Student learning outcomes may reflect some aspects of teaching quality. But student 

test results are not systematically used as sources of evidence for teacher appraisal in 
most countries. Across the countries participating in the OECD Review, only the Slovak 
Republic reports that student outcomes are used for teacher appraisal at the completion of 
probation, and only Mexico reports that student outcomes (standardised assessment 
results) are used for regular appraisal in the context of performance management. Mexico 
also uses student outcomes to appraise teacher performance as part of the rewards 
scheme. In Chile, students’ standardised assessment results are used to appraise groups of 
teachers (teaching bodies in individual schools) as part of the National Performance 
Evaluation System (SNED).  

In the United States, there is increasing focus on integrating measures of student 
growth in teacher appraisal systems. In 2009, the central administration launched the 
USD 4.35 billion Race to the Top Fund to reward states that created “conditions for 
education innovation”. While the Fund targets several levels of reform, it specifically 
emphasises the need to improve teacher effectiveness by enhancing teacher appraisal 
systems. Such appraisal systems are expected to integrate multiple measures of teacher 
performance including evidence of student learning as a significant element (Hanover 
Research, 2011).  

While student results are not currently used in the formal appraisal frameworks in 
most countries, in several countries different groups expressed interest in further 
exploring opportunities to look at student results in order to appraise teachers. Also, in the 
countries participating in the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey 
(TALIS), a considerable majority of teachers (65%) reported that student test scores were 
in fact considered as an important aspect in the appraisal or feedback that they received 
(Figure 5.6).  

Teacher appraisal systems based on student test results are expected to strengthen 
incentives for teachers to commit themselves to helping all students meet centrally 
defined standards and fulfil goals within the national curriculum. Student learning 
outcomes, including student results in standardised assessments, are an appealing 
measure to assess teaching performance, since the ultimate goal of teaching is to improve 
student learning. Braun (2005a) argues that considering student results is a promising 
approach for two reasons: first, it moves the discussion about teacher quality towards 
student learning as the primary goal of teaching, and second, it introduces a quantitative 
and seemingly objective measurement of teacher performance. 
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Figure 5.6 Student test results as an aspect of teacher appraisal (2007-08) 
Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education who reported that student test results were considered  

with high or moderate importance in the appraisal and/or feedback they received  
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Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791362 

Note: Only includes those teachers who received appraisal or feedback. 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 

However, identifying the specific contribution of a given teacher to student outcomes is 
faced with numerous statistical challenges. A major challenge is that student learning is 
influenced by many factors. These include the student’s own skills, expectations, motivation 
and behaviour along with the support they receive from their families and the influence of 
their peer group. In addition to the quality of teachers, other factors influencing student 
learning include school organisation, resources and climate; and curriculum structure and 
content. The effect of teachers is also cumulative, i.e. at a given moment in time student 
learning is influenced not only by the current teachers but also by former teachers. As a 
result, at a given point in time, raw standardised student scores carry much more than the 
impact of the current teacher and also reflect, for instance, the impact of the student’s family, 
the student’s previous learning or the resources of the school (Isoré, 2009). 

In this respect, the development of value-added models represents significant progress 
as they are designed to control for the individual student’s previous results, and therefore 
have the potential to identify the contribution an individual teacher made to a student’s 
achievement. However, research has pointed to a number of challenges in using value-
added scores for the appraisal of individual teachers (based on Santiago et al., forthcoming):  

• While value-added models can take a range of variables into account, they cannot 
control for all the factors which influence student achievement scores other than 
the teacher’s impact (Ingvarson et al., 2007; Goe, 2007).  

• Sampling variations can cause imprecisions in test scores, particularly in small 
schools, where the limited number of students per classroom creates large 
idiosyncrasies of the particular sample of students being tested (Kane and Staiger, 
2002).  
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• It has also been shown that value-added scores for the same teacher may fluctuate 
considerably from year to year even though most would expect teacher quality of 
experienced teachers to be relatively stable (Schochet and Chiang, 2010).  

• No single standardised assessment can measure all the curriculum goals for a 
particular subject, which may put those teachers who focus on teaching all of the 
curriculum standards at a disadvantage compared to teachers who focus primarily 
on the standards that are most likely to be tested.  

• Value-added models can only be used as a measure of teachers’ contribution to 
student learning growth in subjects where standardised assessments are routinely 
used to measure students’ competencies. While mathematics and reading are 
tested in most countries, standardised assessments in other subjects are less 
common. This means that unless additional standardised assessments are created 
in the non-tested subjects and year levels, a dual appraisal system will be the 
result – those who are appraised with standardised assessment results and those 
who are not. 

• Value-added models require vast amounts of data to be collected through large 
scale national-level student testing across levels of education and subjects, and 
typically require collaboration with an external partner to measure value-added 
performance, which makes this a costly undertaking (Meyer and Christian, 2008). 

Finally, it should also be noted that where high stakes for individual teachers or 
schools are attached to standardised assessments, distortions in the education process may 
occur, such as excessive focus on teaching students the specific skills that are assessed, 
narrowing the curriculum, insufficient focus on key competencies that are not assessed, 
distributing repeated practice tests, training students to answer specific types of questions, 
adopting rote-learning styles of instruction, allocating more resources to those subjects 
that are tested, focussing more on students near the proficiency cut score and sometimes 
even outright manipulation of results (for detailed reviews of this research, see Morris, 
2011, and Rosenkvist, 2010). 

Overall, despite the attractiveness of the idea, there are numerous caveats against the 
use of student standardised assessment results to appraise teachers. In particular, there is 
wide consensus in the literature around two specific directions: student outcomes should 
not be used as the sole measurement of teacher performance; and student outcomes 
should not be naively used for career decisions concerning the teacher, including the link 
to pay, because this incorporates a substantial risk to punish or reward teachers for results 
beyond their control (Kane and Staiger, 2002; McCaffrey et al., 2003; CAESL, 2004; 
Braun, 2005b; Ingvarson et al., 2007).  

Given that evidence of student learning progress is fundamental, this should not imply 
that teachers are exempted from providing evidence to demonstrate student progress in 
their classrooms. For example, teachers could be required to provide specific evidence of 
student growth and/or portfolios tracking student progress. It is also possible to design a 
system where teachers and school leaders meet and agree on specific goals for the 
learning of their students and for ways to assess student progress towards these goals. 
Such a system would encourage teachers to work with their colleagues and school leaders 
to identify measurable learning and performance goals for the entire class as well as for 
groups of students. For example, a teacher with many struggling students may have both 
a class goal and a goal specifically for the struggling students. In this context, it is 
important that teachers not be penalised for setting high goals that are not always met 
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because that might result in teachers setting less-challenging goals for their 
students. Rather, the students’ success and progress, even if they fall short of the goals, 
should be the basis for measuring teachers’ contributions to student learning growth 
(Santiago et al., forthcoming). Several states in the United States are integrating different 
measures of student growth in teacher appraisal schemes. Box 5.7 provides some 
examples. 

Box 5.7 United States: Using evidence of student growth to appraise teachers 

Rhode Island’s teacher appraisal system consists of a sophisticated system to ensure that every teacher is 
regularly evaluated on both teaching practice and contributions to student learning growth. Regarding the use of 
student assessment results for teacher appraisal, Rhode Island recognises that not everything that is valued in 
student learning can be measured with a standardised test. Thus, teachers’ contributions to student learning are 
measured with multiple sources of data on student learning, including portfolios and teacher-made assessments. 
Even teachers whose students take standardised tests must also examine student learning through other methods. 
Student learning objectives are used to measure teachers’ contribution to student learning growth in all subjects. 
School leaders approve teachers’ objectives and their choice of assessment. Those teaching the same subject and 
year level within a school meet together and agree on objectives and assessment, which ensures that at least 
within the school, results for teachers of the same subject and year can be compared. To provide oversight to the 
schools and ensure that appraisals are carried out in accordance with state policies, each school district within the 
state must have a District Evaluation Committee that includes teachers, support professionals, administrators and 
union representatives. The Committee reviews validity and utility of the results from the appraisal process and 
determines whether the decisions made using evaluation data are fair, accurate and consistent.  

Delaware’s teacher appraisal system, the Delaware Performance Appraisal System (DPAS), is based on the 
four domains of Danielson’s Framework for Teaching. In 2005, the state started piloting a revised teacher 
appraisal system (DPAS II), which added student growth as a fifth domain (Component V). DPAS II allows 
teachers to use student achievement measures based on standardised test scores, internal and external 
assessments of student achievement and teacher-developed growth goals. Based on the teacher’s subject 
speciality, the state assigns certain assessment measures. To ensure that all measures are comparable and 
rigorous, the state developed rubrics that help reviewers assess the quality of internal and external assessments. 
In 2011-12, more than 400 teachers identified assessments that they believed would meet the requirements of 
DPAS II. These assessments were then reviewed by the Delaware Technical Advisory Group (DTAG) for 
validity, reliability and rigour. The state also hired a consultant to assist with developing internal assessments 
across a wide range of subjects. After attending a five-day workshop, cohorts of teachers then created 
assessments that were reviewed by the DTAG. The state has defined a scheme according to which different 
internal and external student growth measures will be weighted from 2012-13.  

In the state of Tennessee, a committee of arts education teachers developed the Tennessee Fine Arts 
Assessment system which is based on portfolio assessment of students. The assessment is conceived to be used 
Pending approval from the state board of education, this assessment will be used as an option as a measure of 
student growth in arts subjects for teacher appraisal in Tennessee from 2012-13. The assessment covers four arts 
learning domains: perform, create, respond and connect. Teachers use student growth rubrics to determine 
student progress across these domains. They gather, pre-score and submit a representative sample of student 
work samples. The samples may include tasks such as visual artwork, written assessments and project-based 
work. They are then reviewed by a review committee composed of content-specific exemplary teachers to assess 
student growth towards state standards.  

Sources: Bivona (2012); Rhode Island Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, www.ride.ri.gov; 
Santiago et al. (2012). 
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Surveys of students and parents 
Surveys can provide information on perceptions of teachers’ practice by students, 

parents and others who may testify on teaching quality through their continuous 
interaction with the teacher (Peterson, 2000; Peterson et al., 2000, 2003; Jacob and 
Lefgren, 2005). Surveys collecting the views of students and parents are rarely used 
systematically in the context of formal frameworks for teacher appraisal. Across the 
countries participating in the OECD Review, Mexico reports using student surveys for 
performance management and New Zealand and the Slovak Republic report using student 
and parent surveys for regular appraisal for performance management in some cases. In 
some provinces/territories in Canada, parent surveys are used as a component of teacher 
appraisal. Poland reports that the opinion of the parents’ council is considered for the 
rewards/promotion scheme. In Korea, for regular teacher appraisal for professional 
development, a multi-dimensional appraisal method is used which involves input from 
the education community, with students and parents providing information on satisfaction 
levels through questionnaires.  

While stakeholder surveys only rarely form part of countries’ formal teacher appraisal 
frameworks, evidence from TALIS indicates that many teachers across TALIS countries 
perceive that feedback from students and parents was considered an important aspect of 
their appraisal (Figure 5.7). Also, in some countries, it is common practice that teachers 
design their own student surveys to obtain feedback on their teaching practices and their 
students’ learning progress.  

Figure 5.7 Student and parent feedback as an aspect of teacher appraisal (2007-08) 
Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education who reported that student and parent feedback  

was considered with high or moderate importance in the appraisal and/or feedback they received  
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Note: Only includes those teachers who received appraisal or feedback. 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 
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Student and parent surveys can provide important formative feedback to teachers (for 
examples from Norway and Sweden, see Box 5.8). However, it should be noted that 
while student surveys can yield useful insights, cautions have to be taken regarding the 
ways in which the results of surveys focussing on individual teachers are used. Quite 
appropriately, in most contexts, student surveys are not reported to higher levels of the 
school administration and are generally used only for developmental purposes following 
the judgement of the concerned teacher. Also, parent surveys are more relevant for 
whole-school evaluation than for individual teacher performance appraisal. As explained 
by Isoré (2009), the little current evidence on this subject shows that parents often value 
teacher characteristics that are not necessarily linked to student achievement, such as “the 
teacher’s ability to promote student satisfaction” (Jacob and Lefgren, 2005), “humane 
treatment of students” and “effective communication and collaboration with parents” 
(Peterson et al., 2003).  

Box 5.8 Using student feedback as formative feedback for teachers 

In Norway, in a national-level initiative, the Norwegian Student Organisation and the Union 
of Education Norway (the largest union for teachers and school leaders in Norway) have been 
working together in recent years to develop principles and guidelines for teacher appraisal by 
students. Their aim is to propose a common system that can easily be used and adapted for 
individual subjects by schools across Norway. They have suggested several features which, in 
their view, could help ensure that student feedback for teachers will be useful to improve 
teaching and learning. Not all stakeholder groups agree with the principles that emerged from 
this co-operation, but the general idea that student views are an important source of feedback for 
teachers seems widely accepted. The recommendations resulting from this collaboration include 
that student surveys should: Focus on teaching practice rather than the teacher as an individual; 
Include the students’ own self-assessment and assessment of peers so as to allow for analysis of 
how student effort and motivation influence the learning environment; Feature questions on 
teaching approaches that are relevant for student learning such as adapted education and 
feedback to students as well as questions on the general framework for teaching such as 
materials and physical conditions; Be carried out anonymously so as to ensure students give 
honest answers; Be analysed by the teacher and students together with a view to improve the 
classroom environment and learning outcomes. This should be followed up with a joint report by 
the teacher and student group on their analysis of results and agreed future changes. This report, 
together with relevant data, should be submitted to the teachers’ closest supervisor.  

In Sweden, reflecting the student-centred approach to education, teachers often run surveys 
among their students with the objective of obtaining student feedback on their teaching practices 
and the learning in their classroom. These surveys are organised on the teachers’ own initiative 
and their results are used exclusively by the concerned teacher often in interaction with the 
students. Student surveys are kept within the classroom and used only for developmental 
purposes following the judgement of the concerned teacher. Peterson et al. (2000) argue that 
students respond reliably about teacher quality if questions are formulated in a simple and 
relevant way. Teachers interviewed during the review visit for the OECD Review of Evaluation 
and Assessment in Sweden expressed that students provided useful views into their strategies for 
teaching and learning and that they found this opportunity for feedback important as a way to 
consult students on their learning.  

Sources: Nusche et al. (2011a, 2011b). 
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Teacher testing 
In some countries, for particular purposes such as the access to a permanent position 

or entry into the profession, teachers are the subject of testing to assess their general and 
subject-matter competencies. In some instances, the results of such tests can be used for 
teacher appraisal. The use of teacher tests or examinations is relatively rare across 
countries participating in the OECD Review. Chile and Mexico report using teacher tests 
for their rewards schemes. Mexico also uses teacher tests for regular performance 
appraisal through the universal appraisal system, and there are several voluntary 
examinations that teachers can take for entry in the profession and for the diagnosis of 
their professional competencies. Luxembourg and Slovenia report using a national 
examination for teachers at the completion of the probationary period.  

Other indicators of teacher performance 
A number of countries report using appraisal instruments and information sources that 

do not readily fit the above categories. In France, for the completion of probation, the 
main instrument used by the specially appointed jury is a report prepared by the teacher’s 
tutor. The inspectors entitled to give their opinion refer to the tutors’ reports. At ISCED 
levels 2 and 3, inspectors also take the opinion of the school leader into account. 
Candidates for the title of agrégé (the most highly qualified category of teachers) are 
appraised by general inspectors. In Italy, the information used for completion of 
probation is about formal aspects of a teacher’s work, such as presence in school and 
participation in training. In the Netherlands, an extensive description of a teacher’s 
competencies is available for both completion of probation and regular performance 
management. In Austria, there are no particular regulations regarding the instruments to 
be used for performance management; the choice of information sources is up to the 
evaluators. In Portugal, the instruments used for regular appraisal are outlined by each 
school in the school development plan. The overall judgement of the school leader 
informs the application of teachers for registration in Sweden, the regular appraisal for 
performance management in Hungary and the appraisal of teachers for promotion in 
Estonia.  

Using multiple sources of evidence for teacher appraisal  
Drawing on several appraisal instruments and using multiple sources of evidence is 

advisable for teacher appraisal systems in order to measure different knowledge and skills 
and obtain a comprehensive picture of teachers’ abilities (Goe et al., 2008; Peterson, 
1987; Rockoff and Speroni, 2011). This has particular importance when appraisal results 
are used for high-stakes decisions such as teacher promotion and tenure (Sykes and 
Winchell, 2010). The Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) project in the United States 
found that different measures added different and valuable information about teacher 
performance to the overall appraisal (Kane and Staiger, 2012). In some countries, the use 
of balanced scorecards has been piloted in a limited number of schools. Such scorecards 
reflect school and teacher objectives that build on what each school defines as effective 
teaching and learning (Jensen and Reichl, 2011). 

Classroom observation, interviews with the teacher and teacher self-appraisal can 
provide different perspectives on the teachers’ instructional style and teaching 
approaches. With portfolios, teachers have an opportunity to provide meaningful 
information that they believe best represents their practice (Attinello et al., 2006; 
Pecheone et al., 2005; Tucker et al., 2003; van der Schaaf et al., 2008). Student and parent 



5. TEACHER APPRAISAL: ENHANCING TEACHER PROFESSIONALISM – 311 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

surveys may capture perspectives missing from other measures (Peterson et al., 2003). 
Finally, measures of teachers’ contributions to student learning growth can add 
information about teachers’ success in helping students master different curriculum areas 
(Berry et al., 2007; Glazerman et al., 2011; Steele et al., 2010). Box 5.9 provides an 
example from New York illustrating the use of multiple sources of evidence for teacher 
appraisal.  

While comprehensive teacher appraisal models – e.g. with the multiplication of 
instruments and evaluators – are more likely to provide a solid basis to appraise teachers, 
limited resources make trade-offs inevitable. As explained in Isoré (2009), 
comprehensive teacher appraisal procedures imply greater direct and indirect costs at 
every stage of the process: reaching agreements on the design of the system requires time 
for discussions and consultations with all stakeholders; training evaluators is expensive 
and requires time; conducting appraisal processes creates additional workload for both 
teachers and evaluators, unless time is made available by reducing workload with other 
responsibilities; and aligning broader school reforms such as professional development 
opportunities requires more educational resources.  

Box 5.9 Using multiple instruments for teacher appraisal 

New York State’s teacher evaluation system is typical of most state evaluation systems in 
the United States in that it provides considerable flexibility to school districts (local education 
agencies) in selecting instruments for teacher evaluation purposes. However, the state maintains 
control over the weighting of the multiple measures used in the evaluation process. In addition, 
the state approves some instruments (observations and surveys) while giving the districts greater 
discretion in approving measures of teachers’ contributions to student learning growth. 

The key features of New York’s teacher evaluation system are: 

• Multiple measures of teacher performance are required for teacher evaluation, including 
classroom observations and evidence of teachers’ contribution to student learning 
growth (standardised test score growth in tested subjects and year levels along with 
district-approved measures of student learning growth for all teachers). Student growth 
measures constitute 40% of teacher evaluation scores while other state-approved 
measures such as classroom observations, surveys and portfolios constitute the 
remaining 60%. 

• Student learning objectives (SLOs) are used to measure teachers’ contribution to student 
learning growth in all subjects. Teachers receive guidance in setting appropriate learning 
objectives for their students and districts exercise considerable discretion in approving 
appropriate assessments and measures to determine student growth. 

• Observations must be at least 31% of the 60%, and a minimum of two observations 
must be conducted each year for each teacher. Anyone conducting classroom 
observations must be trained and certified to ensure that results of such observations are 
consistent across classrooms. Districts may select from a variety of state-approved 
observation protocols (such as Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, CLASS, 
Marzano’s Causal Teacher Evaluation System, etc.). 

• State-approved parent and/or student surveys may be used as part of the 60%, as well as 
structured review of lessons plans, portfolios and/or other teacher artifacts. 

Sources: New York State Education Department, www.engageny.org; Santiago et al. (forthcoming).  
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Capacity  

This section analyses the distribution of responsibilities for the implementation of 
appraisal, the training and support provided to appraise, to be appraised and to use the 
results of an appraisal. It includes issues such as: the choice of the evaluators and the 
development of skills to perform the appraisal of a teacher; the preparation of teachers to 
be the subject of an appraisal; and the development of competencies to effectively use the 
results of an appraisal for the improvement of teaching practices. 

Internal and external approaches to teacher appraisal 
Teacher appraisal might be mostly externally driven or primarily school-based. In the 

former case, aspects assessed, instruments used as well as appraisal criteria are common 
across schools and evaluators are predominantly external to the school of the appraised 
teacher. In the latter case, the school takes responsibility for designing specific appraisal 
criteria and instruments, following-up appraisal results and evaluators are mostly internal 
to the school. 

Table 5.3 gives an overview of the involvement of internal and external actors in 
conducting teacher appraisal processes. While the standards and procedures for teacher 
appraisal are typically determined at the central level, Table 5.3 shows that the 
implementation of appraisal processes happens mostly at the school level, i.e. evaluators 
are typically members of the school leadership team or senior teachers. This is especially 
the case for regular appraisal for performance management and promotion. Several 
countries, including Australia, Chile, France, Israel, Luxembourg, Portugal and Sweden 
involve both internal and external evaluators in teacher appraisal processes.  

Table 5.3 Evaluators involved in teacher appraisal processes (2011-12) 

 Completion  
of probation 

Performance management 
Rewards 
scheme 

Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

External evaluator(s) such as 
education authority, central 

agency, Inspectorate, teacher 
organisation, accredited evaluator 

Ireland (ISCED 1),  
Slovenia Mexico Australia, 

Sweden -- Chile, Mexico 

School-level evaluator(s) such  
as school principal, peer evaluator, 

tutor, school board members 

Canada, Ireland  
(ISCED 2-3), Italy, 

Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Slovak Republic, United 

Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 

Australia, Austria (ISCED 1), 
Belgium (Fl.), Canada, Czech 

Republic, Hungary, Israel, Korea, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Poland, 
Slovak Republic, Slovenia, United 

Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 

New Zealand 
Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Israel, 
Korea, Poland 

Korea 

Both internal and external 
evaluators are involved 

Australia, France, Israel, 
Luxembourg, Sweden, 

Portugal 
Chile, France, Portugal -- -- -- 

Note: In Austria, the state/regional authority may be involved in teacher appraisal processes in ISCED 2-3 in the case of 
complaints.  
Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Capacity for conducting the appraisal process 
Across countries, a range of actors are involved in teacher appraisal. An area to which 

policy often does not devote enough attention is that of capacity development for 
appraisal. This is a crucial area to ensure the legitimacy of evaluators and to make an 
effective use of appraisal results. The effectiveness of appraisal crucially depends on 
whether evaluators have the knowledge and skills to appraise teachers reliably in relation 
to established criteria, and also on whether teachers are prepared to use the results of 
appraisal in ways to improve their performance. Hence, it is important that all those 
involved in teacher appraisal receive adequate information and professional development 
opportunities to optimise the outcomes of the process. This includes the teachers 
themselves as the recipients of appraisal as well as evaluators within the school such as 
teacher peers and the school leader, and staff of external agencies performing teacher 
appraisal functions.  

Developing skills and competencies for teacher appraisal across the school system 
takes time and requires a substantial commitment from both education authorities and the 
main actors involved in teacher appraisal. Considerable time is needed for explanation of 
teacher appraisal, consensus building among stakeholders about the indicators and norms 
that make up school or teacher quality, preparing and training of evaluators in terms of 
methodology, techniques and approaches, as well as providing time and resources for 
schools and teachers to implement and adapt processes at the school level. This section 
provides more detail regarding the specific groups involved in conducting appraisal 
processes and the approaches in place to develop their appraisal capacity. As shown in 
Table 5.4 (below), the following evaluators are frequently involved in appraisal processes 
across countries.  

Central education authorities  
While central education authorities typically play a prominent role in determining 

procedures for appraisal (see above), they tend to be less frequently involved in the actual 
appraisal process as evaluators. This may be explained by the difficulty of reviewing the 
performance of all teachers individually in a centrally organised appraisal process. Hence, 
central or state education authorities or governments rarely have full responsibility for 
conducting the teacher appraisal process, but they may share the role of evaluator 
together with other agencies or the school leader.  

For the completion of probation, the central/state education authorities have the full 
responsibility for conducting the teacher appraisal processes in Slovenia only, and they 
are involved in the process together with other evaluators in Australia, Israel and Sweden. 
For regular appraisal in the context of performance management processes, the central or 
regional authorities have responsibility for conducting the process only in Mexico. In 
Sweden, a central agency (the National Agency for Education) is in charge of the 
registration process. For reward schemes, the central education authorities are involved in 
the appraisal process in Mexico only. In Austria, the state or regional education 
authorities are involved in appraisal processes only in the case of complaints. In Portugal, 
the education administration only intervenes with regard to appeals against decisions of 
the school body that appraises teachers.  

Developing teacher appraisal systems can be a highly technical undertaking, and 
central education authorities and agencies that design teacher appraisal systems have a lot 
to benefit from evidence on best policies and practices gathered both nationally and 
internationally. To build central capacity, it is important that different institutions 
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supporting teachers and the teaching career engage with each other and with the research 
community more widely so as to ensure that the system is supported by scientific advice 
and evidence. Box 5.10 provides an example of how central agencies are co-operating 
with experts in Chile to continuously develop the national teacher appraisal system.  

As explained by Isoré (2009), educational researchers and experienced teachers may 
play a key role in providing advice for the design of appraisal systems. Based on their 
own experience and research, they can be in a good position to provide expertise on the 
definition of “good teaching” and the identification of relevant criteria and instruments to 
appraise teachers (Ingvarson et al., 2007). In addition, conducting a pilot implementation 
before the full implementation of a new teacher appraisal system can also be helpful in 
supporting central learning about effective teacher appraisal. It can help policy makers 
ensure the validity and reliability of a system before full-scale implementation and bring 
to light potential flaws. It can also allow central system designers to learn directly from 
the feedback of stakeholders involved in the pilot (Isoré, 2009).  

Box 5.10 Developing central expertise for teacher appraisal in Chile 
In Chile, teacher appraisal relies on the competencies of several agencies at the central level 

that co-operate regularly so as to assure the quality of the process. While the Ministry of Education 
holds the political and management responsibility for teacher appraisal, the technical coordination 
of the process is exercised by the Centre for Training, Experimentation and Pedagogical Research 
(CPEIP), which in turn is legally obliged to receive independent scientific advice from universities 
with expertise in the area. There is recognition at the central level that the implementation of 
teacher appraisal is a very complex process including a range of both scientific and logistical tasks 
that could not have been fulfilled effectively by the Ministry or the CPEIP alone. 

There is a specific national team responsible for the Docentemás teacher appraisal process. 
This team consists of 36 staff including professionals, technicians and administrative staff, most 
of them with a background in education or psychology. Under supervision of the CPEIP, the 
Docentemás team collaborates in all aspects of the process, such as the design of assessment 
instruments and guidelines, logistical aspects of the implementation, selection and training of peer 
evaluators, evaluation of the teacher portfolios, development and maintenance of information 
systems and preparation of results reports. The Docentemás team uses feedback from teachers 
who were appraised with the aim of continuously improving the capacity of its own staff.  

The close association with the Docentemás team ensures that the system is based on scientific 
advice as well as national and international research evidence. In addition, several universities 
providing initial teacher education are closely associated to the process. In particular, the portfolio 
evaluation centres are located within a range of universities across the country. According to 
CPEIP, involving the universities in the process is essential to make the process legitimate in the 
eyes of the profession. It also allows building capacity and generating institutional learning within 
the universities themselves, which may help them align initial teacher education with the 
expectations of the teacher appraisal process.  

Source: Santiago et al. (forthcoming).  

School leaders 
Given their role as the direct supervisor of teachers in most countries, school leaders 

typically play a prominent role in teacher appraisal processes. In some instances, they 
also share appraisal responsibilities with peer evaluators (often senior teachers) and/or 
external evaluators.  
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School leaders or managers play a role as evaluator of teachers in the majority of 
countries and for most appraisal types. For the completion of probation, they are involved 
as evaluators in all countries for which information is available except Slovenia. School 
leaders share their responsibility as evaluators with central/state education authorities in 
Israel and Sweden, with the Inspectorate in France (ISCED 2 and 3) and with a teacher 
education faculty in Luxembourg. They co-operate with other school-level staff (such as 
supervisors, peer evaluators, mentor teachers, the school board or school-level evaluation 
committees) in Australia, France, Italy and the Slovak Republic.  

For regular appraisal for performance management, school principals have full 
responsibility as evaluators in Canada, the Czech Republic, Israel, the Netherlands, 
Poland, the Slovak Republic and Slovenia. They share this responsibility with external 
accredited evaluators and a municipal evaluation commission in Chile, with the 
Inspectorate in France and with teacher peer evaluators in Portugal. Other school-level 
professionals or the school board are also involved in addition to the principal in 
Australia, the Flemish Community of Belgium, Hungary and New Zealand. In the 
Netherlands, the school principal as the competent authority represents the school 
organising body for both completion of probation and regular appraisal for performance 
management. In New Zealand, a member of the school leadership team holds this 
responsibility for registration purposes. For appraisal for promotion, school leaders are 
responsible for conducting the process in the Czech Republic, Israel and Poland. In Israel, 
while the school leader makes the final decision for the appraisal for performance 
management and for promotion, he or she may consult with other school staff regarding 
teacher appraisal. In Korea, the school principal shares responsibility for appraisals for 
promotion and for rewards with peer evaluators.  

It is difficult to envisage effective teacher appraisal without effective pedagogical 
school leadership. Education systems have increasingly recognised the importance of 
such leadership in raising standards, as substantiated in an OECD report (Pont et al., 
2008). There are many advantages to having the principal and/or other teachers as the 
evaluators, especially in developmental appraisal, given their familiarity with the context 
in which teachers work, their awareness of the school needs and their ability to provide 
quick and informed feedback to the teacher.  

A common challenge in many countries is the lack of well-established pedagogical 
leadership in schools. In many countries, school leaders have traditionally held a more 
administrative role and may not have been well trained and prepared to engage in the 
appraisal of their staff (see also Chapter 7). In systems where school leadership is largely 
concentrated in one person (the principal) rather than being distributed in a school 
leadership team, school leaders are also facing challenges to find the time to thoroughly 
observe and appraise the practice of each teacher. Where hierarchical structures are flat 
with the school leader being perceived as a primus inter pares, such as in Norway, having 
ambitions for pedagogical leadership including classroom observation may not always be 
well regarded by teachers and school leaders may be hesitant to exercise such leadership 
(Nusche et al., 2011a). 

In addition, most principals have no prior training in appraisal methods and might not 
have the content expertise relevant to the teaching areas of the teacher being appraised. 
They may have limited skills and experience in making adequate observations and 
judgements about the quality of teaching practice. Especially in contexts where there is 
little external guidance, schools leaders might be coming to their judgements in isolation 
with the risk that they might be out-of-line and too limited in their expectations in 
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comparisons with the standards being applied in teacher appraisal in other schools. In 
order to address this challenge, it is important for the national level to provide leadership 
in developing nationally shared standards and criteria for appraisal as well as resources 
and guidance for school-staff to support effective processes.  

There need to be clear criteria for classroom observation and school leaders need to 
receive training to conduct these adequately. In New Zealand, for example, the New 
Zealand Teaching Council (NZTC) provides resources and support measures to ensure that 
principals can undertake effective appraisals and that staff are supported/ guided through 
the processes (Nusche et al., 2012). In addition, given their crucial pedagogical role, it is 
important that school leaders benefit from dedicated training and professional development 
opportunities. Across countries participating in the OECD Review, there were few 
examples of professional development for school leaders dedicated specifically to methods 
for teacher appraisal. However, in several countries, a component regarding teacher 
appraisal was included in broader school leadership development programmes (Box 5.11). 

Box 5.11 Supporting school leaders in developing skills for teacher appraisal 

In the Czech Republic, as part of European Social Fund (ESF) programming, several 
projects have been developed to improve competencies for teacher appraisal. In particular, the 
“On the Road to Quality” project, launched in 2009, aims to develop instruments for teacher 
appraisal as part of school self-evaluation and to build teachers’ capacity for understanding and 
implementing appraisal and evaluation approaches. One aspect of the project was the 
development of a 360-degree feedback tool for middle management staff in schools. Some of the 
regional authorities have also developed programmes to strengthen the approaches and methods 
used for teacher appraisal across schools. For example, in the Moravian-Silesian region, a 
methodology was developed to support school principals in teacher appraisal, as part of an ESF-
funded project (“The Chance”). 

In Norway, where there is little tradition for regular classroom observation by principals, a 
new national education programme for principals was introduced in 2009. The education 
programme is initially targeted at newly employed principals who have been in the position for 
less than two years. It will then be extended for more long-standing principals who have not 
received such an education. The overall aim of this new initiative is to better equip principals for 
their role as leaders, and in particular for taking a stronger role in guiding the teaching and 
learning processes at school. It is expected that as principals are become better prepared for 
pedagogical leadership, they will also become more confident in appraising and providing 
feedback to their teaching staff. It is hoped that this will help increase the acceptance among 
teachers of school leaders observing classrooms and appraising teaching performance. The 
framework for school leader competences defines four main competences. The appraisal of staff 
is not included as an explicit competence area, but it is at the core of competence area one: “the 
pupils’ learning results and the learning environment” Under this heading, the competence 
framework points out that “the head teacher’s ability to lead the learning process and guide 
teachers in this process will be decisive” (Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 
2008). Among the skills and attitudes principals should be able to master in this area, many 
relate to appraising and guiding teachers’ practices: (1) setting goals for teaching work; 
(2) setting standards for quality in working processes and being able to enforce these; 
(3) following up on and giving feedback to individual co-workers; (4) creating pride, aspirations 
and a desire to achieve results in teachers; (5) guiding and giving feedback to teachers; and 
(6) challenging teachers and setting definite demands on quality.  

Sources: Santiago et al. (2012b); Nusche et al. (2011a).  
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Teacher peers 
In some systems, teacher appraisal is based on reviews by teacher peers. Such peer 

evaluators are typically “accomplished” current teachers who are recognised as having 
in-depth subject knowledge and pedagogical expertise, as highly proficient and successful 
practitioners, able to guide and support others in the teaching process. Peer evaluators 
may be teachers internal or external to the school of the appraised teacher.  

For the completion of probation, peer evaluators and/or supervisors from the same 
school are involved in the appraisal process in Australia and France. In Italy, an 
evaluation committee of on average four teachers takes part in the appraisal process 
together with the school principal. In the Slovak Republic, mentor teachers as well as 
examination committees nominated by the school principal are in charge of the appraisal 
process for completion of probation. For regular performance management, peer 
evaluators are involved in many countries including Australia, Chile, Hungary, Korea, 
and New Zealand. In Portugal, peer appraisal is the dominant feature of performance 
management. In Korea, peer evaluators are involved in regular appraisal, appraisal for 
promotion and appraisal for rewards. For the rewards scheme in Korea (performance-
based incentive system), schools are required to set up a screening committee to decide 
incentive levels and set standards for provision and the school principal makes final 
decisions regarding incentive provision standards via the deliberation of the committee. 
In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, the school leader may designate a teacher 
reviewer to conduct appraisal processes under the Performance Review and Staff 
Development Scheme.  

The use of peer appraisal is often more common in developmental appraisal. Research 
points towards the power of developmental peer observation with clear foci and effective 
feedback in making a strong contribution to improving the quality of teaching. Peer 
appraisal can be important both for providing evidence about teachers’ practice and for 
providing support for professional growth (Goldstein, 2007; Goldstein and Noguera, 
2006; Milanowski, 2005; Wei et al., 2009), and peers often learn best from each other 
(Coggshall et al., 2011; Jackson and Bruegmann, 2009). 

In the United States, for example, several districts use the Peer Assistant and Review 
(PAR) programmes for teacher appraisal. In these programmes, expert mentor teachers or 
coaches support new teachers, as well as experienced teachers who are struggling, and 
they conduct some aspects of the teachers’ appraisal. Based on the appraisal, teachers 
develop personalised professional development plans directly focused on their identified 
strengths and weaknesses and work together with mentor teachers to achieve goals 
outlined in the plan. The programmes also involve a process where a panel of teachers 
and leaders make recommendations about personnel decisions based on evidence from 
the appraisal. Several studies argue that inclusion of peers as reviewers and coaches 
created a more transparent process, and that the approach can contribute to improving 
teaching while also allowing systems to identify teachers for intensive assistance, 
continuation, tenure, and in some cases, termination (Goldstein and Noguera, 2006; 
Klinger et al., 2008; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012).  

When peers are the evaluators in accountability-driven teacher appraisal procedures, 
issues of legitimacy are particularly relevant to address. In such systems, it is particularly 
important to build capacity in appraisal methods by preparing not only principals but also 
peer evaluators to undertake specific appraisal functions. Box 5.11 provides examples of 
initiatives to support peer evaluators in developing their skills for fair and effective peer 
appraisal (Box 5.12). 
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Box 5.12 Building capacity for peer appraisal 

Teacher appraisal in Portugal relies almost entirely on peer appraisal. All key roles in teacher appraisal, 
including performance appraisal as well as co-ordination, counselling and pedagogical supervision, are exercised 
by teachers. To enhance capacity for appraisal at the school level, the Ministry of Education entered into a 
contract with a higher education institution as the managing organisation responsible for launching an in-service 
training system for teacher appraisal. In the first half of 2011, 50 teachers with a Master’s degree in the field of 
evaluation were identified from Portugal’s five educational regions to participate in specialised training on 
teacher appraisal including classroom observation. In this post-graduate training, particular emphasis was placed 
on classroom observation, as this was seen as the area that could have the greatest impact on improving teaching 
and learning. Upon completion of the training, it was expected that this first group of highly qualified teachers 
would be able to act as multipliers and provide training in teacher appraisal to other the teachers in their schools. 

One of the characteristics of Chile’s teacher appraisal approach (Docentemás) is the high involvement of 
practising teachers as evaluators. The participation of teachers at various stages of the appraisal process 
contributes to building ownership and appraisal competency among teachers and may also help them to 
understand and benefit from their own appraisal to a greater extent. Practising teachers can apply to two key 
roles in the appraisal process: (1) as evaluators of teacher portfolios in one of the centres set up for this purpose 
by Docentemás in various universities; and (2) as peer evaluators who conduct peer interviews and participate in 
the municipal evaluation commissions. For both roles, intensive preparation processes have been set up to build 
the capacity of those selected. The portfolio evaluators are trained in a one-week training session, where they 
work together with specialists on concrete examples of different performance levels. The training sessions 
comprise individual and group work in which teachers discuss judgements about proficiency levels. This is 
followed by a test period where the evaluators apply what they have learned, internalise the portfolio evaluation 
processes and benefit from group discussion about the results. The peer evaluators are selected and trained by the 
national Docentemás team or the local university in charge of the process. Only teachers who have been 
previously rated as Outstanding or Proficient can apply to become peer evaluators. They receive training in two 
full-day seminars, during which they learn about the six questions to be asked in the interview and the rubrics to 
be applied in assigning performance levels. The training also includes exercises and feedback to the participants. 
At the end of this training phase, there is another selection process and not all of those initially selected will be 
retained as peer evaluators.  

Sources: Santiago et al. (2012a; Santiago et al. (forthcoming).  

Other evaluators 
Some countries draw on evaluators that do not readily fit the categories established 

above. In Australia, the teacher professional organisation is in charge of conducting the 
appraisal of teachers for registration. In Chile, a municipal evaluation commission 
composed of trained peer evaluators from the municipality is involved in the process in 
addition to the school principal and external accredited evaluators. 

External inspectors may also play a role. Among the countries participating in the 
OECD Review, only France and Ireland report that inspectors are routinely involved in 
teacher appraisal. In France, inspectors play a role in appraisal for the completion of 
probation (at ISCED levels 2 and 3) as well as in regular appraisal for performance 
management, and they do so in collaboration with the school principal. Ireland reports 
that the Inspectorate is involved as evaluator in teacher appraisal for the completion of 
probation, but only at the primary school level. In addition, in Austria, an inspector from 
the state or regional education authority may be involved in the case of an appeal or 
complaint. In the majority of countries, however, inspectors more typically undertake 
classroom evaluations with a focus on evaluating overall teaching quality in the school, 
and not for the purpose of individual performance appraisals.  
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Table 5.4 Evaluators involved in teacher appraisal processes (2011-12) 

Country Probation 
Performance management 

Rewards 
Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

Australia 
State education authorities; school 

principal; supervisor; peer  
evaluator at the same school 

School principal; member of school 
leadership other than school 
principal; supervisor; peer 
evaluator at the same level 

Teacher professional 
organisation a a 

Austria a  
School principal; 

ISCED 2-3: state or regional 
education authority in case of 

appeal or complaint 
a a a 

Belgium (Fl.) a 
School principal (1st evaluator); 
school organising bodies (2nd 

evaluator) 
a a a 

Belgium (Fr.) a a a a a 

Canada  School principal School principal a a a 

Chile  a 

External accredited evaluators; 
school principal; teacher from 

another school; municipal 
evaluation commission (composed 

of local peer evaluators) 

a a Central education 
authority 

Czech 
Republic a School principal a School principal a 

Denmark a a a a a 

Estonia a a a Special 
commission a 

Finland a a a a a 

France General Inspectorate; school 
principal; supervisor 

General Inspectorate; school 
principal a a a 

Hungary a 
School principal; evaluators 

specified in the school's quality 
assurance programme  

a a a 

Iceland a a a a a 

Ireland 
Inspectorate of the Department of 
Education and Skills (ISCED 1); 
school leadership (ISCED 2, 3) 

a a a a 

Israel School principal; central education 
authority School principal a School principal a 

Italy School principal; school-based 
evaluation committee a a a a 

Korea a Peer evaluators at the same school a 
School principal; 
peer evaluators 

at the same 
school 

School principal; 
peer evaluators at 
the same school 

Luxembourg School principal; teacher education 
faculty of University of Luxembourg a a a a 

Mexico a Central education authority a a 
Central education 

authority or 
government 

Netherlands 
School principal representing 

school organising body  
(competent authority)  

School principal representing 
school organising body  
(competent authority)  

a a a 
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Table 5.4 Evaluators involved in teacher appraisal processes (2011-12) (continued) 

Country Probation 
Performance management 

Rewards 
Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

New Zealand School principal 
Member of school leadership team; 

peer evaluator from the same 
school 

Member of school 
leadership team a a 

Norway a a a a a 

Poland a School principal a School principal a 

Portugal 
Teachers from the same school; 
collegiate body within the school 

(chaired by principal); trained 
teachers from other schools 

Teachers from the same school; 
collegiate body within the school 

(chaired by principal); trained 
teachers from other schools 

a a a 

Slovak 
Republic 

Mentor teacher; examination 
committee nominated by the school 

principal  
School principal a a a 

Slovenia Central education authority School principal a a a 

Spain a a a a a 

Sweden Central education authority; school 
principal a 

Central agency 
(National Agency for 

Education) 
a a 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

School principal or a teacher 
reviewer designated by the school 

principal 

School principal or a teacher 
reviewer designated by the school 

principal 
a a a 

Notes: a = not applicable; m = information missing 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

Using multiple evaluators  
The participation of multiple evaluators is often seen as key to successful teacher 

appraisal practices. Several researchers in this field recommend that at least more than 
one person should be involved in judging teacher quality and performance (Peterson, 
2000; Stronge and Tucker, 2003). For example, “360-degree evaluation systems”, which 
incorporate the participation of many different evaluators, allow for the integration of 
several different perspectives in the appraisal process (Danielson and McGreal, 2000). 
This can help increase the accuracy and fairness of the appraisal process, taking into 
account the complexity of what a “good” teacher should know and be able to do 
(Danielson, 1996, 2007; Peterson, 2000). 

For example, in a study conducted in Chicago, Sartain et al. (2010) found that school 
leaders’ appraisal of teacher performance tended to reflect greater leniency than that of 
other evaluators, perhaps because school leaders were more aware of context variables 
that may impact teacher performance. Some studies also indicate that while principals 
tend to be accurate in identifying very high and very low performing teachers, they 
sometimes show less ability to distinguish between teachers in the middle of the 
distribution and may be influenced by a number of affective or non-performance factors 
(Bolino and Turnley, 2003; Jacob and Lefgren, 2005, 2008). On the other hand, external 
evaluators may appraise teachers in relation to frameworks and professional standards 
and know the specificities of content and skills required for each teaching area, but they 
are less able to adapt the processes to the school context, challenges and values 
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(Anderson and Pellicer, 2001). The involvement of more than one evaluator is 
particularly important in high-stakes appraisal systems. 

For formative appraisal, there are also advantages in drawing on the perspectives of 
several evaluators. Peers and colleagues who have the same characteristics, teach the 
same subject and/or to the same students are more likely to obtain the confidence of the 
teacher being appraised. Teachers may therefore more easily engage in self-reflection 
about their practices, and express their feelings and concerns during interviews, without 
fearing potential sanctions. Peers can also provide qualitative feedback based on their 
own experience in the relevant teaching area (Isoré, 2009). But principals are essential to 
link the teachers’ learning needs to the further professional development opportunities in 
line with broader school goals and human resource needs. They are also more likely to 
provide informal continuing feedback to the teacher throughout the year and not only 
during the formal appraisal process. More generally, school leaders are essential to make 
performance improvement a strategic imperative, and help considering teacher appraisal 
indispensable to teacher and school broader policies (Heneman et al., 2007; Robinson, 
2007; Pont et al., 2008). 

In designing teacher appraisal systems drawing on multiple evaluators, it is important 
to acknowledge that the process may require considerable time and resources of both 
evaluators and evaluatees. As a consequence, system designers should carefully review 
the requirements that are made of teachers and designated evaluators. For the appraisal 
process to have beneficial results, it should allow teachers to have time to reflect on their 
own practice. As a consequence, it should be considered that both teachers and evaluators 
are partly released from their duties when undertaking the appraisal process, especially 
for systems that involve considerable additional workload (Heneman et al., 2006; Isoré, 
2009).  

Enhancing the skills of teachers to benefit from their own appraisal 
There is no internationally comparable information regarding the extent to which 

teachers are prepared to participate actively in their own appraisal processes and benefit 
from the results. But anecdotal evidence from the country-specific OECD Reviews of 
Evaluation and Assessment in Education suggests that such preparation is quite limited 
across countries.  

Guaranteeing that teachers are provided with support to understand the appraisal 
procedures is essential both to engage teachers with the appraisal process and to enhance 
their performance. For the process to be effective, teachers must know what is expected 
from them to be recognised as “good” teachers before the process starts. This requires not 
only complete transparency in the appraisal criteria and procedures but also ensuring that 
teachers take ownership of the process through support and coaching. In the United 
States, for example, the Guide to Understanding National Board Certification responds to 
teachers’ concerns in relation to the characteristics of the NBPTS appraisal. It explains 
the system (who is concerned, what the process consists of, how the scores are 
established, etc.) and gives advice to help teachers succeed (what to include in a portfolio, 
which exercises to get prepared, examples and ideas from past candidates and trainers) 
(AFT and NEA, 2008). 

Another way to prepare teachers for their appraisal is to link the teacher appraisal 
system with initial teacher education and professional development. In some countries 
participating in the OECD Review there were concerns that what teachers learned in their 
initial preparation was poorly aligned to the standards and criteria of “good teaching” in 
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teacher appraisal later on. There is a need to ensure that where national standards for the 
teaching profession exist, these are consistently used in all initial teacher education 
programmes. Its domains and criteria regarding good teaching should be applied 
throughout initial teacher education so that teachers already have a clear understanding of 
what is expected from them when they enter the profession. Self-appraisal, appraisal by 
others and feedback also should be aspects offered in initial teacher education so that 
teachers are prepared for such processes.  

Induction and mentoring programmes for new teachers can further ease the transition 
between initial education and school-level appraisal processes. As highlighted by the 
OECD (2010), recent research indicates that beginning teachers can benefit from 
mentoring programmes, but it is important to ensure the quality of such programmes. 
Mentors should be carefully selected, be given adequate time to carry out their tasks and 
be well prepared for their tasks (Hobson et al., 2009, in OECD, 2010). Developing 
mentor teachers at the school level can also be a way to distribute school leadership more 
broadly. Mentors can play a key role in helping new teachers understand existing 
teaching standards, self-appraise their practice and receive feedback for improvement 
(Santiago et al., forthcoming). 

Use of results 

This section is concerned with how teacher appraisal processes are followed up and 
how results are utilised for further decisions or actions. Examples of mechanisms to use 
appraisal results include performance feedback, professional development plans, career 
advancement and financial and other rewards. 

Formative use of results 
A key objective of teacher appraisal is to identify areas for professional development 

for individual teachers, leading to the preparation of individual improvement plans which 
take into account the overall school development plan. Pedagogical leadership at the 
school level plays a key role in ensuring the effectiveness of this link (Pont et al., 2008). 
The resources made available for professional and school development are another key 
element.  

Information collected from countries participating in the OECD Review indicates that 
all types of teacher appraisal (except explicit reward schemes) may potentially influence 
future professional development activities (Table 5.5). Regular teacher appraisal as part 
of performance management is most typically connected to professional development 
activities or plans. It systematically influences professional development in Australia, 
Korea, Mexico and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom and it is expected/intended 
to do so in Austria, the Flemish Community of Belgium, some provinces/territories in 
Canada, France, Israel, the Netherlands, New Zealand and Slovenia. In Chile, it 
systematically results in a professional development plan for teachers who have obtained 
a “basic” or “poor” rating and in Portugal this is the case for teachers who have obtained 
an “insufficient” rating. In the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and the Slovak 
Republic, the link between regular appraisal for performance management and 
professional development is not prescribed nationally, but it may well exist at the school 
level. Practices vary across schools depending on internal regulations.  
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Table 5.5 Influence of teacher appraisal on professional development (2011-12) 

 Completion of probation 
Performance management 

Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

It systematically influences 
professional development activities 

United Kingdom (Northern 
Ireland) 

Australia, Chile2, Korea, Mexico, 
Portugal2, United Kingdom 

(Northern Ireland) 
Australia Czech Republic3 

It is expected/intended to influence 
professional development activities 

Australia, Canada, Ireland, 
Israel, Netherlands, 

New Zealand 

Austria, Belgium (Fl.), Canada, 
France, Israel, Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Slovenia 
New Zealand Israel 

It may influence professional 
development activities, depending 
on school policies and practices 

Slovak Republic Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland, Slovak Republic -- -- 

It does not influence teacher 
professional development 

France1, Italy, Luxembourg, 
Slovenia -- Sweden Estonia, Korea, 

Poland 

Notes: (1) France: But a negative appraisal may result in a second year of stage; (2) Chile, Portugal: It systematically results in a 
professional development plan for teachers who have obtained a low rating only; (3) Czech Republic: It influences professional 
development if connected with promotion to particular professional status. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

Appraisal at completion of probation also influences professional development in 
Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, and it is expected to do so in Australia, some 
provinces/territories in Canada, Ireland, Israel, New Zealand and the Netherlands. 
Registration systematically influences professional development in Australia and is 
expected to do so in New Zealand. The promotion scheme in Israel is also expected to 
inform future professional development. In the Czech Republic, appraisal for promotion 
influences professional development if it is related to accession to a particular 
professional status, such as that of pedagogical advisor.  

Providing feedback for individual professional development 
A logical chain between the performance appraisal and continuing professional 

development opportunities is essential to improve teaching practice (Ofsted, 2006). The 
identification of individual teachers’ strengths and weaknesses is important to choose 
from a wide range of possible professional development activities the ones that meet 
individual teachers’ own needs against each of the priorities in the school improvement 
plan. Seeing the appraisal procedures as a basis for future practice improvement is critical 
to implement a system in which every single teacher will feel concerned by the appraisal 
and the relevant professional growth opportunities, regardless of their current level of 
performance (Isoré, 2009).  

However, among the teachers participating in TALIS, over 40% reported that they did 
not receive suggestions for improving aspects of their work and 44% agreed with the 
statement that teachers’ work was reviewed merely to fulfil an administrative 
requirement. Also, according to the reports of principals in TALIS, only 56.6% of 
teachers were in schools where the identification of a specific weakness in teacher 
appraisal leads always or most of the time to establishing a professional development plan 
for the teacher. These are worrying results. Without a clear link to professional growth 
opportunities, the impact of teacher appraisal on teaching and learning will be relatively 
limited (Goe et al., 2012). As a result, the appraisal process may not be taken seriously or 
encounter mistrust or apathy by the teachers being appraised (Danielson, 2001; 
Milanowski and Kimball, 2003; Margo et al., 2008). Ideally, teacher appraisal should 
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allow teachers to receive tailored feedback and such feedback should be followed with 
opportunities for continuous learning in identified areas through professional 
development, mentoring and other means (Hill and Herlihy, 2011).  

There is also a need to envisage teachers’ learning as something broader than 
participation in in-service training courses. According to Timperley (2011), the term 
“professional development” is now often associated with the delivery of some kind of 
information to teachers in order to influence their practice, whereas “professional 
learning” refers to a more internal process in which teachers create professional 
knowledge through interaction with this information in a way that challenges previous 
assumptions and creates new meanings. Such professional learning cultures need to be 
supported and sustained by effective pedagogical leadership providing adequate levels of 
challenge and support to teachers. All teachers, including the highly effective ones, need 
opportunities to learn and grow in the teaching profession (Randi and Zeichner, 2004). 
Box 5.13 provides examples regarding the use of appraisal results for professional 
development from Korea and Memphis, Tennessee in the United States.  

Box 5.13 Linking teacher appraisal to professional development 
In Korea’s Teacher Appraisal for Professional Development, once appraisal procedures are completed, 

evaluation sheets are collected and drafted into a final report for each teacher. Results of the peer review process 
are written by up “appraisal management committees” at each school. Upon receiving their appraisal results 
report, teachers prepare their own “plans for professional development” (including training attendance plans) and 
submits these to the appraisal management committee. The committee brings together the professional 
development plans and the appraisal results of all appraised teachers, and drafts a “synthetic report on Teacher 
Appraisal for Professional Development” to submit to the principal and vice‐principal. The synthetic report must 
include: implementation plan and progress of appraisal; overall appraisal results (excluding results for individual 
teachers); general features of appraisal (appraisal provided by parents, students and peer teachers; strengths and 
weaknesses of the school’s teachers as revealed by appraisal); teachers’ demand for training including 
autonomous in‐service training; fields of training requested by the teachers; the school’s next‐year plans to 
provide consulting and training programmes for teachers’ professional development; budget estimation; 
proposals and requests to the local education authority (demands for the establishment of new training 
programmes, requests for budget support for in‐service training by the education office, etc.).  

Based on the appraisal results, local education authorities provide excellent teachers with a “study and 
research year” (similar to sabbatical years given to university faculty) as a way of granting opportunities for 
teachers to further build their professional capacity. Underperforming teachers are obliged to undertake short‐ to 
long‐term training programmes depending on their appraisal results. Also, regardless of appraisal outcomes, 
local education offices support teachers with customised training programs, so as to foster an atmosphere of 
self‐study and self-improvement among teachers. Individual appraisal reports are notified only to the concerned 
teacher and principal. Aside from that, according to the Act on the Protection of Personal Information Contained 
by Public Institutions, no appraisal results are disclosed to others. For students and parents, only the results 
tendency of all teachers appraised in a school is provided. 

Memphis, Tennessee in the United States has developed a system that explicitly links professional 
learning to teacher appraisal. In Memphis City Schools, appraisal is based on teaching standards, and 
professional development is linked to teachers’ competence on the standards. Thus, a teacher who has poor 
performance on a specific indicator on a teaching standard can find professional growth opportunities related to 
that indicator. Memphis City Schools publishes a professional development guide each year that lists the 
professional growth offerings by standard and indicator. In addition, most of the professional development 
courses are taught by Memphis City School teachers, ensuring that the course offerings will be relevant to the 
contexts in which these teachers work 

Sources: Kim et al. (2010); Memphis City Schools, www.mcsk12.net; Santiago et al. (forthcoming).  
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Providing feedback to initial teacher training institutions 
To enhance teacher learning in the long run, appraisal results could also be used to 

improve initial teacher education programmes. Teacher education institutions in most 
countries are poorly informed about how their graduates perform in schools. However, 
teacher appraisal systems can provide very important information about the skills needs 
of teachers and it is important that such information be made easily accessible to teacher 
education institutions. This is an area where electronic data management systems could 
play a critical role.  

In some countries, including the United States, there is a push towards ensuring that 
teacher education programmes: (i) receive feedback about the performance of their 
graduates; and (ii) are held accountable for improving their instruction in order to ensure 
better performance of teachers for local contexts (National Research Council, 2010). For 
example, federal policies in the United States require teacher education programmes to 
document the efforts they have made to gather information about the satisfaction of local 
school districts with the teachers prepared in their institutions. In addition, several states 
in the United States collect teacher evaluation results specific to each teacher education 
programme and determine whether the programmes’ graduates are performing 
adequately. Programmes whose graduates are not performing effectively must devise a 
plan to improve their effectiveness – through more selective admissions, better education, 
or a combination of both (Santiago et al., forthcoming). 

Summative use of results 
Appraisal of teacher performance can also be used to determine career advancement, 

award performance rewards or establish sanctions for underperforming teachers. It 
constitutes an opportunity to recognise and reward teaching competence and 
performance, which is essential to retain effective teachers in schools as well as to make 
teaching an attractive career choice (OECD, 2005).  

Career decisions  
First of all, appraisal results may be used to influence career decisions. Most countries 

do not directly link teacher appraisal results to teacher pay but, instead, to career 
progression (therefore establishing an indirect link with salaries). As shown in Table 5.6 
below, most teacher appraisal models relate results to the speed at which the teacher 
progresses in the career. In addition, teacher appraisal can also be used to make decisions 
at key points in a teacher’s career. For example, the results of teacher appraisal can be 
used to make tenure decisions at the end of the probationary period, contract renewal and 
registration stages, and might influence the chances of an application to a given school 
post. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, teacher appraisal does not influence career 
decisions or career advancement. In the other education systems that reported having 
formal frameworks for teacher appraisal, there appears to be at least one type of appraisal 
that influences career decisions or advancement.  

Logically, all countries that have appraisal processes explicitly designed for 
promotion purposes use the appraisal results for this purpose. However, it is important to 
note that many countries that do not have specific processes for teacher appraisal for 
promotion use the results of other appraisal processes to inform decisions about a 
teacher’s career advancement. Appraisal for the completion of probation most typically 
influences decisions about access to a permanent position or fixed term contract. This is 
the case in Australia, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg and Sweden. It influences career 
progression in some provinces/territories in Canada, France, Ireland, the Slovak Republic 
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and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, and it may influence career decisions 
(depending on school policies) in the Netherlands. Regular appraisal for performance 
management influences decisions about access to a permanent position or fixed term 
contract in Mexico and contract renewal for non-permanent teachers in Portugal. 
It influences decisions about career progression or promotion in Australia, France, 
Hungary, Portugal (for permanent teachers), Slovenia and Northern Ireland in the United 
Kingdom. It may influence decisions about career advancement in the Netherlands, New 
Zealand and the Slovak Republic. Registration processes may also influence decisions 
about the teachers’ position or contract type. In Australia, it determines eligibility to seek 
employment as a teacher. In New Zealand and Sweden, appraisal for registration is a 
necessary step towards progression to the status of “registered teacher”.  

Table 5.6 Influence of teacher appraisal on career decisions (2011-12) 

Appraisal may influence: Completion of probation 
Performance management Reward 

scheme Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 
Decisions about access to a 

permanent position or a  
fixed-term contract 

Australia, Israel, Italy, 
Luxembourg1, New Zealand2, 

Sweden 
Mexico, Portugal (non-
permanent teachers) 

Australia, 
New Zealand, 

Sweden 
-- -- 

Decisions about the speed of 
career progression and/or  

about promotions 

Canada, France, Ireland 
(ISCED 1), Slovak Republic, United 

Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 

Australia, France, Hungary, 
Portugal (permanent 

teachers), Slovenia, United 
Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 

-- 
Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Israel, 
Korea, Poland 

-- 

Decisions about career 
advancement depending on 

local/school policy 
Netherlands Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Slovak Republic -- -- -- 

It does not influence  
career advancement Slovenia Austria, Belgium (Fl.), Chile, 

Israel -- -- Chile, Korea, 
Mexico 

Notes: (1) Luxembourg: It influences decisions about the terms of the contract; (2) New Zealand: Teachers need to pass 
probation and achieve registration to continue in the teaching career.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

In many countries participating in the OECD Review, there was concern about the 
absence of career opportunities for effective teachers. Typically, in most countries, there 
is no clearly designed career structure for teachers and there are few opportunities for 
teachers to take on greater responsibilities, receive recognition for high performance or be 
promoted. The organisational structure in schools in many OECD countries is typically 
flat with few promoted posts and few explicit means of giving teachers significant lead 
responsibilities. This is likely to undermine potentially powerful links between teacher 
appraisal, professional development and career development.  

Findings from TALIS confirm a weak link between teacher appraisal and career 
advancement. Across TALIS countries, only 16.2% of teachers indicated that the 
appraisal and/or feedback they received led to a moderate or large change in the 
likelihood of their career advancement. Also, only 26.7% reported that it led to changes in 
work responsibilities that made their job more attractive (OECD, 2009).  

Some countries link teacher assessments with opportunities for vertical promotions to 
school leadership positions. But the practice of linking outstanding teacher performance 
to promotions for school leadership positions may not respond well to the needs of most 
teachers, for two main reasons. First, a good teacher is not necessarily a good manager or 
leader and the skills required for teaching a classroom and managing a school are not the 
same. Second, this practice may have adverse effects on teaching quality within a school 
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because, paradoxically, the best teachers are rewarded by being removed from classroom 
teaching. To resolve this dilemma, some education systems have attempted to build 
career options for excellent teachers who wish to remain in the classroom. Box 5.14 
provides examples from Australia.  

Box 5.14 Advanced Skills Teaching positions in Australia 
Teachers in Australia undergo appraisal, on a voluntary basis, to gain promotion positions in schools in 

recognition of quality teaching performance by applying for Advanced Skills Teaching positions (ASTs). These 
positions are linked to higher pay and are generally associated with further responsibilities and specific roles in 
schools. In most cases, teachers do not have to be at the top of the salary scale to apply for these positions which 
entails a thorough assessment of their performance. Advanced Skills Teaching positions, which exist in almost all 
educational jurisdictions, for the most part accomplish two important functions: the recognition of advanced 
teaching skills with a formal position and additional pay; and a better match between teachers’ skills and the roles 
and responsibilities needed in schools through competitions to gain the positions. These have the benefit of 
rewarding teachers who choose to remain in the classroom rather than to move into management positions. 

AST positions embody two key concepts in the teaching profession in Australia. First, they recognise the need 
to introduce career diversification as a result of the greater variety of roles in schools – e.g. departmental head, team 
leader, and manager of curriculum development and/or personnel development. Second, they reflect the need to 
reward teachers for their developing skills, performance and responsibilities, in what constitutes a competency-
based professional career ladder. Teachers, as they access AST positions, are expected to have deeper levels of 
knowledge, demonstrate more sophisticated and effective teaching, take on responsibility for co-curricular aspects 
of the school, assist colleagues and so on. Access to AST positions involves formal appraisal processes which are 
more summative in nature. 

• New South Wales introduced the Highly Accomplished Teacher (HAT) position in July 2009. The HAT 
position is an initiative of the Smarter Schools National Partnership on Improving Teacher Quality. A HAT 
is an excellent teacher who models high-quality teaching for his/her colleagues across the school and leads 
other teachers in the development and refinement of their teaching practice to improve student learning 
outcomes. HAT positions are classroom-based positions with a reduced teaching allocation to enable them 
to mentor other teachers, including student teachers, beginning and more experienced teachers, work with 
university partners and take a role in the school’s leadership team. HATs are appointed through a merit 
selection process which requires, as a prerequisite, application to the NSW Institute of Teachers for 
consideration of accreditation at Professional Accomplishment or Professional Leadership. These positions 
are two-year appointments and are limited to 100 positions over the life of the National Partnerships. 

• The Northern Territory’s Accomplished Teacher status requires applicants to participate in an “inquiry 
process” over 12 months, based on the Northern Territory Teacher Registration Board Accomplished 
Standards of Professional Practice for Teaching. The assessment of performance is undertaken by 
assessment panels and moderation committees and includes the appraisal of teaching modelling and role in 
curriculum and professional learning. This process was being reviewed in 2011. 

• In Tasmania, the Advanced Skills Teacher position recognises outstanding classroom teachers and leading 
staff members. It is targeted at teachers recognised as exemplary practitioners, who are accorded additional 
responsibilities within their school. It is a promotion available to any permanent teacher who satisfies the 
application process, operating in a similar way to a salary increment. Positions are advertised by individual 
schools on a needs basis. 

• The Victorian school system includes one promotional appointment for those teachers who want to remain in 
the classroom: Leading Teacher. The programme is intended to serve the dual purpose of recognising 
outstanding classroom teachers; and providing schools with a human resource to lead various in-school 
programmes and projects. Schools advertise for Leading Teacher positions on a needs basis – the position is 
usually associated with a specific anticipated responsibility. The Victorian Department of Education and Early 
Childhood Development aims to maintain a Leading Teacher profile of 10 to 15% of full-time teaching staff. 

Source: Santiago et al. (2011). 
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Singapore is another example of a country that focuses a lot of attention on the 
development and diversification of teachers’ careers. The country implemented a 
performance management approach called Enhanced Performance Management System 
(EPMS) in 2005. EPMS forms part of a broader career and recognition system, the 
Education Service Professional development and Career Plan (Edu-Pac) designed to help 
teachers realise their full potential. This structure has three components: a career path, 
recognition through monetary rewards, and an appraisal system (Lee et al., 2010). For 
more information, see Box 5.15.  

Box 5.15 Singapore: Linking teacher appraisal to career pathways 

The Education Service Professional Development and Career Plan (Edu-Pac) in Singapore 
recognises that teachers have different interests and aspirations and provides three different 
career tracks for teachers:  

• The Teaching Track allows teachers to remain in the classroom and advance to the 
levels of Senior Teacher, Lead Teacher or Master Teacher. This provides an opportunity 
for teachers to focus on classroom teaching while obtaining a leadership role along with 
a senior-level salary.  

• The Leadership Track provides opportunity for teachers to take on leadership positions 
within the school or at the Ministry of Education. 

• The Senior Specialist Track allows teachers to join the Ministry of Education’s 
headquarters and as specialists with particular expertise in specific aspects of education.  

The Enhanced Performance Management System (EPMS) serves to support teachers’ 
professional and career development and its results inform promotion decisions as part of Edu-
Pac. The EPMS process involves performance planning, performance coaching and performance 
appraisal. Performance planning involves a teacher self-appraisal and a discussion with the 
teachers’ reporting officer (typically a Head of Department) about target setting and performance 
benchmarking. Performance coaching is ongoing and includes a formal mid-year review 
between the teacher and the reporting officer. Finally, the performance appraisal at the end of the 
year includes an appraisal interview and a rating of actual performance against planned 
performance. Teachers are appraised based on actual achievement as well as potential for future 
performance. Decisions on the teacher’s “current estimated potential” are made in consultation 
with senior colleagues of the teacher based on observation, dialogue, portfolio evidence and the 
teacher’s contributions to the school and its environment. The final performance grade affects 
the annual performance bonus received for the year’s work as well as promotions to the next 
level of the career pathway. 

Sources: Lee and Tan (2010); Weinstein and Struthers (2012).  

Salary increases and performance rewards 
In some cases, teacher appraisal influences a teachers’ base salary or salary 

progression. This impact is sometimes difficult to disentangle as salary progression tends 
to be connected to career progression (see above). In addition, teacher appraisal results 
might also be used to award rewards to teachers. Typical rewards include: the award of a 
one-off monetary prize (bonus pay); time allowances and sabbatical periods; 
opportunities for school-based research; public recognition or awards; changes in work 
responsibilities; support for post-graduate study; or opportunities for in-service education. 
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In some instances the focus of the rewards is on group recognition and rewards are at the 
school or year level rather than individual level.  

Obviously, in countries that have specific rewards schemes in place, the results of 
these processes influence salary levels and distribution of pay allowances. But as shown 
in Table 5.7, other appraisal approaches may also be connected to rewards.  

Appraisal for the completion of probation is rarely connected to monetary or non-
monetary rewards. It has an impact on salary levels in France and an impact on 
opportunities for professional development and innovative tasks in the Netherlands. 
Depending on school policies, it may also have an impact on salary levels in the 
Netherlands and in the Slovak Republic (only to the extent that it can allow teachers to 
progress on the career scale).  

Regular appraisal for performance management appears more likely to influence 
salary levels or pay allowances across countries. This is the case in Chile, the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, Portugal and Slovenia. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, 
the Performance Review and Staff Development statement is part of the body of evidence 
used to inform decisions on pay progression. It may also impact salaries in the 
Netherlands and Poland depending on school policies. In Australia, France, New Zealand 
and Portugal, it only impacts on salaries to the extent that it makes teachers progress on 
the salary scale. Performance management impacts on public recognition or awards in the 
Czech Republic and on work responsibilities or opportunities for professional 
development in the Flemish Community of Belgium (depending on school policies), the 
Czech Republic (depending on school policies), France and the Netherlands.  

Appraisal for registration is the least likely to be connected to rewards. Appraisal for 
promotion is connected to a pay allowance in the Czech Republic and influences salary 
levels in Poland to the extent that it makes the teacher progress on the salary scale. It also 
results in public recognition in Estonia, and opens further opportunities for professional 
development or post-graduate study in the Czech Republic.  

Table 5.7 Rewards connected to teacher appraisal (2011-12) 

Appraisal may impact on: Completion of probation 
Performance management Reward 

scheme Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

Salary levels or pay 
allowance 

France1, Netherlands2, Slovak 
Republic1,2, United Kingdom 

(Northern Ireland) 

Australia1, Chile3, Czech Republic2, France1, 
Hungary, Netherlands2, New Zealand1, 

Poland2, Portugal1, Slovenia, United Kingdom 
(Northern Ireland) 

New 
Zealand1 

Czech 
Republic, 
Poland1 

Chile, Korea, 
Mexico 

Public recognition  
or award -- Czech Republic -- Estonia -- 

Work responsibilities, 
professional development/ 

study opportunities 
Netherlands 

Belgium (Fl.)2,  
Czech Republic2,  

France, Netherlands 
-- Czech 

Republic -- 

No impact on salary  
or rewards 

Australia, Canada, Ireland, 
Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, New 

Zealand, Slovenia, Sweden 
Austria, Canada, Israel, Korea, Mexico Australia, 

Sweden 
Israel, 
Korea -- 

Notes: (1) Appraisal results only impact on pay levels to the extent that they make the teacher progress in the career and salary 
scale; (2) Depends on local and/or school policy; (3) Teachers with satisfactory appraisal results may take an additional appraisal 
which may give them access to salary increases between 5% and 25% of the base salary.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Rewards connected to teacher appraisal may constitute an opportunity to recognise and 
remunerate teaching competence and performance. However, it needs to be kept in mind 
that the issues surrounding the relationship between teacher performance and rewards are 
controversial and potentially divisive in all countries; and research in this field is difficult 
and has produced mixed results (Isoré, 2009). There seems to be agreement that the design 
and implementation of performance-based rewards are crucial to their success. As 
explained in Harvey-Beavis (2003), there is relatively wide consensus that many attempts at 
introducing performance-based reward programmes in the past were poorly designed and 
implemented (Mohrman et al., 1996; Ramirez, 2001). Problems in developing fair and 
reliable indicators, and the training of evaluators to fairly apply these indicators have often 
undermined attempts to implement programmes (Storey, 2000). One problem identified is 
poor goal clarity because of a large number of criteria, which restricts teachers’ 
understanding of the programme and makes implementation difficult (Richardson, 1999). 
Explanations of how, and on what criteria, teachers are assessed may be difficult to 
articulate. When this occurs, it is almost impossible to give constructive feedback and 
maintain teacher support for the programme (Chamberlin et al., 2002). 

Sanctions for underperformance 
Some teacher appraisal systems include the possibility of sanctions for ineffective 

teachers beyond the standard consequences for career progression. For example, if 
underperformance persists following a number of appraisals, sanctions might include the 
removal from teaching duties (for teachers with civil servant status, this might translate 
into other functions within the school or another career within the civil service), or simply 
the termination of the contract. But early identification of underperformance is typically 
accompanied by a plan for in-service training for the improvement of practice.  

As can be seen from Table 5.8 below, many countries have a range of potential 
responses to underperformance. Underperformance at the end of probation typically 
results in failure to pass the probation, extension of the probationary period or the 
termination of the teacher’s employment. In Australia, some provinces/territories in 
Canada, Ireland (ISCED 1), Luxembourg, the Slovak Republic and Sweden, it may also 
have an impact on the future contract, career or salary. In Australia, Ireland (ISCED 1), 
Israel and Luxembourg it may lead to further examination, appraisal or compulsory 
training. In New Zealand, provisionally registered teachers who are not successful in the 
appraisal can take more time and try again.  

Underperformance in regular appraisal for performance management most frequently 
leads to compulsory training and further appraisal. In many countries, it may also have an 
impact on contract, career advancement or salary levels. In Australia, Austria (in extreme 
cases only), some provinces/territories in Canada (at the discretion of the evaluator), 
Chile and New Zealand, there is the possibility for underperformance to lead to transfer, 
suspension or dismissal of the teacher. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, if a 
teacher’s performance is unsatisfactory in the Performance Review and Staff 
Development Scheme, there is an informal stage where a programme of support and 
development is provided. This may be followed by a formal stage which includes the 
issue of formal written notice, a targeted support programme and ultimately dismissal if a 
satisfactory standard of work is not achieved.  

Underperformance in registration processes may have an impact on contract, career 
advancement or salary levels in Australia, New Zealand and Sweden, and lead to further 
appraisal or compulsory training in Australia. Underperformance in appraisal for 
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promotion purposes can have an impact on contract, career or salary in the Czech 
Republic, Israel and Poland. In Estonia and Israel, it also leads to further appraisal and/or 
compulsory training.  

Table 5.8 Responses to underperformance of teachers (2011-12) 

 Completion of probation 
Performance management 

Regular appraisal Registration Promotion 

Failure to pass 
probation/extension  

of probation 

Australia, Canada, France, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Slovak 

Republic, Slovenia, Sweden 
-- -- -- 

Impact on contract,  
career and/or salary1 

Australia, Canada, Ireland (ISCED 1) , 
Luxembourg, Slovak Republic, Sweden 

Australia, Canada3, France, Israel, New 
Zealand, Portugal, Slovak Republic 

Australia, New 
Zealand, 
Sweden 

Czech 
Republic, 

Israel, Poland 

Further appraisal, 
compulsory training 

Australia, Ireland (ISCED 1), Israel, 
Luxembourg, New Zealand, United Kingdom 

(Northern Ireland) 

Australia, Belgium (Fl.), Chile, France, 
Israel, Korea, New Zealand, Portugal, 
Slovenia, United Kingdom (Northern 

Ireland) 
Australia Estonia, Israel 

Transfer, suspension, 
dismissal 

Australia, France, Ireland (ISCED 2-3)2, 
Israel, Italy, Netherlands, United Kingdom 

(Northern Ireland) 

Australia, Austria2, Canada3, Chile, New 
Zealand, United Kingdom (Northern 

Ireland) 
-- -- 

Depends on local/  
school policy -- Czech Republic, Hungary, Netherlands -- -- 

No response -- Mexico, Poland -- Korea 

Notes: (1) Impact on contract, career and/or salary includes: permanent contract not granted, salary increment withheld, deferral 
of promotion, registered teacher status not granted or withdrawn; (2) Applied only rarely/in exceptional cases; (3) At the 
discretion of the evaluator. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries.  

Providing a mechanism to identify weaknesses and ensure that underperformance is 
adequately addressed is an important feature of teacher appraisal. However, results from 
TALIS indicate that the use of teacher appraisal to address underperformance is not 
widespread. On average, in most TALIS countries principals frequently reported the 
outcome of a teacher appraisal that identifies weaknesses to the teacher concerned and 
engaged in discussions on how to remedy the weaknesses. However it was much less 
frequent for the principal to report underperformance to an outside body: 51.0% of 
principals across TALIS countries indicated that they would never report a teachers’ 
underperformance to another body to take action. TALIS data also shows that a 
substantial number of teachers across countries had the perception that sustained 
underperformance is not necessarily addressed: only 23.1% of teachers agreed or strongly 
agreed that the school principal in their school would take steps to alter the monetary 
rewards of a persistently underperforming teacher and only 27.9% of teachers agreed or 
strongly agreed that in their school teachers would be dismissed because of sustained 
poor performance.  

To ensure that all students are taught by capable teachers, it is important that teacher 
appraisal provides an opportunity to identify incompetent teachers and address the 
concerns in their performance. However, it has been argued that the identification of 
underperformance should not be the primary purpose of regular teacher appraisal. This is 
because the overall impact of an appraisal focussing primarily on the identification of 
underperformance may be the creation of tensions and fear among teachers, which may 
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jeopardise the formative function of the appraisal and inhibit teachers’ creativity and 
motivation (Klinger et al., 2008). At the same time, if underperformance is noticed as part 
of regular appraisal for performance management, weaknesses need to be picked and be 
adequately addressed.  

Pointers for future policy development 

This chapter reviewed country approaches to appraising the performance of 
individual teachers in light of available research and evidence. The policy suggestions 
that follow are drawn from the experiences reported in the Country Background Reports, 
the analyses of external review teams in OECD Country Reviews and the available 
research literature. It should be stressed that there is no single model or global best 
practice of teacher appraisal. The development of practices always needs to take into 
account country-specific traditions and features of the respective education systems. Not 
all policy implications are equally relevant for different countries. In a number of cases 
many or most of the policy suggestions are already in place, while for others they might 
not apply owing to different social, economic and educational structures and traditions. 
Different contexts will give rise to different priorities in further developing teacher 
appraisal policies in different countries. In general, there is a need for further research 
into the impact of different policy approaches to teacher appraisal. The existing evidence 
base is dominated by research in a few systems with long-established policies on teacher 
appraisal. As more systems adopt and implement different teacher appraisal policies, 
there will be a need to collect evidence on how these impact student learning and 
educational experiences. 

Governance 

Clarify the purposes of teacher appraisal and ensure that it fits national education 
objectives 

Designing and governing a framework for teacher appraisal entails a range of aspects. 
First, the purposes of the teacher appraisal framework need to be clearly defined. In 
particular, it needs to be clear what aspects teacher appraisal seeks to monitor and 
improve. Second, teacher appraisal needs to be framed in the context of the overall 
objectives for schooling and the approach to its development should depend on a range of 
established practices in the school system such as the extent of school autonomy, the 
existence of national curricula and standards and the culture of evaluation. Third, there 
needs to be a reflection on the way teacher appraisal is articulated with the remaining 
components of the evaluation and assessment framework such as school evaluation, 
student assessment and system level evaluation. Finally, a coherent teacher appraisal 
system needs to be embedded with well-aligned policies for teacher education, induction 
and mentoring, support structures, and professional learning opportunities. All of these 
teacher policy elements should be organised around a shared understanding of what 
constitutes good teaching. 

Resolve tensions between the developmental and accountability functions of 
teacher appraisal  

There are risks that the developmental function of teacher appraisal is undermined 
when it is too closely associated with high-stakes appraisal for accountability purposes. 
Therefore, it is not advisable to design appraisal approaches that aim to fulfil the 
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developmental function of teacher appraisal through a high-stakes accountability-oriented 
process. Developmental teacher appraisal is likely to benefit from conditions such as a 
non-threatening appraisal context, a culture of ongoing observation, mutual appraisal and 
feedback within the school, clear individual and collective objectives, simple school-
based appraisal tools and supportive school leadership. In turn, teacher appraisal for 
accountability is likely to be enhanced by conditions such as central standards and 
criteria, an independent appraisal component external to the school, a more formal and 
standardised process and possibilities for teachers to appeal where there are doubts about 
the fairness of the process.  

Establish a coherent framework for teacher appraisal 
To build a systematic and coherent system of teacher appraisal, it is important that the 

approaches to appraisal are adapted to the different stages of a teachers’ career and in line 
with the purposes they are aiming to achieve. A coherent appraisal framework needs to be 
based on expertise regarding effective design of appraisal systems, draw on multiple 
appraisal instruments, be conducted by well-trained evaluators and offer differentiated 
appraisal approaches for teachers at various career stages (Danielson, 2001, 2011; 
Darling-Hammond, 2012). Developing such a teacher appraisal system may be costly and 
challenging to implement, but it is critical to reconcile the demands for educational 
quality, the enhancement of teaching practices through professional development, and the 
recognition of teachers’ knowledge, skills and competencies.  

To achieve coherence in appraisal across teachers’ career, countries should consider 
creating a continuum of appraisal approaches linked to professional learning and career 
advancement. This could start with appraisal at the end of a probationary period, be 
enhanced by ongoing formative and school-based appraisal and be complemented by 
periodic summative appraisal for career-progression and accountability purposes. This 
three-tiered approach will be explored in more detail below.  

Establish a mandatory probationary period for new teachers 
A formal probationary period for new teachers should constitute the first step in the 

teaching career. Such a probationary period can provide an opportunity for both new 
teachers and their employers to assess whether teaching is the right career for them. The 
satisfactory completion of a probationary period of one to two years teaching should be 
mandatory before awarding teacher registration or a permanent teaching post. Beginning 
teachers should be given every opportunity to work in a stable and well-supported school 
environment, and the decision about completion of probation should be taken by a panel 
which is well trained and resourced for appraising new teachers. The successful 
completion of probation should be acknowledged as a major step in the teaching career, 
corresponding to the access to the first stage of the career.  

Consolidate regular developmental appraisal at the school level 
In all countries, there needs to be a strong emphasis on teacher appraisal for 

developmental purposes (i.e. formative appraisal). Given that there are risks that the 
developmental function is hampered when is too closely associated with a high-stakes 
teacher appraisal process, a component predominantly dedicated to developmental 
appraisal, fully internal to the school, should be consolidated. It would be an internal 
process carried out by line managers, senior peers and the school principal (or members 
of the management group).  
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The main outcome would be feedback on teaching performance and overall 
contribution to the school which would lead to a plan for professional development. It can 
be low-key and low-cost, and include self-appraisal, peer appraisal, classroom 
observation, and structured conversations and regular feedback by the school principal 
and experienced peers. To be effective, appraisal for improvement requires a culture in 
which there is developmental classroom observation, professional feedback, peer 
discussion and coaching opportunities. Feedback and discussions should be focussed on 
the quality of teaching and contributing to the personal and professional growth of those 
who participate. The results of such processes also allow schools to adapt their 
professional development offers to the needs of individual teachers and the school goals 
as a whole.  

In order to guarantee the systematic and coherent application of such developmental 
teacher appraisal across schools, it would be important to undertake the external 
validation of the respective school processes. An option is that school review or 
inspection processes, in their monitoring of the quality of teaching and learning, include 
the evaluation of the processes in place to organise developmental appraisal, holding the 
school principal accountable as necessary. 

Establish periodic career-progression appraisal involving external evaluators  
In addition to regular developmental appraisal, teachers could benefit from more 

summative teacher appraisal at key stages in the teaching career to formalise the principle 
of advancement on merit associated with career opportunities for effective teachers. Such 
appraisal would have as its main purposes holding teachers accountable for their practice, 
determining their career advancement, and informing their professional development 
plans. This approach would convey the message that reaching high standards of 
performance is the main road to career advancement in the profession. This could be 
achieved through a registration system. For fully registered teachers, access to promotions 
could be organised through a voluntary application process and teachers should be 
required to periodically maintain their registration status when not applying for a 
promotion.  

Such appraisal, which has stakes for individual teachers, needs to have a stronger 
component external to the school and more formal processes to ensure fairness across 
schools. The appraisal should allow making comparisons on the basis of which 
consequential decisions concerning the teacher can be made. It can be a mostly school-
based process led by the school leader (or another member of the management group) but 
it should include an element of externality such as an accredited external evaluator, for 
example a teacher from another school with expertise in the same area as the teacher 
being appraised.  

Create a teacher career structure with distinct pathways 
In a number of countries the absence of career opportunities for effective teachers 

undermines the role of teacher appraisal. Schools and teachers are likely to benefit from a 
career structure for teachers, which should comprise a number of key stages. The 
different stages in the career should be associated with distinct roles and responsibilities 
in schools associated with given levels of expertise. Access to each of the key stages 
could be associated with formal processes of appraisal through a system of teacher 
registration.  
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The career structure for teachers should match the different types and levels of 
expertise reflected in teaching standards. Such alignment would reflect the principle of 
rewarding teachers for accomplishing higher levels of expertise through career 
advancement and would strengthen the linkages between roles and responsibilities in 
schools (as reflected in career structures) and the levels of expertise needed to perform 
them (as reflected in teaching standards).  

This would strengthen the incentive for teachers to improve their competencies, and 
reinforce the matching between teachers’ levels of competence and the roles which need 
to be performed in schools to improve student learning. It is important that a career 
structure for teachers increases flexibility to support, recognise and reward excellence in 
teaching. It should also give possibilities for teachers to have diverse career pathways 
where some will move more into leadership roles while others choose to remain 
predominantly teaching in the classroom.  

Address the challenges of implementation 
It is essential to anticipate the challenges of implementation of teacher appraisal. This 

includes reconciling the diverging interests of stakeholders, carefully analysing policy 
alternatives and their likely impact and discussing them with stakeholders to aim towards 
consensus. Adverse effects are particularly prone to occur when consensus has not been 
reached on the objectives for teacher appraisal, its importance for the performance of the 
school system, and the practical options for implementation. Consensus is all the more 
precious to reach since local and school-level actors are probably in the best position to 
foresee unintended consequences or judge what is feasible in practice, and since the 
effectiveness of teacher appraisal heavily depends on their co-operation.  

Teacher appraisal and the resulting feedback, reflection and professional development 
will only work if teachers make it work. To a great extent it is the motivated teacher who 
ensures the successful implementation of reforms in schools. Hence, it is imperative to 
find ways for teachers to identify with the goals and values of teacher appraisal 
arrangements and practices and to encourage their active participation in the process. The 
expectation is that teachers’ engaging in reflective practice, studying their own teaching 
methods and sharing experience with their peers in schools become routine parts of 
professional life. In addition, there needs to be a clear understanding of the 
responsibilities of different actors within the teacher appraisal framework. Education 
authorities at several levels, agencies in charge of quality assurance, inspectorates, 
schools, parents, teachers and students play different roles in ensuring improvement and 
accountability in the teaching profession.  

Procedures 

Establish teaching standards to guide teacher appraisal and professional 
development  

The key element in a teacher appraisal system is a teacher professional profile (or 
teaching standards), i.e. a clear and concise statement of what teachers are expected to 
know and be able to do. These could cover areas as articulated in the Danielson’s 
Framework for Teaching (1996, 2007): planning and preparation; the classroom 
environment; instruction and professional responsibilities. In recognition of the variety of 
tasks and responsibilities in today’s schools and the teaching expertise developed while 
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on the job, teaching standards could express different levels of performance such as 
competent teacher, established teacher, and accomplished/expert teacher.  

Teaching standards should reflect teachers’ tasks in schools and the knowledge and 
skills that they need to acquire to be effective at the different stages of their careers to 
achieve student learning objectives. They need to reflect the sophistication and 
complexity of what effective teachers are expected to know and be able to do; be 
informed by research; and benefit from the ownership and responsibility of the teaching 
profession. It also needs to be ensured that teaching standards provide a common basis to 
organise the key elements of the teaching profession such as initial teacher education, 
teacher registration, teachers’ professional development, career advancement and, of 
course, teacher appraisal.  

It is important to ensure that teaching standards are well understood by all those 
involved in teacher appraisal processes. There is no justification for anyone, certainly not 
teachers, to be in the dark as to what is expected of them in their practice, and how that 
practice will be evaluated throughout their careers. It is equally important that different 
levels of performance and appraisal criteria are well understood by teachers. Various 
tools can contribute to this understanding, such as short video clips illustrating high and 
low performance or sample portfolio entries with an assessor’s comments. This would 
allow teachers to reflect on their own practices and engage in professional learning.  

Use multiple instruments and sources of evidence  
Establishing effective teacher appraisal procedures is challenging at several levels: 

accuracy of the measurement, inclusion of all key dimensions of teachers’ professional 
practice, consistency with the set goals of the exercise, adaptation to the needs of those 
who will use the results, cost-effectiveness, and practical feasibility. While many 
countries have reached consensus regarding the areas to be appraised, there is much 
contention about the instruments for collecting evidence on teachers’ practice. Since the 
process of gathering evidence about a teacher’s performance may influence the appraisal 
results, the choice of instruments is of chief importance in designing and implementing 
teacher appraisal systems.  

While limited resources make trade-offs inevitable, comprehensive teacher appraisal 
models are more likely to provide a solid basis to appraise teachers. Research points to 
the importance of combining multiple instruments so as to ensure that all important 
aspects’ of a teacher’s performance are given an adequate degree of attention. This is 
particularly important in high-stakes approaches to teacher appraisal. Different appraisal 
instruments such as classroom observation, interviews with the teacher, teacher self-
appraisal, student performance data and feedback from students and parents can provide 
different perspectives on the teacher’s work and strengthen the validity and reliability of 
the overall appraisal. Portfolios can be a useful instrument for bringing together different 
types of evidence including lesson plans, videotapes of lessons, samples of student work 
and narrative comments.  

Provide support for effective classroom observations  
Only if teacher appraisal includes classroom observations, it can ensure that 

individual weaknesses in teaching approaches are picked up and adequately addressed 
with suitable professional development. Teaching is at the core of a teacher’s professional 
responsibilities, and it can be improved through observation, constructive feedback and 
learning opportunities. Hence, the observation of teaching by trained evaluators is 
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essential to a robust system of teacher appraisal. For classroom observations to be useful 
to teachers it is preferable that they are frequent and take place in a trusting environment.  

Each school needs to develop the internal capacity to conduct high-quality classroom 
observations, which requires targeted investment in training for school leadership teams, 
as well as teachers. Such training should focus in particular on gaining a deep 
understanding of what constitutes “good teaching” and how it can be observed using 
high-quality standards and criteria for appraisal. The advantage of such investment is that 
it builds on the professionalism of teachers and school leaders and contributes to their 
development. 

Establish safeguards against simplistic use of student results for teacher appraisal 
Evidence of student learning outcomes is an important element in evaluating the 

success of teachers in helping all students achieve. Using student assessment results to 
appraise teachers is typically intended to focus attention towards student learning as the 
primary goal of teaching and to incentivise teachers to raise standards. There has been 
increased interest across countries in value-added models that are designed to control for 
the previous results of individual students in order to identify the contribution of an 
individual teacher to student progress. However, despite the attractiveness of such 
models, there are a range of statistical, methodological and practical challenges in using 
student standardised assessment results to appraise individual teachers.  

Given the difficulties to ensure that value-added measures provide an accurate and 
comprehensive picture of individual teacher performance, such measures should not be 
used as the sole measurement of teacher performance and safeguards should be 
established against a simplistic use of student test results for high-stakes decisions about 
teachers. But this does not imply that teachers should be exempted from providing 
evidence of their students’ progress, for example through specific evidence of student 
progress and portfolios.  

Ensure that student feedback to teachers is used for formative purposes  
Students are not pedagogical experts and student feedback should not be the sole or 

primary source of information for teacher appraisal. While student feedback can help 
identify certain problems in teachers’ practices, it cannot replace relevant professional 
feedback, advice and support by teaching experts. Therefore, the use of student surveys is 
not recommended for high-stakes accountability purposes in teacher appraisal. Student 
surveys provide more valuable insights for whole-school evaluation and their use for that 
purpose should be encouraged (see Chapter 6). Also, they may provide highly useful 
formative feedback to individual teachers. 

There are a number of approaches that can potentially increase the usefulness of 
student surveys for formative purposes: for example, they should focus on teaching 
practice rather than the teacher as an individual; include the students’ own self-and peer-
assessment to allow for analysis of classroom interactions; feature questions on teaching 
approaches that are known to be relevant for student learning; include information on the 
general framework for teaching such as materials and physical conditions as well; and be 
analysed by the students and teacher together with a view to improve the classroom 
environment and teaching and learning processes.  
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Capacity  

Prepare teachers for their role in appraisal processes  
Guaranteeing that teachers are provided with support to understand the appraisal 

procedures and to benefit from appraisal results is also vitally important. Teachers can 
benefit from training modules so they know what is expected from them to be recognised 
as good teachers, and to be prepared to make the best use of the feedback received. Initial 
teacher education programmes should be informed by existing teaching standards to 
ensure that when teachers enter the profession they already understand what is important 
for them to know and be able to do. In this way, by the time teachers begin their own 
practice they are conversant with existing standards and reflect these in their own 
teaching. Induction and mentoring for new teachers can further ease the transition 
between initial education and school-level appraisal processes.  

While connections to initial teacher education can help the next generation of teachers 
to be better prepared for their appraisal, it is equally important to ensure that teachers 
already on the job have opportunities to learn and fully understand appraisal processes 
and criteria. Substantial activities for professional development on how to best use 
appraisal processes should be offered to teachers. Also, beyond punctual workshops, 
teachers could benefit from the creation of networks where professional learning 
communities of teachers, school leaders and education administrators build a collective 
understanding of how to evaluate and improve teaching and learning approaches. This 
could involve peer exchange, discussing complex challenges, sharing and critiquing of 
practice and fostering a sense of common direction.  

Involving teachers as peer evaluators in the appraisal process can also help them learn 
about key areas of performance with a view to continuously improving their own 
practice. It is important that peer evaluators are adequately selected and trained for their 
role to ensure that they have legitimacy in the eyes of teachers being appraised.  

Strengthen the capacity of school leaders for teacher appraisal 
Effective operation of teacher appraisal and its contribution to school development 

will depend to a great extent on the strategic human resource management as well as 
organisational and pedagogical leadership exercised by school leaders. Teacher appraisal 
will only succeed in raising educational standards if school principals take direct 
responsibility for improving the quality of teaching and learning in their schools. School 
leaders are also more likely to provide informal continuing feedback to teachers 
throughout the year and not only during the formal appraisal process.  

More generally, school leaders are essential to promote the continuous improvement 
of teaching and learning approaches and to insist on the obligation of all staff to engage in 
regular professional learning. Therefore the recruitment, training, professional 
development and appraisal of school leaders should be given great importance. Strategies 
to strengthening school leadership could include the following components: development 
of a national education programme for school leaders; support for distributed leadership 
so as to reduce the burden on school principals and foster leadership capacity across the 
school; enhancing the performance appraisal of school leaders (see Chapter 7); drawing 
on the expertise of school principals from highly effective schools and supporting peer 
learning platforms; and supporting the collaboration of school leaders with a critical 
friend. 
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Professional development offers targeted at school leaders should include a focus on 
school quality assurance and improvement, including school self-evaluation and teacher 
appraisal. This should involve human resource management, including aspects such as 
structured interactions with teachers, setting of objectives, linking school objectives to 
personnel development plans, making use of various sources of information on teaching 
quality, development of appraisal instruments, and management tools to use appraisal 
results.  

Ensure that designated evaluators are qualified for their role 
The success of any teacher appraisal system depends greatly on the competencies of 

designated evaluators. Evaluators should be trained in standards-based methods for 
assessing evidence of teacher performance. They need to be able to appraise teachers 
according to the limited evidence they gather, the criteria of good teaching and the 
corresponding performance levels, where these are defined. Evaluators should also be 
prepared to provide constructive feedback to teachers for further practice improvement. 
Where teacher appraisal has consequences for the individual teacher but is essentially 
school-based, it would be desirable to establish moderation processes to ensure 
consistency of school-internal approaches to teacher appraisal. Any evaluators involved 
in such teacher appraisal processes should have received specific training for this function 
and be accredited by a relevant organisation.  

The following range of characteristics and competencies are likely to be helpful for 
evaluators in strengthening the effectiveness of appraisal processes: (i) background in 
teaching; (ii) knowledge of educational evaluation theories and methodologies; 
(iii) knowledge of concepts of teaching quality; (iv) familiarity with systems and 
procedures of educational and school quality assurance, including the role of teaching 
quality in school quality; (v) understanding of instrument development, including 
reliability and validity of observation and other assessment tools; (vi) awareness of the 
psychological aspects of appraisal; (vii) expertise with the quantitative rating of an 
assessment; and (viii) mastering of appraisal-related communication and feedback skills.  

Build central expertise to continuously improve teacher appraisal policies and 
practices 

Teacher appraisal is eminently a technical matter and has a lot to benefit from 
worldwide evidence on best policies and practices. Some countries bring together 
educational researchers and distinguished teachers into an advisory group to monitor and 
guide the implementation of teacher appraisal. Such group is in a good position to 
recognise effective appraisal practices, to keep abreast of relevant research developments 
and, as a result, to provide advice based on sound evidence. Another option is to establish 
requirements for national teacher appraisal systems to be adequately informed by 
scientific evidence.  

Use of results 

Ensure that teacher appraisal feeds into professional development and school 
development 

Teacher appraisal is unlikely to produce effective results if it is not appropriately 
linked to professional development. In order for a vibrant programme of professional 
development to be established and sustained, it must be based on a culture of professional 
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inquiry. There must be a recognised and explicitly stated norm that recognises the great 
complexity of good teaching, and insists, therefore, on the professional obligation of 
every teacher to be engaged in a career-long quest of improved practice. This culture 
needs to go along with an adequate provision of professional development. It is important 
that available professional development fits identified needs. For example, if feedback to 
teachers is provided in relation to the criteria outlined in teaching standards, then 
professional development activities could be organised around those criteria and be 
managed locally.  

Individual teacher development, in turn, needs to be associated with school 
development if the improvement of teaching practices is to meet the school’s needs. To 
be most effective, professional development programmes should be coordinated at the 
school level, so that teachers are aware of the learning goals pursued by their colleagues 
and potential areas for collaboration. Such joint efforts can contribute to establishing 
learning communities. Schools that associate the identified individual needs with the 
school priorities, and that also manage to develop the corresponding professional 
development activities, are likely to perform well. Schools can learn from the strengths of 
effective teachers and implement professional development programmes that respond to 
their weaknesses. Given the important role that school leaders play in linking teacher 
appraisal results with individual and school development, the adequate preparation of 
school leaders for this task should be given great importance (see above).  

Establish feedback loops between teacher appraisal systems and initial teacher 
education 

Just as individual teachers can improve their teaching when they have identified their 
relative areas of strength and weakness, so too can initial teacher education programmes 
improve their approaches when they are informed of the success of their graduates. If 
initial teacher education and teacher appraisal processes are based on the same teaching 
standards, and the results of teacher appraisal are fed back to the preparing institutions, 
teacher education programmes can be strengthened accordingly.  

The ideal time for such feedback is during a teacher’s initial years, when it is likely 
that their skills are a direct function of what they would have learned during their 
preparation. For example, a survey to be completed by all teachers in their first two years 
would enable teacher education programmes to collect important information about 
where teachers feel they have been most and least successful and where they wish they 
would have had more training.  

In addition, collecting similar information from school leaders enables teacher 
education programmes to determine whether the teachers they are preparing are meeting 
the needs of the schools in the contexts in which they are beginning their teaching 
careers. This information can then be used by teacher education programmes to make 
needed curricular adjustments. Such mechanisms also strengthen avenues of 
communication from schools directly to teacher education programmes. 

Establish links between teacher appraisal and career advancement decisions 
Teachers need to be acknowledged and have their teaching effectiveness recognised. 

This can be achieved through linking appraisal results to career advancement. As outlined 
above, this requires the existence of a performance-based career ladder. The formal 
diversification of the teaching career can help meet school needs and provide more 
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opportunities and recognition to teachers, including those who wish to remain focused on 
classroom teaching.  

Within such a career structure, the principle of rewarding teachers for exemplary 
performance can be applied by associating performance levels to the speed at which a 
teacher advances in the career (within and across career pathways). Establishing linkages 
between teacher appraisal and career advancement provides an indirect link between 
teacher performance levels and pay. This is a desirable option as direct links between 
teacher performance and pay have produced mixed results, according to the research 
literature. 

Consider the use of non-monetary rewards as a complementary tool to recognise 
teachers 

Reward schemes connecting appraisal results directly to bonus pay should be 
approached with caution, as the overall impact of such payments is mixed and can be 
contentious and potentially divisive. Rewarding teachers with non-monetary rewards such 
as time allowances, sabbatical periods, opportunities for school-based research, support 
for post-graduate study or professional development could be more appealing incentives. 
It is important that any performance-based rewards be awarded for reasons which 
teachers and school leaders perceive as fair and valid.  

Some general principles for giving out performance include: (i) ensuring that all 
teachers, regardless of educational level and subject, are eligible for performance awards; 
(ii) using multiple measures of teachers’ performance to assess their effectiveness, not 
only in the classroom but as members of a learning community within the school; 
(iii) rewarding teachers for taking on extra work within the school, such as coaching or 
mentoring new teachers; and (iv) acknowledging teacher professional growth through 
their participation in coursework and extended professional training in their content area. 
The more objective the process for determining the merit awards, the more accepted it 
will be among teachers and staff, since it will be seen as a valid recognition of excellent 
performance. 

Ensure that underperformance is identified and adequately addressed  
One of the key functions of teacher appraisal is to ensure that all classrooms are in the 
hands of capable and motivated teachers. This implies that there should be mechanisms to 
detect weaknesses in teaching practices and to ensure that underperformance is 
adequately addressed. Responses to underperformance may include opportunities for 
professional learning, intense assistance and coaching, further appraisal and feedback 
and, as a potential second step, the possibility to move on teachers that do not respond to 
professional learning opportunities. 
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Notes 

 
1. In Finland, the basis for teacher appraisal is defined in the contract between each local 

government employer (mostly municipalities) and the teacher trade union.  

2. Formerly known as the National Professional Standards for Teachers developed by 
the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) as a foundation 
reform of the National Partnership on Teacher Quality. Further details can be found at 
www.teacherstandards.aitsl.edu.au. 

3. After two decades of decentralisation, Hungary is experiencing a trend towards a 
larger degree of central decision-making in education. Following new legislation 
passed in 2011 and 2012, schools and other public educational institutions, with the 
exception of those maintained by the private sector and religious authorities, are 
subject to direct governance by central authorities from 2013 onwards. It should be 
noted that information about Hungary in this chapter refers to the period prior to this 
reform.  

4. In Chile, the appraisal occurs every fourth year if the results are satisfactory, 
otherwise it occurs more often (every year or every second year). 
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Annex 5.A Features of teacher appraisal frameworks  

The tables below provide information on features of teacher appraisal frameworks in 
the countries actively engaged in the OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment 
Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes. The information was supplied by countries 
through a questionnaire specifically developed by the OECD Review.  

All the tables summarising features of evaluation and assessment frameworks, 
included in the annexes to this report, are also available on the OECD Review website at 
www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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General notes 

Australia: Australia is a federation of eight states and territories. There are differences in policy frameworks for evaluation and assessment 
across states and territories as well as between public (government) and private (non-government) schools. From 2013, national standards for 
teachers are being introduced across all states and territories providing a national measure of teaching practice.  

Belgium (Fl., Fr.): In Belgium, education policy is the responsibility of each Community. The terms “national” and “central”, therefore, refer to 
the highest education authorities (Ministries of Education) of the Flemish and French Communities of Belgium. 

Belgium (Fl.): For public schools, the school organising bodies are typically the central education authority (Flemish Community) and 
provincial/regional and local education authorities (provinces, cities, municipalities). For government-dependent private schools, the school 
organising bodies are private entities such as religious communities or associations.  

Belgium (Fr.): For public schools, the school organising bodies (education networks) are typically the central education authority (French 
Community) and provincial and local education authorities (provinces, municipalities). For government-dependent private schools, the school 
organising bodies are private entities such as religious communities or associations.  

Canada: Canada comprises ten provinces and three territories. Provincial/territorial education authorities refer to the highest level of educational 
authorities in Canada, as there is no federal/central department of education. There are differences in policy frameworks for evaluation and 
assessment across provinces and territories.  

Chile: For public schools, the school organising bodies (sustainers) are typically local education authorities (municipalities). 

Czech Republic: For public schools, the school organising bodies are typically local education authorities at ISCED levels 1 and 2 and regional 
education authorities at ISCED level 3. 

Hungary: For public schools, school organising bodies (maintainers) are typically local and regional education authorities. After two decades of 
decentralisation, Hungary is experiencing a trend towards a larger degree of central decision making in education. Following new legislation 
passed in 2011 and 2012, schools and other public educational institutions, with the exception of those maintained by the private sector and 
religious authorities, are subject to direct governance by central authorities from 2013 onwards. It should be noted that information about 
Hungary in this chapter refers to the period prior to this reform. 

Ireland: School boards of management comprise members external to the school such as representatives of the patron and of the local 
community as well as members internal to the school such as the principal, teacher representatives and parent representatives.  

Netherlands: In principle, all schools are government funded. Depending on their denomination, they can have a private (religious or pedagogy-
based) or public character. For public schools, school organising bodies (competent authorities) can be local educational authorities (municipal 
authorities), a local governing committee with transferred powers of the municipality, or a public foundation or corporation. School organising 
bodies for private schools can be groups of parents, foundations or corporations. 

New Zealand: School Boards of Trustees typically comprise elected members from the school community, the principal, a staff representative 
and a student representative (in secondary schools).  

Spain: Responsibilities for education are shared between the central education authority (Ministry of Education, Culture and Sport [Ministerio 
de Educación, Cultura y Deporte]) and state education authorities (Regional Ministries or Departments of Education of the Autonomous 
Communities [Comunidades Autónomas]). The central education authority executes the general guidelines of the government on education 
policy and regulates the basic elements or aspects of the system. The Autonomous Communities develop the central regulations and have 
executive and administrative competences for managing the education system in their own territory. State education authorities refer to 
education authorities at the highest level of the Autonomous Communities. Throughout the tables, the Autonomous Communities are referred to 
as “state education authorities”.  

General notes for teacher appraisal 

Australia: Australia is a federation of eight states and territories. There are differences in teacher appraisal systems between states and territories 
and also between public (government) and private (non-government) schools. For most private schools, the teacher appraisal practices are set at 
the school level. From 2013 the implementation of the Australian Teacher Performance and Development Framework will ensure that every 
teacher receives regular, appropriate and constructive feedback on their performance. 

Canada: Canada is a federation of ten provinces and three territories. There are differences in teacher appraisal across provinces and territories. 

Denmark: There is no central policy framework for the mandatory appraisal of teachers at ISCED levels 1 and 2. However, appraisal processes 
can be carried out at a local level, as illustrated by the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS). In general, teachers receive 
appraisal or feedback from their school leader once a year. 

Norway: While there is no central policy framework for the appraisal of teachers in Norway, teacher appraisal can be organised at a local level. 

Sweden: Besides the central policy frameworks for teacher appraisal described in Tables 5.A.2 and 5.A.3, teachers are also appraised at the 
discretion of their school principal according to regulations set by local education authorities. 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) 

This table describes the appraisal of individual in-service teachers to make a judgement about their work and performance using objective criteria for performance 
management purposes, i.e. the formal regular appraisal process designed to ensure that individual and organisational goals are met. As such, performance management is part of 
wider processes and systems for measuring, monitoring and enhancing the performance of teachers.  

Country 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Australia 

Regular 
appraisal All teachers  

Mandatory 
periodic 

(frequency varies 
nationally, but 

generally 
annually); In case 
of performance 

problems 

State education 
authorities or 
governments 

School principal; 
member of school 
leadership other 

than school 
principal; 

supervisor; peer 
evaluator at the 

same level 

State teaching 
standards; a 

description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers; code of 

conduct 
 

From 2013: 
National teaching 

standards; national 
performance and 

development 
framework 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; links to the 

community 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; teacher 
self-appraisal; 

teacher portfolio 

No 

Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a teacher 

progresses in the 
career structure 
and salary scale 

Yes (to the extent 
that it allows the 

teacher to progress 
on the salary scale) 

None 

Further appraisal; 
compulsory 

training; salary 
increment 
withheld; 

permanent 
contract not 

granted; 
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suspension; 
transfer 

Registration All teachers 

Mandatory non-
periodic; 

mandatory 
periodic (some 

states/territories 
require renewal 
after a specific 

time) 

Teacher 
professional 

organisation; state 
education 

authorities or 
governments 

Teacher 
professional 
organisation 

National teaching 
standards; state 

teaching standards; 
code of conduct 

Competencies as described 
in the National Professional 

Standards for Teachers 
(includes planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional development; 
conduct) 

Teacher portfolio; 
dialogue with the 

teacher 

Yes 
(registration 

status) 

Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan 

Yes, appraisal 
determines 

eligibility to seek 
employment as a 

teacher 

No None 

Further appraisal; 
compulsory 

training; 
registration 

suspended or 
withdrawn 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Austria 

Regular 
appraisal 

All teachers 
(except 

teachers on 
probation) 

Mandatory non-
periodic; 

at the discretion of 
school principal or 

school board1 

Central education 
authority 

School principal.
Second evaluator 
in the case of a 

dispute/appeal in 
the appraisal 
process or a 

complaint about a 
teacher: state or 

regional education 
authority 

None 

At the discretion of 
evaluators (may include 

planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment)  

At the discretion 
of evaluators 
(may include 

classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher)  

No 

Yes, it may result 
in a professional 

development 
plan for some 

teachers 
(teachers 

underperforming)

No No None 

Transfer  
(rarely applied)

 
Suspension/ 

dismissal  
(only in very 

severe cases) 

Contract 
renewal 

Teachers on 
fixed-term 

contracts in 
public and 

government-
dependent 

private 
schools only 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 
Central education 

authority 

School principal.
Second evaluator 
in the case of a 
dispute/appeal 
in the appraisal 

process or a 
complaint about a 
teacher: state or 

regional education 
authority 

None 

At the discretion of 
evaluators (may include 

planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment)  

At the discretion 
of evaluators 
(may include 

classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher)  

Yes (2 levels: 
pass; fail)  No No No None 

Contract renewal/ 
permanent 
contract not 

granted  
(rarely applied) 

Contract 
renewal/ 

completion of 
probation for 
teachers on 
fixed-term 
contracts 

Teachers on 
fixed-term 
contracts 

(ISCED level 
2 [academic 
programmes] 

and 3) 

Mandatory 
(ongoing) during 

probationary 
period (1 year) 

Central education 
authority;  

state education 
authorities 

School principal; 
Inspectorate None 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; contribution

 to school development 

Classroom 
observation; 
dialogue with 
evaluators; 

teacher portfolio 

Yes (3 levels) No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

decisions on  
a) access to 

contract;  
b) renewal of a 

fixed-term 
contract; or  

c) access to a 
permanent 

position 

No None 
Failure to pass 
probationary 

period  
(rarely applied) 

Belgium (Fl.) Regular 
appraisal All teachers 

Mandatory 
periodic (at least 
every 4 years) 

Central 
government 

First evaluator: 
school principal

 
Second evaluator: 
school organising 

bodies 

National teaching 
standards 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; links to the 

community 

Classroom 
observation; 
teacher self-

appraisal; teacher 
portfolio; dialogue 
with the teacher 

Yes (2 levels: 
pass; fail)  

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, the job 
description can be 
adapted based on 
appraisal results 

No 

None, but 
school 

principals may 
at times reward 
teachers with a 
change in work 
responsibilities

Further appraisal; 
compulsory 

training 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Belgium (Fr.) None a a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Canada 

Regular 
appraisal once 
every 5 years 
or in case of 
performance 

concerns 

All teachers 

Mandatory 
periodic; 

experienced 
teachers formally 
appraised once 
every 5 years; at 
the discretion of 

school principal in 
case of 

performance 
concerns 

Provincial/territorial 
education 

authorities or 
governments 

School principal 
A description of the 

general and 
professional duties 

of teachers 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; contribution to 

school development 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; peer 
collaboration; 
parent survey 

Varies across 
provinces/ 
territories 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

No No None 

At the discretion 
of the evaluator; 

withdrawal or 
inaccessibility to 
the priority list; 
termination of 
employment  

Appraisal for 
professional 
development  

All teachers Mandatory 
periodic 

Provincial/territorial 
education 

authorities or 
governments 

School principal 
A description of the 

general and 
professional duties 

of teachers 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; contribution to 

school development 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; peer 
collaboration; 
parent survey 

Varies across 
provinces/ 
territories 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a teacher 

progresses in the 
career structure; 
appraisal results 
will/will not give 

access to a 
priority list, 

intended to grant 
contracts 

No None 
Withdrawal; 

inaccessibility to 
the priority list 

Appraisal of 
teachers during 
probation (for 
formative and 

summative 
purposes) 

Teachers on 
probation  

In relation to 
decision on 
employment 

status 

Provincial/territorial 
education 

authorities or 
governments 

School principal; 
superintendent 

Provincial teacher 
standards or 

competencies 

Instruction (engages 
students; applies creativity 
and innovation); classroom 

environment (inclusive 
learning environment); 

professional responsibilities

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; peer 
collaboration; 
parent survey 

Varies across 
provinces/territ

ories (e.g. 2 
levels: pass, 

fail; performing 
in a satisfactory 

manner, 
performing  
in a non-

satisfactory 
manner) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes No 

Recognition; 
professional 

learning; 
employment 
opportunities 

Compulsory 
training; contract 

not renewed; 
permanent 
contract not 

granted; loss of 
certification 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Chile  Regular 
appraisal 

Teachers 
active in the 
classroom in 

public 
schools only  

Mandatory 
periodic (4 years  

if results are 
satisfactory, 1 or 2 
years if results are 

unsatisfactory) 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

External 
accredited 

evaluators; school 
principal; teacher 

from another 
school; Local 
Assessment 
Committee 

(composed of 
peer evaluators of 

the same local 
education 
authority 

[municipality])1 

National teaching 
standards 

Planning and 
preparation;instruction; 

classroom 
environment;competencies 

for student assessment 

Teacher self-
appraisal; third 
party reference 

report by the 
school leader; 

dialogue with the 
peer evaluator; 

teacher portfolio; 
classroom 

observation 
(class recording)  

Yes (4 levels) 

Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan for teachers 
obtaining a 

“basic” or “poor” 
performance 

rating  

No 

Yes, teachers with 
a satisfactory 

appraisal result may 
opt for an additional 
appraisal. In case 

of a second 
satisfactory 

performance, 
teachers receive 
salary increase 

between 5 and 25% 
of the base salary on 

a fixed-term basis 
(between 2 and 4 

years). 

None 
Compulsory 

training; 
dismissal 

Czech 
Republic 

Regular 
appraisal All teachers2 

In relation to 
decision on 
employment 
status; at the 

discretion of the 
school principal 

Central education 
authority or 

government; school 
principal 

School principal School internal 
regulations 

Varies across schools 
depending on school 

internal regulations and may 
include: planning and 

preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional development; 
links to the community 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 
regulations and 

may include 
classroom 

observation; 
dialogue with the 
teacher; teacher 

portfolio 

No 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 
regulations and 
may include a 
professional 
development 

plan 

No 

Varies across 
schools depending 
on school internal 

regulations and may 
include a pay 
allowance is 

provided for good 
performance  

(e.g. annually for 
activities with the 

class) 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 
regulations and 

may include 
support for 

post-graduate 
study, extra 
opportunities 

for professional 
development, 

public 
recognition 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 
regulations and 

may include 
salary increment 
withheld; further 

appraisal; 
compulsory 

training; 
permanent 
contract not 

granted 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Czech 
Republic 

(continued) 
Appraisal for 

promotion All teachers2 

In relation to 
decision on 
employment 
status; at the 

discretion of the 
school principal 

Central education 
authority or 
government;  

school principal 
 School principal School internal 

regulations 

Professional development; 
contribution to school 

development; additional 
tasks and responsibilities 
depending on a teacher's 

professional status as 
defined through the Act on 
Pedagogical Employees 

(e.g. pedagogical advisor) 

Teacher portfolio No 

Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan, if 
connected with a 

certain 
professional 

status 
(e.g. pedagogical 

advisor) 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a teacher 

progresses in the 
career structure 

Yes, a pay 
allowance is 

provided for good 
performance  
(e.g. annually 
depending on 

activities with the 
class)  

Support for 
post-graduate 
study; extra 
opportunities 

for professional 
development 

(non-
mandatory) 

Salary increment 
withheld; 

permanent 
contract not 

granted 

Denmark None a a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Estonia Appraisal for 
promotion All teachers Voluntary Central education 

authority 
Special 

commission 
A description of 

special tasks and 
roles 

Professional development; 
work efficiency; fulfilment of 
qualification requirements 

Evaluation of 
documents 

provided as part 
of teacher self-

appraisal; 
judgement of the 
teacher's work by 

school leaders 

No No Yes Yes Public 
recognition Further appraisal

Finland None a a a a a a a a a a a a a 

France Regular 
appraisal 

Public 
schools: 

permanent 
teachers  

 
Private 
schools: 

teachers as 
salaried 

employees 

Mandatory 
periodic;3 

voluntary (at the 
initiative of 
teachers 

themselves); in 
case of 

underperformance 

Central education 
authority (for 

appraisal 
procedures and 
rubrics at ISCED 
levels 2 and 3); 

central government 
(per decree for 

appraisal 
consequences and 

career 
advancement); 

individual 
evaluators are in 

charge of choosing 
certain instruments

General 
inspectorate; 

school principal 

National norms and 
standards (through 

decrees and 
circulars); school 
development plan 
or school project  

Instruction; classroom 
environment; contribution to 

school development 
(teacher commitment); work 
ethic (presence at school; 

punctuality; authority; 
interpersonal skills); 

compliance with curriculum 
and reforms  

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; teacher 

self-appraisal 
(preparatory 

questionnaire); 
evaluation of 
documents 

provided by the 
teacher and 

students  

Yes 
 (ISCED level 

1: range of 
scores and 
descriptive 

ratings 
depending on 
the authority 

[e.g. poor; fair], 
ISCED levels 2 
and 3: range of 

scores) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a teacher 

progresses in the 
career structure 
and salary scale 

Yes (to the extent 
that it allows the 

teacher to progress 
on the career 

structure and salary 
scale) 

Horizontal or 
vertical 

promotion 

Further appraisal; 
permanent 
contract not 

granted; deferral 
of promotion 



360 – ANNEX 5.A FEATURES OF TEACHER APPRAISAL FRAMEWORKS 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Hungary Regular 
appraisal All teachers 

Mandatory 
periodic (about 
every 2 years) 

Central education 
authority or 
government; 

schools4 

School principal; 
evaluators 

specified in the 
Quality Assurance 
Programme of the 

school 

School internal 
regulations based 

on legal 
requirements 

Varies across schools 
depending on school 

internal regulations, but 
typically a wide variety of 

aspects 

Teacher self-
appraisal; 

judgement by the 
school principal 

Yes (4 levels: 
exceptionally 

suitable, 
suitable, less 
suitable, not 

suitable) 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 
regulations, but 

typically yes 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a teacher 

progresses in the 
career structure 

and salary scale5 

Yes, appraisal 
results may bring on 
a supplement to the 
base salary with a 

performance bonus6

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 

regulations 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 
regulations and 

decision by 
school principal 

as employer-
related 

responsibility 

Iceland None a a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Ireland None a a a a a a a a a a a a a

Israel 

Regular 
appraisal All teachers7 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(every 3 years) 
Central education 

authority School principal National teaching 
standards 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; contribution to 
school development; links to 

the community 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; teacher 
self-appraisal; 

teacher portfolio 

Yes (5 levels) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

No No None (under 
discussion) 

Further appraisal; 
deferral of 
promotion 

Appraisal for 
promotion 

Permanent 
teachers in 
public and 

government-
dependent 

private 
schools only 
(senior level 

only)7 

In relation to 
decision on 
employment 

status  

Central education 
authority School principal National teaching 

standards 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; contribution to 
school development; links to 

the community 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; teacher 
self-appraisal; 

teacher portfolio 

Yes (5 levels) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 

promotion 
No None (under 

discussion) 

Further appraisal; 
deferral of 

promotion; salary 
increment 
withheld 

Italy None a a a a a a A a a a a a a 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Korea 

Regular 
appraisal for 
professional 
development 

All teachers 
(for 

professional 
development) 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 
Central education 

authority 
Peer evaluators 

at the same 
school 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 
environment; student 

guidance 

Classroom 
observation; 

student surveys; 
parent surveys 

Yes (5 levels) 

Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan 

No No 

Sabbatical 
periods; extra 
opportunities 

for professional 
development 

Compulsory 
training 

Regular 
appraisal for 
promotion 

Teachers in 
public 

schools only 
(for 

performance 
management/ 
promotion) 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 
Central education 

authority 
School principal; 
peer evaluator at 
the same school 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; links to the 

community; student 
guidance 

Observation of 
performance Yes (4 levels) No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the decision about 
promotion 

No None None 

Luxembourg 
Appraisal for 

transfer to 
another school 

All teachers 
at ISCED 

level 1 only8 

In relation to 
decision on 
employment 

status (teacher's 
request to change 

school) 

Central education 
authority Inspector 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers  

(e.g. job 
description) 

Planning and preparation;
instruction; classroom 

environment 

Dialogue with the 
teacher; 

classroom 
observation 

Yes (2 levels: 
pass; fail)  No No No None Further appraisal

Mexico 

Regular 
appraisal as 

part of 
performance 
management 

[SLED]9 

Teachers at 
ISCED level 

3, public 
central level 

schools 
only10 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 

Central education 
authority or 
government  

Peer evaluator at 
the same school 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers; school 
development plan 
or school project 

 Planning and preparation; 
professional development; 

contribution to school 
development 

Teacher self-
appraisal; student 

surveys; 
classroom 

observation by 
peer evaluator at 
the same school 

No11 

 Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decision about 

access to a 
permanent 

position 

No None 
Permanent 
contract not 

granted 

Universal 
appraisal 
system for 

diagnosis and 
professional 

development12 

All teachers 
at ISCED 

levels 1 and 
2 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 
Central education 

authority 
Central education 

authority 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers; code of 

conduct 

Planning and preparation; 
professional development; 

knowledge of subject 

Teacher testing; 
student outcomes 

(standardised 
assessment 

results) 

No 

Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan 

No No None None 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Mexico 
(continued) 

National Exam 
of Teaching 

Knowledge and 
Skills for entry 

to the 
profession 

All teachers 
in public 

schools (on 
permanent 
and fixed-

term 
contracts)13 

 Voluntary in 
relation to 

decision on 
employment 

status  
(e.g. renewal of 

contract, 
conversion or 
awarding of a 

permanent 
contract) 

Central education 
authority; state 

education 
authorities or 
governments; 

teacher 
professional 
organisation 
(Independent 

Federalist 
Evaluation Unit 

[OEIF])14 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers; code of 

conduct 

Instruction; planning and 
preparation; specific 
intellectual abilities; 

regulations; management 
and teaching ethics15 

 Teacher testing  
Yes (2 levels: 

acceptable; not 
acceptable) 

No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decision about 

access to a 
permanent 

position  

No None 
Permanent 
contract not 

granted 

National 
Continuous 

Training Exams 
for In-service 

Teachers 
(ENAMS) for 
diagnosis of 

teacher 
competencies16 

Teachers in 
public 

schools only 
Voluntary (once 

per year) 
Central education 

authority  

Central education 
authority; external 

accredited 
evaluator 
(National 

Assessment 
Centre for Higher 

Education 
[CENEVAL]);17 
school board 

None  

ISCED level 1: pedagogical 
knowledge related to the 

competency-based 
curriculum and the 

Comprehensive Reform of 
Basic Education (RIEB)18

 
ISCED levels 1; 2 and 3: 

subject area knowledge in 
line with the teacher's 

educational level; service 
and position 

Teacher testing19 No20 

Yes, it 
systematically 

results in a 
professional 
development 

plan 

 Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 

promotion 
No None None 

Netherlands Regular 
appraisal All teachers 

Mandatory 
periodic (ISCED 
level 1: every 4 
years; ISCED 
levels 2 and 3: 

every 3 years)21 

Central employer 
(National Council of 

School Boards); 
school organising 
bodies (competent 

authorities)22 

School principal 
representing 

school organising 
body (competent 

authority)  

National teaching 
standards 

Organisational; pedagogical 
and subject matter 

competences; interpersonal 
competences; teamwork; 
links to the community; 

professional development 

Extensive 
descriptions of 
competencies 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 

regulations 

Yes, it is 
expected to 
result in a 

professional 
development 

plan 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 

regulations 

Varies across 
schools depending 
on school internal 

regulations 

Changes in 
work 

responsibilities; 
extra 

opportunities 
for in-service 
professional 
development 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 

regulations 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

New Zealand 

Regular 
appraisal 

All registered 
teachers 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

Member of school 
leadership team; 
peer evaluator 
from the same 

school 

National 
Registration 
Standards 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; links to the 

community; values; 
professional leadership; 

responsiveness to diverse 
linguistic and cultural 

backgrounds; analysis and 
use of assessment 

information; critical inquiry 
and problem solving 

Classroom 
observation; 
teacher self-

appraisal; 
dialogue with the 

teacher23 

No 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results can 

influence decision 
about promotion 
and the speed at 
which a teacher 

progresses on the 
salary scale  

Yes (to the extent 
that it allows the 

teacher to progress 
on the salary scale) 

None 

Salary increment 
withheld; further 

appraisal; 
professional 

development; 
dismissal; 

suspension  

Registration 
All 

provisionally 
registered 
teachers  

Mandatory non-
periodic (once, at 

the end of the 
conclusion of 
registration 

period) 

Central education 
authority or 

government (The 
New Zealand 

Teachers Council 
is responsible for 

registering 
teachers as 

competent for 
practice) 

Member of school 
leadership team 

National 
Registration 
Standards 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; links to the 
community; professional 
relationships and values; 
professional leadership; 

responsiveness to diverse 
linguistic and cultural 

backgrounds; analysis and 
use of assessment 

information; critical inquiry 
and problem solving 

 Classroom 
observation; 
teacher self-

appraisal; 
dialogue with the 

teacher 

Yes (2 levels: 
pass; fail) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 
progression to 

registered teacher 
status 

Yes (to the extent 
that it allows the 

teacher to progress 
on the salary scale) 

None 
Failure to 

progress to 
registered 

teacher status 

Norway None a a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Poland Regular 
appraisal 

Teachers in 
public 

schools only 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 

School principal; 
school board or 

committee 
School principal 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers (as 

stated in laws and 
regulations)  

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; contribution to 
school development; links to 

the community 

Classroom 
observations; 

may also include 
teacher self-
appraisal and 

peer evaluation 

No 

Varies across 
schools, at the 

discretion of the 
school principal 

and school board 
or committee, but 

may inform 
professional 
development 

No 

Varies across 
schools, at the 

discretion of the 
school principal and 

school board or 
committee, but may 
influence the salary 

None None 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Poland 
(continued) 

To follow up 
requests for 
appraisal by 
education 

authorities or 
stakeholders 

All teachers 

At the discretion of 
local education 

authorities, 
regional education 

authorities 
(education 

superintendents), 
the school board, 

a teacher; the 
parents council 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

(general framework 
set by law) 

School principal  

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties 
of teachers (as 

stated in laws and 
regulations) 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; contribution to 
school development; links to 

the community 

Classroom 
observation; 
evaluation of 
documents; 

formal opinions of 
senior teachers 

and student 
council 

Yes 
(descriptive 
rating with 3 

levels: 
excellent; good; 

negative) 

Varies across 
schools, at the 
discretion of 

evaluator, but 
may inform 
professional 
development 

No  

Varies across 
schools, at the 
discretion of 

evaluator, but may 
influence the salary 

None Dismissal 

Appraisal for 
career 

advancement/ 
promotion24 

Teachers in 
public 

schools 
only24 

Voluntary 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

(general framework 
set by law) 

School principal 
Developmental 

plan agreed with 
the school principal

Different aspects of 
professional performance; 
subject-area and didactic 

knowledge 

Evaluation of 
documents (e.g. 

teacher portfolio); 
opinion of the 

parents’ council 

Yes (2 levels: 
positive; 
negative)  

No25 
Yes, appraisal 

results influence 
decisions about 

promotion26 

Yes (to the extent 
that it allows the 

teacher to progress 
on the salary scale) 

None 
Negative rating 
delays career 
advancement 

Portugal Regular 
appraisal  

All teachers 
in public 
schools 

Mandatory 
periodic (every 4 

years for 
permanent 
teachers) 

 
There are 2 
components: 
internal and 

external appraisal. 
External appraisal 
is mandatory only 
in specific cases 

(to obtain top 
rating; at 2 

specific career 
stages; for 
teachers 

previously rated 
“insufficient”) 

Central education 
authority; schools 

Internal appraisal: 
teachers from the 

same school; 
collegiate body 

within the school 
(chaired by 
principal) 

 
External 

appraisal: trained 
teachers from 
other schools 

Internal appraisal: 
school 

development plan; 
evaluation 
parameters 

established by 
each school. 

 
External appraisal: 
national evaluation 

parameters for 
classroom 

observation only 

Internal appraisal: scientific-
pedagogical aspects; 
participation in school 

activities and links to the 
community; professional 

development 
 

External appraisal: 
classroom observation 

Internal appraisal: 
teacher project 
(optional); self-

appraisal; overall 
appraisal form 

used by internal 
evaluator 

 
External 

appraisal: 
classroom 

observation 

Yes (5 levels; 
there is a 

national quota 
system for the 
two top levels) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 
(systematic 
influence for 

teachers rated 
“insufficient”) 

Permanent 
teachers: 

appraisal results 
influence the 

speed of career 
progression 

 
Non-permanent 

teachers: 
appraisal results 

influence 
decisions about 

access to a 
permanent 

position and 
contract renewal 

 Yes (to the extent 
that it allows the 

teacher to progress 
on the salary scale) 

Permanent 
teachers: extra 
opportunities 
for scientific-
pedagogical 
professional 
development  

Permanent 
teachers: salary 

increment 
withheld; further 

appraisal; 
compulsory 

training 
 

Non-permanent 
teachers: 

permanent 
contract not 

granted 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Slovak 
Republic 

Regular 
appraisal All teachers 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 

Central education 
authority (through 

the Act on 
Pedagogical 

Employees); school 
principals  

School principals 

Personal 
development plan; 

teacher 
professional 
standards 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; student 

outcomes; classroom 
environment; professional 

development, contribution to 
school development, links to 

parents and advisory 
institutions 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher surveys; 
teacher portfolio 

Yes27 

Varies across 
schools, it may 

inform 
professional 
development 

plans 

Varies across 
schools, appraisal 

results may 
influence career 
advancement at 
both vertical and 
horizontal levels 

Varies across 
schools, it may 
influence salary 

raises  
None 

Deferral of 
promotion/career 

advancement 

Slovenia Regular 
appraisal All teachers 

Mandatory 
periodic  

(annually) 

Central education 
authority; school 

principal 
School principal 

School 
development plan; 
national regulations 

on promotion 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; links to the 

community; contribution to 
school development 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; teacher 

portfolio 

Yes (5 levels) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 

promotion and the 
speed at which a 

teacher 
progresses in the 
career structure  

Yes (to the extent 
that it allows the 

teacher to progress 
on the salary scale) 

None Further appraisal

Spain None a a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Sweden Registration All teachers28 

Mandatory non-
periodic (once at 

the end of the 
introduction 

period); in relation 
to decision on 
employment 
status; at the 

discretion of the 
school principal; 

by decision of the 
Swedish National 

Agency for 
Education 

Government and 
central agency 

(National Agency 
for Education)  

Central agency 
(National Agency 

for Education) 
National teaching 

standards m 
Judgement of  

the school 
principal 

No No29 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 
progression to 

registered  
teacher status30 

No None 

Failure to 
progress to 
registered 

teacher status; 
withdrawal of 

registered 
teacher status 

through a special 
board31 
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Table 5.A.1 Teacher appraisal for performance management (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

Regular 
appraisal 

(Performance 
Review and 

Staff 
Development 

Scheme, 
PRSD)  

All teachers 
Mandatory 

periodic (annually 
under the PRSD 

Scheme) 

The Teachers' 
Negotiating 
Committee 
(Employing 
Authorities, 

Department and 
Teacher Unions) 

School principal 
or a teacher 

reviewer 
designated by the 
school principal 

Performance 
Review and Staff 

Development 
Scheme (PRSD) 

Three personal/shared 
objectives are set covering 
the areas of: professional 

practice; pupil and 
curriculum development; 

and personal and 
professional development 

Classroom 
observation; task 

observation; 
review discussion 

No, a review 
statement is 

prepared 

Yes, the PRSD 
Scheme helps to 

identify the 
professional 
needs and 
necessary 

resources to 
support teachers 

in their 
professional 
development 

The PRSD 
Scheme helps to 

identify the 
professional 
needs and 
necessary 

resources to 
support teachers 

in their career 
progression. 

The PRSD Review 
Statement is part of 

the body of evidence 
used to inform 

decisions on pay 
progression 

None 

There is an 
informal stage 

where a 
programme of 
support and 

development is 
provided. This 

may be followed 
by a formal stage 

which includes 
the issue of 

formal written 
notice, a targeted 

support 
programme and 

ultimately 
dismissal if a 
satisfactory 

standard of work 
is not achieved. 

Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available. 
 
1. Chile: Only teachers who have been previously rated as “outstanding” or “proficient” can apply to become peer evaluators. 
2. Czech Republic: The policy framework is specified through the Act on Pedagogical Employees. 
3. France: (1) Civil servants in public schools and salaried employees in private schools: Annually by school principals (ISCED levels 2 and 3) and at irregular intervals by inspectors (on average 
every 3-4 years at ISCED level 1 and every 6-7 years at ISCED levels 2 and 3). (2) Salaried employees with a permanent contract: every 3 years.  
4. Hungary: The Law on Public Employees (1992. évi XXXIII törvény, 40§) requires schools to define appraisal procedures.  
5. Hungary: According to the general advancement scheme for public employees. 
6. Hungary: According to the general advancement scheme for public employees. School leaders have a modest per capita monthly sum to reward teachers’ performance. School leaders decide on its 
distribution among teachers normally for one year. There is no quota, but funds are limited. 
7. Israel: Teacher appraisal in Israel has only been introduced recently and at this stage concerns ISCED level 1 and part of ISCED level 2 only. The central policy framework for teacher appraisal for 
performance management does not apply to ultra-orthodox religious schools. 
8. Luxembourg: For further information, see www.men.public.lu/legislation/lois_rgd_recents/090326_rgd_concours_instituteurs.pdf. 
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9. Mexico: Sistema en Línea para la Evaluación Docente 
10. Mexico: Schemes for the performance management of teachers in schools at ISCED level 3 managed by state education authorities or autonomous agencies are not reflected in the information 
provided.  
11. Mexico: Teachers receive the results of their appraisal in writing (e.g. published on line). 
12. Mexico: The Universal Evaluation System (Evaluación Universal de Docentes) is being gradually implemented as of 2012, initially covering primary education. It is intended that lower secondary 
education will be covered in 2013, while pre-primary and special education will be considered in 2014. Private schools will also be covered.  
13. Mexico: Teachers can take the examination to apply for a permanent post or to obtain an additional permanent post (permanent posts in Mexico can be defined on an hourly basis and are typically 
associated with half day duties).  
14. Mexico: Órgano de Evaluación Independiente con carácter federalista. 
15. Mexico: These aspects are defined through the National Exam of Teaching Knowledge and Skills. In some cases, additional aspects are tested. 
16. Mexico: Exámenes Nacionales de Actualización para Maestros en Servicio. 
17. Mexico: Centro Nacional de Evaluación para la Educación Superior. 
18. Mexico: Reforma Integral de la Educación Básica. 
19. Mexico: The ENAMS includes 15 standardised multiple-choice tests depending on the teaching area. The number of tests varies depending on national educational priorities.  
20. Mexico: Teachers know their test scores as performance feedback. The score may be used in the National Teaching Career Programme (Programa Nacional de Carrera Magisterial [PNCM]), see 
Table 5.A.3. 
21: Netherlands: As convened in the terms of employment, made up by central employers in primary education (CAO-PO 9.5.4) or secondary education (CAO-VO 16.2.4). 
22: Netherlands: There are central regulations that act as a framework. Within this framework, the school organising bodies (competent authorities) are responsible. The National Council of School 
Boards acts as a central employer and is in charge of setting the terms of employment. 
23. New Zealand: In some cases, information may also be gathered through student surveys and parent surveys.  
24. Poland: Teachers wishing to advance on the career ladder take part in this appraisal process. 
25. Poland: Professional development is typically part of the developmental plan. 
26. Poland: A positive appraisal result is a precondition for career advancement. 
27. Slovak Republic: For the rating of teachers, some schools use a descriptive appraisal, some use their own assessment rating scale (excellent, good, satisfactory), or they can use the performance 
scale recommended by the Ministry (exceptional, very good, standard, partially satisfactory, unsatisfactory)  
28. Sweden: This appraisal scheme for the registration of teachers came into force 1 July 2011 as part of the new Education Act. The registration system requires novice teachers to complete an 
introduction year at a school during which they are supported by a mentor. Upon completion of the introduction year, the school leader is required to assess the teacher as suitable for the profession for 
the teacher to be registered. The registration is based on the teacher’s examination results, a remark by the teacher’s principal, and where relevant on additional courses undertaken.  
29. Sweden: School principals and school organising bodies may decide on professional development for teachers building upon the registration process (e.g. in new subject areas).  
30. Sweden: The central government is planning the development of a multilevel career structure. 
31. Sweden: School organising bodies may take additional measures in the case of underperformance.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Table 5.A.2 Teacher appraisal for completion of probation (2012) 

This table describes the appraisal of individual teachers to make a judgement about their work and performance using objective criteria upon completion of a teacher’s 
probationary period. It is, thus, related to a teacher’s entry into the profession and designed to evaluate the competence and progress of a newly hired teacher related to the 
completion of probation.  
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Australia All permanent 
teachers 

Mandatory periodic 
(frequency varies 

nationally to a 
maximum of 12 

months) 

State education 
authorities or 
governments; 

school board or 
committee 

State education 
authorities; 

school 
principal; 

supervisor; 
peer evaluator 

at the same 
school 

State teaching 
standards; a 

description of the 
general and 

professional duties of 
teachers; code of 

conduct 
From 2013: National 
teaching standards 

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional 
development; links to 

the community 

Classroom 
observation; 
dialogue with 
evaluators; 

teacher self-
appraisal; teacher 

portfolio 

Yes (2 levels: 
proficient, not 

proficient) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decision about 

access to a 
permanent position 

No None 

Further appraisal; compulsory 
training; salary increment 

withheld; permanent contract not 
granted; failure to pass 

probationary period; dismissal 

Austria No  a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Belgium (Fl.) No A a a a a a a a a a a a 

Belgium (Fr.) No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Canada Teachers during 
probation 

In relation to decision 
on employment 

status 

Provincial/territoria
l education 

authorities or 
governments 

School 
principal; 

superintendent

Provincial teacher 
standards or 

competencies 

Instruction (engages 
students; applies 

creativity and 
innovation); classroom 
environment (inclusive 
learning environment); 

professional 
responsibilities 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; peer 
collaboration; 
parent survey 

Varies across 
provinces/territo

ries (e.g. 2 
levels: pass, 

fail; performing 
in a satisfactory 

manner, 
performing in a 
non-satisfactory 

manner) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes No 

Recognition; 
professional 

learning; 
employment 
opportunities 

Compulsory training; contract 
not renewed; permanent 

contract not granted; loss of 
certification 



ANNEX 5.A FEATURES OF TEACHER APPRAISAL FRAMEWORKS – 369 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Table 5.A.2 Teacher appraisal for completion of probation (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Canada 
(continued) 

All teachers at the 
end of probation 
and new hires 

during first year 
(except in the 
province of 
Quebec) 

Mandatory periodic 
(at the end of 

probationary period); 
new hires formally 
appraised twice 

during the first year 

Provincial/territoria
l education 

authorities or 
governments 

School 
principal 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties of 
teachers 

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional 
development; 

contribution to school 
development 

Classroom 
observation; 
dialogue with 

evaluators; peer 
collaboration; 
parent survey 

Varies across 
provinces/territo

ries (e.g. 
satisfactory, 
development 

needed, 
unsatisfactory) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence the 

speed at which a 
teacher progresses 

in the career 
structure 

No None 
Failure to pass probationary 

period; permanent contract not 
granted; withdrawal or 

inaccessibility to the priority list 

Chile No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Czech 
Republic No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Denmark No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Estonia No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Finland No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

France All teachers 

In relation to decision 
on employment 

status at the end of 
the probationary 
period (1 year) 

Central education 
authority (by 

ministerial order) 

General and 
Local 

Inspectorates; 
school principal 
(ISCED 2, 3); 

supervisor 

National norms and 
standards 

(competency 
framework in form of 
a ministerial order) 

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional 
development (includes 
capacity for innovation) 
contribution to school 
development; links to 

the community (parents 
and school partners) 

Report of 
supervisor; 

opinion of school 
principal (ISCED 
2, 3); inspector’s 

report 

Yes (ISCED 
level 1: range of 

scores and 
descriptive 

ratings 
depending on 
the authority 

[e.g. poor, fair]; 
ISCED levels 2 
and 3: range of 

scores) 

No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence the 

speed at which a 
teacher progresses 

in the career 
structure and salary 

scale; appraisal 
results also influence

decisions about a 
teacher’s access to 

a permanent position

Yes (to the 
extent that it 
allows the 
teacher to 

progress on the 
career structure 

and salary 
scale) 

None 
Dismissal; extension of 

probationary period (1 year); 
relegation to previous status or 

post  

Hungary No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Iceland No a a a a a a a a a a a a 
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Table 5.A.2 Teacher appraisal for completion of probation (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Ireland All teachers 

ISCED level 1: twice 
during the 

probationary period 
 

ISCED levels 2 and 
3: at least three 

months before the 
end of the 

probationary period 
(1 year)  

Central education 
authority in 

consultation with 
the teacher 
professional 
organisation 
(Teaching 
Council) 

ISCED level 1: 
Inspectorate of 
the Department 

of Education 
and Skills 

 
ISCED levels 2 
and 3: school 

leadership 

ISCED 1: evaluation 
criteria for probation 

published by the 
Inspectorate; 

assessment template 
which provides for 

ratings in relation to 
main aspects of 

practice.  
 

ISCED 2: none1 

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher 

ISCED level 1: 
Yes (3 levels: 

pass; fail; 
extension of 
probationary 

period2) 
 

ISCED levels 2 
and 3: Yes (2 
levels: pass; 

fail) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence the 

speed at which a 
teacher progresses 

in the career 
structure 

No 

Some 
categories of 

teaching posts 
are only open 

to teachers 
who have 

successfully 
completed 
probation 

ISCED level 1: failure to pass 
probationary period as 

determined by inspector; further 
appraisal; teacher does not 

achieve full registration with the 
Teaching Council; implications 

for a teacher's eligibility for 
employment in a school 

 
ISCED levels 2 and 3: failure to 
pass probationary period within 

3-year period as certified by 
school principal; teacher does 

not achieve full registration with 
the Teaching Council; 

implications for a teacher's 
eligibility for employment in a 

school 

Israel 
Teachers in public 
and government-
dependent private 

schools only3 

At the end of the 
probationary period 

(2-3 years) 
Central education 

authority 

School 
principal; 
central 

education 
authority 

National teaching 
standards 

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional 
development; 

contribution to school 
development; links to 

the community 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher; teacher 
self-appraisal; 

teacher portfolio 

Yes (5 levels) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decision about 

access to a 
permanent position 

No None (under 
discussion) 

Further appraisal; failure to pass 
probationary period; dismissal  

Italy 
Permanent 

teachers in public 
schools only 

At the end of the 
probationary period 

(1 year) 
Central education 

authority 

School 
principal; 

school-based 
Evaluation 
Committee4 

None5 

Professional 
development; presence 
at school (minimum 180 

days); discussion of 
written essay; other 

aspects (not specified)6 

Not specified 
(criteria are 

determined by 
individual school 

leaders and 
evaluation 

committees) 

Yes (2 levels: 
pass; fail) No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decision about 

access to a 
permanent position 

No None Failure to pass probationary 
period; dismissal7 

Korea No a a a a a a a a a a a a 
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Table 5.A.2 Teacher appraisal for completion of probation (2012) (continued) 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Luxembourg 
All teachers at 
ISCED levels 2 

and 3 only8 

At the end of the 
probationary period 

(2 years) 
Central education 

authority 

School 
principal; 
teacher 

education 
faculty of 

University of 
Luxembourg 

A description of the 
general and 

professional duties of 
teachers 

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional 
development 

Teacher testing 
(as part of the 

national 
recruitment 

exam), dialogue 
with the teacher, 

classroom 
observation, 

teacher portfolio, 
dissertation 

Yes (2: pass; 
fail) No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

decisions about the 
terms of the contract

No None 
Possibility to re-take the 

examination; failure to pass 
probationary period; contract not 

granted 

Mexico No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Netherlands All teachers At the end of the 
probationary period 

Central employer 
(National Council 

of School Boards); 
school organising 
bodies (competent 

authorities)9 

School 
principal 

representing 
school 

organising 
body 

(competent 
authority)  

National teaching 
standards 

Organisational; 
pedagogical and subject 

matter competences; 
interpersonal 
competences; 

teamwork; links to the 
community; professional 

development 

Extensive 
descriptions of 
competencies 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 

regulations 

Yes, it is 
expected to result 
in a professional 

development plan

Varies across 
schools depending 
on school internal 

regulations 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
school internal 

regulations 

Changes in 
work 

responsibilities; 
extra 

opportunities 
for in-service 
professional 
development 

Dismissal  

New Zealand 
All newly trained 
teachers prior to 

teacher 
registration 

At the end of the 
probationary period 

(duration varies 
according to hours 

worked) 

Teacher 
professional 

organisation (The 
New Zealand 

Teachers Council)

School 
principal 

National registration 
standards 

Professional 
relationships and values; 
professional knowledge 

and practice 

Classroom 
observation; 
discussion; 

documentation 

Only a decision 
about teacher 

registration 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 

Teachers need to 
achieve teacher 
registration to 

continue in teaching 
career 

No 
They can 
become 

registered 
teachers 

Provisionally registered teachers 
who are not successful can take 

more time and try again 

Norway No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Poland No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Portugal All teachers in 
public schools 

At the end of the 
probationary period 

Central education 
authority; schools

Teachers from 
the same 
school; 

collegiate body 
within the 

school (chaired 
by principal); 

trained 
teachers from 
other schools 

School development 
plan; evaluation 

parameters 
established by each 

school; national 
evaluation 

parameters for 
classroom 

observation only 

Instruction; scientific-
pedagogical aspects; 
participation in school 

activities and links to the 
community; professional 

development 

Teacher project 
(optional); self-

appraisal; overall 
appraisal form 

used by internal 
evaluator; 
classroom 

observation 

Yes (5 levels; 
there is a 

national quota 
system for the 
two top levels) 

Yes, it is 
expected to 

influence 
professional 
development 

activities 
(systematic 
influence for 

teachers rated 
“insufficient”) 

m  m m m 
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Table 5.A.2 Teacher appraisal for completion of probation (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Slovak 
Republic 

All beginner 
teachers 

Pursuant to the 
legislation, the 

periodicity of teacher 
appraisal is set 

individually in each 
school (probationary 
period typically lasts 

1 year) 

Central education 
authority (through 

Act on 
Pedagogical 
Employees; 

Decree of the 
Ministry of 
Education) 

The mentor 
teacher and the 

examination 
committee 

nominated by 
the school 
principal  

Plan for adaptation 
education; teacher 

professional 
standards  

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional 
development, 

contribution to school 
development, links to 
parents and advisory 

institutions 

Classroom 
observation; 

dialogue with the 
teacher surveys; 
teacher portfolio; 
student outcomes

Yes10 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on 
individual needs 
and capabilities, 

it may inform 
teacher 

professional 
development 

plans 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 
promotion of the 

teacher to the next 
career level 

(independent 
teacher) 

Varies across 
schools, 
appraisal 

results may 
influence 

career 
advancement 

None 
Failure to pass probationary 

period; access to the next career 
level not granted  

Slovenia All teachers At the end of the 
probationary period 

Central education 
authority 

Central 
education 
authority 

None 
Pedagogical and subject 

knowledge; language 
competency; knowledge 

of legislation 
Teacher testing  Yes (2 levels: 

pass; fail) No No11 No None Failure to pass probationary 
period 

Spain No a a a a a a a a a a a a 

Sweden All teachers 
At the end of the 

probationary period 
(1 year) 

Central education 
authority and 
government  

Central 
education 
authority; 

school principal

National teaching 
standards 

Planning and 
preparation; instruction; 
classroom environment; 

professional 
development; 

contribution to school 
development; links to 

community 

School principal's 
judgement informs 

application for 
registration with 

the Swedish 
National Agency 

for Education 

No  No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 

access to a 
permanent position 

or a fixed term 
contract 

No None 
Teacher cannot apply for 

registration; possibility to re-start 
a probationary period 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

All teachers 
during Induction 

and Early 
Professional 
Development 

(EPD)  

During Induction and 
EPD under the 

Performance Review 
and Staff 

Development 
(PRSD) Scheme (It 
is not mandatory for 
teachers to complete 
Induction and EPD to 
be registered but it is 

normal practice) 

The Teachers' 
Negotiating 
Committee 
(Employing 
Authorities, 

Department and 
Teacher Unions) 

School 
principal or a 

teacher 
reviewer 

designated by 
the school 
principal 

Performance Review 
and Staff 

Development 
Scheme (PRSD) 

 Three personal/shared 
objectives are set 

covering the areas of: 
professional practice; 
pupil and curriculum 
development; and 

personal and 
professional 
development 

Classroom 
observation; task 

observation; 
review discussion

No, a review 
statement is 

prepared 

Yes, the PRSD 
Scheme helps to 

identify the 
professional 
needs and 
necessary 

resources to 
support teachers 

in their 
professional 
development 

The PRSD Scheme 
helps to identify the 
professional needs 

and necessary 
resources to support 

teachers in their 
career progression. 

The PRSD 
Review 

Statement is 
part of the body 

of evidence 
used to inform 
decisions on 

pay 
progression 

None 

There is an informal stage 
where a programme of support 
and development is provided. 

This may be followed by a 
formal stage which includes the 
issue of formal written notice, a 
targeted support programme 
and ultimately dismissal if a 

satisfactory standard of work is 
not achieved. 
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Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available 

 

1. Ireland: A code of practice is being developed by the Teaching Council and is currently open for consultation.  

2. Ireland: Usually used only once.  

3. Israel: Teacher appraisal has only been introduced recently and at this stage concerns ISCED level 1 and part of ISCED level 2 only. The central policy framework for teacher appraisal for the 
completion of probation does not apply to ultra-orthodox religious schools. 

4. Italy: Completion of probation regulated with Legislative Decree n. 297/1994, artt. 11, 438, 439, 440 and Ministerial Newsletter 196/2006. The Evaluation Committee comprises on average four 
teachers and the school leader who functions as president of the committee. 

5. Italy: Beyond basic central requirements regarding participation in training, presence at school and discussion of a written essay, appraisal criteria are at the discretion of the school principal.  

6. Italy: Further aspects are determined by the school principal.  

7. Italy: Failure to pass the probationary period requires a teacher to repeat the probationary period. In case of a second unsatisfactory performance the teacher can be dismissed, return to the original 
incoming institution (very few cases) or can have an additional year to complete the evaluation process (Legislative Decree 297/1994, art. 439). Non completion of probation implies that the teacher 
does not have access to a permanent position. 

8. Luxembourg: Teachers must have passed the national recruitment examination to be admitted to a teacher probationary period. For further information on this appraisal process see 
www.men.public.lu/sys_edu/personnel_ecoles/090326_recrutement_prof_postprimaire/index.html. 

9. Netherlands: There are central regulations that act as a framework. Within this framework, the school organising bodies (competent authorities) are responsible. The National Council of School 
Boards acts as a central employer and is in charge of setting the terms of employment. 

10. Slovak Republic: For the rating of teachers, some schools use a descriptive appraisal, some use their own assessment rating scale (excellent, good, satisfactory), or they can use the performance 
scale recommended by the Ministry (exceptional, very good, standard, partially satisfactory, unsatisfactory)  

11. Slovenia: Teachers that are judged as having failed their probationary period are not granted a permanent position.  

 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Table 5.A.3 Teacher appraisal for rewards (2012) 

This table describes the appraisal of individual teachers to make a judgement about their work and performance using objective criteria for rewards purposes, i.e. appraisal 
schemes that are exclusively designed with the objective of providing rewards to teachers. Performance management schemes which may also lead to rewards, but are not 
exclusively designed as rewards schemes are included in Table 5.A.1. 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which teachers is  
there a policy framework  
for a rewards scheme? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

teachers appraised, 
and how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures 

for teacher 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what 
references are 

teachers 
appraised? 

What aspects of teacher 
performance are  

appraised? 

What instruments and 
information sources 

are used? 

Does the 
appraisal result 
in a rating for 
the teacher? 

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

Do appraisal results 
impact pay levels? 

What other 
rewards may 

teacher 
appraisal 
involve? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Chile 

Teachers in public and 
publicly subsidised private 

schools (Pedagogical 
Excellence Allowance 

[AEP])1 

Voluntary Central education 
authority 

Central 
education 
authority 

National teaching 
standards 

Knowledge of discipline and 
curricular content; 

pedagogical knowledge; skills 
and competencies in the 

classroom 

Teacher testing; 
teacher portfolio No  No 

Yes, a pay allowance is 
provided for good 

performance (10 years, 
no quota) 

None 

Teachers in public schools 
who obtain either of the two 

top scores in the regular 
teacher appraisal system 

(Variable Individual 
Performance Allowance 

[AVDI])2 

Voluntary Central education 
authority 

Central 
education 
authority 

National teaching 
standards 

Knowledge of discipline and 
curricular content; 

pedagogical knowledge; skills 
and competencies in the 

classroom 

Teacher testing Yes (3 levels) No 

Yes, a pay allowance is 
provided for good 

performance (2 to 4 
years – until next 
regular teacher 

appraisal, no quota) 

None 

Groups of teachers 
(teaching bodies of 

individual schools) in public 
and publicly subsidised 

private schools (National 
Performance Evaluation 

System [SNED])3 

Mandatory 
(annually) 

Central education 
authority 

Central 
education 
authority 

Student learning 
objectives; school 
development plan

Aspects are assessed at the 
school level: student 

performance; ability to 
innovate; equality of 

opportunities; links to school 
community 

Student outcomes 
(standardised 

assessment results); 
variety of school 

indicators (e.g. student 
retention rates; 

enrolment of students 
with special needs) 
school development 
plan; school policies 

It results in a 
rating for the 

school 
No 

Yes, schools within top 
35th percentile receive 
extra subsidy (Subsidy 

for Performance of 
Excellence), which is 

distributed among their 
teaching bodies (in 

proportion to contract 
hours; the school can 

distribute 10% of 
subsidy to teachers 
according to its own 

criteria) 

None 
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Table 5.A.3 Teacher appraisal for rewards (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which teachers is  
there a policy framework  
for a rewards scheme? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

teachers appraised, 
and how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures 

for teacher 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what 
references are 

teachers 
appraised? 

What aspects of teacher 
performance are  

appraised? 

What instruments and 
information sources 

are used? 

Does the 
appraisal result 
in a rating for 
the teacher? 

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

Do appraisal results 
impact pay levels? 

What other 
rewards may 

teacher 
appraisal 
involve? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Korea  All teachers (Performance-
based Incentive System) 

Mandatory periodic 
(annually) 

Central education 
authority 

School 
principal; peer 
evaluators at 

the same 
school 

A description of 
the general and 

professional duties 
of teachers 

Planning and preparation; 
instruction; classroom 

environment; professional 
development; links to the 

community; student guidance

Observation of 
performance Yes (3 levels) No 

Yes, a pay allowance is 
provided for good 

performance (once) 
None 

Mexico 
Teachers in public schools 

only 
(National Teaching Career 

Programme [PNCM])4 

Voluntary (once per 
year) 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

(Secretariat of 
Public Education 

[SEP])5 and 
Teacher Union 

(SNTE)6 (through 
the National 
Academic 

Commission) 

Central 
education 

authority or 
government 

(Secretariat of 
Public 

Education 
[SEP])5 

A description of 
the general and 

professional duties 
of teachers; 

school 
development plan 
or school project 

 Planning and preparation; 
instruction; professional 

development; contribution to 
school development; 

 links to the community; years 
of teaching service 

Teacher testing; 
student outcomes  
(e.g. standardised 

assessment results; 
graduation, retention, 

or pass rates) 

No  No7 
Yes, appraisal results 

affect salary 
allowances7 

None 

Notes:  

1. Chile: Asignación de Excelencia Pedagógica. 

2. Chile: Asignación Variable por Desempeño Individual. 

3. Chile: Sistema Nacional de Evaluación de Desempeño. 

4. Mexico: Programa Nacional de Carrera Magisterial. 

5. Mexico: Secretaría de Educación Pública. 

6. Mexico: Sindicato Nacional de Trabajadores de la Educación. 

7. Mexico: The appraisal results grant access to a system of salary allowances with five different levels not associated with vertical differentiation of the teacher’s tasks.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Table 5.A.4 Employment status and career development of teachers (2012) 

This table describes the employment status and career development of teachers. 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of teachers? What is the employment 
status of teachers? 

Can teachers be employed on 
fixed-term contracts?  

What is the structure of the teaching 
career? 

What determines teacher career 
progression? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Australia 
State education authorities or governments; 
local education authorities; school, school 

board or committee1 
Civil servant status; salaried 

employee status 

Yes, both teachers with civil 
servant status and salaried 
employee status (maximum 

period of time ranges from 1 to 
5 years nationally) 

Multilevel career structure, with a salary 
scale for each career level (number of 

levels varies nationally) 

Length of service; completion of 
professional development; taking 
on extra roles and tasks; teacher 

appraisal results 

Austria 

ISCED level 1 (public schools): state 
education authorities 

 
ISCED level 2 (public schools): central or 

state education authorities depending on the 
type of schools 

 
ISCED level 3 (public schools): central 

education authority 

Civil servant status; salaried 
employee status 

Yes, teachers with salaried 
employee status (for a 
maximum of 5 years) 

General: unique career stage with a 
single salary scale 

 

Pre-voc and voc: multilevel career 
structure with a single salary scale  

(2 career levels) 

General: salary step increments 
based on length of service (biennial 

progress) 

 

Pre-voc and voc: salary step 
increments based on length of 

service (biennial progress); taking 
on extra roles and tasks 

Belgium (Fl.) School organising bodies Civil servant status Yes Unique career stage with a single salary 
scale2 

Salary step increments based on 
length of service 

Belgium (Fr.) School organising bodies Civil servant status; salaried 
employee status3 

Yes, teachers with salaried 
employee status 

Unique career stage with a single salary 
scale  

Salary step increments based on 
length of service 

Canada 
Provincial/territorial education authorities or 

governments; school, school board, or 
committee  

Salaried employee status 

Yes (maximum period of time 
varies across 

provinces/territories and is at 
the discretion of education 

authorities depending on the 
availability of permanent 

teaching positions) 

Multilevel career structure (number of 
levels varies; 10, 11, or 12 steps in the 

salary scale) 

Length of service; teacher 
appraisal results; extra roles and 

tasks 
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Table 5.A.4 Employment status and career development of teachers (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of teachers? What is the employment 
status of teachers? 

Can teachers be employed on 
fixed-term contracts?  

What is the structure of the teaching 
career? 

What determines teacher career 
progression? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Chile School organising bodies (sustainers) 

Public schools:  
salaried employee status 

 
Government-dependent 

private schools:  
salaried employee status 

Public schools: 
Yes, up to 20% of the teachers 
with salaried employee status 

 
Government-dependent private 

schools: 
Yes, up to 100% of teachers 
with salaried employee status 

Public schools: unique career stage 
within a single salary scale4 

 
Government-dependent private schools: 
at the discretion of the school organising 
bodies (sustainers) to determine career 
structure and salary scale beyond base 

salary 

Public institutions: salary step 
increments based on length of 

service  
 

Government-dependent private 
institutions: 

at the discretion of the school 
organising bodies (sustainers) 

Czech 
Republic School  

Public schools: civil servant 
status  

 
Private schools: salaried 

employee status 

Yes, both teachers with civil 
servant and salaried employee 

status (twice in a row)  

Multilevel career structure within a salary 
scale for each career level (3 career 

levels)  

Length of service; completion of 
professional development; teacher 
appraisal results; extra roles and 

tasks 

Denmark 

ISCED levels 1 and 2 (public schools): local 
education authorities  

 
ISCED levels 1 and 2 (private independent 

schools): school organising bodies 
 

ISCED level 3 (all schools): school board 

Salaried employee status No5 None  a  

Estonia School Salaried employee status Yes6 
Multilevel career structure with a salary 

scale for each career level (4 career 
levels)  

Extra roles and tasks; completion 
of professional development 

Finland Local education authorities Civil servant status; salaried 
employee status No7 Unique career stage with a single salary 

scale  

Salary step increments based on 
length of service; taking on extra 

roles and tasks (e.g. deputy 
director) 
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Table 5.A.4 Employment status and career development of teachers (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of teachers? What is the employment 
status of teachers? 

Can teachers be employed on 
fixed-term contracts?  

What is the structure of the teaching 
career? 

What determines teacher career 
progression? 

1 2 3 4 5 

France 

Central education authority (Ministry of 
Education, for civil servants); regional 

education authorities (recteurs d'académies; 
for contract (public or private) employees 
[contractuels]), schools (for replacement 

teachers [vacataires]); superior in addition to 
central education authority (Ministry of 

Education) and the school (for contractors in 
private schools) 

Civil servant status; public 
contract employees 

(contractuels de droit public); 
replacement teacher status 

(vacataires); salaried 
employee status (private law 

with a simple contract) 

Yes, replacement teachers for a 
maximum of 6 years with a 

temporary contract after which 
they may receive a permanent 

contract) 

Multilevel career structure with a salary 
scale for each career level (2 career 

levels with various corresponding salary 
steps; depending on the teaching body 

each level corresponds to one base 
salary index) 

Length of service; teacher 
appraisal results; completion of 
professional development for 

promotion to a higher level in the 
career structure 

Hungary 
School (until 2013); Klebelsberg Institution 

Maintenance Centre (from 2013) 
 

Public schools: Public 
employee 

 
Private schools: Salaried 

employee 

Yes (for a maximum of 1 year) 

Multilevel career structure with a salary 
scale for each career level (5 career 

levels defined by qualification, 14 salary 
steps within each career level, 

progression on the salary scale every 
 3 years) 

Length of service; completion of 
professional development; taking 
on extra roles and tasks; teacher 

appraisal results  

Iceland 
ISCED levels 1 and 2: local education 

authorities  
 

ISCED level 3: central education authority  

ISCED levels 1 and 2: 
salaried employee status  

 
ISCED level 3: civil servant 

status 

Yes (for a maximum of 2 years) 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: multilevel career 
structure (3 levels with nine steps in the 

salary scale) 
 

ISCED level 3: unique career stage with 
a single salary scale (9 steps) 

Length of service; taking on extra 
roles and tasks; completion of 

professional development; age; 
administrative responsibilities 

Ireland School board of management or school 
manager or local education authority8 

Salaried employee status; 
state non-civil service status 

(public servant) 
Yes  Unique career stage with a single salary 

scale (17 steps) 
Salary step increments based on 
length of service; taking on extra 

roles and tasks 
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Table 5.A.4 Employment status and career development of teachers (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of teachers? What is the employment 
status of teachers? 

Can teachers be employed on 
fixed-term contracts?  

What is the structure of the teaching 
career? 

What determines teacher career 
progression? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Israel 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: central education 
authority; corporation or non-profit 

organisation  
 

ISCED level 3: local education authorities; 
corporation or non-profit organisation 

ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (all 
schools): civil servant status; 

salaried employee status 

ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3 (all 
schools): Yes, both teachers 
with civil servant status and 

salaried employee status 
(Generally for a maximum of 2-

3 years) 

ISCED level 1 (public and government-
dependent private schools only): 

multilevel career structure with a salary 
scale for each career level (3 levels: 9 

steps at level 1; 4 steps at levels 2 and 3)
 

ISCED level 2 (public and government-
dependent private schools only): 

multilevel career structure with a salary 
scale for each career level (4 levels: 9 

steps at levels 1 and 2; 4 steps at level 3 
and 4) 

 
ISCED level 3 (public and government-

dependent private schools only): 
multilevel career structure with a single 

salary scale (4 levels) 

ISCED levels 1 and 2 (public and 
government-dependent private 
schools only): length of service; 

completion of professional 
development; teacher appraisal 

results  
 

ISCED level 3 (public and 
government-dependent private 
schools only): length of service; 

completion of professional 
development 

Italy Central education authority (public schools 
only)9 Civil servant status  Yes 

Multilevel career structure with a salary 
scale for each career level (4 levels with 

21 salary steps each) 
Length of service 

Korea Provincial/regional education authorities Civil servant status No 
Multilevel career structure with a single 
salary scale (3 levels with 50 steps in a 

single salary scale) 
Length of service; completion of 

professional development 

Luxembourg Central education authority or government 
(public schools) 

Public schools: civil servant 
status No Unique career stage with a single salary 

scale  
Salary step increments based on 

length of service  

Mexico State education authorities (public schools) Salaried employee status Yes 
Unique career stage with a single salary 
scale (and 5 levels of salary allowances 

depending on voluntary teacher 
appraisal) 

 Length of service; completion of 
professional development; teacher 
appraisal results to access salary 

allowances 
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Table 5.A.4 Employment status and career development of teachers (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of teachers? What is the employment 
status of teachers? 

Can teachers be employed on 
fixed-term contracts?  

What is the structure of the teaching 
career? 

What determines teacher career 
progression? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Netherlands 

Public schools: municipality or bodies with 
powers transferred by municipality 

 
Private schools: school organising bodies 

(competent authorities) 

Public schools: civil servant 
status 

 
Private schools: salaried 

employee status10  

Yes (for a maximum of 3 years) 

ISCED level 1: multilevel career structure 
with a salary scale for each career level 

(2 levels with 15 steps in the salary scale 
each) 

 
ISCED levels 2 and 3: multilevel career 
structure (3 levels with 15 steps in the 

salary scale each) 

Salary step increments based on 
teacher appraisal results; taking on 

extra roles and tasks  

New Zealand School Board of Trustees Salaried employee status Yes11 Unique career stage with a single salary 
scale (14 steps within the salary scale)12 

Salary step increments based on 
length of service; taking on extra 

roles and tasks 

Norway Local education authorities Salaried employee status Yes13 
Multilevel career structure with a single 
salary scale (5 steps within the salary 

scale)14 
Length of service; taking on extra 

roles and tasks 

Poland School 

Trainee and contract 
teachers: employment 

agreementAppointed and 
chartered teachers: 

employment based on 
appointment 

Yes, trainee teachers and 
contract teachers when 

substituting an absent teacher 

Multilevel career structure with a salary 
scale for each career level (4 levels, each 
with corresponding scale of basic salary: 
trainee (probation), contract, appointed, 

and chartered) 

Length of service; teacher 
appraisal results; qualifications; 

interviews; examinations  

Portugal Central education authority 
State civil servant status or 

employee with fixed 
contractual status 

Yes Unique career stage with ten steps in the 
salary scale 

Length of service; teacher 
appraisal results; completion of 

professional development (stricter 
requirements to progress to the 5th 

and 7th step of the salary scale) 

Slovak 
Republic 

School and/or school organising bodies (in 
case of schools that do not have a legal 

personality) 
Civil servant status Yes 

Multilevel career structure with a single 
salary scale (beginner teacher, 

independent teacher, teacher with 1st 
certification level, teacher with 2nd 

certification level) 

 Qualifications, length of service; 
teacher appraisal results  
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Table 5.A.4 Employment status and career development of teachers (2012) (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of teachers? What is the employment 
status of teachers? 

Can teachers be employed on 
fixed-term contracts?  

What is the structure of the teaching 
career? 

What determines teacher career 
progression? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Slovenia School Civil servant status Yes (for a maximum of 2 years) Multilevel career structure (3 levels: 
mentor, advisor, counsellor) 

Length of service; completion of 
professional development; taking 

on extra roles and tasks 

Spain State education authorities or governments  Civil servant status; salaried 
employee status 

Yes, teachers with salaried 
employee status (for a 
maximum of 1 year)15 

Multilevel career structure with a single 
salary scale (5 steps within the salary 

scale) 
Length of service; taking on extra 

roles and tasks16 

Sweden School organising bodies (local education 
authorities or independent schools) Salaried employee status17 

Yes, teachers with salaried 
employee status on the 

decision of the local board 
Unique career stage with a single salary 

scale18 
Salary step increments based on 
length of service; completion of 

professional development 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

The relevant Employing Authority – can be 
one of five Education and Library Boards, 

CCMS or Boards of Governors of Voluntary 
Grammar and Grant-Maintained Integrated 
Schools. However, with the implementation 

of the Education and Skills Authority in 
2013, ESA will become the employer for all 

teachers in grant-aided schools. 

Public servant, salaried 
employee status Yes Multilevel career structure, with a salary 

scale for each career level 
Length of service; taking on extra 
roles and tasks; teacher appraisal 

results 

 

Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available; pre-voc and voc: pre-vocational and vocational.  

1. Australia: Australia is a federation of eight states and territories. There are differences in employment practices between states and territories, as well as differences between public (government) 
and private (non-government) schools. In private schools that are part of a system teachers are often appointed by the local education authority (system). In private schools that are not part of a system, 
teachers are appointed by the school, school board or committee.  

2. Belgium (Fl.): The career structure is linked to educational levels (ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3), educational stages at ISCED levels 2 and 3, the educational programme and the subjects taught at 
ISCED levels 2 and 3 (general, pre-voc and voc) and teacher qualifications. Differences in salary are mainly related to differences in qualifications (different qualifications are required for teaching at 
different ISCED levels). The legal status of teachers in the Flemish Community of Belgium is established by Decrees. Notable characteristics are: (1) A teacher’s career generally starts with a few 
years of supply teaching or temporary teaching. The teacher's status at this stage is referred to as “temporary appointment for a limited period of time”. (2) After a minimum of 720 days of seniority 
during which a teacher has worked 600 days effectively in the position concerned, a teacher can ask for a “temporary appointment for a continuous period of time” (Tijdelijke aanstelling van 
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doorlopende duur [TADD]). This status gives the teacher more job security. Moreover, teachers can now apply for a “permanent appointment”, which holds even more social benefits and job security. 
(3) In order to get a permanent appointment teachers are required to meet a number of conditions. Apart from general legal requirements (e.g. nationality, language competency, certificate of good 
conduct) these are: The teacher must have the official qualifications for the job (e.g. diploma, certificate). On 30 June of the school year before a teacher is to be permanently appointed a teacher must 
have 720 days of seniority of which he or she has worked 360 days effectively in the position concerned; a teacher's last evaluation report, if available, must be positive; on 31 December before a 
teacher is to be permanently appointed the teacher must have a “temporary appointment for a continuous period of time” for the job the teacher is to be permanently appointed to; and Teaching must 
be the teacher’s main profession. 

3. Belgium (Fr.): Teachers are employed as salaried employees until they receive civil servant status. 

4. Chile: Biennial rates up to 100% of base salary and training recognised until 40% of base salary. 

5. Denmark: In certain cases it is possible to employ teachers on fixed-term contracts. A specific reason is required in this case (e.g. that the teacher replaces a permanent teacher who is absent due to 
illness or leave). 

6. Estonia: If in a competition organised for filling a vacant teacher position, none of the applicants meets the qualification requirements, the school principal may hire a person that has completed at 
least secondary education on a fixed-term employment contract for a period of up to one year. 

7. Finland: Teachers are appointed until retirement. 

8. Ireland: Teacher salaries are paid by the central education authority.  

9. Italy: The national labour contracts for teachers (CCNL) dated 2002-05 and 2006-09 regulate the contracts of teachers hired by state schools only, not those hired by regions, by provinces or 
municipalities. Teachers are considered civil servants also according to legislative decree 150/2009 (Legge Brunetta). In addition, the contractual arrangements for all civil servants in Italy are 
centralised within a specific agency (ARAN) dealing specifically with public employment. 

10. Netherlands: The terms of employment for teachers as civil servants and salaried employees are identical. 

11. New Zealand: The employment of teachers is subject to the provisions of the Employment Relations Act in relation to fixed term employment generally (e.g. will end on a specified date, or on the 
occurrence of a specified event, or conclusion of a specified project). The category of relieving teachers is frequently used for fixed term employees.  

12. New Zealand: Additional rewards on a fixed-term or permanent basis for a range of management responsibilities.  

13. Norway: If no applicant satisfies the qualification requirements laid down in the Education Act, a temporary appointment may be made. Unless a shorter period of appointment is agreed, such 
appointments shall last until 31 July. 

14. Norway: There are also some local positions with locally negotiated salaries. 

15. Spain: Most teachers in public schools are civil servants. A small percentage of public school teachers, however, have a salaried employee status (profesores interinos) and are employed to teach a 
single academic course. Teachers in government-dependent private institutions and in independent private institutions are employed according to employment legislation, sometimes on a single year 
basis and sometimes on a long-term basis. 

16. Spain: School principals and other members of the school leadership team have been included as they are teachers and keep direct teaching obligations. Except for these leadership positions and 
other extra roles and tasks, salary increments depend mostly on the length of service. 

17. Sweden: Teachers in Sami schools and special schools have civil servants status. 

18. Sweden: The central government is planning the development of a multilevel career structure. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries.
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Chapter 6 
 

School evaluation:  
 

From compliancy to quality  

School evaluation plays an important role in the evaluation and assessment 
framework and can exert considerable influence. This chapter presents evidence on 
different approaches to external school evaluation, school self-evaluation and the 
use of comparative school performance measures. It examines governance issues, 
different procedures used, the capacity for undertaking and using the results of 
school evaluation and the reporting of results. It then presents some options seeking 
to promote a balance of policies to better serve school improvement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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Introduction 

This chapter analyses approaches to school evaluation within the evaluation and 
assessment framework. School evaluation refers to the evaluation of individual schools as 
organisations. This chapter covers internal school evaluation (school self-evaluation or 
review), external school evaluation (e.g. school reviews, school inspections) and the 
comparison of schools on different performance measures. 

School evaluation is increasingly considered as a potential lever of change that could 
assist with decision making, resource allocation and school improvement, especially as: 
further autonomy is given to individual schools, market forms of accountability gain in 
importance, and the school is increasingly recognised as the key agency within the 
education system for improving student learning.  

The effective monitoring and evaluation of schools is central to the continuous 
improvement of student learning: Schools need feedback on their performance to help 
them identify how to improve their practices; and schools should be accountable for their 
performance. 

This chapter is organised in eight sections. After this introduction, the second section 
lays out the analytical approach, followed by a third section on impact, drivers and 
contextual developments. The following four sections describe key features of school 
evaluation and country practices, structured along the four main topics of the OECD 
Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes: 
governance, procedures, capacity and use of results. The final section provides pointers 
for policy development.  

Analytical approach 

Scope and definitions 
School evaluation concentrates on key processes such as teaching and learning, 

school leadership, educational administration, school environment and the management 
of human resources. It does so in association with an analysis of student outcomes, both 
the achievement/progress of students and the equity of student results. It also takes into 
account inputs such as the infrastructure, funding and characteristics of the school staff. 
This report defines school evaluation as an evaluation of the following major aspects: 

• the effectiveness of the structures and processes in place within a school 

• the implementation of national educational policies and regulations within the 
school 

• the quality of student learning outcomes at the school 

• the capacity for schools to improve. 

This chapter examines three major approaches to school evaluation: 

• School self-evaluation or review: This concerns an evaluation or review 
conducted by members of the school to assess the effectiveness of structures and 
processes in place and the quality of student learning outcomes. Such internal 
reviews of school effectiveness and quality may draw on input from school 
leadership, teachers, other staff, students, parents and the school community.  
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• External school evaluation or review: This concerns the evaluation or review of 
the quality of structures and processes operating within a school and the quality of 
student learning outcomes as judged by an external body. External reviews may 
be conducted by specific national or state institutions, such as Inspectorates or 
Quality Review Agencies, by a group of officials within a government department 
or Ministry of Education or by accredited individuals. In these cases, external 
review typically involves a strong focus on accountability, but increasingly aims 
to give feedback for school development. External reviews may also be conducted 
by professionals in other schools in the nature of “collegial” or “peer” reviews. In 
these cases, external review typically focuses on school improvement and can be 
taken up by schools as part of their own self-evaluation activities. 

• The comparison of schools on different performance measures: This typically 
aims to compare schools on standardised measures to allow the benchmarking of 
their performance in relation to other schools, particular districts or regions or 
national averages. Such comparative performance measures may be reported to 
schools for internal use in their own evaluation processes and/or may be reported 
publicly to allow a wider audience to compare schools. The argument for the 
latter is generally linked to providing parents and students with information on 
which to base decisions of school choice. 

Conceptual framework 
The OECD Review of Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School 

Outcomes uses a conceptual framework to summarise the aspects involved in school 
evaluation and the way these interconnect (see Figure 6.1). The overarching policy 
objective is to ensure that school evaluation contributes to the improvement of student 
outcomes through improved school practices. There is a complex range of features 
associated with school evaluation. This chapter presents these in four major areas:  

• Governing school evaluation: This addresses the purpose of school evaluation 
and includes the major responsibilities for devising and conducting school 
evaluation and setting a legal framework for school evaluation. It also refers to 
how external school evaluation and school self-evaluation are articulated. 

• Procedures used in school evaluation: This aspect refers to the features of a 
given approach to school evaluation, that is, the mix of instruments, criteria and 
standards, knowledge and skills used in a specific school evaluation model. It also 
includes decisions about the population of schools involved, the reference 
standards, the character of the evaluation, the nature of externality, the steps of the 
process, and the frequency. 

• Competencies to evaluate schools and to use the results of school evaluation: 
This aspect concerns the preparation to evaluate, to be evaluated and to use the 
results of an evaluation as well as the choice of the groups undertaking these 
functions. It includes issues such as: the choice of the evaluators and the 
development of the skills to perform the evaluation of a school; the preparation by 
schools to be the subject of an evaluation; the development of competencies to 
effectively use the results of an evaluation for the improvement of school 
practices; and the design of agencies to review school evaluation results with a 
view to hold schools accountable and to inform policy development.  
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• Using the results of school evaluation: This encompasses the objectives of a 
particular school evaluation process and the mechanisms designed to ensure that 
evaluation results are used in a way such objectives are reached. The objectives of 
school evaluation typically consist of feedback for improvement, accountability 
for performance and information about the quality of school practices. Examples 
of mechanisms to use evaluation results include feedback and recommendations 
for improvement, an improvement plan, publication of school-level results, 
financial and other rewards as well as sanctions. 

Impact, drivers and contextual developments  

School evaluation policies, like all components of the evaluation and assessment 
framework, have been influenced and shaped by wider trends in public management (see 
Chapter 2). With devolved responsibilities, there are greater demands to hold schools 
accountable for their quality. This means a greater level of responsibility at the school 
level for quality improvement; a greater focus on the outcomes a school secures for its 
students; and demands for the public to have access to information on school quality. For 
example, in Mexico the National Model for Total Quality in Mexico, which was drawn 
up to promote a general management approach for quality assurance in public services, 
led to the development of a voluntary System for School Self-Evaluation for Quality 
Management in 2007 (SEP and INEE, 2011). In the Flemish government, trends for 
greater transparency with the “Active publicity” policy led to the publication of 
inspection reports for individual schools on the Inspectorate’s website from 2007 
(Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). 

Perhaps the most specific external policy influence on school evaluation has been 
the wider policy trends on the approach to external evaluations in the public sector. 
This has impacted the approach to external school evaluations significantly. There is 
an increasing focus on a need to maximise the benefits of external school evaluation 
activities, but to minimise the potential burden that these may place on school time. 
This is often in the larger context of public sector reform to place more emphasis on 
outcomes and impact, coupled with robust self-evaluation and a reduced, more 
proportionate approach to external supervision. It is also fundamentally linked to a 
concern to make more effective use of the resources available for external evaluation. 
For example, in the Netherlands there is a programme to reform national inspections 
in various domains, such as health care, labour environment, education, food 
production and restaurants, with the slogan “more effect, less burden”. This sets 
targets for different inspectorates to both reduce the overall burden of inspection by 
25% and to ensure a more effective and efficient approach (Inspection Council 
Bureau, 2009). In a similar vein, within the United Kingdom the Scottish Government 
commissioned a “reducing the burden of scrutiny action group” to examine possible 
ways to reduce the workload created by external evaluation efforts in the public 
sector (RBAG, 2008).1  
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Figure 6.1 Conceptual framework for school evaluation 
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Paradoxically, this lighter touch external school evaluation approach has further 
increased the importance of the school’s self-evaluation activities and introduced new 
evaluation demands at the school level. There is, therefore, a concern at the national level 
to provide supports to these activities, typically via the provision of guidelines and tools 
for self-evaluation and via systems to feedback results from national student assessment 
activities to schools for use in their self-evaluation. The provision of benchmarked 
student performance data to schools is gradually gaining importance across countries. 
Further, the use of online data systems aims to increase the efficiency of compliance-
related reporting and to reduce the time this takes for schools. 

Finally, there is a shift in the focus of external school evaluation. Compliance is no 
longer the sole objective and there is an increasing focus on the quality of teaching and 
learning. This may be explicit via a judgement on the school’s capacity to improve or 
implicit via the less frequent external supervision of schools judged to have good capacity 
for self-evaluation or review, thus representing a trust in the school’s ability to improve. 

Do external school evaluations lead to school improvement?  
There is a lack of research into the impact of external school evaluation on school 

improvement. The only country with any research tradition in this area is the United 
Kingdom (Ehren and Visscher, 2008), although more recently research has started in 
Germany, Korea, the Netherlands and New Zealand. The Flemish Inspectorate of 
Education refrains from measuring its impact due to the difficulty of such research: 
external school evaluation has direct and indirect effects, as it fosters a school’s 
awareness of its autonomy and accountability to improve its own quality (Flemish 
Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). 

The purpose of external school evaluation and the nature of follow-up by external 
evaluators 

Matthews and Sammons (2004, p. 153) in their in-depth evidence-based evaluation of 
the English inspectorate in the United Kingdom argue that assumptions that external 
school evaluation has a direct effect on school improvement are unrealistic without 
changing the nature of external school evaluation and giving external school evaluation 
bodies greater powers of follow-up or intervention. External school evaluation does not 
promote improvement by direct intervention, but rather by professional influence, fair and 
accurate reporting and informed analysis and comparison (idem). Indeed, Dedering and 
Müller (2010) argue that – in contrast to existing external school evaluation systems in 
England and the Netherlands – the purpose of recently introduced external school 
evaluation mechanisms in Germany is mainly for school improvement including an 
advisory and support function. They present research evidence from a survey 
administered to school principals in North Rhine-Westphalia that external school 
evaluations are discussed by a large group of stakeholders and are leading to the planning 
and implementation of school improvement and development actions.  

External school evaluation impacts different schools in different ways 
Existing research suggests that external school evaluation has differing impact on 

schools and that certain conditions are associated with schools accepting and acting on 
feedback from external school evaluation. For example, research on the impact of 
external school evaluation in England within the United Kingdom shows: this did lead to 
change in internal school structures in schools that had either received a negative 
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assessment or had areas to improve (Ouston et al., 1997; Kogan and Maden, 1999); 
secondary schools with lower or higher than average achievement did see slight 
improvement (Shaw et al., 2003); and the most and least effective schools made the most 
use of external school evaluation results, but that external school evaluation had made a 
substantial improvement to the education system as a whole (Matthews and Sammons, 
2004). Parsons (2006) found that there was variability in how external reviews were 
conducted and received by schools in New Zealand, but judged the influence of external 
evaluation to be “pervasive, multi-faceted and subtle”. 

Clear feedback from external evaluators and acceptance of feedback by schools 
There is evidence from different countries that the nature of feedback from external 

school evaluation has an important influence over its impact on school improvement. 
Matthews and Sammons (2004, p. 164) identify clear reporting of external school 
evaluation results and recommendations for improvement to be an important condition for 
the implementation of recommendations made by external evaluators. In ten case studies 
in Dutch primary schools, Ehren and Visscher (2008) found that all schools used external 
school evaluation feedback and six months after the external evaluation were still 
carrying out improvement plans and had already launched improvement initiatives that 
were relatively easy to implement. A combination of factors were identified as 
contributing to this: an assessment by external evaluators that certain points of the 
school’s provision were “unsatisfactory”, together with feedback from external evaluators 
on these weak points and agreement between the external evaluators and the school on 
improvement activities. Individually these factors did not explain the number of 
improvement initiatives launched by a school after an external evaluation. Therefore, the 
nature of feedback from external evaluators had a greater impact on school improvement 
than the amount of feedback they provided.  

Two recent studies in the Netherlands also find that schools make use of external 
school evaluation reports and school quality report cards and that these do impact school 
policies and management (Bekkers et al., 2012; Janssens, 2012). In New Zealand, Nees 
(2007) studied six schools in the Wellington area following an external school review and 
found that all schools had made progress towards achieving recommendations made in 
external school review. In Korea, feedback from schools indicates that they find external 
evaluation reports considerably useful as they provide schools with practical assistance 
when designing education plans for the next year and establishing mid‐ to long‐term 
school development plans. Schools also report appreciation of the dissemination of 
best‐performing school cases (Kim et al., 2009). In Sweden, an audit of the external 
school evaluation process between 2003 and 2006 found that most schools constructively 
used feedback from external evaluation to improve their work and that the most important 
impact was that external school evaluation had brought about improvement sooner than 
would otherwise have been the case (Ekonomistyrningsverket, 2006). 

Expectations that schools follow up on external evaluation results and school 
capacity to do so 

There is also evidence that an external expectation for schools to follow up on 
feedback and school capacity to follow up on results play an important role. Matthews 
and Sammons (2004, p. 164) identify the following main conditions for the 
implementation of recommendations from external school evaluation: “understanding and 
acceptance of the findings by the provider; leadership that can generate and implement a 
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strategy for implementing inspection outcomes, including effective action planning; 
identification of any resources and support needed to effect improvement; planned 
external follow-up to assess the progress made; high stakes, where inspection has the 
potential to affect funding or public esteem for the provider.” In the Flemish Community 
of Belgium, follow-up external evaluation of schools receiving extra funding under the 
equal opportunities policy found considerable improvement in schools in 2008 that had 
received negative evaluations from the Flemish Inspectorate of Education in 2005 
(Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). The policy included requirements 
for schools to self-evaluate their use of funding and its impact; plus the recommendations 
from external school evaluators and subsequent follow-up had fostered schools towards 
more policy-oriented reflection and practices.  

Ehren et al., 2013 find that although expectations set in external school evaluation and 
stakeholder sensitivity to its results are related to schools accepting feedback from 
external school evaluation, the feedback is not connected to school improvement actions, 
i.e. the results indicate that accepting external school evaluation feedback does not 
motivate schools to improve (see Figure 6.2). This “unsettling” finding may be due to a 
lack of communication from external school evaluation bodies on the expectation that 
feedback is used by schools for improvement, or a lack of capacity – or even resistance – 
to act on feedback at the school level (Ehren et al., 2013). In the French Community of 
Belgium, teacher representatives report that the acceptance of feedback from external 
school evaluation by pedagogical teams within schools is an important aspect for 
integrating feedback into the school’s evaluation culture (Blondin and Giot, 2011). 

In Korea, there is concentrated management and follow-up of schools that fail to 
reach certain quality levels (Kim et al., 2010). External school evaluation is conducted by 
metropolitan/provincial offices and some differentiate external school evaluation, 
i.e. schools gaining excellent results are exempted from external evaluation, but 
underperforming schools receive focused external evaluation and consulting. Linking 
external school evaluation results to requirements for external school evaluation and other 
administrative measures is found to be an effective means of raising the impact of 
external school evaluation (Jung et al., 2008). Almost all metropolitan/provincial offices 
of education use a system of rewards to provide schools with incentives according to their 
evaluation results. However, the absolute amount of incentives and the width of 
level‐differentiation are not very significant and so the system is judged to have no major 
impact on schools (Jung et al., 2008). Further, feedback from school principals indicates 
that the incentive and reward system has little relevance to school improvement (Kim 
et al., 2009). In the Netherlands, the adoption of a risk-based approach to external school 
evaluation with a targeted focus on underperforming schools has seen an initial decline in 
the number of “very weak” schools within the system (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 
2010a, 2010b). In Ireland, a School Improvement Group was established in 2008 to 
follow up on underperforming schools and has found that this is a lengthy process, but 
that such targeted follow-up is starting to see results in schools (see Box 6.18). 

Setting expectations of school quality, reporting findings to stakeholders and 
stimulating school self-evaluation 

Of course, the stated purpose of external school evaluation often includes school 
improvement along with the major purpose of holding schools accountable by controlling 
aspects of their provision and quality. An ongoing research project funded by the 
European Union has analysed official documentation from external evaluation bodies 
(inspectorates) in six systems (Styria in Austria, the Czech Republic, Ireland, the 
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Netherlands, Sweden and England in the United Kingdom) and conducted interviews 
with representatives from external evaluation bodies and ministries to help map out how 
the design of each external evaluation system intends to impact school improvement 
(Ehren et al., 2013). Three common factors are identified as being expected levers for 
school improvement:  

• External school evaluation sets expectations on school quality (i.e. with 
evaluation criteria and standards indicating a “good school”); 

• The results of external evaluation are shared with stakeholders (school 
boards/management, parents and students), stakeholders are sensitive to the 
results and this leads to pressure for improvement; 

• External school evaluation promotes and stimulates improvement of school self-
evaluation processes. 

A preliminary testing of these theoretical levers has been conducted via the analysis 
of feedback from surveys administered to school principals in representative samples of 
schools in the six participating European systems (about 2 200 responses). Results 
indicate that clear expectations in external school evaluation and stakeholder sensitivity to 
the results of external school evaluation are correlated and are strong determinants of 
improvement actions reported at the school level (see Figure 6.2).2 These findings suggest 
that where external school evaluation sets clear expectations, norms and standards and 
stakeholders are engaged with and knowledgeable about the external evaluation process, 
this has significant impact on schools (Ehren et al., 2013). Expectations set in external 
school evaluation and stakeholder sensitivity to the results of external school evaluation 
are also significantly related to schools improving their self-evaluation processes. There 
is also a direct influence of expectations set in external school evaluation over schools to 
build their capacity for improvement. These findings suggest that schools improving see 
systematic self-evaluation as a vital developmental strategy (Ehren et al., 2013). 

Importantly, the findings indicate that various processes stressed by external school 
evaluation bodies to stimulate school improvement, such as school self-evaluation, 
transformational leadership and collaborative staff activities are important and effective 
(Ehren et al., 2013). Improvements in school self-evaluation are related to many school 
improvement actions. Figure 6.2 presents two distinct blocks of improvement actions at 
the school level. The first relates to the broad concept of improvements in capacity 
building, comprising improving teacher participation in decision making, improving 
teacher co-operation and improving transformational leadership. The second relates to the 
broad concept of improvements in school effectiveness, comprising improving 
opportunity to learn, improving assessment of the school and improving student 
assessment. School principals reporting that they are implementing or improving their 
self-evaluations, also report: taking more actions to build their capacity for improvement 
and change, notably, improving their transformational leadership; and improving their 
assessment of the school and students. In turn, schools reporting that they take more 
actions to build capacity for improvement and change, also report taking more actions to 
improve school effectiveness.  
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Figure 6.2 Evidence on reported improvement actions in schools following external school evaluation 
Path analysis of school principal reports on external school evaluation in Styria in Austria, the Czech Republic,  

Ireland, the Netherlands, Sweden and England in the United Kingdom 

 
Source: Ehren et al. (2013). 
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In Portugal, feedback collected by the Inspectorate from schools inspected in 
2008/09, indicated that the majority found a positive impact on the development of their 
self-evaluation process (Portuguese Ministry of Education and Science, forthcoming). At 
the end of the first school inspection cycle (2006-11), school external evaluation was 
judged to have contributed to the development of self-evaluation in schools. In the French 
Community of Belgium, school principal representatives report that the focus of external 
evaluations on student results is a way to bring together the teaching staff to work on 
improvement (Blondin and Giot, 2011). 

Unintended impact on schools  
The above discussion examines evidence on the expected impact of external school 

evaluation. However, research also reveals examples of external evaluation impacting 
schools in unexpected ways. Unintended impact can include, for example, schools 
undertaking extensive preparation for external school evaluation and paying less attention 
to the teaching and learning process during that period (e.g. Rosenthal [2004] suggests 
this as a possible explanation of the finding that secondary schools had a drop in student 
achievement in the year of inspection) and undue stress for school staff in anticipation of 
an external school evaluation (e.g. Döbert et al. [2004] argue that this was the case for the 
assessment of school quality in France). An overview of empirical studies (mainly in the 
United Kingdom) finds that school staff report complaints of preparations for external 
school evaluation being stressful and time consuming, but finds no empirical studies on 
potential limitations on school diversity and innovation, via a “teaching to inspection” 
phenomenon (De Wolf and Janssens, 2007). Preliminary findings from an ongoing 
project funded by the European Union suggest that schools reporting they had accepted 
feedback from external school evaluation bodies did not perceive unintended 
consequences of external school evaluation (Ehren et al., 2013). However, schools 
reporting that they feel the external school evaluation body determines their expectations 
of good education, also reported unintended consequences of external school evaluation. 
Results indicate that new teaching approaches and curriculum experimentation may be 
hindered by school principals’ concerns that these could distract staff from concentrating 
on meeting the expected external school evaluation standards (Ehren et al., 2013).  

Governance 

This section examines the purpose of school evaluation, which bodies are responsible 
for devising and organising school evaluation, the extent to which a legal framework is 
set to specify school evaluation activities, other policies systems use to stimulate school 
evaluation activities and how external school evaluation and school self-evaluation are 
articulated. 

Purpose of school evaluation 
As with all components of the evaluation and assessment framework, school 

evaluation has two major functions: 

• School development: School evaluation identifies strengths and areas for school 
development with the aim to improve teaching and learning within schools, to 
close achievement gaps between schools and to enhance the performance of all 
students. This would necessitate a robust evaluation of the processes and 
strategies associated with student learning to allow the identification of areas for 
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school improvement. School evaluation can also be used to judge a school’s 
capacity to enhance its effectiveness and therefore improve student learning. 

• School accountability: School evaluation generates information for education 
authorities, the school community and other stakeholders to hold schools 
accountable for their performance. Information may include how a school 
complies with national standards and regulations, professional judgement on the 
quality of the services provided by the school, the learning outcomes and 
progressions of students within the school and judgements on the quality of 
outputs of a school based on its resources and other inputs (“added value” and 
“value for money”). 

Across countries, aspects of both purposes of school development and accountability 
can be found to varying degrees in self-evaluation and external school evaluation 
activities and in the comparison of schools on different performance measures. Typically, 
however, the last two are more associated with accountability purposes and school self-
evaluation processes more with school development purposes.  

School evaluation frameworks can draw on a significant body of research over the 
past 30 years that has defined the characteristics of effective schools and the processes to 
improve school effectiveness. This can help to devise an overall approach to school 
evaluation that strives for school improvement by use of evaluation for both school 
accountability and school development. Yeung (2011) provides a helpful summary to 
compare the school effectiveness and school improvement literature in the context of 
school evaluation (Table 6.1). 

Table 6.1 Purpose of school evaluation 

Accountability purpose 
“School effectiveness” 

Development purpose 
“School improvement” 

Focus on schools Focus on teachers 
Focus on school organisation Focus on school processes 
Data-driven, with the emphasis on outcomes Empirical evaluation of effects of changes 
Quantitative in orientation Qualitative in orientation 
Lack of knowledge about how to implement change strategies Exclusively concerned with change in schools 
More concerned with change in student outcomes More concerned with journey of school improvement than its 

destination 
More concerned with schools at one point in time More concerned with schools as changing 
Based on research knowledge Focused on practitioner knowledge 
Concerned with schools that are effective Concerned with how schools become effective 
Static orientation (school as it is) Dynamic orientation (school as it has been, or might be) 

Source: Reynolds et al. (1996) and Chapman (2005) in Yeung (2011). 

The mix of school evaluation policies needs to fit into the wider governance context 
in a school system. For example, the Swedish system is strengthening external national 
control at a time of market orientation and greater choice and privatisation in the Swedish 
school system (Ronnberg, 2011). To better fit a wider move to promote “good 
governance” in the Netherlands, the results of external school evaluations are now 
communicated directly to the competent school authorities and not directly to schools 
(Scheerens, et al. 2012). In France, there has not been much support for the development 
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of whole-school evaluation given the limited autonomy for primary schools in particular, 
but also for secondary education providers (Dos Santos and Rakocevic, 2012). However, 
central education authorities (general inspectorate and directorates for evaluation and 
school education) are committed to working towards a better school external evaluation 
system. They put special emphasis on close co-operation between schools and regional 
education authorities. Boxes 6.1 and 6.2 present some examples of country initiatives to 
strengthen the purpose for school development or for school accountability. 

Box 6.1 Strengthening the focus on school development 

Korea: Shifting the purpose from compliancy to providing direction for improvement 
As a result of strengthened school autonomy, Korea introduced a school evaluation system in 1996 to 

enhance the quality of education and hold schools accountable (Kim et al., 2010). The focus was on school 
compliancy with national and local policies. From 2000-2004 there was a dual system of national “qualitative 
reviews” on a sample of schools and Metropolitan/provincial offices of education (MPOEs) evaluated how well 
schools implemented local policy projects. In 2005 a national model for school evaluation was introduced 
comprising an element of “external review”, a national school evaluation framework with core common quality 
indicators and both external and self-evaluation activities. However, external school evaluation is conducted 
solely by the MPOEs. MPOEs include local indicators in addition to the common national indicators. The 
national school evaluation framework was introduced to allow the evaluation of the whole school system against 
the standard of the ideal school education and to provide direction for school education reform. Prior to this, 
supervision and inspection focused only on checking whether schools were carrying out policy projects specified 
by central and local education offices and abiding by educational laws. 

Luxembourg: Stimulating school use of data for development planning 
Since 2009, fundamental schools (ISCED 0 and 1) have been required to set a 4-year development plan. This 

is within the context of a reform to focus fundamental education on competency development at different key 
stages and has been accompanied by the introduction of national student assessments at two of the four key 
stages (Cycles 3 and 4). The Ministry has strongly followed schools in their development planning and by the 
end of 2011 all fundamental schools had developed a 4-year plan (Shewbridge et al., 2012). A major focus from 
the Ministry has been to help schools with analysing data and it offers feedback from national assessments, other 
assessment tools, as well as advice and analytical expertise. Each year the school team should evaluate its 
implementation of the school development plan. This implies reviewing the achievement of annual school 
objectives and adapting those to be implemented in the following year. 

Denmark and the Flemish Community of Belgium: Introducing robust performance data for schools 
to use in self-evaluation  

In 2010, Denmark introduced a suite of computer-based national assessments with the aim of providing 
schools and teachers with rapid feedback on how students perform in discrete areas of the national common 
objectives. Such information is fed back to schools via analytical software which can be used to compare student 
performance to national averages and various student groupings within the school. Both the speed of feedback of 
results (the day after the student is tested) and the flexibility of analytical functions in the software used heighten 
the relevance of student performance data to school self-evaluation activities (Shewbridge et al., 2011b). 

The Flemish Community of Belgium provides feedback reports to schools on their performance in both the 
national sample assessments and international assessments. Further, it offers schools which have not participated 
in the national sample the possibility to conduct the assessments and to receive feedback. The results included in 
the feedback reports are benchmarked against averages in the Flemish Community, as well as adjusted to allow 
comparison to schools with similar student characteristics (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). 
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Box 6.2 Strengthening the focus on school accountability 

Sweden: Strengthened national capacity to conduct external school evaluation 
External school evaluation was introduced at the national level in 2003 and initially conducted by the 

National Agency for Education. In 2008, a new agency was established: the Swedish Schools Inspectorate. The 
first round of external school evaluation was conducted over a 6-year period. The Swedish Schools Inspectorate 
plans to evaluate each school on a 3-year cycle. External school evaluation follows nationally established 
standards and external school evaluation reports are published on line to complement performance information in 
the national reporting systems (Swedish Ministry of Education and Research, 2010). 

Netherlands: School compliancy re-emphasised in external school evaluation 
A revision to the Supervision Act in 2012 corroborates the responsibilities specified in the 2010 “Good 

governance, good education” Act, i.e. that the competent school authorities are held accountable for student 
results and school governance and financial compliance (Scheerens et al., 2012). External school evaluation 
criteria (as specified in the “school inspection framework”) have always included school compliance to 
educational laws, but now explicitly state certain laws, e.g. parental participation in school decision making. 
Further, the 2012 Act introduces the new aspect of the evaluation of a school’s teacher personnel policy.  

Australia: Easy access public website providing performance data on schools 
A major school reporting system was launched in Australia in 2010 (www.myschool.edu.au). The My School 

website continues to evolve and each annual release includes more information on schools. The major impetus 
initially was to provide transparent performance information on each school in Australia. My School currently 
presents a suite of information on school context and mission, in-depth presentation of the school’s performance 
on the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN), as well as funding information for 
the school. There is also a mechanism for visitors to the site to compare both a given school’s performance and 
its performance progress to the national average and to a group of statistically similar schools (see Box 6.20). 

School accountability takes multiple forms 
The OECD Review has revealed a complex mix of different types of school 

accountability co-existing in many countries. Schools are increasingly held accountable to 
multiple levels of educational authorities and to the wider community in which they are 
involved (Faubert, 2009). In most countries, schools provide information to the relevant 
public authorities (local or national) (OECD, 2011). This is the traditional vertical or 
hierarchical external accountability, but schools may also be accountable to their 
supervisory boards (OECD, 2011). The publication of school performance measures and 
the results of external school evaluation aims to introduce another form of external 
accountability, in which schools are accountable to the market, i.e. parents choosing a 
school. More recently, a horizontal accountability has emerged and schools provide their 
community and stakeholders with insight into their processes, choices and results 
(Faubert, 2009). This is also linked with the development of a strong role for school self-
evaluation. For example, in Scotland in the United Kingdom, external school evaluators 
validate a school's self-evaluation results and only where there are concerns about the 
school's effectiveness in serving its community will there be more intensive external 
school evaluations. This reflects the horizontal accountability of the school to its students, 
their parents and the community (Hutchinson and Young, 2011). 

Across the OECD, school compliancy with legislation is an important part of external 
school evaluation. This may be complemented by an evaluation of the quality of the 
processes developed by schools in order to meet the goals set by educational authorities. 
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Where evaluation exclusively monitors compliance with regulations, this can include 
aspects such as the composition of classes, the tasks and workload of teachers, the use of 
school infrastructure, and the management of human and budgetary resources, but it does 
not include educational tasks (Faubert, 2009). 

In addition, most countries include a focus on outcomes, including student cognitive 
and social skills (Faubert, 2009). The major information base for outcomes at the school 
level is aggregate performance measures on student results in national assessments or 
examinations. In the United States, this is the major focus in the approach to school 
accountability. Among the OECD Review countries, Hungary and Mexico have a strong 
reliance on school performance measures. 

However, in most countries there is a mix of a focus on processes and outcomes. 
Masters (2012) reviews research on outcomes-based incentive schemes and argues that a 
system to reward school improvement should be based on both outcomes-based measures 
and practice-based measures. It is logical to use evidence of improved practices and 
processes in a system that aims to improve school quality.  

Risks that compliancy dominates school evaluation 
There is a risk that external evaluation may be predominantly associated with 

compliance to procedural requirements, instead of with school improvement. This may be 
inherent in both the design of the evaluation system and what is assessed and choices to 
introduce shorter inspections drawing heavily on school documentation. There is a risk 
that external school evaluation does not yet place adequate focus on teaching and learning 
and misses the opportunity to contribute to school improvement. This means that the 
external school evaluation process sends ambiguous signals about what matters and forms 
judgements on proxy indicators, the evidence for which is open to manipulation and 
misrepresentation. 

Increased pressure stemming from external school evaluation might create incentives 
for mere compliance to administrative requirements at the expense of improvement and 
innovation (Faubert, 2009). An approach that is largely top-down and that imposes changes 
on schools is believed to create a “culture of compliance” among teachers at the expense of 
innovation (Datnow et al., 2000; Leithwood et al., 2000). It may also be the perception of 
school principals that external school evaluation is only an exercise in compliancy to ensure 
continued recognition or funding and that it is not a useful stimulus for school 
improvement. Such perceptions may reflect a lack of follow-up by external authorities on 
the implementation of recommendations within the evaluation reports. The association of 
external school evaluation with compliancy may also mean that school principals do not 
promote and seriously discuss the results of external school evaluation with the full school 
staff and parents, thereby severely reducing their impact on school improvement. 

The purpose of the evaluation exercise and who has control over it are sensitive issues 
(Simons, 1987; Ball, 2003). Looney (2011) finds that the misalignment of views among 
different stakeholders on the role and purpose of evaluation poses significant challenges 
to the effective use of evaluation for reform. A study commissioned by the National 
Union of Teachers in the United Kingdom (MacBeath et al., 1996, p. 92) stated four key 
priorities for improving the school evaluation process: self-evaluation should be central in 
any national approach to school improvement; accountability and self-improvement 
should be seen as two strands of the one inter-related strategy; provision of time and 
resources have to feature as a key issue in school improvement; and external school 
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evaluation should continue to be a feature of the drive towards school improvement, but 
as part of a collaborative strategy with schools and local authorities. 

West, Mattei and Roberts (2011) argue in the presence of multiple types of 
accountability for schools in England within the United Kingdom, that hierarchical and 
market accountabilities (e.g. schools demonstrating improvements on measures published 
in school league tables), as well as legal accountability (e.g. schools facing potential 
sanctions) carry most influence. As such it is argued that compliancy dominates the 
school accountability system. Network, participative and professional accountability are 
perceived to be comparatively weak forms of accountability, although they could help to 
foster greater social cohesion.  

Within the United Kingdom, Scotland has a clear policy for school self-evaluation to 
be central to school self-evaluation. However, a change of culture requires sustained 
effort and capacity building. Croxford et al. (2009) comment that a strengthened role for 
self-evaluation has been hindered by: the historical context of strong central influence; 
and other policies regarding the setting of targets by local authorities and the use of 
standard performance measures. They argue that school self-evaluation has become an 
accepted procedure in schools, but that some undertake this “enthusiastically”, while 
others “treat this with cynical compliance”. Hutchinson and Young (2011) identify that 
the new policy emphasis on assessment for learning (encouraging teachers to make 
professional judgements on student learning progress and to minimise reliance on 
standardised tests) articulates well with the external school evaluation policy. However, it 
is necessary to build professional and public understanding of the new assessment and 
evaluation models and to build capacity for using and interpreting data. Teachers will 
need appropriate professional development and support from authorities to avoid the risk 
of slipping back into the old paradigm of using external tests to provide robust, reliable 
and objective evidence to external school evaluators and authorities (University of 
Glasgow, 2008). This echoes warnings that reliance on a heavy test-based accountability 
system may threaten professional development and capacity building and result in a 
culture of dependence (Earl et al., 2003). 

In Norway, the Norwegian Labour Inspectorate conducts inspections of the health, 
environment and safety in Norwegian schools, but it does not focus on the education 
provided in schools or the quality of teaching and learning. Typically, local and regional 
authorities, as part of their obligation to monitor schools, take note of school results, 
sometimes require schools to submit annual strategic plans and/or improvement plans and 
occasionally visit schools to interview senior staff and check compliance with legislation. 
They do not generally undertake more in-depth school reviews or inspections involving 
the direct observation and evaluation of the quality of teaching and learning (Nusche 
et al., 2011a). Similarly, the typical approach of the regional representatives of the central 
authorities in monitoring local approaches is to simply monitor results and check 
compliance at an administrative level. 

In Denmark, the annual requirement for local authorities to produce a quality report 
has been beneficial in promoting dialogue between local authorities, school boards and 
schools and making the work of schools more transparent (Shewbridge et al., 2011b). The 
use of a national template, but with local adaptations has promoted a sense of ownership of 
the quality reports, providing that schools and school boards actively participate in their 
development and see value in the data and information they contain. The evolutionary 
process of developing these reports involves dialogue about what is worth reporting and 
how it can be measured and estimated. However, the reports typically contain indicators 
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that are not sufficiently scientific or focused to diagnose the strengths and weaknesses of 
the core processes relating to teaching and learning and leadership. This reporting process 
does not guarantee an evaluation of the quality of teaching and learning and notably does 
not necessarily stimulate a culture of teacher appraisal and classroom observation.  

In the Slovak Republic, there have been increased demands on the State Schools 
Inspectorate to conduct different types of external school evaluations, including 
“information inspections” (Shewbridge et al., forthcoming). These types of external 
school evaluation focus on documentation, are conducted in a single day and do not 
include classroom visits. For example, recent information inspections have included 
verification of the content of the school educational programme against the national 
educational programme. Schools and other stakeholders report experiencing information 
inspections as bureaucratic exercises placing demands on school time, but not providing 
useful feedback for the school. Although schools are supposed to have an external whole-
school evaluation (complex inspection) every five years, this external evaluation cycle 
appears to be under pressure and some schools may wait longer. During an external whole-
school evaluation, external evaluators conduct a number of classroom observations using a 
stable analytical observation and judgement instrument and often ask the teacher to give a 
brief self-evaluation of the lesson before giving feedback. Stakeholders during the OECD 
review in the Slovak Republic expressed strong support for these whole-school evaluations. 

In Mexico, there is no systematic external school evaluation. However, there is a 
long-established tradition of oversight of school work by supervisors and other personnel 
external to the school, but their role has been largely associated with ensuring schools’ 
compliance with regulations and other administrative tasks. The traditional role and 
functions of supervisors, relating to regulations, control, administrative operation of 
schools and supervision of the political and ideological standpoints of teachers do not 
appear to have evolved or to respond appropriately to the needs of the education system 
(Santiago et al., 2012). However the OECD Review did reveal some examples of 
supervisors providing feedback to school principals and teachers and their role could 
evolve to one that can support school self-evaluation. 

Responsibilities for external school evaluation 
Responsibilities for devising external school evaluation lie firmly in the realm of 

educational authorities (central, regional/provincial and local) and specific external 
school evaluation bodies such as inspectorates or school review bodies. In the majority of 
education systems operating a system for external school evaluation, this is devised and 
organised at the central or state level (Table 6.2).  

In education systems operating a system for external school evaluation, the major 
capacity lies with: 

• Central or state authorities: The Ministry of Education is responsible for 
external school evaluations in Denmark, Iceland, Israel and Norway. In Australia, 
arrangements vary among states and territories, but are generally managed by 
government departments. For example, in Western Australia there is an Expert 
Review Group within the Department of Education and Training, but in Victoria 
external reviews are commissioned to external, accredited individuals but review 
processes are evaluated by officials in the Victorian Department of Education and 
Early Childhood Development (Santiago et al., 2011). In Ireland and Northern 
Ireland in the United Kingdom an inspectorate sits within the Department of 
Education. 



400 – 6. SCHOOL EVALUATION: FROM COMPLIANCY TO QUALITY 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

• A specific body beyond the Ministry of Education: Typically, in European 
systems this is a national or state level school inspectorate (e.g. the Slovak State 
Schools Inspectorate, the Flemish Inspectorate of Education, etc.). In New 
Zealand this is the national Education Review Office. Sweden established the 
Swedish Schools Inspectorate in 2008, following the commencement of external 
school evaluation activities in 2003 by the National Agency of Education. In 
Germany, all 16 federal states have implemented some form of external school 
evaluation between 2004 and 2008. In six states there are specific institutions 
responsible for external school evaluations (Agency for Quality in Bavaria; 
Institute for School Development in Bremen; Department of the Institute for 
Educational Monitoring in Hamburg; Institute for Quality Development in Hesse; 
Agency for Quality in Rhineland-Palatinate; Department in the Institute of 
Education in Saxony) (Dedering and Müller, 2010). 

In Chile, the Czech Republic and Poland, external school evaluation responsibilities 
are divided among the central and provincial/regional levels. Korea provides an example 
where such division of responsibilities was formerly the case (2000-04), but 
responsibilities were changed to reduce overlap of evaluation activities (Kim et al., 2010). 
Metropolitan/provincial offices of education now have full responsibility for conducting 
external school evaluations, but these are based on a national school evaluation 
framework. Other countries where responsibilities lie at the provincial/regional level 
include Austria and France (secondary schools) and Turkey (primary schools). In France, 
where there is not a unique school evaluation protocol, the school evaluation bodies based 
in the regions participate in school evaluation, in addition to different directorates of the 
Ministry of National Education and to the national inspectorate. The regional inspectors 
take stock of the situation in the school with the school principal, usually during their 
visit for teacher appraisal. The ministerial directorates (especially the Directorate of 
Evaluation, Forecasting and Performance, DEPP) are responsible for elaborating 
performance indicators. The national inspectors evaluate the implementation of particular 
reforms and policies in different types of schools, for example an evaluation in 2012 of 
educational reintegration programme schools.  

It is far less typical for external school evaluation responsibilities to lie at the local 
level. In Austria and France, this is the case for the external evaluation of primary 
schools. In France this is the traditional individual inspection by local inspectors called 
National Education Inspectors (IEN), but changes are currently being discussed. In 
Norway, external school evaluation responsibilities lie at the local level for primary and 
lower secondary education. However, since 2009 regional representatives of the central 
authorities are obliged to monitor local approaches to school evaluation. It is of note that 
in Luxembourg there is no external school evaluation, but there is a system of 
“inspectors” at the primary level. These are the hierarchical heads of primary schools, but 
they are not physically located at the school and are responsible for all primary schools in 
a given local authority.  

In both Finland and Hungary, national school inspectorates were abolished (in 1991 
and 1985, respectively) and no systematic external school evaluation is conducted, 
although in both cases there is nationally recognised capacity for external school 
evaluation, should schools choose to commission this. It is of note that in Hungary 
governance structures are changing from 2013 and that this will have implications for 
school evaluation (see Chapter 2). In Denmark, it is possible for private schools to 
nominate a person of their choice to conduct external school evaluation, but this person 
must be accredited by the Danish Ministry of Education.  
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Table 6.2 Responsibilities for external school evaluation 

  Major bodies responsible for conducting external school evaluation 

Australia 
Some states organise external review of public schools typically conducted by special groups within the government 
department of education. May also conduct external reviews of private schools as part of the registration process. 
Evaluations may also be organised at the local level by some non-government school systems (e.g. Catholic sector). 

Austria Local (ISCED 1); local and provincial/regional (ISCED 2); regional (ISCED 3) 
Belgium (Fl.) State: Flemish Inspectorate of Education 
Belgium (Fr.) State: General Inspection Services (Service général de l'inspection) 

Canada The Atlantic provinces require the external review of schools which is typically conducted by a member of the department of 
education and representatives from other school boards.  

Czech Republic Central: Czech School Inspectorate and regional (ISCED 2 and 3) and municipal (ISCED 1 and 2) education authorities 

Denmark Ministry of Education monitors school performance in lower and upper secondary schools and in all private independent 
schools. As of 2010, private schools can either nominate an accredited external inspector or conduct school self-evaluation. 

Estonia Central 

Finland No central external school evaluation (School Inspectorate abolished in 1991). Education providers may commission and pay 
for external school evaluations by the Education Evaluation Council (the same body that conducts national evaluations). 

France 
Local (ISCED 1): school inspection visits undertaken by National Education Inspectors (IEN)  
Regional (ISCED 2 and 3): Regional Pedagogical Inspectors (IAIPR); General Inspectorate of National Education (IGEN); 
General Inspectorate of the Administration of National Education and Research (IGAENR) 

Germany State: in nine states the Ministry of Education or other government department; in six states an institute external to the 
Ministry of Education; in one state an autonomous body of school governors. 

Greece No external school evaluation 

Hungary No external school evaluation (inspection activities abolished in 1985 Education Act). National Register of Experts contains 
names of individuals who are competent and permitted to perform external school evaluation. 

Iceland Central and local (ISCED 1 and 2); central (ISCED 3) – Ministry of Education, Science and Culture 
Ireland Central: Inspectorate of the Department of Education and Skills 
Israel Central: Ministry of Education 
Italy No external school evaluation 
Japan No external school evaluation (ISCED 1, 2 and 3 general.); Central (ISCED 3 [pre-]vocational) 
Korea Provincial: metropolitan/provincial offices of education 
Luxembourg No external school evaluation 
Mexico No external school evaluation 
Netherlands Central: Dutch Inspectorate of Education 
New Zealand Central: Education Review Office 

Norway 
Local (ISCED 1 and 2): municipalities. Regional (ISCED 3): counties. Local and regional authority representatives may visit 
schools to interview leadership, but generally do not conduct reviews or inspections. Regional representatives of central 
government (County Governors) ensure that local and regional authorities have an effective quality system in place. 

Poland Central and regional: Ministry of Education and regional superintendants 
Portugal Central: General Inspectorate of Education and Science (IGEC) established in current form in 1979 
Slovak Republic Central: State Schools Inspectorate 
Slovenia Central: The Inspectorate of the Republic of Slovenia for Education and Sport 
Spain State 
Sweden Central: Swedish Schools Inspectorate (2008); National Agency for Education (2003-07) 
Turkey Provincial/ regional (ISCED 1); Central (ISCED 3) 
United Kingdom 
(England) 

Central: Office for Standards in Education, Children's Services and Skills (Ofsted) established in 1992 as a non-ministerial 
government department 

United Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

State: Education and Training Inspectorate of the Department of Education 

United Kingdom 
(Scotland) 

State: Education Scotland – Her Majesty's inspectors (2011); 2001-10 executive agency Her Majesty's Inspectorate of 
Education (HMIE) 

United States State, local and school 

Source: OECD Review; OECD (2011). 
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Setting requirements for external school evaluation 
The vast majority of OECD countries have established a legal basis for undertaking 

external school evaluation, although the extent and type of requirements set vary 
enormously. The only OECD countries in which there are no external school evaluation 
requirements are Finland, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Japan (with the exception of upper 
secondary vocational education programmes), Luxembourg and Mexico. 

When setting a legal framework for external school evaluation, the typical approach 
across OECD countries is to set conditions for highly structured external school 
evaluations (Table 6.3). That is, specifying that similar evaluation activities should be 
completed at each school based on a specific set of data collection tools (OECD, 2011). 
Austria is the only system where external school evaluations are entirely unstructured, 
that is evaluation activities may vary depending on the strengths and weaknesses in 
different schools. In other systems, external school evaluations may fall between these 
two extremes in different ways.  

Some systems establish requirements for annual reporting systems and these may to 
varying degrees include specifications on common indicators to be included. For 
example, in Norway a revision to the Education Act in 2009 established the basis for a 
degree of external evaluation. This aimed to address concerns that local authorities 
(ISCED 1 and 2) and regional authorities (ISCED 3) were not implementing adequate 
external school evaluation procedures (Nusche et al., 2011a). Local and regional 
authorities are obliged to develop a “quality framework” to guide their schools’ self-
evaluation activities and produce an annual status report. In addition, regional 
representatives of the central government are obliged to hold local and regional 
authorities accountable with regard to their duty to have effective quality monitoring 
systems in their schools. There is a centrally specified set of quality indicators (some 
mandatory and some recommended) that local and regional authorities are advised to 
include in their quality frameworks (and monitor in their schools), but local and regional 
authorities are also free to specify and add different quality indicators that are tailored to 
the local context (Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011). Further, the 
annual status report should form the basis of a programme of quality improvement and 
development activities for the year ahead. This is similar to a policy introduced by 
Denmark in 2006 for local authorities to produce an annual quality report on their 
schools. Again, the reports should address nationally specified indicators, but there are 
ongoing experiments to reduce the level of mandatory indicators and allow greater local 
flexibility. This is an attempt to respond to criticisms from both local authorities and 
schools of the burden that the quality report design placed on them (Shewbridge et al., 
2011b). Indeed, the long established requirements for local authorities in Sweden to 
produce annual quality reports on their schools was dropped in 2010 due to similar 
concerns raised by local authorities on the amount of resources required to produce such 
reports (Swedish Ministry of Education and Research, 2010). However, the context in 
Sweden was different given a more highly developed mechanism for external school 
evaluation with the establishment of the Swedish Schools Inspectorate in 2008. Similar 
concerns are raised by educators in Korea, claiming that the burden of preparing a self-
evaluation report distracts teachers from their class instruction hours and that the reported 
information is not usually related to the core educational activities of teachers (Kim et al., 
2010). As of 2011, there is a new initiative in Korea to give more local freedom over the 
content of self-evaluation reports.  
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Table 6.3 Legal frameworks for external school evaluation 

  Degree to which external school evaluation is structured and legal framework 

Australia 
Partially structured: all states and territories (for public schools) and non-government schools in the Catholic education sector 
provide school evaluation frameworks, although external evaluation for Catholic schools follows internal processes of school 
evaluation 

Austria Unstructured 

Belgium  
(Fl.) 

Highly/partially structured: 2009 Decree on Quality of Education (“differentiated” inspection in terms of intensity and frequency 
depending on the school quality) specifies that the focus of the inspection may change depending on the specific school, although 
all inspections are based on highly structured framework; whole-school evaluation since 1991 

Belgium 
(Fr.) 

Partially structured: 2007 revision of Inspection Act; Inspection of different study disciplines (e.g. mathematics); schools should be 
inspected in one discipline at least once every three years 

Canada Partially structured: the Atlantic provinces legislate School Improving Planning, which includes a final stage of external review 
(typically after 3-4 years) to validate a school’s self-review against its school development plan. 

Chile Highly structured: Provincial Departments of Education (DEPROVs) responsible for the technical and pedagogical support, and 
the administrative and financial situation of schools that are under their jurisdiction (section 16 of Law No. 18,956) 

Czech 
Republic 

Highly structured: Education Act 2004 authorises the Czech School Inspectorate to inspect schools; 2008/09 inspectorate 
monitors school education programmes against national framework for education programmes. 2012/13 introduces a 4 year 
inspection cycle for schools at ISCED 1 and 2 (previously on a 3-year cycle). ISCED 3 schools remain on a 3-year cycle. 

Denmark 
Partially structured: system of local authority (municipal) quality reporting requirements introduced in 2006, based on common 
national indicators. Local authorities must publish an annual quality report on their schools and present an action plan for any 
school with identified quality concerns. 

Estonia Highly structured 
Finland No central external school evaluation 
France Partially structured 

Germany Highly structured: school inspections were implemented between 2004 and 2008 in all of the 16 federal states in Germany. Each 
state uses its own school quality framework including standardised criteria to evaluate “good instruction” and “good schools”. 

Greece No external school evaluation 
Hungary Unstructured: No external school evaluation requirements, but nationally accredited evaluators available. 

Iceland Partially structured: Compulsory School Act (2008) strengthens evaluation and monitoring of school operations, specifies local 
authority supervision responsibility and requires 3-year plan for national evaluations. 

Ireland Highly structured: Education Act 1998, plus regulation in 2006 with respect to publication of inspection reports. 
Israel Highly structured 
Italy No external school evaluation 
Japan Highly structured (ISCED 3 pre-voc/voc.); no external school evaluations at other levels. 
Korea Highly structured: Primary and Secondary Education Act and the Enforcement Decree (1996).  
Luxembourg No external school evaluation 
Mexico No external school evaluation 

Netherlands 
Partially structured: Supervision Act (2002, revised in 2012) describes the inspection framework, interventions for failing schools 
and quality standards. Inspection of regulations specified in the Acts on Primary Education, Secondary Education and “Good 
education, good governance”.  

New 
Zealand 

Partially structured: since 2009 differentiated approach to review schools with strong performance and self-review capacity every  
4-5 years, schools performing well every 3 years and schools experiencing difficulty an ongoing review over a 1-2 year period. 

Norway Partially structured: local (ISCED 1 and 2) and regional (ISCED 3) authorities must establish and maintain a quality framework 
and prepare an annual status report including some mandatory indicators (Education Act revision in 2009).  

Poland Highly structured 

Portugal Highly structured: 2002 Evaluation Law established external and internal school evaluation requirements. First full inspection cycle 
completed between 2006 and 2011. 

Slovak 
Republic 

Highly structured: Act in 2003 (Inspectorate's role) and Decree on School Inspection in 2005 (types of inspection); the School Act 
2008 
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Table 6.3 Legal frameworks for external school evaluation (continued) 

  Degree to which external school evaluation is structured and legal framework  

Slovenia School Inspection Act (1996; last revision 2005) regulates matters of compliance with school regulations in pre-tertiary education 

Spain Partially structured 
Sweden Highly structured 
Turkey Highly structured 
UK 
(England) Highly structured: Education Act 1992 establishing Ofsted; Education Act 2005 

UK 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

Highly structured: The Education and Libraries (Northern Ireland) Order 1986 (Articles102 and 102A) 

UK 
(Scotland) 

Highly structured: starting point is external review of school’s own self-evaluation conducted following a centrally devised 
framework 

United 
States 

Highly structured: the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) requires the public reporting of school performance on national standardised 
tests and specifies requirements for adequate yearly progress on these measures. 

Note: Highly structured external school evaluation means that similar activities are completed at each school based on a specific 
set of data collection tools; unstructured external school evaluation comprises activities that vary at each site depending on the 
strengths and weaknesses of the school. 

Source: OECD Review; OECD (2011).  

In the case of the French Community of Belgium, schools may be inspected in different 
study discipline areas, although following a standard evaluation approach (Blondin and 
Giot, 2011). In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the inspection framework is based on 
common criteria, but schools may be evaluated against a subset of these criteria according 
to what is judged most pertinent to that school in terms of their quality improvement needs 
(Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). In both the Netherlands and New 
Zealand a common external school evaluation framework is used, but external school 
evaluations are differentiated depending on the evaluation of the school’s quality. Such 
legal frameworks aim to better target external school evaluation to both the schools that are 
in most need of improvement and to particular areas of development required within each 
school. It is hoped that this will increase the impact of external school evaluations. 

Balancing a need for regular external school evaluation and minimising the 
demands on school time 

External school evaluation can be carried out at regular intervals (e.g. every four 
years), be a one-off event such as when the risk of underperformance is considered high, 
or may happen as the result of a complaint. However, systems operating external school 
evaluations often follow a set cycle and may specify the maximum period (usually 
number of years) between external evaluations conducted in a given school. For example, 
schools should have an external evaluation every five years in Slovenia and the Slovak 
Republic, every four years in the Netherlands and every three years in the Czech 
Republic. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, new regulations in 2009 saw the 
reduction in frequency of external school evaluations from at least once every six years to 
every ten years, although schools with identified quality concerns would be supervised 
more frequently (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). Ireland is an example of where there has been 
concerted effort to increase the frequency of external school evaluations. Reports from 
lower secondary teachers in the international TALIS survey indicated that just 43% were 
in schools where an external evaluation had happened over the past five years. In 
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response to this finding, the frequency of external evaluation has increased since 2009, 
“partly through the introduction of a range of new models of inspection and unannounced 
short inspections. In 2011, for example, inspections were conducted in over one-sixth of 
all primary schools and in over 600 of the 740 secondary schools in the country” (Irish 
Department for Education and Skills, 2012).  

There may be a policy to introduce a “proportionate” approach to external school 
evaluation. This may still keep a regular cycle of external school evaluation in all schools, 
but include shorter school visits with smaller external evaluation teams in schools where 
there are no quality concerns detected. Or this may involve visiting better performing 
schools less often and schools with quality concerns more often. Moves to 
“proportionate” approaches to external school evaluation have taken place in the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, the Netherlands, New Zealand and in Scotland within the United 
Kingdom. Since 2009, the Flemish Inspectorate follows a “differentiated” approach to 
external school evaluation. This means that external school evaluations are differentiated 
according to both their frequency and their focus and coverage according to which areas 
of the external school framework are most pertinent to the particular school being 
reviewed (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). In Australia, Western Australia, New South Wales 
and Victoria have introduced variants of a risk-based determination for external reviews 
in public (government) schools (Santiago et al., 2011). Western Australia varies the 
length of the external review cycle depending on the school’s performance, as annual 
reviews were deemed unnecessary for high performing schools. Victoria uses four 
increasingly intensive forms of external review depending on an assessment of a school’s 
performance levels: negotiated, continuous improvement, diagnostic, and extended 
diagnostic. In New Zealand the frequency of external school evaluation is linked to an 
evaluation of the school’s capacity to conduct self-evaluation (see Box 6.4). 

External school evaluations may place significant demands on school time and 
resources. The time that a whole-school evaluation takes may not be worth its potential 
impact on school improvement. Some schools may benefit more than others from external 
school evaluations and may need more frequent evaluation than that scheduled in a 
regular cycle of external school evaluation. 

In Hong Kong-China curriculum leaders, that is senior teachers within schools, report 
that they used certain coping strategies to deal with external school review demands, 
including groups to study external review criteria, planning and acting to meet 
performance indicators standards, preparing teachers to cope with classroom observation, 
help with compiling documentation and learning how to present evidence well (Yeung, 
2012). However, the demands for external school review had also stimulated peer 
observation of teaching and engaging external consultants. 

In the Netherlands, evaluations conducted by the Inspectorate of Education showed 
that the new approach of “risk-based inspection” entailed a lower administrative burden 
for schools, as well as providing efficiency gains for the Dutch Inspectorate of Education 
(Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2010a, 2010b). 

Setting requirements for school self-evaluation 
In many countries (e.g. Australia, Germany and England within the United Kingdom) 

school self-evaluation activities have been initiated by individual schools or groups of 
schools through partnership with a university or school district (MacBeath, 2008). In 
Canada, there has been a distinct approach in developing evaluation practices from the 
bottom-up (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). For example, in the Atlantic Provinces in 
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Canada, school self-evaluation activities pre-dated legislation for school improvement 
planning. However, across countries there has been an almost universal focus at the national 
policy level to stimulate school self-evaluation. The vast majority of OECD countries have 
legal requirements in place for schools to conduct self-evaluation, although these vary 
significantly in nature (Table 6.4). For European systems, there has been a supra-national 
influence over the development of school self-evaluation. The European Parliament and 
Council of the European Union (2001) made a clear recommendation in 2001 for European 
countries to “encourage school self-evaluation as a method of creating learning and 
improving schools”. In fact, nearly all European Union members already had some form of 
support for school self-evaluation in place at that time (Eurydice, 2004).  

Table 6.4 Requirements for school self-evaluation 

 Level responsible Legal framework 

Australia State/territory and 
school 

Partially structured: all schools must publish an annual report including school performance information on 
key outcomes and satisfaction, as well as contextual information about the school. 

Austria 
Schools and 
regional authorities 

The 2011 Schools Inspectorate Act provides for the introduction of mandatory self-evaluation. School 
development plans are being piloted in some schools and will be mandatory for schools offering general 
education in 2013/14. 

Belgium (Fl.) 
No explicit  
self-evaluation 
requirements 

2009 Decree on quality of education states that schools “need to be able to account for their efforts to 
monitor and enhance their quality”; 
Partially structured: self-evaluation requirements for schools receiving support as part of the Equal 
Educational Opportunities (GOK) policy. 

Belgium (Fr.) 
No explicit  
self-evaluation 
requirements 

1997 Act specifies that each school should draw up a “School Plan” (Projet d'établissement) and produce 
an annual activity report against objectives in the plan. 

Canada 

School and 
province/territory 

The Atlantic Provinces in Canada are required to conduct School Improvement Planning: Schools are 
expected to establish a common school vision, long-range 3-to-4 year goals, specific annual objectives, 
sources of data or indicators, annual reviews and renewal of plans. Schools must produce an annual 
report for their community and the education authorities evaluating their progress towards goals. 
Legislation underpins school community (parents) rights to contribute to school improvement planning. 

Czech 
Republic 

School Partially structured (ISCED 2 and 3); highly structured (ISCED 1): Education Act 2005 – schools must 
conduct self-evaluation and reflect results in an annual school report.  

Denmark 
No explicit 
requirements 
(ISCED 1 and 2); 
central (ISCED 3) 

Partially structured (ISCED 3): although public schools (ISCED 1 and 2) are not required to develop an 
annual report, this is typically requested by their municipality as part of its legal requirement to produce an 
annual municipal quality report (Folkeskole Act 2006). The municipal report must include nationally 
specified core indicators. 

Estonia School Partially structured: Since 2006 schools must conduct self-evaluation using centrally established 
evaluation criteria. Every 3 years each school must produce a self-evaluation report. 

Finland Local authorities Education providers evaluate the education they provide, but may decide on the scale, target and 
implementation of the evaluations. 

France 

Regional (ISCED 2 
and 3); local 
(ISCED 1) 

Partially structured: since 1989 all schools must develop a school plan (projet d’école ou d’établissement) 
with precise goals (in relation to national objectives and curricula) and evaluation procedures to measure 
the achievement of results. In addition, all secondary education providers must establish a contractual 
strategic plan for development (contrat d’objectifs) with the regional authorities and conduct a self-
evaluation providing indicators and evidence.  

Greece None Not applicable 

Hungary School Partially structured: schools must have quality management programmes and these should be aligned with 
local authority quality management programmes (Public Education Act 2006) 

Iceland 
Central Partially structured: each compulsory school systematically evaluates the achievements and quality of 

school activities (Article 35, Compulsory Education Act 2008) with active participation from school 
personnel, pupils and parents. Each school reports publicly information on its internal evaluation, its 
connections with school curriculum guide and plans for improvement. 

Ireland 
Central and school Since 2012 schools are required to engage in systematic school self-evaluation. They must produce a 

school self-evaluation report and a school improvement plan annually on aspects of teaching and learning 
and make a summary of both available to their school community. The 2011 government literacy and 
numeracy strategy includes a strong focus on school self-evaluation.  
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Table 6.4 Requirements for school self-evaluation (continued) 

 Level responsible Legal framework 
Israel School and central Partially structured 
Italy None  Not applicable 
Japan School Unstructured; Highly structured for ISCED 3 pre-voc/voc. 

Korea 
Provincial/ regional Highly structured: Primary and Secondary Education Act and the Enforcement Decree (1996). Notably, 

schools must develop school reports and such documentation is heavily used in external school review 
processes. 

Luxembourg 

Central and school 
(ISCED 1) 

Highly structured: The 2009 law for fundamental schools obliges school committees to write and 
implement a school development plan every four years (describe strong and weak points, define goals to 
achieve, identify the means to achieve these goals and evaluate the progress they are making). Schools 
use a pre-defined standard form designed by the Ministry and must define two to five goals related to 
either “the school as a learning organisation” or “living in the community”. 

Mexico None Not applicable 

Netherlands 

No explicit 
requirement 

Unstructured: Law on the Supervision of Education (2002) – school's own “quality care” is one of the pillars 
of the “proportional supervision” approach. Schools must produce an annual school report, a school plan, a 
school prospectus and an arrangement for complaints (Acts for Primary School and for Secondary 
School). Schools are obliged to devise a plan for their quality assurance and improvement and must report 
to parents on results of this plan. Schools must also report to inspectors on student results and progress. 

New Zealand 

School and central Unstructured/partially structured: Compulsory audits and self reviews (Education Act 1989). No standard 
reporting format for annual school plans and reports. National guidelines state that Boards of Trustees 
together with school principals and teaching staff must develop a strategic plan, maintain an ongoing 
programme of self-review and report to students, parents and the school community on achievement and 
progress. Since 2003, schools have been required to produce an annual school plan and report. From 
2012/13 schools will need to report student achievement against national standards. 

Norway 
Central Partially structured: The Education Act stipulates that schools shall regularly evaluate the extent to which 

the organisation, facilitation and delivery of teaching are contributing to the objectives laid down in the 
National Curriculum for Knowledge Promotion. 

Poland Central and school Partially structured 

Portugal 
School Partially structured: 2002 Evaluation Law established internal school evaluation requirements, but no 

prescribed approach. The Inspectorate ran a project to evaluate school self-evaluation from 2004-2006. 
One purpose of the second inspection cycle started in 2011 is to validate school self-evaluation practices. 

Slovak 
Republic 

Central Partially structured: Act in 2003 obliges schools to submit a Report on school educational activities, results 
and conditions. A 2006 decree specifies the content and structure of these reports. 

Slovenia Central Organisation and Financing of Education Act 2008: schools must conduct self-evaluations annually and 
report the results to the body that manages each school. 

Spain None Not applicable 

Sweden 
School Unstructured: Schools and municipalities must document quality management, but are not obliged to use a 

particular format (from the late 1990s until 2010 schools and municipalities had to produce annual quality 
reports). 

Turkey Central and school Highly structured 
UK 
(England) 

Central Highly structured 

UK 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

State Highly structured: Schools must produce a School Development Plan. The Education and Training 
Inspectorate evaluates and reports on the school’s self-evaluation including how effectively it is used to 
manage and advance self-improvement of the quality of its provision. 

UK 
(Scotland) 

State Highly structured: Standards in Scotland's Schools Act 2000 requires public schools to produce an annual 
self-evaluation report and a plan for improvement and to report on a range of indicators to their local 
authority. Approaches to self-evaluation and the effectiveness of self-evaluation and planning for 
improvement are evaluated as part of the inspection process in all schools. 

United 
States 

State, local and 
school 

This varies among states. 

Note: Highly structured self-evaluation means that similar activities are completed at each school based on a specific set of data 
collection tools; unstructured self-evaluation comprises activities that vary at each site depending on the strengths and 
weaknesses of the school. 

Source: OECD Review; OECD (2011).  
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There are striking differences in how “self-evaluation” is conceptualised in different 
countries. In the vast majority of countries, this is stated as a requirement for schools to 
produce a status report on the school’s activities or a strategic report on school 
development, or indeed both. In Sweden it more generally refers to schools having a 
quality assurance or management system and does not require the production of specific 
reports (the requirement for specific reporting was dropped in 2010). However, in some 
systems schools may be required to produce annual reports or development plans, but 
there is no explicit requirement for school self-evaluation (the French Community of 
Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands). This was the case for many years in Ireland, but 
a specific requirement of self-evaluation was introduced in 2012. From 1998 until 2012 
schools were required to produce a school development plan and self-evaluation was 
conceived as the first step in this process, although not explicitly stated (Irish Department 
for Education and Skills, 2012).  

Although some systems may not have specific legal requirements for schools to 
conduct self-evaluation, there may be self-evaluation requirements attached to particular 
policy programmes and funding arrangements. For example, the educational equal 
opportunities policy in the Flemish Community of Belgium places demands upon schools 
receiving additional funds to introduce a quality cycle and planning process (Shewbridge 
et al., 2011a). This quality cycle is similar to school development planning cycles in a 
number of European countries that are an important feature of school improvement 
(Creemers et al., 2007). At the end of a three year quality cycle the Flemish Inspectorate of 
Education examines the school’s self-evaluation and makes a recommendation to the 
authorities on whether or not to continue the funding. In Mexico, over the past 15 years, a 
number of federal educational programmes have included as a condition for funding a 
requirement for schools to conduct a self-evaluation exercise and to produce a plan for 
improvement. Such plans are known variously as “strategic plans for school 
transformation”, “school project” or “strategic plan for school improvement” and currently 
around 66 000 schools are involved in major programmes (SEP and INEE, 2011). 

In the majority of systems specifying self-evaluation requirements, all schools within 
the system are expected to conduct self-evaluations on an annual basis (although in 
France and in Scotland within the United Kingdom, the frequency is not specified for 
independent private schools) (Table 6.5). Evidence from the OECD’s Teaching and 
Learning International Survey (TALIS) in 2008 allows an insight to actual frequency of 
self-evaluation activities (Table 6.5). Schools are expected to conduct self-evaluations 
more frequently (more often than once a year) in Israel (secondary schools) and Poland. 
However, in TALIS, reports from lower secondary school teachers in Poland indicate that 
such requirements are not implemented in all schools. Indeed, with the exception of the 
Slovak Republic and Korea, reports from lower secondary teachers on the frequency of 
self-evaluations undertaken in their schools appear to be in stark contrast to official 
requirements – in all cases less frequent than would be expected. One can speculate that 
some of these teachers may be in schools where self-evaluation exercises do not involve 
them and these remain in the realm of school leadership. Whatever the interpretation, the 
TALIS data indicate that setting requirements on the frequency of school self-evaluations 
does not suffice to actually stimulate self-evaluation practices. That said, in three systems 
where there were no official requirements for self-evaluations in 2008, but there were 
external school evaluations (Austria, the Flemish Community of Belgium and Ireland), 
less than 15% of lower secondary teachers reported that school self-evaluation happens at 
least on an annual basis. In systems specifying self-evaluation requirements, this 
proportion was at least double (with the exception of Portugal). Interestingly, in both Italy 
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and Mexico around 50% of lower secondary teachers report that school self-evaluation 
happens at least once a year, despite the lack of both self-evaluation and external school 
evaluation requirements. 

Table 6.5 Frequency of school self-evaluations 

School self-
evaluation is 
required as part of 
the accountability 
system 

Frequency of school self-evaluations (2009) Percentage of lower 
secondary teachers 

reporting this is at least 
annual (TALIS, 2007-08) Public schools Government-dependent 

private schools 
Independent private 

schools 

Canada (Atlantic 
Provinces) 

Annual Annual Annual a 

Czech Republic Annual Annual a a 

Denmark No requirements Once every three years (as 
an alternative to inspection) 

a 33% 

Estonia Annual Annual a 30% 
Finland Unspecified Unspecified a a 
France Annual Annual Unspecified a 
Germany Unspecified Unspecified a a 
Hungary Annual Annual a 60% 
Iceland Annual Annual Annual 31% 
Ireland1 Annual Annual a 11% 

Israel 
More often than once a 
year (ISCED 2 and 3) 

Annual (ISCED 1) 

More often than once a 
year (ISCED 2 and 3) 
Unspecified (ISCED 1) 

m a 

Japan 

Unspecified (ISCED 3 [pre-] 
vocational) 

a Unspecified a 

Annual (ISCED 1, 2 and 3 
general) 

a Annual a 

Korea Once every three years Once every three years 
(except ISCED 1) 

Once every three years 
(except ISCED 2) 

56% 

Netherlands Unspecified Unspecified Unspecified a 
Norway Annual Annual Unspecified 41% 

Poland More often than  
once a year 

More often than  
once a year 

More often than  
once a year 

52% 

Portugal Annual Annual Annual 19% 
Slovak Republic Annual Annual a 85% 
Sweden Annual Annual a a 
Turkey Annual a Annual 45% 
UK (England) Unspecified Unspecified Unspecified a 
UK (Northern 
Ireland) 

Annual Annual Annual  a 

UK (Scotland) Annual Annual Unspecified a 
Systems in which school self-evaluation is NOT required as part of the accountability system2: 

- External school evaluation is conducted: Austria (12%)3, Flemish Community of Belgium (14%), French Community of Belgium, Chile and 
Spain (37%). 

- No external school evaluation: Greece, Italy (49%), Luxembourg and Mexico (53%). 
Notes: The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable and the symbol “m” denotes that information is missing.  
(1) Self-evaluation requirements introduced in 2012; (2) Where available, the percentage of lower secondary teachers reporting 
that self-evaluation is at least annual is given in brackets; (3) Self-evaluation requirements are being introduced. See Table 6.4. 

Source: OECD (2011, 2009). 
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Stimulating self-evaluation for school development, accountability or both 
A study among European school inspectorates (SICI, 2003) revealed a lack of official 

definitions of self-evaluation. Following on from this, an exploratory study of self-
evaluation in eight European systems with external school evaluations (Janssens and van 
Amelsvoort, 2008), identified various informal definitions of self-evaluation and 
distinguishes two major concepts: 

• A process, directly or indirectly aimed at school improvement – ranging from a 
narrow definition of a “verification or measurement phase within a quality 
assessment system or school development plan” to a wider definition of a 
“systematic process, which includes cyclical activities such as goal-setting, 
planning, evaluation and defining new improvement measures”. This process 
includes the assessment of quality and the judgement and evaluation of learning, 
teaching and performance. 

• A product which is usually perceived as a source for accountability – ranging 
from a comprehensive document such as self-evaluation forms designed by 
external bodies to short overviews of self-evaluation results that refer to other 
source documents. 

The importance of this distinction is that school self-evaluation is generally 
conceptualised as being an internal matter with a firm focus on school development 
(e.g. Livingston and McCall, 2005; Maes et al., 2002; Yeung, 2011), but specific products 
of school self-evaluations are often conceptualised for accountability purposes. For 
example, the product of self-evaluation can be a source of information for the school 
community. This is an important form of horizontal accountability. Also – to varying 
degrees in European countries – the product of self-evaluation may feed into external 
school evaluation processes (see below). Scheerens et al. (1999) identify the strongest 
interconnection of self-evaluation with external accountability when results of self-
evaluation are subject to meta-evaluations by external school evaluation bodies and serve 
internal and external purposes, and when results from national or district level 
assessments are fed back to individual schools. Hooge et al. (2012) argue that school self-
evaluation providing real insight into school’s quality and processes will play a key role 
in establishing multiple school accountability. Emerging evidence from an ongoing 
European project indicates that horizontal accountability to stakeholders coupled with 
clear expectations in external school evaluation are strong determinants of improvement 
actions at the school level (Ehren et al., 2013). 

It can, therefore, be observed that the setting of requirements for schools to produce 
specific reports – although it may be primarily aiming to stimulate school self-evaluation – 
introduces an element of accountability to the self-evaluation process. This may hinder 
the development function of school self-evaluation. However, sharing school evaluation 
results with school boards/management, parents and students, per se, is associated with 
school improvement actions.  

Articulating external school evaluation and school self-evaluation 
School self-evaluation and external school evaluation can be linked in a variety of 

ways. Alvik (1996) identifies three predominant models depicting the coexistence of self-
evaluation and external evaluation in different countries: 
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• parallel – in which the two systems run side by side each with their own criteria 
and protocols 

• sequential – in which external bodies follow on from a school’s own evaluation 
and use that as the focus of their quality assurance system 

• co-operative – in which external agencies co-operate with schools to develop a 
common approach to evaluation. 

The parallel and sequential models imply that external evaluation should dominate the 
agenda of accountability; the parallel model implies school self-evaluation is solely for 
the purpose of school development; the sequential model implies both that self-evaluation 
results are the basis for external evaluation and that the results of external evaluation are 
expected to feed into school self-evaluation (Kyriakides and Campbell, 2004). As a school 
system matures there would be a progression from the parallel, through the sequential to 
the co-operative model, e.g. schools judged to be performing well receive a “light touch” 
external evaluation (idem). This concept of maturity underlies the push to integrate 
external school evaluation and school self-evaluation, as schools are assumed to have the 
will to drive their performance improvement (Barber, 2004). In reality, different aspects of 
the parallel and sequential models (and less so the co-operative model) are mixed in 
European systems and no system uses a purely parallel or sequential model (Ehren and 
Hendriks, 2010). Among the OECD Review countries, New Zealand provides an example 
of a system close to the co-operative model (see Box 6.3). Overall, New Zealand’s 
evaluation and assessment agenda has been characterised by strong collaborative work and 
is conceived as a reciprocal learning process (Nusche et al., 2012).  

The degree of articulation between external evaluation and school self-evaluation varies 
across OECD countries. In the majority of systems with both requirements for self-
evaluation and external school evaluation, a school’s self-evaluation is a component of this 
external school evaluation process (Table 6.6). With the exception of Iceland and Korea, 
schools share the results of their self-evaluation directly with external school evaluation 
bodies. Indeed, many external school evaluation bodies provide access to their quality 
indicators (e.g. in inspection frameworks) or provide specific quality indicators to guide 
school self-evaluation (see below). In Portugal, there is an explicit link between external 
school evaluation and school self-evaluations, but the government does not impose any 
particular self-evaluation approach, preferring an approach based on diversity and organic 
growth (Santiago et al., 2012a). The only European systems with external school evaluation 
and self-evaluation requirements, but where self-evaluation is not a component of external 
school evaluation are Estonia, Germany and Turkey. However, in Estonia schools share 
their self-evaluation results directly with the external school evaluation body. 

In Iceland, Korea, the Slovak Republic and Scotland within the United Kingdom, a 
school’s self-evaluation results have a high level of influence on the evaluation of school 
performance (Table 6.6). In Scotland, this also has a high influence over decisions on 
possible school closure. This is due to the fact that a school’s self-evaluation is at the 
heart of the external school evaluation approach in Scotland (Box 6.3 provides an 
example of a similar approach in New Zealand). Schools are expected to take 
responsibility for their quality and demonstrate a clear commitment to continuous 
improvement (van Bruggen, 2009). Approaches to self-evaluation and the effectiveness 
of self-evaluation and planning for improvement are evaluated as part of the external 
evaluation process in all schools. The external school evaluation, therefore, aims to 
challenge the school’s self-evaluation procedures in a way that minimises intrusion to 
schools, but drives improvement at the national level.  
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Table 6.6 Links between external school evaluation and school self-evaluation (2009) 

 School self-evaluation results are 
shared directly with1: Influence of school self-evaluation 
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Component of external school evaluation      
UK (Scotland) Yes Yes Yes High High High a High 
Czech Republic Yes No Yes Moderate Low Moderate Moderate Low 
Slovak Republic Yes No Yes High High Low Low Moderate 
Korea a a No High High a Low a 
Iceland a No Yes High High None None a 
Israel Yes Yes Yes Moderate None None None None 
Poland Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate None m None 
UK (England) Yes Yes Yes Low Low None None Low 
France Yes Yes Yes Low Low None None None 
Portugal Yes No Yes Low Low None None None 
Canada  
(Atlantic Provinces) 

Yes Yes Yes m m m m m 

New Zealand Yes Yes Yes m m m m m 
Japan2 Yes Yes Yes m m m m m 
Norway m m Yes m m m m m 
Netherlands Yes No Yes m m m m m 
Sweden Yes Yes Yes m m m m m 
Not a component of external school evaluation      
Estonia Yes Yes Yes Moderate High Moderate Low None 
Turkey a a No Moderate Moderate None None None 
Germany No No No Moderate Moderate None Low None 
No external school evaluation       
Hungary a Yes Yes m High None None None 
Denmark3 a Yes Yes m m m m m 
Japan4 a Yes Yes m m m m m 
Finland a a No m m m m m 

Notes: The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable and the symbol “m” denotes that information is missing. 
(1) The designated group receives school self-evaluation results without having to request them. 
(2) Upper secondary pre-vocational and vocational programmes. 
(3) Only independent private schools are subject to external evaluation and there are no self-evaluation requirements for these schools. 
(4) Primary, lower secondary and upper secondary general programmes. 

Source: OECD (2011). 

It is of note that not all systems with external school evaluation have explicit 
requirements for schools to conduct self-evaluations. In the Flemish Community of 
Belgium school self-evaluation and external school evaluation are deliberately 
disconnected from each other. In respect of the freedom of education principle, the 
Inspectorate of Education is not entitled to obtain the school’s self-evaluation results, 
unless the school offers to provide these (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). Although there are 
no explicit requirements for school self-evaluation in the Netherlands, the Inspectorate of 
Education evaluates a school’s quality assurance policy and this would include a school’s 
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self-evaluation processes if these are in place (Scheerens et al., 2012). In Ireland, a self-
evaluation requirement was introduced in 2012 linked to the National Literacy and 
Numeracy Strategy. This hopes to address concerns that only a low proportion of schools 
were identified through external school evaluation as conducting robust self-evaluation, 
despite the fact that the Inspectorate of the Department of Education and Skills has 
offered schools a model of self-evaluation since 2003 (Irish Department for Education 
and Skills, 2012). 

Box 6.3 Self-review at the heart of school evaluation: New Zealand 

New Zealand strives towards a collaborative model of school evaluation where school self-
review and external school review are complementary and build on each other. A high level of 
trust on each side is essential to such a model. Over the past five years the external review body 
(Education Review Office, ERO) has pushed the agenda of placing school self-review at the core 
of the school evaluation process. Schools are increasingly seen as responsible for providing their 
own accountability information, whereas the ERO guides schools toward continuous 
improvement. The Ministry of Education and the ERO do not prescribe methods for self-review, 
but provide tools and offer professional development services. The ERO provides guidance 
documents, where school self-review is conceived of as a rigorous process in which schools 
systematically evaluate their practice, using indicators as a framework for inquiry and employing 
a repertoire of analytical and formative tools. It is expected that schools develop understanding 
of learning progressions, involve students in the assessment and self-regulation of their own 
learning and analyse assessment data targeted on underachievement.  

On the schools’ side, there appears to be a commitment to build a data-driven evidence base 
and to engage in student surveys. The ERO promotes self-review as something embedded in 
teachers’ thinking and practice. While this may be a challenging goal for many schools, at the 
leading edge there is evidence of schools in which dialogue around achievement data is ongoing 
and rooted in classroom practice. There is an emphasis on participatory approaches to school 
self-review, involving both teachers and students in the process. Students have a part to play in 
evaluating the quality of their school as well as contributing to external review. Including them 
in this way requires that they are party to the language of assessment and evaluation and that 
they have the confidence to articulate their views as well as their concerns. The OECD Review 
revealed exemplary evidence from schools visited that school principals and teachers have taken 
this issue seriously and have equipped their students with the skills and vocabulary to talk to 
external visitors on achievement and quality issues. While this may only be practice at the 
leading edge rather than system wide, the potential for wider engagement is a clear strength. 

The ERO has been engaged over the last few years in advocating evidence-informed 
inquiry, helping schools to engage in that process, and advising on how to use assessment 
information for improvement and accountability purposes. Dissemination of good practice, 
reassuring school staff and equipping them with tools of self-evaluation is promoted through 
workshops. These can serve to demystify self-review and external review and clarify the links 
between them. Good practice case studies are used as a catalyst for discussion, as illustrations of 
what effective quality assurance can look like and how it can improve practice, rather than being 
seen as simply another ministerial demand. The ERO’s definition of factors found in effective 
schools is also disseminated through a series of monographs, highlighting trends, providing 
commentary and analysis, and pointing to policy implications and system-wide improvements.  

Source: Nusche et al. (2012). 
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Combining the accountability and development functions 
In research commissioned by the Dutch Inspectorate of Education, it is argued that 

(Janssens and van Amelsvoort, 2008): an inherent imbalance in external school 
evaluation would mean that the external evaluator’s judgement lacks independence due to 
an urge to advise the school, e.g. external school evaluation report includes too many 
detailed recommendations and suggestions for improvement or the same national body 
conducts inspections and offers school support functions; and an inherent imbalance in 
school self-evaluation would be where the accountability demands impede the school 
development function, e.g. self-evaluations are written for the external school evaluation 
body and no longer serve the goal of improving education. The researchers find that the 
position of school self-evaluation in external school evaluation is weaker in national 
school evaluation systems placing higher emphasis on the development function 
(Belgium, Denmark, Hesse and Lower Saxony in Germany) and stronger in systems 
placing more accountability demands on school self-evaluation activities (the 
Netherlands, and England, Northern Ireland and Scotland in the United Kingdom). The 
latter group of systems is judged as being “equally supportive of accountability-oriented 
and improvement-oriented school self-evaluations”. The main conclusion is that 
accountability demands imposed on school self-evaluation generate accountability-
oriented self-evaluations, while improvement demands generate improvement-oriented 
self-evaluations. The authors, therefore, argue that a mixture of a strong position for 
school self-evaluation in the external school evaluation, transparent external evaluation 
criteria, and considerable support for schools in steering towards improvement is the most 
promising combination for bringing about effective school self-evaluation.  

Both New Zealand and Scotland within the United Kingdom attach much importance 
to ensuring that school self-evaluation and external school evaluation use “the same 
language”. Livingstone and McCall (2005) argue that such an approach means “teachers 
are much more likely to see external inspection in a developmental perspective rather 
than a judgemental one”. External school evaluations may also change the culture in 
schools towards more formalised and extended processes of evaluating teaching and 
learning and data analysis (Rudd and Davies, 2000). 

Research on self-evaluation in Dutch primary schools indicates the importance of 
consistency in accountability and improvement policies (Hofman, Dukstra and Hofman, 
2009). Among the 939 schools in their study, 81 were linked with information in the 
Dutch Inspectorate of Education’s database concerning official evaluations of the school 
quality control, quality of the teaching and learning process and the quality of school 
outcomes. The researchers conclude that “school self-evaluation policies that are strongly 
driven by both accountability and desire for improvement have a positive impact” (p. 65). 
Other research conducted in the Netherlands experimented with an approach in which 27 
primary schools were free to adopt their own style of self-evaluation and this was then 
validated during visits from critical friends and the Dutch Inspectorate of Education 
(Blok, Sleegers and Karsten, 2008). The researchers highlight that training and guidance 
is crucial for finding a good balance between school self-evaluation and external school 
evaluation. Such a balance is defined as “a responsive form of accountability” (p. 393). 

Procedures 

In this section, school evaluation procedures are discussed with respect to the type of 
reference standards that are used for school evaluation and how evidence is collected 
against these. 
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Aspects assessed  
International comparison shows a remarkable degree of convergence on the areas 

addressed during school evaluation (Table 6.7). While limited data are available, these 
are grouped into three major areas: educational practices; outcomes; and compliance 
with rules and regulations. Available information on educational practices is restricted 
to the quality of instruction. With these caveats, the overview in Table 6.7 shows that 
most countries cover each of these major areas. It is of note that outcomes are restricted 
to student performance measures and do not include student, parent and staff 
satisfaction in the United States (although of course there may be varying practices 
among different States or districts, for example, New York does administer satisfaction 
surveys to staff, students and parents as part of its school evaluation). Further, in Estonia 
satisfaction is covered as part of self-evaluation, but not included in external school 
evaluation. While Norway addresses satisfaction in both types of school evaluation, 
student performance is only covered in school self-evaluation and not in external school 
evaluation. 

Table 6.7 Areas addressed during school evaluation 
(lower secondary schools, 2009) 

 Educational practices: 
quality of instruction 

Outcomes: student 
performance 

Outcomes: student, parent 
and staff satisfaction 

Compliance with rules 
and regulations 

External 
evaluation 

Self-
evaluation 

External 
evaluation 

Self-
evaluation 

External 
evaluation 

Self-
evaluation 

External 
evaluation 

Self-
evaluation 

France, Germany, Iceland,  
Korea, Netherlands, Poland, 
Slovak Republic and  
United Kingdom (England) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Portugal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Estonia  Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 
Belgium (Fl.) and Spain Yes a Yes a Yes a Yes a 
Hungary and Japan a Yes a Yes a Yes a Yes 
United Kingdom (Scotland) and 
Canada (Atlantic Provinces) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Norway No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
United States Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes 
Czech Republic Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Note: The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable. 

Source: OECD (2011). 

In many countries there are attempts to better integrate external school evaluation 
with school self-evaluation and/or to better target external school evaluation to those 
schools in most need of improvement. This has led to a new (or more explicit) emphasis 
on school leadership and on school policies and effectiveness of practices in school self-
evaluation. There are different approaches used to this effect, but the underlying aspect is 
a school’s capacity for improvement. There may be an explicit evaluation of the school’s 
capacity to improve or this may be evaluated as part of the judgement on a school’s 
ability to implement policies and practices that lead to improvement, for example, by 
conducting effective self-evaluations (see Box 6.4). 
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Box 6.4 Evaluating a school’s capacity for improvement 

Judging a school’s capacity for improvement: Scotland and England in the United Kingdom and the 
Flemish Community of Belgium 

In Scotland, the United Kingdom, a new approach to external school evaluation (Education Scotland, 2011) 
includes a specific evaluation and report on the evaluated school’s capacity to improve (one of three professional 
judgements: confident; partially confident; not confident). This is a further step in an approach emphasising that 
the purpose of school evaluation activities is for school improvement. Scotland has also developed and promoted 
a self-evaluation model for schools including a set of quality indicators for schools to use (“How good is our 
school?”) (HMIE, 2007). One of six key questions in the self-evaluation model is “What is our capacity for 
improvement?”. This is a core aim of self-evaluation activities: “Self-evaluation is forward looking. It is about 
change and improvement, whether gradual or transformational, and is based on professional reflection, challenge 
and support.” (p. 6). “The emphasis on impact and outcomes reinforces the principle that self-evaluation is not an 
end in itself. It is worthwhile only if it leads to improvements in the educational experiences and outcomes for 
children and young people, and to the maintenance of the highest standards where these already exist.” (p. 2).  

In England, the United Kingdom, the inspectorate provides a clear definition of the school’s capacity to 
improve in a glossary included in each school’s inspection reports. It is defined as “the proven ability of the 
school to continue improving based on its self-evaluation and what the school has accomplished so far and on the 
quality of its systems to maintain improvement”. One of four possible judgements is made on the school’s 
capacity for improvement. Such information is considered in determining the intensity of future inspections. 

In the Flemish Community of Belgium, a school’s “policy making capacity” is a central concept defined as 
“the extent to which schools use the available room for policy making to come to a continuous process of 
retaining or changing their work in order to improve their educational quality and attain both the external and 
self-imposed objectives” (Van Petegem and Vanhoof, 2009). The Inspectorate does not directly “measure” the 
policy-making capacity of schools, it is seen as a conditional and relative characteristic: the degree to which a 
school develops policies to foster student achievement considering its context, resources and student intake. If a 
school has policy-making capacity, it is expected to improve eventual shortcomings by itself, without help from 
others. Because policy-making capacities function as a lever for school improvement, they serve as the purpose 
for the focus of inspection in the preliminary phase and as a discriminating variable between a straightforward 
negative and a restricted positive recommendation in inspections (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). 

Judging a school’s self-evaluation capacity: New Zealand  
In New Zealand, good self-review capacity is one important aspect in deciding the frequency of external 

school reviews. Since 2009, the New Zealand Education Review Office (ERO) has adopted a differentiated 
approach, whereby it reviews: schools with strong performance and self-review capacity every 4-5 years; schools 
performing well every three years; and schools experiencing difficulty on an ongoing basis over a 1-2 year 
period. ERO validates the self-review results of schools where self-review practices are well established and 
investigates these further in the external review where this is not the case (Nusche et al., 2012). A school being 
reviewed every 4-5 years will convincingly demonstrate that “a school-wide culture of rigorous critical reflection 
and self review is contributing to sustaining the school’s positive performance and continuous improvement” 
(ERO, 2011). In a school being reviewed every three years (most schools fall into this arrangement) “there is 
evidence of critical reflection and established processes for conducting and using self review which support 
improvement”. Finally, in a school being reviewed on an ongoing basis “evidence of self-review practices that 
are helping to lift student achievement and are likely to support school improvement” may influence the duration 
of the review over the 1-2 year period. 

Sources: Education Scotland (2011); HMIE (2007); Van Petegem and Vanhoof (2009); Shewbridge et al. (2011a); Nusche 
et al. (2012); ERO (2011). 
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Reference standards used in school evaluation 

Legal standards  
A school’s compliance with rules and regulations is a fundamental aspect of school 

evaluation. This is typically referred to as administrative or procedural evaluation. 
International data indicate that across 27 education systems, school compliance with rules 
and regulations is an aspect evaluated in all systems conducting external school 
evaluations, with the exception of the Atlantic Provinces in Canada and Scotland in the 
United Kingdom) (Table 6.7). In Hungary and Japan, where there are no external school 
evaluations, school compliance with rules and regulations is evaluated as part of required 
school self-evaluations. In Hungary, the authorities may also occasionally check school 
compliancy. Although in Scotland in the United Kingdom school evaluation criteria do 
not include aspects of school compliancy, public schools are expected to submit 
compliance-oriented reports (OECD, 2011).  

In several systems (see Table 6.3), external school evaluations are based on a legal 
framework in a general education act and would include verification that schools comply 
with different regulations specified in those acts. For example, in both the Czech 
Republic and the Slovak Republic, revisions to education acts required that external 
school evaluation bodies undertake new responsibilities to check the implementation by 
schools of the content specified in national education programmes in their specific school 
programmes. The Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic are among 14 systems in 
which information on the curriculum is collected during external school evaluation (see 
Table 6.8). In New Zealand, schools are required as part of their self-evaluation activities 
to submit both a compliance-oriented report (audit) and an evaluative report on their self-
review (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 2010). In Sweden, the checking of school 
compliance with rules and regulations is the major basis of external school evaluation 
(Nusche et al., 2011b). 

Criteria to evaluate the quality of educational processes and outcomes 
Several systems have developed a common definition of a “good school” in order to 

provide a common base for the evaluation of the quality of educational processes and 
outcomes. Such definitions aim to provide standard criteria to evaluate quality and these 
are typically underpinned by educational research and evidence of good practice. 
Effective schools have students that make more progress than expected given social 
background factors and prior attainment (e.g. Creemers, 2007; Reynolds and Teddlie, 
2000) and have processes in place to improve their effectiveness (e.g. Creemers et al., 
2007; Harris and Chrispeels, 2006). The characteristics for effective schools are well 
understood (Sammons et al., 1995) and are broadly common to many national systems 
and school cultures. They relate to the quality of teaching and learning; the way teachers 
are developed and helped to become more effective throughout their careers 
(e.g. Robinson et al., 2008); the quality of instructional leadership in schools (Leithwood 
et al., 2006) as well as factors concerning the curriculum, vision and expectations, 
assessment for learning, the rate of progress of students and their educational outcomes. 
Factors such as these are generally associated with the quality and standards of schools. 

Often criteria for school evaluation are presented in an analytical framework 
comprising: context; input; process and outcomes or results (see Box 6.5). 
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Box 6.5 Example of areas addressed in school evaluation:  
Canada and the Flemish Community of Belgium 

 
Prince Edward Island, Canada 

Type of indicator  Description Example in education 
Input indicators  
 

exist within the environment of the school and can be considered 
controllable variables; resources allocated to or consumed by the 
school 

curriculum, years of teaching experience, class 
size 

Context indicators reflect each student’s home experience; information on factors that 
impact on results that may or may not be in the control of the 
school 

socio-economic status of students, satisfaction 
levels, ethnicity, demographics 

Process indicators activities associated with the school or what is done at and/or by 
the school; what the school does to fulfil its mandate 

number of classes taught, number of 
extracurricular activities 

Results indicators  benefits for students during and after completing school student achievement, learning outcomes 

 
Flemish Community of Belgium 

Context  
Identification Situational location History Regulatory framework 

Input  
Personnel characteristics Student characteristics 

Process Output 
GENERAL 
Leadership 
Development of school vision 
Decision making 
Processes and procedures 
Quality assurance 

PERSONNEL 
Staff management 
Professional development 

EDUCATIONAL 
POLICY 
Curriculum 
Coaching and 
counselling 
Evaluation 

STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
Developmental objectives 
Attainment targets 

OUTCOMES 
Subsequent education 
Job market 

LOGISTICS 
Infrastructure and equipment 
Well-being 

SCHOOL CAREERS 
Progress 
Enrolment 

SATISFACTION 
Staff 
Students 
Partners 

 
Sources: Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming); Flemish Ministry of Education and Training (2010). 

In Australia, a National School Improvement Tool was developed in 2012 and is 
based on nine interrelated domains of practice that have been shown to be characteristics 
of highly effective schools: an explicit improvement agenda; analysis and discussion of 
data; a culture that promotes learning; targeted use of school resources; an expert teaching 
team; systematic curriculum delivery; differentiated teaching and learning; effective 
pedagogical practices; and school-community partnerships.  

In Finland, quality criteria were developed in 2009 as a tool to underpin school 
evaluation in basic education (Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture, forthcoming). 
Four major areas relate to the quality of structures and include governance, personnel, 
economic resources and evaluation. Six major areas relate to students: implementation of 
the curriculum; instruction and teaching arrangements; support to learning; growth and 
well-being; inclusion and influence; school-home co-operation; and safety of the learning 
environment.  
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In the Czech Republic, evaluation criteria used in external school evaluation vary 
from year to year, although there is a relatively stable coverage of broad evaluation areas 
(Santiago et al., 2012). For example in 2010/11 and 2011/12 the following areas were 
included: equal opportunities for education; school education programmes; school 
management; personnel conditions; material prerequisites; financial prerequisites; 
effective organisation of education; effective support of personality development of 
students; partnership; effective support of development of student key competencies; 
systematic evaluation of individual and group education results of students; and system 
evaluation of overall results in education. 

In Portugal, there is an explicit evaluation of school self-evaluation (Santiago et al., 
2012). The school evaluation criteria cover three main evaluation areas: results; provision 
of the education service; and leadership and management. Leadership and management 
comprises Leadership, Management and Self-evaluation and improvement. The particular 
criteria for self-evaluation and improvement include: coherence between self-evaluation 
and action for improvement; use of results of the external evaluation in the preparation of 
improvement plans; involvement and participation of the educational community in the 
self-evaluation; continuity and scope of self-evaluation; and impact of self-evaluation in 
planning, organisation and professional practices. 

Enhancing the transparency and objectivity in external school evaluation  
Faubert (2009) finds anecdotal evidence that a lack of clarity of the criteria used in 

external school evaluation can undermine the legitimacy of the external school evaluation 
process. School staff may complain about the lack of clarity of the criteria used, and what 
are perceived as arbitrary statements from the external evaluators. In countries where the 
standards and criteria used in external school evaluation are not published, there may be a 
perception that the conditions under which different external school evaluations take 
place vary significantly. Where external school evaluation sets clear expectations, norms 
and standards and stakeholders are engaged with and knowledgeable about the external 
evaluation process, this has significant impact on schools (Ehren et al., 2013). 

In New Zealand, the Education Review Office publishes the criteria it uses in external 
school evaluation. Systematic feedback collected from school principals following an 
external review indicates higher levels of confidence in the clarity of the review process 
(New Zealand Ministry of Education, 2010). There is appreciation that the review process 
and criteria used are open and transparent. In general, there is much less anxiety in 
schools about the review process compared to when it was first introduced 20 years ago.  

In Portugal, feedback collected by the Inspectorate from schools in 2008/09 shows a 
high appreciation for access to inspection frameworks, external evaluation methodology 
and its instruments (89%, 82% and 79% of school principals reported this, respectively) 
(Portuguese Ministry of Education and Science, forthcoming). 

Standard school evaluation criteria may also aim to make the different judgements 
made by external evaluators more objective and transparent, by specifying the different 
weight and contribution each indicator takes in forming a judgement on school quality 
(see Box 6.6). 



420 – 6. SCHOOL EVALUATION: FROM COMPLIANCY TO QUALITY 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Box 6.6 Indicators used to judge school quality: The Netherlands 
In the Netherlands, to assess the quality of primary and secondary schools, the Dutch Inspectorate of 

Education has established a set of about 45 indicators in five broad categories: Output; teaching and learning 
process; care and support; quality assurance; law and regulations. Among the 45 indicators is a subset of 
standard indicators, which play a crucial role in distinguishing between different recommendations made by the 
Inspectorate.  

The standard indicators used in decision rules1 for primary education are: 

• Output 

− Student achievement at the end of primary education is at least at the level to be expected based on 
the characteristics of the student population in the school. 

− Student results in Dutch language and arithmetic during their schooling are at least at the level to be 
expected based on the characteristics of the student population in the school. 

• Teaching and learning process 

− The learning content for Dutch language and mathematics covers all the school attainment targets as 
objectives to be achieved. 

− The learning content for Dutch language and mathematics is offered to a sufficient number of 
students up to the level of Year 8. 

− Schools with a substantial proportion of students classified with language needs provide Dutch 
language learning content that fits their educational needs. 

− The teachers give clear explanations of the material. 

− The teachers realise a task-oriented work environment. 

− The students are actively involved in educational activities. 

• Care and support 

− The school uses a comprehensive system of standardised tools and procedures for monitoring the 
performance and development of the students. 

− The school carries out the care in a planned way. 

The decision rules for judging the quality of primary schools are set as follows: 

Weak school – insufficient student achievement results at the end of primary education, plus an insufficient 
rating on a maximum of one standard indicator in the areas of teaching and learning process or care and support 

Very weak school – insufficient student achievement results at the end of primary education, plus an 
insufficient rating on two or more standard indicators in the areas of teaching and learning process or care and 
support 

Note: (1) For clarity, an abbreviated form of the decision rule is presented. 

Source: Inspectie van het Onderwijs (2012). 
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Developing criteria for school self-evaluation 

The development of specific evaluation criteria for school self-evaluation activities 
has the benefit of engaging the wider school community in the self-evaluation procedure 
from the start and creating a sense of ownership over the process. The advantage of 
engaging school principals, teachers, parents and students in creating their own criteria is 
that it enables discussion and negotiation of criteria which is a valuable process, but it is 
also a time-consuming process (Kyriakides and Campbell, 2004). Box 6.7 shows an 
example of a study involving different schools in the development of self-evaluation 
criteria. 

Box 6.7 Developing evaluation criteria for school self-evaluation 

A study on how to effectively design and undertake school self-evaluation was 
commissioned by the National Union of Teachers in the United Kingdom. Over a seven month 
period, ten schools participated in developing a school self-evaluation framework. There were 
striking commonalities among the ten schools in terms of the areas they identified to include in 
the framework, despite the fact schools were in different locations and sectors (primary, special 
and secondary schools). Participants were asked to identify criteria for “a good school” and as a 
separate exercise to rate 23 official inspection criteria in use at the time. The first exercise 
generated six different perspectives (students, teachers, parents, management, support staff and 
school governors) and showed much overlap in their choice of criteria, although each group’s 
choices reflected different emphases. To a great extent, the criteria chosen by the different 
groups also reflected many factors that had been identified in research, but also offered some 
new perspectives and challenged these. Ten areas were identified: school climate; relationships; 
classroom climate; support for learning; support for teaching; time and resources; organisation 
and communication; equity; recognition of achievement; and home-school links. 

In rating the official inspection criteria again there was strong agreement on criteria related 
to meeting students’ needs (staff understanding and curriculum); conversely, one in three 
students supported the criterion on promoting moral principles, but these were not selected by 
any teachers or school governors; the criterion rated most highly by teachers and support staff 
was “staff working collaboratively towards shared goals”; only a small proportion of students 
rated this and when asked about it said that they did not recognise it as a feature of their school 
(p. 63). 

The study found that any self-evaluation framework should (p. 73): 

1) Have a convincing rationale (why are we doing this?) 

2) Reflect the key priorities of the school/authority/national priorities (what is important 
in this school?) 

3) Enable all of the stakeholders to participate (how can we involve everyone who 
matters?) 

4) Allow for the participation of a “critical friend” (how can we ensure a measure of 
objectivity?) 

5) Lead to action/improvement (what do we hope to do with the evidence?). 

Source: MacBeath et al. (1996). 
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Promoting the use of common criteria in external school evaluation and in school 
self-evaluation 

The common coverage of areas addressed in both external school evaluation and 
school self-evaluation is largely driven by the development of a common set of school 
evaluation criteria. This is typically by the promotion of the criteria used for external 
school evaluation or developed by external evaluation bodies for schools to use in self-
evaluation. Already in 2001, self-evaluation criteria and models (typically known as 
“inspection frameworks” or “self-evaluation frameworks”) were available to schools in 
the Flemish Community of Belgium, the Czech Republic, Finland, Ireland, the 
Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, Spain and the United Kingdom (Eurydice, 2004). With 
the exception of Finland and Sweden all these systems had established external school 
evaluation procedures in place. In France and the Slovak Republic, schools had access to 
the criteria, indicators and procedures used in external school evaluation. Many European 
inspection frameworks and self-evaluation frameworks developed by external evaluation 
bodies are based on school effectiveness research. Further, a European professional 
collaboration network (the Standing International Conference of Inspectorates, SICI) 
actively promotes exchanges among different external school evaluation bodies. This 
research base and professional collaboration means there are common themes in the 
major areas included in inspection frameworks and a growing consensus across systems 
on core criteria that can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of a given school.  

Importantly, in the interest of promoting a common vision of a “good school”, 
Ministries and external school evaluation bodies typically involve educators and other 
professionals in developing school quality indicators and criteria. In the case of the Dutch 
inspection framework this was developed in collaboration with educators and allows a 
shared understanding of quality in primary and secondary schools (Scheerens et al., 
2013). The Korean school evaluation framework was developed with careful attention to 
educational research on school effectiveness in Korea and internationally, by undertaking 
original research on effective schools and at the final stages included expert contributions 
from teachers, school principals and the research community (Kim et al., 2010). In New 
Zealand, the Education Review Office has developed evaluation indicators that are 
“underpinned by research, such as the Ministry of Education’s Best Evidence Syntheses, 
and ERO’s experience of effective schools” (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 2010; 
see also Chapter 8). 

In particular, with regard to frameworks for self-evaluation, it would be remiss not to 
point out the considerable influence that “the Scottish approach” has had. External school 
evaluators in Scotland in the United Kingdom are frequently invited to participate in 
different events across Europe and the external evaluation body (Education Scotland) also 
receives many international guests (van Bruggen, 2009). Notably, the European 
Commission funded project on Effective School Self-Evaluation was managed by 
Scottish external evaluators and an important part of this work focused on the presence of 
inspection frameworks (SICI, 2003). The Scottish influence has spread beyond Europe 
also, for example: In Australia, the New South Wales Catholic Education Authority 
adapted the Scottish inspection framework to develop a rigorous and systemic approach 
to self-evaluation (Santiago et al., 2011); In Mexico, two major publications that were 
distributed to schools to promote self-evaluation in 2003 and 2007 were heavily inspired 
by the quality indicators and other materials developed to support self-evaluation in 
Scotland (SEP and INEE, 2011). 



6. SCHOOL EVALUATION: FROM COMPLIANCY TO QUALITY – 423 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Student learning objectives 
The coverage of outcomes in school evaluation means that student learning objectives 

should be prominent in reference standards for school evaluation. These may well be 
incorporated in other reference standards included, for example, in school development 
plans or as a criterion in external school evaluation. In general, the evidence from TALIS 
indicates a degree of variation how important student learning outcomes are in both 
school self-evaluation and external school evaluation (see Figure 6.3). In some systems 
these seem to be important criteria in school evaluation processes, as reported by the 
majority of lower secondary teachers. In other systems, significant proportions of lower 
secondary teachers do not report that student learning outcomes are important criteria in 
school evaluation.  

Schools may be evaluated on the extent to which their students achieve specified 
learning objectives. In the case of national objectives, these are often measured by proxy 
with student performance on standardised national assessments or examinations. 
Standardised national assessments are used in the majority of OECD countries and 
typically assess student performance in the language of instruction and mathematics (see 
Chapter 8). Information on student graduation and repetition rates is also used in school 
evaluation and is often widely available. In the majority of OECD countries participating 
in TALIS, at least 70% of lower secondary teachers reported that student pass and 
retention rates are important criteria in school evaluation (see Figure 6.3). 

Figure 6.3 Criteria for student learning outcomes used in school evaluation (2007-08) 
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Note: Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education whose school principal reported that these criteria 
were considered with high or moderate importance in school self-evaluation or external evaluation. Data are 
shown for participating OECD countries. 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, 
OECD Publishing, Paris.  
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In the United States, student learning outcomes measured in standardised national 
assessments form the core of school accountability. Schools must report on student 
achievement in English language arts, mathematics and on a third indicator that is 
specified by the particular State (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). Schools report on the 
achievement of students overall, plus for different specified groups of students (racial or 
ethnic groups; special educational needs; economically disadvantaged).  

Student performance in national assessments and national examinations also form an 
important information base for external school evaluations. In France, the mission for 
external school evaluators (IA-IPR and IEN) is to monitor the implementation of national 
education policy, laws and regulations in primary and secondary schools in order to 
contribute to the constant improvement of student knowledge and competencies as defined 
in programmes for different education levels (Ministère de l’Éducation nationale, 2009). 
External school evaluators pay particular attention to ensuring and promoting good 
practices in the follow-up and analysis of results in national assessments and examinations.  

Student performance may be included in explicit criteria in external school evaluation 
frameworks. For example, one of the major quality aspects in the Dutch inspection 
framework is that “The outcomes of students are at the level that may be expected on the 
basis of the characteristics of the student population” (Scheerens et al., 2013). The 
mission for the external school evaluation body in Portugal is to “promote student results 
and learning progressions, identifying strengths and priority areas for improvement in the 
work of schools” (Santiago et al., 2012a). This includes specific attention to both 
academic results (progress of contextualised internal and external student results; quality 
of success; dropouts) and social results (participation in school activities and acquisition 
of responsibilities; compliance with rules and discipline; forms of solidarity; impact of 
schooling on student pathways). In New Zealand, schools will be required to include in 
their self-evaluation and reporting activities the percentage of their students achieving 
national standards as of 2012/13 (Nusche et al., 2012).  

Instruments and information sources 
In collecting evidence for school evaluation, many different methods may be used. 

This can encompass the use of different tools and instruments designed to collect both 
quantitative and qualitative information, as well as the direct observation of teaching and 
learning processes. Further, this may be collected by several different actors. 

Administrative reporting by schools 
Across OECD countries it is common practice for public schools to submit 

compliance-oriented reports to education authorities, whether these are at the national, 
regional or municipal or local level (OECD, 2011).  

Administrative reporting by schools includes information on student data in 27 of the 
28 systems for which comparable information is available (Table 6.8). Educational 
authorities typically collect reports from public schools on their facilities and grounds, on 
teachers’ qualifications/credentials, safety issues and closing budget or financial audit 
from the previous year (OECD, 2011). Among the seven systems where public schools do 
not report information on the curriculum to the educational authorities, schools in five of 
these systems report this to their school boards. It is less typical for public schools to 
report information on governance issues to educational authorities (OECD, 2011). In 
Austria, the Flemish Community of Belgium and Turkey, school compliancy on 
governance issues is checked during external school evaluation (Table 6.8). 



6. SCHOOL EVALUATION: FROM COMPLIANCY TO QUALITY – 425 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Table 6.8 Collecting information for compliance-related reporting 

 
Student  

data 
Teachers 

qualifications/ 
credentials 

Curriculum Safety  
issues 

Facilities 
and 

grounds 

Proposed 
budget for 

subsequent 
year 

Closing budget 
or audit 

(previous) year 

Issues 
related to 

governance 

Austria Internet Internet Internet a Internet Internet Internet Inspection 

Belgium (Fl.) Internet Internet Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection No Internet Inspection 

Belgium Fr.) a Internet a a a a a a 
Chile Internet Internet Internet Paper Paper Paper Paper Paper 
Czech 
Republic Internet Internet/ 

inspection 
Internet/paper/ 

inspection 
Paper/ 

inspection Internet Paper Paper/ 
inspection Internet/paper

Denmark Internet No Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet No 

Estonia Internet Internet Internet Inspection Internet Internet/ 
inspection Internet Internet 

Finland Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet 
France Internet a a a Internet Internet Internet Internet 
Germany Internet Internet Internet Internet Paper Paper Paper m 
Greece Internet Paper Paper Paper Paper a Paper Internet 
Hungary Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet 

Iceland Internet Paper/ 
inspection Internet Paper/ 

inspection 
Paper/ 

inspection Paper Paper Paper/ 
inspection 

Ireland Internet/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection Paper Paper Paper Paper/ 

inspection 

Israel Internet Internet Paper/ 
inspection Paper Paper Paper Paper Paper 

Italy Internet No Internet Paper Paper Paper Paper No 

Korea Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Luxembourg Internet Paper Paper Paper Paper Paper Paper Paper 
Mexico Paper Paper a a a a a a 
Netherlands Internet Paper Paper Internet Internet a Internet Internet 

Poland Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Portugal Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Paper/ 
inspection 

Slovak 
Republic 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection Internet Internet Internet/ 

inspection 
Spain Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet Internet 
Sweden Internet a a a a a a a 

Turkey Internet Inspection Paper/ 
inspection Inspection Inspection Paper/ 

inspection 
Paper/ 

inspection Inspection 

United 
Kingdom 
(England) 

Internet/ 
inspection a Inspection a Inspection a a a 

United 
Kingdom 
(Scotland) 

Internet Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection 

Internet/ 
inspection Internet Internet Internet 

Note: The terms “paper” or “Internet” denote the method of administrative reporting by schools. “Inspection” denotes that 
school compliance is checked during external school evaluation. The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable and the 
symbol “m” denotes that information is missing. 

Source: OECD (2011), with updated information from the OECD Review. 
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In many countries there are efforts to streamline collection of such information and to 
ease the reporting burden on schools. Table 6.8 presents an overview of the role of 
technology in compliance-related school reporting in public schools. Information is 
collected via Internet-based forms in all countries to some extent, with the exception of 
Mexico. In some countries, schools have the possibility to submit required information 
via Internet-based forms in all of the specified areas (Austria, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 
France, Hungary, Korea, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Spain and Scotland within the 
United Kingdom).  

In several systems, compliance information is also collected during external school 
evaluation, notably on the curriculum, teachers’ qualifications and the facilities and 
grounds. In Korea and Poland information is collected during external school evaluation 
in all of the specified areas (Table 6.8). 

Classroom observation  
The quality of the teaching and learning process is arguably at the heart of school 

improvement. Therefore, the direct observation in classrooms of the teaching and learning 
process should provide key information to school evaluation processes. In systems with 
school inspections or external reviews, classroom observations are a typical and key part 
of external school evaluation processes. Here, the emphasis has shifted over the years to 
an evaluation of teaching quality in the school and not of the individual teacher. 
However, external school evaluation does have a moderate degree of influence over the 
evaluation of individual teachers in eight OECD systems and a high degree of influence 
in the French Community of Belgium, Ireland, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Turkey and 
England in the United Kingdom (see Table 6.12). Chapter 5 presents an overview of 
classroom observation for teacher appraisal. 

Figure 6.4 Direct appraisal of classroom teaching in school evaluation 
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Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791419 

Note: Percentage of teachers of lower secondary education whose school principal reported that this was considered 
with high or moderate importance in school self-evaluation or external evaluation. Data are shown for participating 
OECD countries. 

Source: OECD (2009), Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results from TALIS, OECD 
Publishing, Paris. 
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Information collected from lower secondary school principals in the OECD’s 
2007-08 survey of teaching and learning indicate that classroom observation is 
accorded relatively less importance compared to other measures of the quality of 
instruction (OECD, 2009). At least 80% of teachers surveyed were in schools whose 
principal reported that the direct appraisal of classroom teaching was considered with 
high or moderate importance in school evaluations in Mexico, Turkey, Poland, Korea 
and the Slovak Republic (Figure 6.4). In contrast, this was less than 50% of teachers in 
Norway, Portugal, Iceland and Denmark. In both the Czech Republic and the Slovak 
Republic the OECD Review found an “open class” culture where the direct observation 
of classroom teaching was a well established part of school life (Santiago et al., 2012b; 
Shewbridge et al., forthcoming). 

In addition to adequate training, developing and using a set of common indicators 
for classroom observation can bring more coherence to classroom observations 
conducted by external school evaluators. For example, an international instrument for 
teacher observation and feedback (ISTOF) has been developed by educational 
effectiveness researchers in 19 countries (Teddlie et al., 2006) (see Chapter 5). There 
has also been an international effort to develop observational instruments for use by 
external school evaluators. The International Comparative Analysis of Learning and 
Teaching (ICALT) was a collaboration among European external school evaluation 
bodies to develop an instrument to observe and analyse the quality of teaching and 
learning in primary schools. This was developed and piloted by external school 
evaluation bodies in the Flemish Community of Belgium, Lower Saxony in Germany, 
the Netherlands and England in the United Kingdom. The study found that the 
following five aspects could be compared in a reliable and valid way and that these 
were positively correlated with student involvement, attitude, behaviour and attainment: 
efficient classroom management; safe and stimulating learning climate; clear 
instruction; adaptation of teaching and teaching-learning strategies (van de Grift, 2007). 
The observation instrument was further developed and complemented with a few 
interview questions (see Table 6.9 for an illustration). The final observation instrument 
was adopted for use by external school evaluation bodies in the Flemish Community of 
Belgium, Lower Saxony in Germany, the Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, and 
Scotland in the United Kingdom (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2009). 

In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the Flemish Inspectorate of Education has 
developed a Quality Indicator Model to improve the inter-rater reliability of judgements 
on the quality of school processes (as specified in the inspection framework) 
(Shewbridge et al., 2011a). This helps external school evaluators to map out differences 
among schools in judging the way processes within a school lead to its output – an 
important part of the external school evaluation approach. The model includes four 
inter-related categories: Result orientation (drawing up clear and concrete objectives 
and ways to account for these); Support (staff capacity and material and structural 
support to achieve objectives); Efficiency (accounting for how school processes 
contribute to achieving objectives); and Development (attention to continuous 
development and quality improvement). 
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Table 6.9 Classroom observation indicators to evaluate the quality of teaching and learning 

Rate1 – Please circle the correct answer: 1 = predominantly weak; 2 = more weaknesses than strengths; 3 = more strengths than weaknesses;  
4= predominantly strong. 
Observed2 – Please circle (voluntary) the correct answer: 0 = no, I did not observe this; 1 = yes, I have observed this. 
Safe and stimulating learning climate 
(5 indicators): The teacher… 

Rate1 Good practice examples: The teacher… Observed2 

…ensures a relaxed atmosphere 1 2 3 4 …addresses the children in a positive manner 
…reacts with humour and stimulates humour 
…allows children to make mistakes 
…demonstrates warmth and empathy toward all students 

0  1 

…shows respect for the students in 
behaviour and language use 

1 2 3 4 ...allows students to finish speaking 
…listens to what students have to say 
…makes no role-confirming remarks 

0  1 

…promotes the mutual respect and interest 
of students 

1 2 3 4 …encourages children to listen to each other 
…intervenes when children are being laughed at 
…takes (cultural) differences and idiosyncrasies into account 
…ensures solidarity between students 
…ensures that events are experienced as group events 

0  1 

…supports the self-confidence of students 1 2 3 4 …feeds back on questions and answers from students in a positive way 
…pays students compliments on their results 
…honours the contributions made by children 

0  1 

…encourages students to do their utmost 1 2 3 4 …praises students for efforts towards doing their utmost 
…makes clear that all students are expected to do their utmost 
…expresses positive expectations to students about what they are able 

to take on 

0  1 

Involvement of students (3 indicators): 
Students… 

Rate1 Good practice examples: Students… Observed2 

There is good individual involvement by the 
students 

1 2 3 4 …are attentive 
…take part in learning/group discussions 
…work on the assignments in a concentrated and task-focused way 

0  1 

…are interested 1 2 3 4 …listen to the instructions actively 
…ask questions 

0  1 

…are active learners 1 2 3 4 …ask “deeper” questions 
…take responsibility for their own learning process 
…work independently 
…take initiatives 
…use their time efficiently 

0  1 

Note: These are a subset of the observation indicators. Twenty-seven additional teacher-focused observation indicators include: 
Clear and activating instruction (10); Classroom management (4); Adaptation of teaching to diverse needs of students (4); and 
Teaching learning strategies (9). There are also four additional student-focused indicators for Reflexivity and discursiveness. 
The full set of observation indicators is complemented by nine interview questions to assess: Opportunity to learn the minimum 
objectives (e.g. How many weekly hours are spent on arithmetic?); Monitoring of student progress (How many times a year are 
the achievements of students tested with standardised tests?); and Special measures for struggling learners (e.g. Does the teacher 
diagnose the learning problems of students at risk?). 

Source: Inspectie van het Onderwijs (2009). 

Student performance data 
The use of student performance data can make an important contribution to both self-

evaluation and external school evaluation. Many systems administer national 
examinations and national assessments (see Chapters 4 and 8). The use of standardised 
assessments allows the comparison of different schools on measurements in discrete areas 
of the curriculum. Assessments that are administered to all students in all schools will 
provide information that can feed into school reporting systems. In many systems, where 



6. SCHOOL EVALUATION: FROM COMPLIANCY TO QUALITY – 429 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

such assessments exist, the results are reported publicly as a form of accountability. In 
some systems, the results from national assessments are communicated back to schools 
for their use in self-evaluation activities.  

The use of school performance information can increase the efficiency of external 
school evaluations by helping to target schools that would most benefit from external 
evaluation. In particular, the use of value added performance information is seen as an 
ideal complement to the subjective nature of external school evaluations of “what works” 
as it provides an accurate measure of school performance (OECD, 2008). 

Surveys administered to school principals during the PISA 2009 assessment allow a 
glimpse into the use of standardised tests in secondary schools (Figure 6.5). When 
answering this question, school principals may have considered not only national 
assessments, but also commercial tests purchased by schools, or indeed, only commercial 
tests. The use of standardised tests is clearly a well-established form of collecting 
information on student performance. In all but five countries over 60% of students were 
in schools where these were reportedly used at least once a year. It is also clear that 
secondary schools use other data from other types of student assessment in their self-
evaluation activities. In several of the systems where at least 80% of students are in 
schools reporting the use of assessment data for monitoring, much lower proportions of 
students are in schools reportedly using standardised tests – notably in Slovenia, Spain 
and the United Kingdom. Schools in these and several other systems do not always draw 
on standardised tests for their monitoring purposes. Indeed, there is a weak correlation 
across the OECD between the use of assessment data to monitor the school’s progress 
and the use of standardised tests in schools (correlation of 0.22). 

Figure 6.5 School use of standardised tests and assessment data (PISA 2009) 
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Note: Percentage of students in schools where the principal reported this happens in the national modal grade for 15-year-olds. 
Data are shown for OECD countries. 

Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful?: Resources, Policies and Practices (Volume IV) , 
OECD Publishing, Paris.  
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Collecting feedback from key stakeholders 
Feedback from students, parents, teachers, school leadership and school governing 

boards can help give a more rounded evaluation of a school’s quality. External school 
evaluations generally incorporate visits to the school. In this case, interviews and 
discussions with key stakeholders is an important way to collect evidence on how the 
school is performing. Prior to external school evaluations, external school evaluation 
bodies may also draw on feedback from parents to help determine the focus and frequency 
of external school evaluation. For example, in the Netherlands the Inspectorate of 
Education takes account of parental complaints in its risk assessment when planning 
external school evaluation activities. The use of questionnaires and surveys may also be an 
important component of the actual external school evaluation. Surveys may be administered 
to parents, teachers and staff. For example, in England in the United Kingdom the external 
school evaluation body offers an online survey for parents and will use this as part of its 
deliberations in determining the frequency of external school evaluation. 

Systems may also develop surveys to collect feedback from key stakeholders and 
offer these to schools for use in their self-evaluation activities (see Chapter 8). Some 
examples of different stakeholder surveys are shown in Box 6.8. In some systems, there 
are also processes to ensure qualitative feedback and evaluation from the school board in 
annual school reports (see below). 

Box 6.8 Collecting feedback from students, teachers and parents 

For school self-evaluation 
In Norway, an annual survey of all school students in Years 7 and 10 of compulsory schooling is undertaken. 

This forms an important part of the evaluation of the school system in Norway and the reporting and analysis of 
national average results have a prominent position in the annual summary report on schooling in Norway. 
However, results from this are also made available to schools via the School Portal for use in self-evaluation 
activities. Results are benchmarked to national and regional results, but schools cannot see the results of other 
schools (Nusche et al., 2011a). Nationally developed surveys for parents and teachers are also available for 
schools to use in their self-evaluation activities. However, these results are not collected and presented on the 
School Portal. They are conceived as tools for school self-evaluation to allow triangulation of results from 
pupils, teachers and parents and to thus provide a richer set of information on that particular school. 

In the Flemish Community of Belgium, there are no specific standardised surveys used for the collection of 
feedback from stakeholders. While this general approach to resist standardised surveys is supported by students, 
the secondary student organisation has developed a suite of possible self-evaluation tools that teachers can use to 
get feedback from their students on their perception of the teaching and learning experience. This aims to 
strengthen student voice while remaining non-threatening to teachers, as the major purpose is to provide 
constructive feedback for improvement (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). 

For the reporting of comparative measures on school performance 
In the United States, the city of New York (NYC) systematically collects information from parents, teachers 

and students. The “NYC School Survey” is administered each year to all students in Years 6 to 12. This collects 
information on the school’s learning environment, including questions on school safety and respect, academic 
expectations, student engagement and communication among the school community. Results feed into external 
accountability measures (the school’s progress report) and form between 10-15% of the school’s overall 
assessment. Average results for NYC are compiled and reported to the public and can be used for school 
benchmarking, thus also feeding into school self-evaluation activities. 
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Collecting feedback from stakeholders on the external school evaluation process is 
also an important way to improve external school evaluation capacity (see below).  

Some systems allow a mechanism for the school to verify and comment on the 
content of the external evaluation report before it is published. It is typical practice for 
external school evaluators to discuss briefly an overview of their findings at the end of the 
actual visit (Faubert et al., 2009). However there may also be possibilities for schools to 
provide written comment on the report prior to publication. 

In the Czech Republic, the content of the external school evaluation report is 
discussed between school inspectors and the school principal (Santiago et al., 2012). The 
school principal confirms through his/her signature that the report/protocol has been 
discussed. The school principal may submit his/her comments on the external school 
evaluation report to the Czech School Inspectorate (within 14 days after it was submitted) 
or objections to the protocol (within 5 days after it was submitted). These comments are 
included in the final report which will be sent to the organising body and the school 
board. The external school evaluation report is published on the Czech School 
Inspectorate website and is kept for a period of ten years. 

Compiling an evidence base for external school evaluation 
There are various approaches to compiling an evidence base for external school 

evaluation. In addition to conducting observation of teaching and learning or 
administering special survey questionnaires to stakeholders, external evaluators may draw 
on centrally compiled statistical information on schools, or review extensive 
documentation on the school and developed by the school, or conduct interviews with 
members of the school. 

In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the Inspectorate of Education uses 
information in a Data Warehouse system provided by the Ministry of Education and 
Training (Shewbridge et al., 2011a). Data are compiled from compliance reports 
submitted by schools. The Inspectorate of Education constructs an individual school 
profile including indicators on output, input and context over a six year period. Each 
school is benchmarked against a group of comparable schools. This supports the 
Inspectorate of Education in its preliminary risk analysis to decide the focus of external 
school evaluation. In addition, during the actual external school evaluation, to assess the 
context, input and process factors, the investigation draws most heavily on document 
analyses, interviews with teachers, students and school leadership, as well as classroom 
observations. A challenge for external school evaluation is to have adequate information 
on student outcomes at the risk analysis phase. Further, schools are not obliged to share 
their self-evaluation results with external school evaluators during the external school 
evaluation. 

In the Czech Republic, the approach to external evaluation is designed to be evidence 
driven (Santiago et al., 2012b). The provision of a data profile for an inspection team, 
provided by the Institute of Information on Education, offers outcome information, aids 
efficiency by allowing the team to focus its attention on key issues and can help to 
benchmark and contextualise judgements. Similarly, documentation is sought and 
analysed as a key part of evidence gathering and a sample of stakeholders is interviewed 
in the course of the external school evaluation. As a result, evaluation teams have a wide 
body of evidence upon which to base their judgements. Moreover it appears that the 
external school evaluation process seeks to take into consideration contextual factors that 
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influence performance such as school type and location, kinds of students served, 
although this is not done systematically. 

In Portugal, each externally evaluated school completes a “presentation” document. 
This provides information mapped to the areas analysed in external school evaluation and 
linked to its self-evaluation (Santiago et al., 2012a). The General Inspectorate of 
Education and Science provides the external school evaluators with a statistical profile of 
the school, including performance data from national assessments and national 
examinations, statistics on grade repetition, and data on the demographic and social 
characteristics of the student population. External school evaluators also review 
documents such as the educational project, the curricular project, the plan of activities, 
the internal regulations, and the self-evaluation report. Another major instrument is panel 
interviews with the representatives of the educational community: school leadership, 
teaching and other staff, students, parents/guardians, and the local authority, selected 
according to pre-specified criteria. Triangulation across different sources of evidence is 
used to promote reliability. A new instrument is the administering of questionnaires to 
students, parents/guardians, teachers and non-teaching staff on their satisfaction and 
analysis of the school results. External evaluators also observe the school facilities, 
including the areas for instruction, but do not directly observe teaching and learning. 

Capacity 

Capacity for external school evaluation 
A crucial concern in external school evaluation is to ensure the legitimacy of the 

external school evaluators (typically known as “reviewers” or “inspectors”). The typical 
recruitment of external evaluators is from the education sector. External evaluators are 
most likely to have experience in education or teaching, to be recognised as having in-
depth expertise, to be former successful practitioners and to be able to guide and support 
others in the process of school development. However, there is a tension here of attracting 
well-experienced educators out of the education sector and thereby lessening the quality 
within the school system. 

It is not always straightforward to recruit external evaluators. For example, in the 
Slovak Republic it is proving difficult to attract people into the State Schools Inspectorate 
in particular regions, often due to the lack of additional financial incentive to leave the 
education sector (Shewbridge et al., forthcoming).  

In Korea, a practical challenge has been to secure credible and independent external 
school evaluators (Kim et al., 2009). Evaluators are typically school principals, school 
deputy principals, educational supervisors and researchers from within a particular 
district, so they are credible as evaluators, but have ties with the district and so 
impartiality may be a concern. Researchers point to the need for higher quality training 
programmes to address these concerns. 

In Sweden, all external school evaluators are full-time civil servants (Swedish Ministry 
of Education and Research, 2010). The majority of evaluators have a professional 
background in education and some have experience from working as senior administrators 
in a municipality or have been researchers in pedagogy and involved in teacher professional 
development. The external evaluation body (the Swedish Schools Inspectorate) has also 
recruited individuals trained in law or social sciences and researchers and analysts from 
various disciplines. This is a strategy to broaden the knowledge base and experience within 
the Swedish Schools Inspectorate. All external evaluators must have a university education 
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or equivalent and broad knowledge and experience in their professional field. All new 
recruits begin a six month probationary period upon employment. 

In some systems, reviewers from outside the education sector are used in combination 
with full-time external evaluators (see Box 6.9). Combinations of this kind can provide 
reassurance to those being evaluated about the competence and objectivity of teams by 
bringing different expertise and perspectives to bear during the evaluation process. Full-
time external school evaluators develop techniques of evaluation which are specific to 
this type of work while the “outsider” members of a team can be selected for their own 
particular expertise and credibility.  

In Portugal, external school evaluation comprises a team of three members, 
comprising two full-time members of the General Inspectorate of Education Science 
(IGEC) and an external member chosen by higher education or education research 
institutes (Santiago et al., 2012a). The external team member is usually drawn from a 
higher education institution. 

Box 6.9 Recruiting senior educators to join external school evaluation teams, 
Northern Ireland, United Kingdom 

In Northern Ireland, the Education and Training Inspectorate (ETI) recruits “associate 
assessors” from among senior staff in schools (e.g. school principals, deputy principals or senior 
teachers) to participate the external evaluation of individual schools. ETI recruits associate 
assessors via public advertisement and an interview process. Selected individuals join a pool of 
associate assessors and can be invited to join an external school evaluation team on an individual 
school inspection. Normally an individual will not be involved in more than two external school 
evaluations each year. Associate assessors receive training from the ETI and are introduced to 
the procedures and performance indicators used in external school evaluation.  

This strategy has two objectives: first, it is hoped that the experience of involvement in 
assessing quality in another educational establishment will help to develop the individual’s 
capacity to monitor, evaluate and improve the provision in his/her own school; second, the 
presence in the team of someone coming directly from the school context adds a dimension 
which can help to develop the ETI’s awareness of the current perspective of schools. 

Source: Department of Education, Northern Ireland (forthcoming). 

Upon recruitment, external school evaluators typically follow a specialised training 
programme on the techniques of external school evaluation (Faubert, 2009).  

Aligning external evaluation capacity with the chosen approach to external school 
evaluation 

Governance decisions to define the overall approach to external school evaluation 
impact the capacity requirements in external evaluation bodies. The OECD Review noted 
that New Zealand’s decision to shift to a system of differentiated external reviews has 
been accompanied by an investment by the Education Review Office in training its staff 
in how to handle and interpret evidence from school self-review. This has also been used 
to stimulate capacity building at the school level (see Box 6.3). Similarly, the Flemish 
Inspectorate of Education has recently introduced a “differentiated approach” to external 
school evaluation and is on a “learning path of continuous reflection, refinement and 
improvement” (Flemish Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). The Flemish 
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Inspectorate of Education offers generic training to all external school evaluators on the 
“differentiated approach” and seeks regular feedback from stakeholders via 
questionnaires and conferences to feed into consideration on how to adjust and refine the 
new approach to external school evaluation. Hong Kong-China has also invested heavily 
in retraining external reviewers to shift from an inspection mindset to a review approach, 
in which external reviewers are conceived as mediators who encourage and support 
schools to speak for themselves (MacBeath, 2008, p. 395).  

In Sweden, external school evaluation is carried out in two major forms: regular 
supervision and thematic quality reviews (Swedish Ministry of Education and Research, 
2010). During regular supervision the main focus is on legality; the purpose is to ensure 
the right of each individual in relation to the Education Act and regulations that apply. 
Similarly, ad hoc complaints received by parents are always investigated on a legal basis. 
In this context, the Swedish Schools Inspectorate has recruited individuals trained in law. 

In Korea, there has been a clear shift in policy to introduce a system of whole-school 
external evaluation, in which school quality is evaluated against a national quality 
indicator framework (Kim et al., 2010). While this has the advantage of giving a more 
rounded evaluation than simply relying on school performance measures, it requires 
much expertise from external evaluators. Training programmes are offered at the national 
level by the Korean Educational Development Institute and comprise a mixture of 
lectures and workshops on the legal basis, role and rights of related organisations, basic 
evaluation plan, interpretation and practical application of indicators, evaluator ethics, 
and guide to writing evaluation reports. There has also been increased support at the local 
level to help evaluators practice indicator application. However, research has pointed to 
the need to increase the offer of training (Jung et al., 2008). 

In France, a broad cross-section of stakeholders shares the opinion that external 
whole-school evaluation would be difficult to introduce due to inadequate external school 
evaluation capacity and a lack of specialisation in the necessary skills and competencies 
to undertake this (Dos Santos and Rakocevic, 2012). During the 1990s, certain school 
organising bodies (académies in Paris, Lille, Rouen and Toulouse) implemented whole-
school evaluations. These were conducted over a series of years, but proved to be time 
consuming and demanding in terms of human resources and were not always appreciated 
by school principals, so they were abandoned. A similar attempt was made in the 1990s 
by the national inspection (IGAENR) to introduce whole-school evaluations resulting in 
reports on main school features, strengths and weaknesses sent to the school and its 
organising body (académie), but such reports were not followed up and were therefore 
abandoned. 

Refining and improving external school evaluations 
As noted above, adopting a principle of transparency in the methodology and 

evaluation standards used in external school evaluation can increase the legitimacy of the 
external evaluation process in the minds of those being evaluated. Also, the transparency 
of publishing external evaluation reports for individual schools has been found to bring 
more coherence to the form and content of these (see below). 

Another way to heighten the legitimacy of external school evaluators is to ensure that 
the evaluators are themselves evaluated (Faubert, 2009). This can provide valuable 
information for improving the capacity of the external evaluation body to conduct objective 
and impactful evaluations. Most countries with external school evaluation ensure regular 
discussion of approaches and instruments used in external school evaluation, often under 
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the supervision of a senior member of the external evaluation body (Faubert, 2009). In 
order to judge the effectiveness of external school evaluation procedures, many external 
evaluation providers collect feedback from schools and other stakeholders on their 
experience with the external evaluation process. The external evaluation procedures may 
also be evaluated during national audits. Such processes can help validate the external 
evaluation procedures in place and improve their effectiveness and impact and may be 
particularly useful when introducing new external evaluation procedures. 

In New Zealand, feedback from school principals on their experience with the 
external review process is systematically collected (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 
2010). There are also other channels for stakeholders to feedback concerns or possible 
directions for future external school reviews: the Education Review Office has a Public 
Affairs section to answer individual concerns and holds a variety of public meetings and 
speaking engagements; there is an official complaints procedure; and individuals or 
groups can lobby their Member of Parliament. 

In Ireland, the Department of Education and Science may commission an independent 
customer survey to seek views on the external school evaluation process. The Department 
of Education and Skills may also be subject to national auditing processes, for example a 
recent review praised the work of the external school evaluation body and in particular its 
evaluation work in schools (Department of Public Expenditure and Reform, 2012). 
Similarly, in Sweden an audit of the external school evaluation process was conducted by 
administering a questionnaire to local politicians, civil servants, school principals and 
teachers in 38 local authorities and by conducting a few case studies and found positive 
feedback on school external evaluation (Ekonomistyrningsverket, 2006). 

In the Netherlands, the Dutch Inspectorate of Education conducted evaluation studies 
in 2010 to judge its work in general, but also to seek feedback on the new approach of 
“risk based inspection”. On a number of criteria schools reported positive experience with 
the risk based approach (Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2010a, 2010b).  

Capacity for school self-evaluation 
The OECD Review has revealed a common concern among countries on the variation 

among schools in their capacity to undertake self-evaluation. 

A recent evaluation of secondary education in the Flemish Community of Belgium 
identified the policy-making capacities of schools as an important improvement challenge 
(Commissie Monard, 2009). 

In Austria, teachers report that additional time is required to work on self-evaluation 
and the lack of additional resources is a major barrier to its implementation (Specht and 
Sobanski, 2012). School principal reports in PISA indicate that students and parents show 
positive attitudes to self-evaluation, but that teacher unions are perceived as a hindrance 
to school self-evaluation activities (Haider, 2006).  

In the Czech Republic, research on school self-evaluation activities has revealed that 
these lack a systematic, coherent and purpose-specific approach (Vašťatková and 
Prášilová, 2010), but that as schools gain experience in self-evaluation, they see this as a 
more meaningful activity (also Chvál et al., 2010). There are significant differences 
among schools in self-evaluation capacity, with a large proportion of schools needing 
support and the majority of schools demanding validated self-evaluation instruments 
(Chvál et al., 2010).  
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In Norway, the tradition of school self-evaluation directly related to the school’s own 
development has been developing since the 1970s. By 2000, almost half of all Norwegian 
schools and municipalities had developed systematic forms of school evaluation, but it 
has proved challenging to engage the remaining schools and local authorities in this type 
of quality assessment (Roald 2010). Oterkiil and Ertesvag (2012) highlight research that 
shows the failure for evidence-based and nationally supported programmes to be 
successfully implemented in some Norwegian schools and argue that the key is schools’ 
readiness and capacity to improve. 

In the Netherlands, researchers conducted a survey on school self-evaluation activities 
in 939 Dutch primary schools and classified schools into clusters according to the 
intensity of self-evaluation activities and accent on accountability and improvement: 8% 
of schools take hardly any self-evaluation activities for accountability or improvement; 
33% of schools have average self-evaluation activities paying some attention to 
accountability and improvement; 30% of schools undertake advanced school self-
evaluation with highly implemented accountability and improvement measures; 29% of 
schools undertakes above average accountability measures, but low levels of school 
improvement (Hofman, Dukstra and Hofman, 2009). 

A European project in 2001-03 identified a cocktail of elements that contributed to 
effective self-evaluation, including national and local support for self-evaluation, strong 
leadership, engagement of key stakeholders in the process and strong staff commitment to 
school self-evaluation (see Box 6.10). 

Box 6.10 Effective self-evaluation 

The Standing International Conference of Central and General Inspectorates of Education (SICI) ran a 
project on “Effective School Self-evaluation” from 2001 to 2003, including 39 schools across 14 different 
European inspectorates. Clearly, part of the aim of this project was to identify how to best marry the external 
element of inspection with school self-evaluation practices. However, the final report (SICI, 2003) also presents 
case studies showing examples of schools in the project with good school self-evaluation practices. The project 
identified the following common elements among schools with “very effective self-evaluation”: 

• strong leadership 

• school aims which were shared and clearly understood by all key stakeholders 

• engagement of key stakeholders in self-evaluation and improvement activities 

• well set out and clearly communicated policies and guidelines 

• self-evaluation activities that focused on learning, teaching and improving outcomes 

• strong staff commitment to self-evaluation 

• monitoring and evaluation processes that were systematic, rigorous and robust 

• well planned action to develop and improve provision 

• a beneficial balance between external support and challenge from local authorities and/or national 
Inspectorates and internal quality assurance  

• a generally strong infrastructure of national or local support for self-evaluation as a process. 

Source: SICI (2003). 
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Offering national or local support for school self-evaluation 
Strong national or local support for school self-evaluation has been identified as an 

important element in ensuring effective school self-evaluation processes (see Box 6.10). 
Table 6.10 presents an overview of the major national supports for self-evaluation offered 
in OECD countries. Specific training can be offered to school principals and teachers in 
areas such as the use of evaluation results, classroom and peer observation, the analysis of 
data and the development of improvement plans. Training and conferences on self-
evaluation activities are offered in a number of countries. Examples of other types of 
national supports for self-evaluation include guidelines for self-evaluation and the 
development of school improvement plans, tools for evaluation and data analysis, 
including the feedback of performance information from national assessments. Box 6.11 
shows an example of a comprehensive centrally developed support package for schools in 
Scotland in the United Kingdom. 

Table 6.10 National initiatives to support school self-evaluation 

  National support for school self-evaluation 

Australia 
School level results from national assessments are available to schools via MySchool public website. Western Australia, Victoria 
and New South Wales have developed online information systems to support schools and in particular to feed back results from 
national assessments in a way that allows schools to analyse these more efficiently. A national school improvement tool was 
developed in 2012 for schools to self-evaluate on nine major characteristics research has identified in effective schools.  

Austria Quality in Schools (QIS) project Internet platform supplies schools with information and tools for both evaluation and data 
analysis, and provides a forum for the presentation of results 

Belgium (Fl.) New possibility for schools to conduct student tests as administered in the national sample assessment and to receive 
benchmarked feedback; feedback reports given to all schools participating in national and international assessments. 

Czech 
Republic 

Schools are free to choose self-evaluation criteria, but the Ministry and the Inspectorate provide guidelines, selected models and 
examples of good practice (“On the road to quality” project). 

Denmark The Quality and Supervision Agency runs an Evaluation Portal with online tools and resources for school evaluation and in 
collaboration with the Danish Evaluation Institute offers voluntary training sessions for school principals and teachers. 

Finland 
In 2010 the Ministry of Education and culture devised national quality criteria for basic education with a view to facilitating school 
self-evaluation and quality enhancement. The Education Evaluation Council produced evaluation guides and methodological 
publications and disseminates good evaluation practices. 

France 

Secondary schools have been equipped with dashboards of performance indicators. Data come mostly from the centrally 
developed application Support for School Piloting and Self-Evaluation (APAE, aide au pilotage et à l'auto-évaluation des 
établissements). The indicators are mostly related to school population, financial and student achievement data. In the special 
education sector (éducation prioritaire), a Support Tool for School Piloting (OAPE, outil d'aide au pilotage de l'établissement) is 
currently being developed to help school teams self-evaluate their activities in order to collectively increase the “school effect”.  

Hungary National Centre for Assessment and Examination in Public Education issues guidelines on organisation and methods for self-
evaluation and organises training in quality development. 

Iceland Ministry publishes guidelines and offers training to teachers. New curriculum guidelines will include special evaluation guidelines 
for schools. 

Ireland 

Strengthened support in 2012 includes: Guidelines for School Self-Evaluation in primary and secondary schools; a dedicated 
school self-evaluation website; Inspectorate support for all schools and teachers; and seminars for school principals which are 
organised by the professional development service for teachers. In 2003 the Inspectorate developed two frameworks for self-
evaluation in primary and secondary schools (Looking at our schools). Since 1998, professional development for teachers offered 
in context of School Development Planning. 

Korea 
MPOEs provide guidelines for schools to complete self-evaluation reports by providing evidence of their educational activities and 
outcomes for common evaluation indicators in the national evaluation framework. MPOEs provide training to senior school staff on 
how to prepare for school self-evaluation activities. 

Luxembourg 
Ministry accompanies schools in their school development planning by offering data, assessment tools, advice, training and 
analytical expertise and analysing data. Methodological support is offered to schools throughout the process of drawing up and 
implementing their School Development Plan by the central Agency for the Development of Quality in Schools (ADQS). 
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Table 6.10 National initiatives to support school self-evaluation (continued) 

  National support for school self-evaluation 

Mexico 

Self-evaluation guidance developed since the early 2000s, including an adaptation of the Scottish evaluation and quality indicator 
framework (2003) and a publication on key features of the top performing schools (2007). Further a collection of guides, support 
materials and instruments for self-evaluation was distributed to all primary and secondary schools in 2007 (System for School 
Self-evaluation for Quality Management). The National Testing Institute (INEE) also develops a series of applications for use in 
self-evaluation, e.g. tools for evaluating the overall school, the school environment, school staff, etc. 

Netherlands 
Ministry subsidised two national projects to develop quality management systems in secondary schools (1999-2005) and in 
primary schools (2001-06). Secondary School Council (2010) in co-operation with the Ministry has developed an online 
information system with quantitative and qualitative information on individual schools with benchmarking data that can be used for 
self-evaluation and horizontal accountability. 

New 
Zealand 

Education Review Office provides support tools and training for school self-review and improvement, suggesting a cyclical 
approach and providing a framework for success indicators (same as those used in external reviews). 

Norway 
A national “School Portal” presents benchmarked outcome data for school owners and schools, plus basic demographic and 
resource data. National template for school reporting includes mandatory and suggested indicators. These are part of the National 
Quality Assessment System (NKVS) introduced in 2004. 

Portugal 
General Inspectorate of Education and Science provides school self-evaluation support materials on its website and organises 
seminars on good practices in self-evaluation. The Inspectorate's “School Presentation” instrument guides schools in how to 
present their own evaluation at the start of the inspection process. 

Slovak 
Republic 

The Ministry published methodological guidelines in 2006 to help schools produce their self-evaluation reports. There are no 
defined criteria. There are three ongoing national projects on school self-evaluation (cofounded by European Social Funds). 

Slovenia 
Various projects to support self-evaluation via National School for Leadership and National Education Institute. Ongoing project 
(co-funded by European Social Funds, 2008-14) to develop a system of quality assessment and assurance focused primarily on 
self-evaluation, combined with external school evaluation and quality indicators. 

Sweden 
The National Agency for Education provides a school self-assessment tool (Assessment, Reflection, Evaluation and Quality, 
BRUK) with indicators on the national curriculum and syllabi, plus a tool to plan and assess internal quality improvement. Many 
privately developed tools also available to schools. 

United 
Kingdom 
(England) 

A national self-evaluation form is provided for schools – this is used by schools prior to school inspections. An analysis tool 
Reporting and Analysis for Improvement through School Self-Evaluation (RAISEonline) is provided for use by schools, local 
authorities, inspectors and school improvement partners.  

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

The Education and Training Inspectorate has developed in collaboration with schools and practitioners a set of quality indicators 
(Together Towards Improvement) which is promoted for use in school self-evaluation. Other tools and guidelines have been 
developed to support both whole-school evaluation and evaluation in specific subjects, e.g. “Evaluating English”. 

United 
Kingdom 
(Scotland) 

Framework for school self-evaluation (How good is our school?) includes quality indicators in five key areas. Education Scotland 
website also provides a range of self-evaluation materials and good practice examples. Education Scotland runs good practice 
conferences on different themes. 

Source: OECD Review. 

It is worthy of note that efforts to build school capacity for self-evaluation have been 
undertaken by many countries already for a number of years. In 2001, nearly all European 
Union members had some form of support for self-evaluation in place, the most common 
support being training for self-evaluation (e.g. in Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany, 
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Norway, Poland, Slovenia, Spain and the United Kingdom) 
(Eurydice, 2004). Self-evaluation frameworks and models were available in the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, the Czech Republic, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal, 
Sweden, Spain and the United Kingdom. With the exception of Finland and Sweden all 
these systems had established external school evaluation procedures in place. In France 
and the Slovak Republic schools had access to the criteria, indicators and procedures used 
in external school evaluation. However, there is continued concern to strengthen school 
self-evaluation capacity. For example, in New Zealand, heightened priority has been 
given to building school capacity for self review (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 
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2010). The Education Review Office assessed in 2007 that around half of schools were 
considered to be conducting their self review well, that is, they were using assessment 
information well to inform teaching and school decision making (ERO, 2007). Within the 
United Kingdom, external school evaluation in Scotland has sought to build capacity by 
providing more extended engagement and support to schools most in need of this and by 
creating more scope for inspectors to work directly with school staff during external 
school evaluation (van Bruggen, 2009). 

Box 6.11 Centrally developed tools for self-evaluation in Scotland,  
the United Kingdom 

The external evaluation body in Scotland (Education Scotland) has developed a central web-
based resource which provides schools and school managers with a comprehensive set of tools 
which they can use to structure effective school-level evaluation. This resource, known as 
Journey to Excellence has grown and developed over two decades and can be traced back to the 
publication of How Good is our School? in the late 1980s.  

The complete Journey to Excellence package now includes the following parts: 

• Part 1: Aiming for Excellence; explores the concept of excellence, what is meant by 
“learning” and “barriers to learning” and introduces ten dimensions of excellence. 

• Part 2: Exploring Excellence; explores the ten dimensions in detail, giving practical 
examples from real schools which show the journey from “good” to “great”. 

• Part 3: How Good is our School? and The Child at the Centre present sets of quality 
indicators for use in the self-evaluation of schools and pre-school centres respectively, 
along with guidance on their use. 

• Part 4: Planning for Excellence provides a guide for improvement planning in schools 
and pre-school centres. 

• Part 5: Exploring Excellence in Scottish Schools consists of an online digital resource 
for professional development containing multi-media clips exemplifying aspects of 
excellence across a wide range of educational sectors and partner agencies. It also 
contains short videos from international education experts and researchers. 

Plans are underway to enhance the resource further with new resources to support schools in 
the process of developing long-term strategic thinking and managing major change in a school 
context. 

The package is very widely used by schools and by all Scotland’s 32 local authorities and 
most independent schools. The school quality indicators at the heart of the package are also used 
by external school evaluators for external review of schools. They were built on the criteria 
developed for external school evaluation and they are regularly refreshed and updated on the 
basis of developing understanding of the characteristics of effective practice. 

Source: HMIE website (www.hmie.gov.uk/generic/journeytoexcellence). 

Ensuring leadership of school self-evaluation activities 
The key role that strong leadership plays in ensuring effective school self-evaluation 

has also been highlighted (see Box 6.10). Research internationally has shown that school 
leadership focused on goal-setting, assessment, appraisal and evaluation can positively 
influence teacher performance and learning environments (Pont et al., 2008). Evidence 
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from TALIS indicates that if school principals adopt a more pronounced instructional 
leadership style, teachers are more likely to engage in collaborative activities with their 
colleagues (this is the case in more than a quarter of the TALIS countries) (OECD, 2009). 
In Ontario, Canada, professionals have developed a set of competencies for school 
principals related to school self-evaluation (Box 6.12).  

Box 6.12 School self-evaluation related competencies for school leadership: 
Ontario, Canada 

The Institute for Educational Leadership (IEL) in Ontario is a virtual organisation made up 
of a partnership of representatives from Ontario’s principals’ and district officers’ associations, 
councils of school district directors, and the Ministry of Education. Its purpose is “to further 
develop education leadership so as to improve the level of student achievement in Ontario’s four 
publicly funded education systems. One of IEL’s five practices and competencies within its 
research-based leadership framework for school principals and deputy principals is “leading the 
instructional program”, described as: “The principal sets high expectations for learning outcomes 
and monitors and evaluates the effectiveness of instruction. The principal manages the school 
organisation effectively so that everyone can focus on teaching and learning.” Among a number 
of practices outlined to achieve this are: ensuring a consistent and continuous school-wide focus 
on student achievement; using data to monitor progress; and developing professional learning 
communities in collaborative cultures. Associated skills include that the school principal is able 
to access, analyse, and interpret data, and initiate and support an enquiry-based approach to 
improvement in teaching and learning. Related knowledge includes knowledge of tools for data 
collection and analysis, school self-evaluation, strategies for developing effective teachers and 
project management for planning and implementing change. 

Source: Ontario Institute for Educational Leadership website, 
www.education-leadership-ontario.ca/content/framework. 

In the Czech Republic, a study of external support offered to school principals on the 
self-evaluation process in 12 primary schools in Prague showed that this had a positive 
impact on school principals’ attitudes and readiness to implement self-evaluation (Chvál 
and Starý, 2008). An analysis of the content of self-evaluation activities developed by 
school principals revealed a clear need for external support; also in the absence of 
external specialist support there were serious drawbacks in learning exchanges among 
school principals in their peer review of each other’s school development plans.  

In the French Community of Belgium, school principal representatives report that 
developing a school plan can be a useful process if it valued and invested in by the whole 
school team (Blondin and Giot, 2011). If not, it is rather an imposed requirement that 
demands much work. Stakeholders also cite the need to lessen the high administrative 
burden on school principals in order to free up time for pedagogical leadership – this is 
particularly challenging in primary schools. 

In Denmark, school principals have expressed concern about how to reconcile the 
increased external demands to document school quality with a strong climate of trust at 
their schools (EVA, 2007). This was echoed in school principal demands for training on 
how to meet documentation requirements (EVA, 2010). Another study concluded that 
70% of school principals request professional development in evaluation, strategic 
development and quality assurance (Chairmanship of the School Council, 2009). National 
training sessions on working with evaluation are offered to school principals and teachers 
on a voluntary basis and in parallel online evaluation tools and examples are offered.  
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In France, there has been little if any emphasis on school self-evaluation in leadership 
training (Dos Santos and Rakocevic, 2012). As such, both the School of National 
Education, Higher Education and Research (ESEN) and the national education authorities 
at regional level (autorités académiques) have developed targeted training programmes, 
with a particular emphasis on how to use indicators. The Directorate of Evaluation, 
Forecasting and Performance (DEPP) provides packages to help schools build their own 
indicator sets. A broad cross-section of stakeholders report that school principals and 
teachers need training in how to conduct self-evaluations, including setting objectives and 
using the indicators and tools available to them. 

An evaluation of the new approach to external school evaluation with a focus on school 
self-evaluation in Hong Kong-China identified self-confident and calm leadership as an 
important factor in helping embed a culture of reflection and inquiry (MacBeath, 2008). 

In the Atlantic Provinces of Canada, the emphasis on school self-evaluation as a part 
of school improvement planning places high demands on school principals and other 
members of the school leadership (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). There are 
similarly high demands on school principals in New Zealand where the approach to 
school evaluation emphasises the importance of school self-evaluation (see Box 6.13). 

Box 6.13 Targeted training on school self-evaluation for school principals  
in New Zealand 

As school self-evaluation (self-review) is at the heart of the New Zealand approach, school 
capacity to conduct self-evaluation is of key importance. There are high expectations on school 
principals and their organising bodies (Boards of Trustees) and this can be especially 
challenging for schools in isolated areas or in communities with low socio-economic status. The 
external school evaluation body (the Education Review Office, ERO) in collaboration with 
school principal associations delivers workshops on self-evaluation to school principals, their 
teams and organising bodies and has developed support materials and case studies in good 
practice in self-evaluation. Such initiatives capitalised on ongoing professional development for 
external evaluations and so costs were minimal. In 2009, 35 workshops were delivered by a 
national facilitator and supporting local senior evaluators to over 1 200 participants across New 
Zealand, including relatively isolated areas. Workshop feedback was positive and external 
evaluators are reporting improved self-evaluation processes from schools that attended the 
workshops.  

Source: New Zealand Ministry of Education (2010). 

Creating evaluation roles and responsibilities within the school 
Research from different countries has pointed to how the creation of teams holding 

particular responsibilities for self-evaluation within a school can positively impact the 
effectiveness of self-evaluation. In the Netherlands, the use of “data teams” comprising 
teachers and school principals or deputy principals has proved effective in encouraging 
greater use of data in school self-evaluation for improvement. This is a mechanism to 
engage school leadership support and to foster collaboration by focusing on specific 
problems in the school (Schildkamp, Rekers-Mombarg and Harms, 2012). In Estonia, 
although the school leader is responsible for implementing self-evaluation, many schools 
have developed “assessment teams” and there has been positive feedback on this 
(European Commission, 2011). In England in the United Kingdom, there is a “data 
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hierarchy” in schools with well-developed data and evaluation roles among school 
leadership and senior staff (Kelly and Downey, 2011). In Hong Kong-China a new focus 
on the role of self-evaluation within the external evaluation process has seen the creation 
of School Improvement Teams in schools. An evaluation identified that schools with 
effective and credible School Improvement Teams were able to cope better with the new 
external evaluation approach. The most effective teams comprised a cross-section of staff 
with high credibility among their colleagues, showing vision of how self-evaluation could 
feed into learning and school improvement, working as a team with distributed 
leadership, exercising initiative and creativity, and able to instil an ethos of accountability 
(MacBeath, 2008).  

Engaging the full school community in school self-evaluation activities 
School self-evaluation is seen as a way to engage all school staff in collective 

learning (Hopkins, 1995) and to aid the constant search for improvement (Barber, 1996). 
It is also important to engage key stakeholders in self-evaluation and improvement 
activities (see Box 6.10). Leithwood and Aitken (1995, p. 40) define a “learning 
organisation” as: “A group of people pursuing common purposes (and individual 
purposes as well) with a collective commitment to regularly weighing the value of those 
purposes, modifying them when that makes sense, and continuously developing more 
effective and efficient ways of accomplishing those purposes”. 

Importantly, research has underlined the important role that students can play in 
school self-evaluation. Evidence from several systems has highlighted that involving 
students in decisions about their schooling is an important factor in school improvement. 
Students have a critical role to play in determining how schools and classrooms can be 
improved (Rudduck, 2007; Smyth, 2007; MacBeath et al., 2000), even though they need 
support to learn how to provide powerful feedback (Pekrul and Levin, 2007). 

Seashore Louis et al. (2010) conducted a six-year study in nine states, 43 school 
districts and 180 schools in the United States and found that higher-performing schools 
generally asked for more input and engagement from a wider variety of stakeholders. In 
all schools studied, school principals and district leaders had the most influence, but a 
greater degree of influence from teacher teams, parents and students did not lessen school 
principal influence.  

Emerging evidence from a research project on the impact of external school 
evaluation indicates that schools reporting greater capacity for improvement and change, 
also report greater stakeholder involvement and greater efforts to improve teacher 
co-operation and school leadership (Ehren et al., 2012). 

In the Netherlands, analysis of the use of self-evaluation in primary schools revealed 
that schools undertaking this as part of a “learning organisation” perform significantly 
better in mathematics (Hofman, Dukstra and Hofman, 2009). 

The benefits of establishing a “professional learning community” are widely 
recognised. However, there are common challenges in many systems to instil this cultural 
change in many schools and also among staff within a school (see Box 6.14).  

In Japan, there are official requirements for schools to seek the views and demands of 
students, mainly by means of questionnaires, in particular seeking their evaluation of 
teaching. The increased use of student evaluation of teaching and lessons in secondary 
schools had sometimes caused defensiveness and hostility among teachers (Katsuno and 
Takei, 2008). Although, there are no official requirements for student participation in 
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school self-evaluation forums (including parents, local residents, school counsellors), this 
had been encouraged by the Saitama Prefecture. During a study of self-evaluation in six 
schools during 2004-06, Katsuno and Takei (2008) comment that the Saitama Prefecture 
takes a less managerial approach with a greater emphasis on discussion and 
communication (p. 176). The study found some positive results: although it was not 
always an easy process to involve students (some teachers were not willing to listen to 
student demands), many teachers saw this self-evaluation process as a way to promote 
students’ personal and social development. 

In Slovenia, there is a legal requirement for the teacher assembly, the parent council 
and the school board to discuss the school’s annual report, to evaluate the results and to 
include their evaluation, comments and proposals in the final report (Brejc, Sardoč and 
Zupanc, 2011). In turn, this evaluation process feeds into the school’s development plan 
and annual work plan. 

Box 6.14 Building professional learning communities: A challenge shared 

Research has identified the school self-evaluation process as a matter for school leadership in many schools, 
with limited engagement from teachers in the process. Schools with highly developed self-evaluation processes 
promote a “professional learning community” in which each member of the school is constantly learning and 
improving.  

Evidence from the OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) of lower secondary school 
teachers in 2007-08 indicates that it is a common challenge to build professional learning communities in 
schools. TALIS provides measures on five different aspects which together would make a professional learning 
community: “co-operation” (Exchange teaching materials with colleagues; and Teach jointly as a team in the 
same class); “shared vision” (Attend staff meetings to discuss the vision and mission of the school); “a focus on 
learning” (Ensure common standards in evaluations for assessing student progress); “reflective inquiry” (Take 
part in professional learning activities, e.g. team supervision); and “de-privatisation of practice” (Observe other 
teachers’ classes and provide feedback).  

In all countries, there is great variation among teachers in the extent to which they indicate their participation 
in the five types of activity associated with a professional learning community. In each country there are three or 
four main teacher profiles according to the type of activities they participate in and how often they do so. A study 
in the Flemish Community of Belgium in 96 schools with 2 716 respondents also revealed significant variation in 
reported attitudes toward self-evaluation activities within schools, more so than between schools – and more 
positive attitudes were associated with a more pronounced professional learning community culture (Vanhoof, 
Van Petegem and De Maeyer, 2009). 

The TALIS results show that in many countries basic forms of co-operation among staff are common, but it 
is much less common for teachers to work together on core professional activities (participation in reflective 
inquiry and observing other teachers’ classes and providing feedback). Teachers in larger schools more 
frequently reported that they observe other teachers’ classes and provide feedback. 

Important factors associated with increased levels of participation in professional learning community 
activities include receiving feedback and appraisal on teacher instruction and being involved in external 
professional development activities. Both factors indicate the important role that the observation of the teaching 
and learning process plays, including potentially via critical friendship peer observation activities among schools. 

However, results also show that being more actively involved in a professional learning community can be 
time consuming. Vanhoof, VanPetegem and De Maeyer (2009) found that teachers reported self-evaluation 
activities to be time consuming and difficult to carry out. Indeed, evidence from the Atlantic provinces in Canada 
indicates that this is a common concern raised among teacher unions (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming).  

Sources: OECD (2012); Vanhoof et al. (2009); Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming). 
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In the French Community of Belgium, each school has a participation council (legal 
requirement since 2007) to ensure the rights for parents and students to give feedback to 
the school, however, teacher representatives report that the participation of parents varies 
from school to school and is particularly weak in schools in less advantaged socio-
economic communities (Blondin and Giot, 2011). They argue that this can reinforce 
inequities among schools. 

Stimulating and supporting peer review among schools 
The OECD Review revealed incipient practices of schools undertaking peer 

evaluation activities in several countries. Box 6.15 presents an overview of emerging peer 
reviews in the Flemish Community of Belgium. Seeking external ideas and support, 
including from other schools, is a feature of effective professional learning communities 
(Bolam et al., 2005). There is considerable evidence, for example from Finland, Sweden 
and England in the United Kingdom, that school-school partnerships, clusters and 
networks can provide mechanisms for sharing effective leadership as well as effective 
practice in a way that contributes to raising the performance of the member schools (Pont 
et al., 2008). Within the United Kingdom, executive leadership across partner schools in 
England has proven to be a very effective mechanism for raising the performance of 
underachieving schools (Hill and Matthews, 2010). A particular power of learning 
networks between schools is the sense of moral purpose around making a difference for 
all children – learning on behalf of others as well as with and from others – as was the 
case in the Networked Learning Communities programme, a large-scale enquiry and 
development initiative involving 137 networks (1 500 schools) in England between 2002 
and 2006 (Jackson and Temperley, 2007). However, official evaluation of secondary 
school participation in school networks indicates that it is a challenge to engage the 
participation of the academically stronger schools (National Audit Office, 2009). 

Critical friends are trusted outsiders. Frequently, they are external advisors, but the 
benefit of colleagues in other schools playing this role is that they are fellow 
professionals who are equal. They have the potential to hone pedagogic peer evaluation 
skills and to create the impression that schools are no longer alone. A study to promote 
school self-evaluation in 27 primary schools in the Netherlands also involved visitation 
by critical friends (Blok, Sleegers and Karsten, 2008). Schools principals reported that the 
use of critical friends was cost effective, although time consuming, and there was almost 
unanimous agreement that it had contributed to the school’s capacity to improve (p. 391). 

However, paying attention to the challenges and facilitating conditions for 
professional learning networks is critical to their potential to enhance educational change 
and support improvement (Chapman and Hadfield, 2010). Trusting relationships are 
necessary for deep networking and can be fostered by the prior agreement among 
participating schools on a code of ethics to guide the peer evaluation process (Stoll et al., 
2011). The context in which schools conduct self-evaluation determines to a considerable 
extent the nature of the support that a critical friend can offer (Swaffield and MacBeath, 
2005). If school self-evaluation is voluntary for the purpose of school improvement, a 
critical friend’s role can be varied and potentially highly creative. However, if a school 
self-evaluation is mandated and subject to external evaluation, a critical friend’s role is 
more politicised and there are higher stakes (p. 249). 
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Box 6.15 Emerging peer reviews among schools in the Flemish Community of Belgium 

The Ministry of Education and Training has stimulated collaboration among schools by its promotion of 
“school communities” (scholengemeenschappen). Schools in a similar geographical area join a school 
community on a voluntary basis. However, the Ministry of Education and Training provides incentives for 
schools to join a school community by offering extra resources (i.e. extra teaching time for primary and 
secondary schools). In the case of secondary schools, there are also some organisational advantages to joining a 
school community. These efforts have successfully stimulated further collaboration among schools and virtually 
all schools offering mainstream primary and secondary education belong to a school community. There are 
clearly defined responsibilities for schools and belonging to a school community “implies continuous evaluation 
and adjustment of school policies” and therefore effectively promotes school improvement (Ministry of 
Education and Training and the University of Antwerp, 2010). 

Although these emerging collegial relationships are at relatively early stages of development, their 
emergence is a strength in that they are focusing on helping schools develop both their self-evaluation capacity 
and the potential for critical friendship. The OECD Review visit revealed an example of primary school 
principals collaborating with colleagues observing teachers in each other’s schools and an inter-schools quality 
network between secondary school principals focusing on how to stimulate and improve the use of outcomes. 
Research points out that schools find peer visitation a useful learning experience (Flemish Ministry of Education 
and Training, 2010). 

Further, examples of peer visitation include: a project by the umbrella organisation for Provincial education, 
in which participating schools commit to a code of ethics, visiting teams write a report on findings, strengths, 
weaknesses and recommendations, and the visited school decides how to address these recommendations; and 
visits and peer reviews among schools involved in similar innovation projects in the City of Antwerp. 

Source: Shewbridge et al. (2011a). 

Reporting and use of results 

Results from the three major approaches to school evaluation can have both formative 
and summative uses. For example: 

• School development: external school evaluation can lead to recommendations or 
instructions on particular aspects for individual schools to improve and can be 
used to identify and share best practice and innovative practice throughout the 
school system; self-evaluation results can feed into the development of a school 
improvement plan and professional development activities; both types of school 
evaluation can use comparative school performance measures to identify relative 
strengths to build on and weaknesses to be improved. 

• School accountability: external school evaluation results for individual schools 
or groups of schools (e.g. local authority overview reports) may be published, 
results may lead to possible rewards (e.g. national or regional competition 
recognition; additional funding) or sanctions (e.g. being publicly named as an 
underperforming school with quality concerns; loss of national recognition or 
funding; school closure) or strengthened external supervision and/or support; 
school self-evaluation results may be reported to the school community to give 
account of the school’s status and progress toward specific school goals; school 
self-evaluation results may form the basis of external school evaluation; 
comparative school measures may be reported to the public for general 
accountability as well as to aid families in choosing schools (as individual school 
performance reports or in national or regional performance tables). 
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An overview of accountability uses 
Table 6.11 provides an overview of the use of school evaluation results and school 

performance measures for accountability. This also gives a sense of the relative influence 
that the results of external school evaluation, school self-evaluation and comparative 
measures of school performance can have in school accountability. Countries are 
arranged in descending order of the possible influence that external school evaluation has 
on the evaluation of school performance. In general, across countries external school 
evaluation carries more influence than school self-evaluation and comparative school 
performance measures in terms of evaluating school performance and school 
administration and also for informing decisions on possible school closures and financial 
rewards or sanctions.  

It is clear that in the majority of systems where comparative measures of school 
performance are available (via either national examinations, national assessments or 
both), these exert a high to moderate degree of influence over the evaluation of school 
performance. In fact, Korea and Spain are the only countries where these do not influence 
evaluations of school performance. In Chile and Mexico, comparative measures of school 
performance are the only means to evaluate school performance. While comparative 
measures of school performance have a high or moderate influence in the evaluation of 
school administration in a few countries (the French Community of Belgium, Chile, 
Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland and England in the United Kingdom), they very rarely 
feed into decisions on financial rewards or sanctions or possible school closure.  

However, in the Netherlands and England in the United Kingdom, school 
performance measures do have some influence in decisions on possible school closures as 
these are used within the external school evaluation process – this is also the case for 
Ireland where these have a low degree of influence. In the Netherlands, comparative 
measures of school performance are a key part of the external school evaluation process. 
Although schools are not readily closed down (there is a procedure involving a number of 
escalating steps), their results in principle have high impact on their potential closure. As 
detailed in Box 6.6, school performance is a crucial indicator in the Netherlands for the 
Inspectorate of Education’s decision making process to judge whether a school is “weak” 
or “very weak”.  

In Hungary there is strong reliance on the use of student assessment results in school 
evaluation. A survey of school organising bodies (maintainers) revealed that 84% 
reported relying on national assessment results and nearly half of local governments 
reported only using one source of information and this tends to be national assessment 
results. The publication of national assessment results “undoubtedly” qualifies as the 
initiative with the greatest impact on school evaluation activities and has been largely 
accepted (results of the Institute of Education Research and Development’s 2009 school 
survey revealed that around 10% of school principals reported disagreement with public 
access to national assessment results). Schools failing to achieve a minimum level of 
performance in national assessments are required to take measures. Such legislation has 
been strongly criticised by the Education and Opportunities for Children Roundtable as a 
political idea that is not based on adequate evaluation (Kertesi, 2008, p.185, in Hungarian 
Ministry of Education and Culture, 2010). 
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Table 6.11 Use of school evaluation results and school performance measures for accountability (2009) 
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external school evaluation have over: 
Degree of influence the results of 
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Belgium (Fl.)1 High Med. High High a a a a High Low None None 
Belgium (Fr.) High High None Low a a a a High High None None 
UK (England) High High Low High Low Low None Low High High Low Med. 
Iceland1 High High None a High High None a High None None a 
Ireland High High None Med. a a a a High None None Low  
Netherlands High Med. None High a a a a High Med. None High 
Poland High Med. m None Med. Med. m None High Med. Med. None 
Portugal High Low None None Med. Low None None Med. None None None 
UK (Scotland)2 High High a High High High a High High None None None 
Slovak Republic High Med. Med. High High High Low Med. Med. Low None None 
Turkey High High Low High Med. Med. None None High Low  None None 
Czech Republic Med. High High High Med. Med. Med. Low a a a a 
France Med. Med. Low None Low Low None None High None None None 
Austria Med. Med. Med. Med. Low Low Low Low a a a a 
Germany Med. Med. None None Med. Med. Low None High Low Low None 
Israel Med. None None None Med. None None None Med. Low None None 
Korea1 Low High Low None High High Low a None Low None None 
Luxembourg Low Low a a Med. Low a a High Low None None 
Spain1 Low Low None None a a a a None None None None 
Chile1 None None High High a a a a Med. Med. None None 
Estonia None None None None Med. High Low None Med. None Low None 
Hungary a a a a m High None None Med. High None Low 
Mexico1 a a a a a a a a Med. None None None 
United States2 m m m m m m m m High m m m 

Notes: The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable and the symbol “m” denotes that information is missing. 
(1) Comparative measures of school performance refer to national assessments only. 
(2) Comparative measures of school performance refer to national examinations only. 

Source: OECD (2011). 

The results in school performance accountability systems may be used to identify 
underperforming schools and to target support to these schools. Evidence from the United 
States highlights the importance of providing adequate support to schools in need of 
improvement. The United States Department of Education commissioned an evaluation of 
school improvement support offered to schools identified in the No Child Left Behind 
accountability system (Padilla et al., 2006). The evaluation was conducted over three 
school years from 2001-04 with annual surveys to a nationally representative sample of 
1 300 district administrators and 739 schools, plus case studies in 20 schools, in 
15 districts across five states. By 2003/04 almost all districts provided identified schools 
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with basic school improvement support, e.g. writing an improvement plan and analysing 
data. However, all but two of the 15 districts in the case study reported serious capacity 
concerns to offer school improvement support, including reduced funding available for 
teacher professional development and a lack of knowledge and skills to provide school-
based instructional support. The study also highlighted the dominance of contextual 
school characteristics influencing whether or not schools improved enough to exit 
“improvement status”. The authors conclude that identified schools require much more 
intensive support. 

Regarding the nature of support, a study of 21 low-performing high schools across six 
states in the United States revealed that school stakeholders appreciated the experience, 
dedication, interpersonal skills and accessibility of their support providers (Boyle et al., 
2009). This shows appreciation for flexible and adapted support according to the school 
context and that such an approach is perceived by schools as high-quality support. Schools 
also noted the importance of the intensity, stability and timeliness of the support offered. 
This highlights the importance of the quality and capacity of the external support providers.  

School self-evaluation 
The results of self-evaluation are primarily aimed at making plans for school 

development and further professional development needs. For example, in Slovenia, the 
annual school report must be discussed with and evaluated by the Teachers’ Assembly, 
the Parents’ Council and the School Board. Each group can comment of the effects of the 
school’s programmes and policies and make proposals on how to develop these. This 
internal evaluation subsequently feeds into the school’s development plan and its specific 
annual work plan (Brejc, Sardoč and Zupanc, 2011). In New Zealand, schools are 
expected to integrate the results of both their own self-review and national external school 
reviews into their long-term planning (Nusche et al., 2012). 

In many countries, school self-evaluation is integrated in a classic management 
approach to strategic improvement planning. For example, following Deming’s Plan-Do-
Check-Act cycle (based on Hofman, Dukstra and Hofman, 2005): 

• At the plan stage schools may: conduct an analysis of strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and threats (SWOT); develop a vision/mission; set goals; develop 
specific, measurable, acceptable, realistic and time-bound (SMART) performance 
indicators; establish functional structural communication; create broad support for 
the plan; and plan funding and staff allocation. 

• At the do stage schools implement the plan and may: ensure educational 
leadership; apply policy and strategy; work out an activity plan; stimulate a 
professional culture; ensure internal and external communication. 

• At the check stage schools evaluate the plan and may: ensure internal and external 
involvement in evaluation; use monitoring; analyse data; construct performance 
indicators and norm references for evaluation; analyse staff and student 
satisfaction with the improvement plan; report results to the school community. 

• At the act/adapt stage schools act on the evaluation results and adapt the plan 
accordingly: integrate findings in the monitoring system; broaden the application 
area; deploy necessary staff and material; check failures; seek accreditation; 
restart the cycle. 
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Box 6.16 Using school self-evaluation results in school improvement planning 

Quality management in schools in Sweden 
In Sweden, internal quality management in schools (stimulated by long established quality reporting 

practices) fosters the intelligent collaborative use of feedback. Also, the relatively intensive school self-
evaluation activities contribute to the openness of professionals for feedback coming from external school 
evaluation. In Sweden, feedback seems to be integrated in schools into a communication-rich organisational 
environment which is capable to understand and interpret it. 

The concept of quality management or quality development, as it is reflected in the quality model developed 
by the National Agency for Education, is embedded in a classic strategic management model focusing on four 
key questions: (1) who are we?, (2) where do we want to go?, (3) how can we get there?, (4) how did we 
succeed?. This is the complete strategic planning cycle which starts with a self-analysis and the analysis of the 
environment, it continues with vision-making and strategic goal setting, then implementation planning and, later 
on, the evaluation of the results. Quality reporting is, in fact, only the last element of this process, its most 
important aim being to feed back into the four-stage strategic cycle. 

The typical approach to self-review within a school planning cycle in Australia 
In Australia, school planning is a continuous process best understood as cyclical, developmental and 

adaptive. All state and territory schools are committed to self-reflection, strategic planning and transparency of 
reporting when evaluation and assessing their individual schools performance. School self review is the first step 
in the process of school development and improvement, providing the foundation for reporting and 
accountability. School self-assessment practices are performed in all public state and territory schools. This is 
through a process of monitoring and assessing yearly operation plans, strategic plans and measuring against key 
performance measurement indicators, as established by individual state and territory guidelines. Self review 
enables an analysis of current performance and the effectiveness of strategies implemented to support 
performance improvement. It provides the basis for performance reporting and future improvement planning. 
School self-assessment appears to be most effective when assisted by significant levels of support from the state 
and territory departments or school regulatory bodies, especially in the form of external reviews and the 
provision of templates and standard frameworks. 

School self-review steps and procedures in Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada  
For a number of reasons, Newfoundland and Labrador has been particularly successful implementing a 

School Improvement Program. Historically, they had schools working on models of improvement as early as 
1986 and they did a pilot project and study in 1995 (Sheppard, 1995), adopting a model revised from that 
experimentation in 2004. However, senior department officials attribute the effective implementation to the 
support system and capacity-building put in place. 

While there are many methods to gather, record, analyse, and make informed decisions, the steps below have 
been field-tested in schools and have been found to be effective. A timeline is also suggested for each of the 
steps. It is recommended that the Internal Review component be completed within a 5-month period, though this 
is sometimes contingent upon the nature and culture of the school. 

• Step one: Establish a school development (leadership) team 
• Step two: Gather and organise relevant data according to criteria statements 
• Step three: Establish data recording and analysis teams 
• Step four: Record and analyse the data 
• Step five: Report on data and critical issues 
• Step six: Goal identification 

Sources: Nusche et al. (2011b); DEEWR (2010); Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming). 
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By design, this implies that the results of school self-evaluation feed into school 
development policies. Box 6.16 presents typical examples of the approach to self-review 
as part of school improvement planning cycles in Australia, Canada and Sweden. These 
approaches clearly illustrate that school self-evaluation is fundamentally integrated in a 
broader strategic planning cycle. For example, in the Atlantic Provinces of Canada the 
final step in the school improvement planning cycle is the external validation of the 
school’s results. A school completing the strategic improvement planning cycle by 
definition has improved (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). The examples also illustrate 
that schools with effective school improvement planning establish clear procedures and 
can benefit from well-developed external support systems.  

Schools may also choose to publish annual reports on their websites. However, some 
systems may set requirements for schools to publish annual reports. For example, in the 
Czech Republic schools have been obliged to publish their results and this is checked as 
part of the criteria in the inspection framework (Santiago et al., 2012b). As of 2012/13, 
there is a clear expectation that schools use the results of their self-evaluation activities as 
well as the educational results in publishing their annual school report and that this is all 
checked via external school evaluation by the Czech School Inspectorate.  

Using comparative school performance measures in self-evaluation activities 
The OECD Review revealed in several countries that there is often a need to optimise 

feedback of results from both school-based tests and also national student assessments and 
surveys. When there is a lack of timely feedback or reaction to the results of internal school 
evaluations (quantitative or qualitative surveys) this lessens the support of educators for 
evidence-based self-evaluation. In a similar vein, typically, schools and teachers do not 
receive feedback reports from national assessments in time to diagnose the learning needs 
of the students tested. Such delays in feedback may lessen their use in school self-
evaluation (and risk to lessen the support of educators for such national assessments who 
may perceive them as distant and of little value or use to them and their students). Finally, 
when schools receive feedback from central systems the results may well remain in the 
realm of school leadership and not be widely used or discussed among staff. 

School performance feedback systems can be powerful tools providing timely, high-
quality information on performance that the school can use for improvement actions 
(Visscher and Coe, 2003). This may help schools identify problems sooner and examine 
which types of interventions work better in different contexts. The availability of 
computerised systems for information processing has made a significant contribution to 
the logistics of school performance feedback (Visscher, Wild and Fund, 2001). Timely 
feedback of performance data in an accessible format are important characteristics of data 
systems that can promote the use of results in schools. However, of equal importance are 
characteristics related to the users and the school organisation (see Box 6.17). Research 
on stakeholder perceptions of the use of data in the United States revealed that untimely 
feedback of performance data coupled with a lack of resources to support data use, 
e.g. extra time, staff or training, may mean that data are irrelevant for teachers (Englert 
et al., 2007). Further, the research revealed much more positive attitudes toward data use 
in improving schools. 

According to school principal reports during the PISA 2009 survey, the use of 
assessment data for school self-evaluation is pretty well established in secondary schools 
across the OECD. On average in the OECD, 77% of students are in schools whose 
principal reports the use of student assessment data to monitor the school’s progress from 
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year to year and to identify aspects of instruction or the curriculum that could be 
improved (Figure 6.6). In particular, these results indicate that the use of assessment data 
is well established in New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States. In all but 
two countries, at least 50% of students are in schools whose principal reports that 
assessment data are used to improve the curriculum – and this is at least 80% of students 
in 18 countries. This indicates a strong use of results for development purposes. The 
results also indicate that in many countries assessment data are less often used for 
benchmarking purposes, that is, to compare the school’s performance with other schools 
or with national or regional performance. Indeed, there appears to be a missed 
opportunity to feed student performance data from standardised tests into self-evaluation 
activities in some systems. Notably in Luxembourg, Finland and Denmark, although the 
majority of students are in schools reporting the use of standardised tests, there is little 
reported use of assessment data for school monitoring (Figure 6.5).  

Figure 6.6 Use of student assessment results in school self-evaluation (PISA 2009) 
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Note: Percentage of students in schools where the principal reported assessments of students in the national modal grade for 
15-year-olds are used for these purposes. Data are shown for OECD countries. 

Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful?: Resources, Policies and Practices (Volume IV) , 
OECD Publishing, Paris.  

Of course, such self-reports do not shed light on the actual quality of use of student 
performance data. In Ireland, one of the findings in primary schools from the 2009 national 
assessments was that while the aggregated results of students’ standardised test results were 
widely discussed at staff meetings, the use of such data to establish school-level learning 
targets was less common (Eivers et al., 2010). This is backed up by external school 
evaluations revealing limited capacity for schools to monitor progress (Irish Department for 
Education and Skills, 2012). In New Zealand, the Education Review Office identified via 
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external school evaluation in 2007 that only 17% of schools used student achievement data 
to aid decisions on meeting learning needs of nationally identified priority student groups 
(ERO, 2007). A review three years later identified that although two-thirds of schools used 
assessment information to identify “at risk” student groups, only some schools used this to 
identify talented students who may require extra challenge (ERO, 2010). Some schools 
took actions based on the data to better meet the needs of identified students, however, 
few schools reviewed the effectiveness of these actions. 

In the United Kingdom, research in 178 secondary schools in England sheds light on 
how the external school evaluation body’s online self-evaluation software is used (RAISE 
online) (Kelly and Downey, 2011). School principals receive access codes and an 
administrator account and can control access to the software. 95% of teachers in the 
survey responded that they did not have access to RAISE online. This reflects the typical 
approach of data management responsibilities lying with senior managers and the 
feedback to teachers of pre-analysed data – presumably to increase efficiency and provide 
teachers with “information” rather than raw data. The research revealed that teachers 
would prefer to analyse data in teams or within departments.  

In New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States, both the publication of 
achievement data and the use of external benchmarking in self-evaluation activities are 
reported widely (see Figures 6.6 and 6.7). School principal reports indicate that the 
tracking of achievement over time by administrative authorities has an influence over 
their use by schools (see Chapter 8).  

Box 6.17 Factors promoting use of assessment data for self-evaluation 

The literature identifies three major factors promoting data use in schools: 

• Data system characteristics – timeliness of data availability, accuracy, validity, 
relevance and reliability of data; access to data; tools available to use the data. 

• Data user characteristics – whether they believe in the data, have the necessary 
knowledge, skills and motivation to use them, whether they feel power to make changes 
(or whether they feel improvement is contingent upon things beyond their control). 

• School organisational characteristics – time is allocated for data use, colleague(s) with 
special role/expertise in data use, training, teacher collaboration, data use is linked to 
school vision, norms and goals, school principal supports data use. 

Source: Schildkamp, Rekers-Mombarg and Harms (2012). 

In Austria new annual assessments against national standards have been introduced in 
2011/12 and include feedback reports to schools showing school and class level aggregate 
results with the aim of promoting their use for school development activities (Specht and 
Sobanski, 2012). This reporting system is also accompanied by moderators trained by the 
Federal Institute for Education Research, Innovation and Development of the Austrian 
School System (BIFIE) who are made available to schools to aid their interpretation of the 
results. During the piloting of these new assessments in 2009 in 204 secondary schools, this 
feedback process was evaluated via surveys to teachers and school principals. Results 
indicate that such feedback is useful for schools with school principals reporting that this 
had stimulated professional communication at their school, including 40% reporting that 
results had already led to decisions to make changes at the school and 30% of teachers 
reporting that results might have an impact on their instruction (Grillitsch, 2010). There are 
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also plans to introduce experts to support schools with their quality development. Of note 
also, 40% of teachers reported being encouraged by the feedback and only 3% discouraged. 

In Norway, the leaders of regional education authorities see untapped potential in 
examination results, although some school principals do use these for self-evaluation 
activities (Roald, 2010). Schools with established self-evaluation cultures, the ability to 
interpret results and to design and implement measures according to the results benefit 
most from national assessment and examination results (Roald, 2010; Langfeldt et al., 
2008). An evaluation of the national assessment system in 2009 revealed that around 50% 
of school organising bodies, school principals and teachers reported that they followed up 
on the results from the national pupil survey and that normally the results are discussed 
with teacher teams within the school (Allerup et al., 2009). Further, there is a strong 
relationship between a school’s constructive use of national assessment results and the 
school organising body’s capacity to support schools in their self-evaluation. The 
information provided by the national assessment system can seem to create bureaucratic 
work and take too much time if the information is not viewed as relevant and analysed for 
school development. Finally, there is a legal requirement for school organising bodies to 
follow up on the results of parent surveys in an attempt to engage parents in school 
development discussions. However, the OECD Review identified that data in the national 
School Portal was not extensively used by schools – when schools did use this, it was not 
at a whole-school level, but rather at a teacher level (Nusche et al., 2011a). This may be 
due to a lack of sophistication in the data presentation for analysis, for example, no 
inclusion of school contextual information to make more meaningful comparison, but 
also to do with a lack of data-handling skills among school principals and their staff. 

In Luxembourg, national assessments have been recently introduced. While stakeholders 
agree on the importance of using evidence and data for school improvement, the results of 
national assessments are not yet perceived to add value for improving teaching and 
learning in the class and so are regarded as taking time and limited resources for little 
value (ADQS, 2011). This is linked to an initial lack of national capacity to sufficiently 
exploit much nationally collected data and to respond to the demands of schools. There 
were concerns on the timeliness of feedback and the level of feedback. For example, 
school principals initially only received aggregate performance distribution for the whole 
school per subject, which limits the analytical value of the results for school improvement. 
In addition, the introduction of national assessments has met with social resistance from 
teachers for fear of causal inferences being drawn from student assessment data. 

In the French Community of Belgium the overriding impression from stakeholders is 
that there is too much information, but that it could be useful if there were clear guidance 
on how it could be used (Blondin and Giot, 2011). Teacher unions report that this equates 
to additional and meaningless administrative burden; school principals would like clear 
indicators for a quick overview of the major points and to answer key questions; parents 
underline the necessity of having clear explanations accompanying the results. School 
organising bodies see strong potential in the results, as long as these are discussed with a 
view to supporting and not controlling schools, which underlines the value of pedagogical 
advisors (a support service set up in 2007 for schools identified by external school 
evaluation or the school organising body as needing assistance).  

In Canada, teacher federation position papers show that generally teachers in the 
Atlantic Provinces are still not convinced of the value of large-scale assessments 
(Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). However, the results of large-scale assessments are 
included in school improvement plans and annual reports, which indicates that teachers 
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are using the results to monitor student performance and to evaluate the success of their 
long-term objectives. There are other indications from teacher federation position papers 
that accountability-related tasks weigh heavily on teachers’ time and detract their core 
work with students. 

External school evaluation 
Table 6.12 presents more detailed information on the possible use of the results of 

external school evaluation for accountability. The columns to the left show where the 
influence of external school evaluation is greatest and the columns to the right show where it 
is weakest. In general, external school evaluation results are not strongly linked to financial 
rewards or sanctions. External school evaluation results do not impact the size of the school 
budget or teacher pay and bonuses (only a moderate influence in Austria, the Czech 
Republic and England in the United Kingdom), but do have a high degree of influence on 
other financial rewards or sanctions in the Flemish Community of Belgium and the Czech 
Republic. There are very different policies across countries on the degree of influence that 
external school evaluation can have on the possible closure of a school. In Estonia, France, 
Germany, Israel, Korea, Poland, Portugal and Spain the results of external school evaluation 
have no influence on possible school closures. However, external school evaluations have a 
high or moderate influence on possible school closures in nine OECD countries. 

Table 6.12 Use of the results of external school evaluation for accountability (2009) 

 The degree of influence the results of external school evaluation may have over: 

Total number of 
systems by level of 

influence: 

Evaluation of 
school 

performance 

Evaluation of 
school 

administration 

Evaluation 
of individual 

teachers 

Support to 
improve 
teaching 

skills 

The 
likelihood of 

a school 
closure 

Another 
financial 
reward or 
sanction 

The size of 
the school 

budget 

Teacher pay 
and 

bonuses 

High 11 8 6 5 7 2 0 0 
Moderate 5 7 8 9 2 2 2 3 
Low 3 3 3 5 1 4 7 0 
None 1 2 2 1 8 9 10 12 
UK (England) High High High High High Low Low Moderate 
Ireland High High High High Moderate None None None 
Belgium (Fr.) High High High High Low None None None 
Turkey High High High Moderate High Low Low None 
Iceland High High Low Low a None None a 
UK (Scotland) High High a High High a a a 
Poland High Moderate High High None m None m 
Slovak Republic High Moderate High Low High Moderate Low None 
Netherlands High Moderate Moderate Moderate High None None None 
Belgium (Fl.) High Moderate Moderate Moderate High High Low a 
Portugal High Low Moderate Moderate None None None None 
Austria Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Germany Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate None None None None 
France Moderate Moderate Moderate Low None Low Low None 
Israel Moderate None Low Moderate None None Low None 
Czech Republic Moderate High Moderate Low High High Moderate Moderate 
Korea Low High None Moderate None Low None None 
Spain Low Low Low Moderate None None None None 
Luxembourg Low Low Moderate Low a a Low a 
Estonia None None None None None None None None 

Note: The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable and the symbol “m” denotes that information is missing. 

Source: OECD (2011). 
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Mechanisms to ensure that schools follow up on the results of external school 
evaluation 

There is a clear assumption that schools will use the feedback from school external 
evaluation and implement policies to address any weaknesses identified (e.g. Faubert, 
2009; Ehren et al., 2012). However, evidence indicates that not all schools do this and 
that accepting feedback does not necessarily lead to school improvement actions. 
A degree of external follow-up can ensure that schools use external evaluation results to 
undertake school improvement actions (see section on Impact above). However, 
providing adequate follow-up can place significant demand on the external school 
evaluation body’s capacity. Several countries take a policy to more closely supervise 
underperforming schools by the school inspectorate or review body and less frequent 
and/or less extensive review of well-performing schools (e.g. the Flemish Community of 
Belgium, Korea, the Netherlands and New Zealand). Box 6.18 presents an example of a 
strengthened follow-up of the results of external school evaluation in Ireland.  

As of 2011/12, Portugal has also implemented a requirement for each externally 
evaluated school to prepare an improvement plan to respond to the challenges identified 
in the external school evaluation (Santiago et al., 2012a). The expectation is that each 
externally evaluated school will be followed up by educational authorities to assess the 
extent to which its improvement plan is effectively overcoming the shortcomings 
identified in external school evaluation. In the previous external school evaluation cycle, 
there was a lack of clear follow-up by the external school evaluation body, except in the 
most critical cases. A more systematic follow-up of schools may help to increase the 
impact of external school evaluations, as the OECD Review had identified that findings 
were not widely known among school staff. In Korea, as well as the closer follow-up of 
underperforming schools, schools receiving excellent evaluations are provided with level-
differentiated support (although this has been evaluated as having limited impact, 
Jung et al., 2008). 

There may also be specific expectations for the school to follow up on the results of 
external evaluation as an internal matter. For example, in the Flemish Community of 
Belgium there is an obligation for school leadership to discuss with school staff the 
results in an external school evaluation report on its school within 30 days (Flemish 
Ministry of Education and Training, 2010). 

In Denmark the quality reports compiled by local authorities on their schools are not 
connected with any prescribed set of rewards or sanctions, but each local authority can set 
a specific action plan for schools with poor performance (Danish Ministry of Education 
and Rambøll, 2011). In their third year of implementation, the Danish Evaluation Institute 
judged that the form of the quality reports was adhered to, but that local authorities were 
struggling with how to follow up underperforming schools and to provide the required 
support (EVA, 2009). While around 73% of local authorities initiated follow-up activities 
in the 2006/07 school year, these were typically at the school system level and not for 
individual schools.  
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Box 6.18 Follow up on implementation of external school evaluation recommendations: Ireland 

A follow-up mechanism is now in place in relation to schools that are identified during inspections as 
experiencing significant difficulty and where it is evident that intervention is required to assist the school 
improvement agenda. The School Improvement Group (SIG), was established by the Department in 2008 to 
ensure that improvement happens following inspection. The SIG, which comprises members of the Inspectorate 
and officials from the Department’s Schools Division and other relevant divisions, co-ordinates the Department’s 
actions in following up on the recommendations from inspections. The actions co-ordinated by this group are 
tailored to the specific needs of the school, and are intended to ensure that the school’s patron, management and 
staff work to improve the quality of provision for students. Follow up on the implementation of 
recommendations in inspection reports comprises a number of differentiated approaches depending on the 
challenges facing particular schools. The range of interventions used to promote action and improvement 
include: 

• meetings with the school patrons/trustees, chairpersons of boards and/or school principals 

• progress reports from the board of management 

• support for the school from school support services or services provided by patron or management 
bodies 

• further inspections 

• sanctioning school management, where warranted. 

The School Improvement Group has been successful in helping an increasing number of schools to improve. 
Between 2008 and 2011 it has dealt with more than 50 poorly performing primary and secondary schools. In the 
majority of cases, the SIG has requested the boards of management of the schools to provide detailed progress 
reports on improvement. Meetings have been held with boards of management and school patrons and have 
resulted in a number of significant actions to put improved school governance arrangements in place. In some 
instances, school principals or other members of staff have resigned. School support services have also provided 
additional guidance and professional support to some schools. Progress is monitored through seeking update 
reports from the schools’ management and by means of further inspection activity. The outcomes are reviewed 
carefully by the School Improvement Group. In common with initiatives to improve seriously under-performing 
schools in other countries, the experience of the School Improvement Group has shown that it can take some 
time to achieve significant improvement. However, approximately one-third of schools that came to the attention 
of the School Improvement Group are no longer in the process and there is evidence of significant improvement 
in a further third. The remainder have either entered the process recently or continue to be a cause for concern. 

In 2012 “follow-through inspections” were trialled in a sample of schools that had been inspected over the 
previous three years. Such inspections aim to determine the extent to which the school has made efforts to 
improve practice and the progress that the school has made on implementing recommendations made during the 
previous inspection. The intention is to mainstream follow-through inspections and to publish associated reports. 

Source: Irish Department for Education and Skills (2012). 

Publishing results of external evaluation for individual schools 
It is common practice in OECD countries to publish the results of external school 

evaluation in the form of a summary report on major findings within the school system 
(see Chapter 8). However, there has been increased demand to also publish external 
evaluation findings for individual schools, so that parents can use evaluation results in 
making decisions on which school their child should attend and also to more regularly 
follow quality developments at their school. The routine publication of external 
evaluation findings on individual schools has become increasingly widespread in Europe 
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and now happens in 16 countries or regions of Europe (Eurydice, 2012). However, the 
format that results publication takes varies significantly among countries, ranging from 
full evaluation reports with specific summaries, to just a few headline points on the major 
findings. The publication of individual school evaluation results has led to the need to 
communicate in a way that is more accessible to parents and the wider public in general 
(see Box 6.19). 

In Korea, 2011 saw the inclusion of school evaluation results in the School 
Information Disclosure System, so that comprehensive school evaluation results on the 
school’s strengths and recommendations were made publicly available for the first time. 
This is expected to give more weight to the impact of school evaluation (Kim et al., 
2010). However, before this date, the highest and lowest performing schools were 
indirectly revealed via sanction and reward arrangements. 

The decision to publish external school evaluation reports in the Flemish Community 
of Belgium aimed to meet parents’ rights to clear and accurate information to inform 
school choice. In doing so, the Flemish Inspectorate of Education performed a balancing 
act: to provide relevant and useful descriptive information on school performance, but not 
performance measures that could be used to rank schools; to ensure that schools would 
not doctor or limit their self-evaluations for concern that key findings would be made 
available to the public via external school evaluation reports (Flemish Ministry of 
Education and Training, 2010). The decision to publish external school evaluation reports 
has led to external school evaluators using a more coherent format of reporting. Research 
also shows that different stakeholders believe that publication will lead to better self-
evaluations by schools, better parental involvement in the school, including following 
school development (Vanhoof and Van Petegem, 2005). 

Similarly, in Ireland the publication of external school evaluation reports (since 2006) 
does not include numerical data that could be used to compile league tables, although 
such data are extensively used during school external evaluation (Irish Department for 
Education and Skills, 2012). There is legal provision that the Department for Education 
and Skills can refuse access to information that can be used to compare the academic 
performance of schools (Education Act, 1998). 

Box 6.19 Reporting results of external school evaluation 

In the Netherlands, much effort has been invested in producing quality information that can be used by 
parents and schools together. Much of the Inspectorate’s information on secondary schools is provided in a 
special website (Windows for Accountability). The information does not refer to inspection criteria or norms (so 
for example, for the broader public, no school is judged as being “very weak” on indicators such as student 
achievement results or student satisfaction). Schools also can access additional information via a private login 
and can see their relative performance (e.g. with percentile scores) on different indicators. The information base 
is partly the same as used by the Inspectorate. Schools also can put information on this website that has a 
benchmarking goal. The visual presentation is very attractive for the broader public. 

In England within the United Kingdom, the inspectorate (Ofsted) presents inspection reports on line for each 
school. Each report includes: a brief summary of the key findings and major recommendations for school 
improvement; a glossary of key terminology used in the report to make this more accessible to the school 
community; and a letter to students thanking them for their co-operation and explaining in a clear and simple 
manner the main findings and recommendations.  
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In New Zealand, the Education Review Office publishes individual school review 
reports on its website. Although these reports are not intended for comparing or ranking 
schools, the media may attempt to rate or rank schools on the findings – in particular, 
review reports for secondary schools include examination results and value-added 
indicators. Due to the publication of review reports, schools perceive these as high-stakes 
evaluations (New Zealand Ministry of Education, 2010). 

Reporting comparative school performance measures 
The OECD Review has revealed varied policies regarding the reporting of 

comparative school performance measures. Some systems may report national 
examination results at the school level, but decide not to publish the results of national 
assessments at the school level, preferring these to be used exclusively by schools for 
school development. There are also wide differences in the sophistication of how results 
are reported, from the publication of static performance tables to the provision of 
interactive websites where parents and other stakeholders can select and compare 
information on different schools. Importantly, there are also differences in what is 
reported: whether this is simply the raw results of student assessments or examinations 
aggregated to the school level; or whether this is accompanied by contextual information 
on the school and general information to help parents and other stakeholders interpret the 
results. Box 6.20 provides an overview of some approaches to reporting comparative 
performance measures. 

In Mexico, there is a new database of information (RNAME) providing useful 
information on each school, including quantitative data on student outcomes in the 
national assessments (ENLACE). These arrangements represent a good step forward in 
providing parents, local communities, educationists and the general public with some key 
information about schools both globally and individually (Santiago et al., 2012). The 
inclusion of school-level data on students’ results in ENLACE assessments over a three-
year period is a good feature. However, there is no information available on the 
qualitative aspects of school work, which lessens the use of the information for parents. 
As yet, no data are provided on the context of the school and it is not possible to compare 
similar schools. 

In the Slovak Republic, static comparative data tables showing school average results 
in the national assessments are published on the national testing institute (NÚCEM) 
website (Shewbridge et al., forthcoming). Efforts have been made to improve the 
presentation of performance data to allow comparison of results in different regions of the 
Slovak Republic. A non-governmental organisation has recently developed a school 
performance website. This aims to present information from the national assessments and 
also information gathered from external school evaluations, but procedures to validate the 
information presented are not clear.  

Schools may report comparative school performance information to parents directly. 
School principal reports in PISA 2009 indicate varied policies in this respect for schools 
attended by 15-year-old students both within and among countries (see Figure 6.7). For 
example, 50% of 15-year-old students or less in all but two countries (the United States 
and Turkey) are in schools where parents receive information to compare their child’s 
school group performance with that of students in other schools. This could imply the 
availability of comparable school-level performance measures to only some schools 
within the country or large variation in how these are reported to parents among schools 
within each country. It is more common practice among countries for schools attended by 
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15-year-old students to report student performance relative to national or regional 
benchmarks to parents, but again this varies considerably among countries (above 70% of 
students in 11 countries and below 30% in 10 countries). 

On average in the OECD, less than 40% of 15-year-old students are in schools whose 
principal reports that achievement data are posted publicly (Figure 6.7). This is rare 
practice in Austria, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Japan, Spain and Switzerland; but much 
more typical in New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States. In the French 
Community of Belgium, schools cannot communicate student achievement data for 
promotional or competitive purposes. 

The publication of school performance measures aims to stimulate teacher and 
student efforts to improve performance, provide information to parents for school 
choice and stimulate improvement through competition, and reduce asymmetry of 
information providing a basis for more effective allocation of resources (Faubert, 
2009). In an overview of literature mainly from the United States, the United Kingdom, 
the Netherlands and Norway, Rosenkvist (2010) finds that the available evidence 
regarding the effect of publishing student test results in school performance tables is 
mixed. There is wide consensus in the literature that reporting student test results in 
performance tables is coupled with several methodological problems and challenges. 
Notably, school performance tables are only really able to meaningfully distinguish 
schools performing at the top and bottom ends of the performance distribution, but 
performance differences between the majority of schools are rarely significant. There is 
little evidence of a positive relationship between performance tables and increased 
student performance. There is, however, evidence of performance tables influencing the 
behaviour of schools, teachers and parents – although not always as originally intended 
by the authorities. Research in England in the United Kingdom identifies a high degree 
of stress on English and mathematics departments due to the importance of these 
subjects in school performance tables, but that these departments had a sense of more 
power within the school, with easy access to school leadership and strong cases for 
negotiating extra resources and curriculum time (Perryman et al., 2011). 

Studies have shown that school agents may view the publication of student 
achievement data as carrying high stakes even when the results are used only to identify 
areas for school development and are not linked to rewards or sanctions. Consequently, 
school agents such as teachers will work to avoid the public stigma of poor results, and 
this may have unintended consequences on classroom teaching and assessment (Corbett 
and Wilson, 1991; Madaus, 1988; McDonnell and Choisser, 1997). Such unintended 
consequences may include curriculum narrowing, teaching to the test and emphasising 
basic knowledge and skills that are easily measurable. Teachers may be tempted to design 
their own assessment in similar ways to the national assessments (i.e. typically in 
multiple-choice and short answer formats) to the detriment of richer, more performance-
based approaches to assessment (see Chapter 4). 

However, the fact that school leaders and teachers respond strategically to national 
assessments or national examinations implies that these can be a powerful tool to steer 
what is taught in classrooms. Advocates for the use of assessments in school 
performance accountability systems argue that teaching to the test content is 
appropriate if tests are properly constructed to measure achievement (Sims, 2008). 
Rosenkvist (2010) presents an overview of studies showing that the publication of 
school performance measures is associated with teachers emphasising the content that is 
prioritised in explicit policy goals, e.g. raising basic skills. This of course heightens the 
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importance of appropriately designed assessments. Other significant concerns raised in 
the literature regard a gaming and outright cheating culture in schools that can arise in 
response to incentives in school performance accountability systems. All of these 
concerns underline the importance of well-designed assessments that reduce the 
predictability of the assessment and the susceptibility of the tasks to inappropriate test 
preparation (Koretz, 2010). 

Figure 6.7 Public reporting of student performance and reporting to parents (PISA 2009) 
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Notes: Percentage of 15 year-old students in schools where the principal reported that student performance information was 
reported in this way. Data are shown for OECD countries. 

(1) Caution is needed when comparing results, as these were not internationally adjudicated. 

Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful?: Resources, Policies and Practices (Volume IV) , 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 

The publication of performance tables based solely on “raw” student test results 
essentially measure the quality of the school intake rather than the teaching in the school 
(Willms, 1997; Hoyle and Robinson, 2003 in Rosenkvist, 2010). One factor here is that 
results in national assessments and examinations and socio-economic status are highly 
correlated, such an approach risks to measure in part the socioeconomic characteristics of 
the students in the school rather than the contribution of the school to student learning 
(Faubert, 2009). This may lead to misinterpretation of school performance rankings that 
are damaging to equity and create incentives for schools not to accept students from 
disadvantaged socio-economic background (idem.). Another factor is that performance 
tables do not take into account students’ prior achievement levels. In turn, this may create 
incentives for schools not to accept students with a less academic profile or special 
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educational needs. For these reasons, the OECD (2008) argues that although the 
publication of actual student assessment or examination results provides some important 
information, these are “poor measures of school performance”.  

There are different ways to address the concern about differences in school contextual 
characteristics. In the simplest form, school performance measures may present actual 
student assessment or examination results, plus provide descriptive information on the 
school context, for example school-level information on the students that participated in 
the assessment or examination, e.g. their gender, socio-economic background, etc. 
Statistical adjustments may also be used to account for the school context’s impact upon a 
specific set of student assessment or examination results (these are referred to a 
contextual attainment models) (OECD, 2008). However, these do not take into 
consideration a student’s prior attainment.  

A substantial improvement in the presentation of school performance information is 
the use of statistical models that aim to measure the “value added” of a school. These are 
defined as “a class of statistical models that estimate the contributions of schools to 
student progress in stated or prescribed education objectives (e.g. cognitive achievement) 
measured at least at two points in time” (OECD, 2008). Therefore, a measure of value 
added would show the progress in student learning at a given school by taking into 
consideration a student’s prior attainment. Further, these could also adjust for the school’s 
context (contextual value added models). 

However, research has also identified some concerns over the use of statistical models 
to adjust school performance measures (Rosenkvist, 2010). In a review of different 
statistical approaches for school performance measures, Masters (2012) concludes that 
these will inevitably provide an imperfect picture of a school’s effectiveness. One 
concern in more complicated statistical adjustment models is a level of obscurity that 
makes it difficult for users to meaningfully interpret results. Such complex models may 
be open to accusation of massaging the results to make these appear better (e.g., van de 
Grift, 2009) or even to excuse low average performance (Figlio and Loeb, 2011) or to 
institutionalise low expectations (Hamilton and Koretz, 2002).  

There is evidence that educators support the use of school performance measures 
that are adjusted for the school context. Recent research on data use in 178 secondary 
schools in England in the United Kingdom shows overwhelmingly that teachers 
regularly use data (813 teachers completed surveys) (Kelly and Downey, 2011). An 
interesting finding was that schools with significantly high contextual value added 
scores reported both greater use of data and satisfaction with using data. The 
researchers suggest that this may indicate a developed culture of data use at both the 
student and school levels, given that contextual value added data show the degree of 
progress by every student – thus generating a need for more teachers to use data in 
order to make the task manageable. Similarly, the OECD Review in the Flemish 
Community of Belgium revealed appreciation by schools for the contextual value-
added performance feedback from the national sample assessments. (It should be noted 
that these results are not published). 
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Box 6.20 The public reporting of school performance 

Taking account of factors that impact student learning and are beyond the control of 
schools 

In Sweden, the National Agency for Education has developed two public databases 
presenting comparable information on different schools (and local authorities). One includes 
basic statistical information as well as student test scores (SIRIS), the other presents statistical 
measures on how each school performs given its “expected value” as calculated in a regression 
model (SALSA). This notion of expected value is essentially an adjustment in a statistical 
regression model of the school’s performance according to its particular student composition. 
The regression model takes into account: a weighted indicator on the parents’ education; the 
proportion of boys; the number of students born abroad and the proportion of students born in 
Sweden with both parents born abroad. In this way, a given school with a large proportion of 
students with parents at lower educational level is assumed to perform less well compared to a 
school with a small proportion of such students. A comparison of the school’s average student 
performance with the school’s “expected value” calculated in the regression model (which 
corresponds to the average score for schools with the same student composition) represents a 
proxy of the value that school brings. 

In Australia, the school reporting website (My School) uses a measure of socio-educational 
advantage to present “fair and meaningful” comparisons of school performance on the national 
assessments (NAPLAN). The Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority 
(ACARA) developed an Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage via a statistical 
model that identified the combination of variables that were most closely associated with student 
achievement in the national assessments (NAPLAN). Background information for individual 
students (parental education and occupation) is aggregated to the school level and then combined 
with school community factors (proportion of indigenous students, remoteness of the school and 
a measure of educational disadvantage for students with a language background other than 
English). Using this statistical adjustment allows for a school’s performance to be compared 
with statistically similar schools.  

Showing the school’s contribution to student learning progress  
In Australia, students sit national assessments (NAPLAN) at four different year levels. The 

school reporting website (My School) uses a measure of “student gain” to present school 
performance on NAPLAN. This presents average results for students who sat the national 
assessments on two occasions at the same school and have results at two year levels. The 
percentage of students in the school that are included in this measure is also displayed. The 
student gain in a given school can be compared to: the Australian average student gain; average 
student gain in similar schools as measured in the contextual adjustment measure (see above); 
and student gain for all students across Australia who had a similar starting point. 

In England in the United Kingdom, a performance table is reported on line for each school 
and includes information on the learning progress of students between different key stages of the 
national curriculum. The proportion of students in each school that makes “expected progress” is 
based on national minimal expected learning progress between two different key stages. In 
secondary schools, the national examinations at age 16 (General Certificate of Secondary 
Education) are used to measure performance at the end of Key Stage 4 and the best eight 
examination results are taken for each student to measure the “added value” since the end of Key 
Stage 2. The percentage of students in the school that are included in this measure is displayed 
and value added results are only shown for schools where this comprises at least 50% of 
students. 

For further information, see: http://salsa.artisan.se;  
www.education.gov.uk/schools/performance/; www.myschool.edu.au. 
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Pointers for future policy development 

This chapter has reviewed the approaches countries are taking to school evaluation in 
light of available research and evidence. The policy suggestions that follow are drawn from 
the experiences reported in the Country Background Reports, the analyses of external 
review teams in Country Reviews and the available research literature. It should be stressed 
that there is no single model or global best practice of school evaluation. The development 
of practices always needs to take into account country-specific traditions and features of the 
respective education systems. Not all policy implications are equally relevant for different 
countries. In a number of cases many or most of the policy suggestions are already in place, 
while for others they might not apply owing to different social, economic and educational 
structures and traditions. Different contexts will give rise to different priorities in further 
developing policies for school evaluation for different countries.  

In general, there is a need for further research into the impact of different policy 
approaches to school evaluation. The existing evidence base is dominated by research in a 
few systems with long-established policies in school evaluation. As more systems adopt 
and implement different school evaluation policies, there will be a need to collect 
evidence on how these impact student learning and educational experiences. 

Governance 

Clarify the role and purpose of school evaluation within the wider evaluation and 
assessment framework 

School evaluation in any system must be seen in the context of its particular cultural 
traditions as well as the wider policy arena if its precise nature and purpose is to be 
understood. The OECD Review considers school evaluation as one of several key 
components in the overall evaluation and assessment framework for a school system. As 
such, its particular role and contribution should be aligned to the wider goals for the 
school system and considered in the overall balance of accountability and development 
functions within the evaluation system. The development of school evaluation will 
depend on a range of established practices in the school system such as the extent of 
school autonomy, the extent of market mechanisms and the culture of evaluation. As part 
of a general agenda, the fundamental purpose of school evaluation needs to be clearly and 
consistently understood across the school system. For instance, external school evaluation 
can be part of the strategy to bring about general improvement across all schools or, more 
narrowly, it can focus on “underperforming schools”. The approach adopted depends on 
the underlying policy agenda and the evidence about the performance of the school 
system as a whole.  

Meaningful school evaluation involves: an accurate assessment of the effectiveness of 
schools; an assessment of strengths and areas for development, followed by feedback, 
coaching, support and opportunities for development; an opportunity to celebrate, 
recognise and reward the work of schools and to identify best practice; and an 
opportunity to identify underperforming schools.  

The purpose of different types of school evaluation should underlie all key decisions in 
designing a school evaluation framework. From the outset, the purpose of school 
evaluation is of critical importance in deciding: who should be responsible for undertaking 
the evaluation, which procedures should be used and how the results of the evaluation will 
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be used. Within a school evaluation framework, consideration should be paid to which 
elements of school evaluation best serve accountability purposes and which best serve 
development purposes. For example, there would be strong expectations for transparency 
in reporting the results of school evaluation which mainly serves accountability purposes 
and for such evaluations to be based on explicit evaluation criteria.  

Further, given that school systems are dynamic and that student learning objectives 
may evolve, the school evaluation framework would need to adapt to meet demands for 
meaningful feedback against these changing objectives. This necessitates a firm research 
approach to regularly evaluate the impact of different evaluation approaches and their 
fitness for purpose. 

Ensure the focus for school evaluation is the improvement of teaching, learning 
and student outcomes 

School evaluation demands significant capacity at many levels of the school system. 
It is crucial to ensure that school evaluation contributes towards school improvement and 
is not perceived as an exercise in compliancy. The approach to school evaluation (both 
external school evaluation and school self-evaluation), the criteria and questions 
governing judgements and the methods employed should focus directly on the quality of 
teaching and learning and their relationship to student learning experiences and outcomes. 
This requires a culture of openness and reflection around what happens during the 
teaching and learning process, including classroom observation. 

It is important that school evaluations do not focus simply on the relationship between 
policy, planning and outcomes. The most important contribution which school evaluation 
can and should make to understanding the performance of a school is its focus on 
teaching and learning. The quality of teaching is central to the quality of student’s 
learning and the key variable which a school can influence. The central task of school 
evaluation, therefore, is to determine the quality of teaching across the staff as a whole. 
This can be a sensitive issue but sends the signal to students, teachers and parents that 
school evaluation is not a bureaucratic exercise which is largely the concern of school 
leadership but relates to the work of each and every member of staff. 

Evaluate and adapt external school evaluation to reflect the maturity of the school 
evaluation culture  

There is generally a need to have better research on the impact of different approaches 
to external school evaluation. A strong evidence base on the performance of the school 
system is essential in guiding decisions on how to allocate most effectively resources for 
external school evaluation. There may be demands to reduce the frequency of external 
school evaluations or the intensity of the evaluation visit in terms of length of time spent 
at the school. However, such decisions need to be based on a careful evaluation of the 
evidence of school performance and self-evaluation culture throughout the school system 
and need to ensure the continued legitimacy and respect by educators for the external 
school evaluation process.  

External school evaluation approaches are changing in a number of systems with a 
move to a differentiated approach based on the assessment of risks to school quality in 
different schools. The idea behind this is to focus external school evaluation on the 
schools that need this most and sometimes in the specific pedagogical areas that need 
most attention. Systems adopting such a differentiated approach typically adopt a policy 
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ensuring the evaluation of all schools within an agreed time period (e.g. anything from 
five to ten years), but focus external school evaluations on schools where particular 
concerns have been identified against a desk-based assessment of risks (e.g. among 
others, parental complaints, high staff turnover, weak or weakening student outcomes). 
There could also be differentiation in terms of the focus of the school evaluation, 
i.e. emphasis on particular factors of concern in that school and not on the full set of 
factors identified in the national external school evaluation framework.  

Moving to differentiated external school evaluation models requires a high level of 
intelligence about school characteristics and performance. Hence, it is recommended that 
systems move to this approach once the evaluation culture is consolidated, evaluation 
capacity in schools is satisfactory and data gathering and analysis within the school 
evaluation framework is established. Of particular importance in moving to a 
differentiated approach is to ensure that schools that are not identified for external school 
evaluation (schools judged to be of low risk and good quality) do not become complacent. 
Policies, therefore, need to establish requirements for low risk schools to provide 
evidence about progress on a broad front. 

Raise the profile of school self-evaluation 
School self-evaluation is of key importance to school improvement and quality 

assurance and needs to be consolidated in school systems. An option to strengthen self-
evaluation is to establish requirements for schools that promote strategic planning, for 
example, the drawing up of a 4-to-5 year strategic plan and regular updates of school 
progress on this plan, or the development of annual school reports about their 
achievements, challenges and strategies for improvement. The process of meeting 
specified strategic planning requirements would be a stimulus for many schools to further 
their self-evaluation practices and would hold strong potential for school improvement, if: 
the reporting and planning pays sufficient attention to key processes of teaching and 
learning and a broad range of outcomes; the process of reporting and planning adequately 
engages the school community; and the school community takes keen interest in school 
progress towards its strategic goals. For example, when establishing an annual strategic 
plan, schools would determine priorities for action over the year, set their own targets in 
line with local needs and priorities and decide on the assessment methods to monitor 
progress. This approach allows schools to take responsibility for their own improvement 
strategies. There is a note of caution on setting specific requirements for schools to 
publish self-evaluation results, as this may hinder their use for school development. The 
essential aim is that the school community is engaged in the process, owns the process 
and makes use of the results to continually strive for improvement in teaching and 
learning in the school. 

There is also a role for external school evaluation to promote the reinforcement of 
school self-evaluation practices. External school evaluations have the potential to build 
capacity in schools for school-based self-evaluation and will increase evaluation literacy 
in schools. Schools may be motivated to engage in self-evaluations if faced with an 
external school evaluation requirement, even when school self-evaluation is not suggested 
as an alternative to external school evaluation but only as a prior condition and 
counterpart. Further, external school evaluations may promote a more formalised and 
extended process of self-evaluation in schools. Schools may become more willing to use 
methods of evaluation that had not necessarily been used previously. External school 
evaluations can bring greater depth and breadth to self-evaluations in schools when they 
for example provide the school with relevant benchmark information, comparative data 
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from other schools or new and challenging ideas that might help the school to expand its 
evaluation, interpret its own data and assess its quality. 

Align external school evaluation with school self-evaluation 
A combination of school self-evaluation and external school evaluation can maximise 

the benefits of both while counteracting the limitations arising from an over reliance on 
the use of only one. A reliance on external school evaluation alone can promote a culture 
of compliance or “gaming” within which schools seek to satisfy the demands of external 
school evaluation but fail to take ownership of or accept responsibility for improvement. 
Self-evaluation is integral to continuous improvement which is not solely reliant on the 
impact of external school evaluation. However, self-evaluation can also be subject to self 
delusion where assumptions are not challenged and power relationships in the school 
community have an undue influence on what is evaluated and the nature of the 
judgements themselves.  

As a result, good alignment is needed between policy and practice in both external 
school evaluation and school self-evaluation. In particular, there is a need to ensure that 
the criteria used in both spheres are sufficiently similar as to create a common language 
about priorities and about the key factors which influence high-quality teaching and 
learning. Lack of clarity about what matters is likely to relegate self-evaluation to 
something which serves external school evaluation rather than creating a platform for an 
exchange based on reliable and comparable evidence. Other strategies to ensure the 
alignment between external school evaluation and school self-evaluation include giving a 
strong focus on how the school is going about its own self-evaluation and using the 
results to improve learning; and collaborating with schools to validate their self-
evaluations and the steps they are taking to bring about improvement. 

The priority is to ensure that school self-evaluation and external school evaluation are 
complementary and mutually reinforcing processes. The basic premise is that schools are 
best placed to analyse their own contexts and that external school evaluation can provide 
an external perspective to validate or challenge the schools’ own findings. 

Procedures 

Develop nationally agreed criteria for school quality to guide school evaluation 
The coherence of school evaluation is considerably enhanced when based on a 

nationally agreed model of school effectiveness. This national model should draw on both 
international and national research that has identified the factors generally associated with 
the quality of teaching and learning. This would provide clear criteria for effective 
schools and provide a robust, research-based foundation for both school self-evaluation 
and external school evaluation. Such criteria would form the basis of any external school 
evaluation framework, e.g. a national inspection framework. Further, schools would use 
these criteria and benchmarks to consider the evidence needed to rate their own 
effectiveness. “How good is our school?” is a central question not only for students and 
parents but for those who lead and work in schools. Similarly, “How good are our 
schools?” is the question for educational authorities.  

An agreed framework of school quality indicators should be established, which could 
then be made widely available to schools and school organisers to use in their own 
evaluative processes. This will increase the alignment between school self-evaluation and 
external school evaluation, which has the advantage of keeping schools focused on core 
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quality criteria in a more systematic fashion and not just in relation to cycles of external 
school evaluation. School quality indicators will address contextual, input and process 
factors, but should put focus on a broad range of student outcomes. For example, quality 
indicators for student outcomes and their rate of progress could include the extent to 
which every student in a school: is making better than expected progress given their 
earlier attainment; is pleased with the education at the school; feels safe and happy at 
school; gains the knowledge, skills, understanding and attitudes necessary for lifelong 
fulfilment, etc. 

Finally, there should be a periodic evaluation of the school quality indicator 
framework and criteria to ensure it reflects updated evidence from research and 
stakeholders on the factors associated with the quality of teaching and learning. 

Develop appropriate resources for school self-evaluation  
There is a role for systems to offer schools self-evaluation resources and tools. Access 

to consistent, comparable, reliable and broad-based self-evaluation tools and examples of 
effective use of these in school policy making would give school principals a better 
picture of what school self-evaluation looks like when it is working well. This is also a 
way to promote the collection of more qualitative evidence by schools in their self-
evaluation. Stakeholder surveys are already an established feature of school evaluation in 
a number of systems and are increasingly a requirement of school reporting. While 
particular instruments are not always mandatory, the principle of gathering evidence 
about perceptions and levels of satisfaction is now an expectation in some systems. 
Further, there is room to centrally promote examples of where schools are working 
effectively with self-evaluation tools. The efficient feedback of key centrally collected 
information to the school level also plays an important role (see below).  

Ensure a strong evidence base for external school evaluation and appropriate 
analysis tools 

Credible external school evaluation should be based on reliable and relevant evidence 
rather than opinion. Acceptance of external school evaluation results can be secured 
through systematic gathering, analysis of and reference to relevant evidence. An effective 
way to pull together key information is to compile a school profile, comprising key 
school quality indicators. Providing this to an external school evaluation team prior to the 
evaluation aids efficiency by allowing the team to focus its attention on key issues. 
Further, the school profile can help to benchmark and contextualise the evaluators’ 
judgements. Such a profile is particularly helpful when based on robust and comparable 
evidence on school outcomes. This is a critical element in a system of external school 
evaluation that relies on a form of risk assessment to determine the cycle and focus of 
external school evaluations. 

Similarly, evidence should be collected during the course of external school 
evaluation, including the identification and analysis of documentation, the collection of 
feedback on school quality via stakeholder surveys, and interviews with a representative 
sample of stakeholders. 

A key part of external school evaluation is the observation of classroom teaching and 
learning. This necessitates high levels of skill in the techniques of observation and 
appropriate training. But the objectivity of observations can also be enhanced by the 
development of observation indicators and specific training on the use of these indicators. 
Similar instruments can be developed to support the decision-making process of external 
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school evaluators during school visits. These can identify key criteria and clarify the rules 
on forming judgements, by providing examples of how different observed phenomena 
would be rated. 

Ensure transparency in external school evaluation procedures 
The principle of transparency is increasingly perceived as an integral part of effective 

external school evaluation. Such transparency in the methodology, process and results of 
external school evaluation is perceived as being fairer to those evaluated and a way to 
promote the integrity, rigour and impact of external school evaluation. The approach, 
procedures and instruments used in external school evaluation are now routinely available 
on the Internet for public consultation and external school evaluation reports themselves 
are published either in paper form or digitally. Typically, the criteria for evaluation and 
the evaluation instruments are publicly available and the evaluation team actively 
encourages the school to examine this documentation in advance.  

Another important aspect of transparency is to include processes allowing schools to 
comment on their experience with external school evaluation. External evaluators can 
systematically seek feedback from schools on their experience with the external school 
evaluation process. Importantly, schools should also be given the possibility to comment 
on the evaluator’s report. For example, schools should be able to correct factual errors 
and to challenge findings in the evaluator’s report. This could even include allowing 
schools the possibility to include an official statement on the evaluation findings in the 
published report. 

To ensure that external school evaluation results are taken seriously by schools, there 
should be clearly defined procedures on how evaluation results will be followed up by 
schools and the external school evaluation bodies, including where necessary timelines 
for improvement and consequences for inadequate improvement (see below). 

Developing school evaluation capacity – a priority for school improvement  

Ensure the credibility of external evaluators and enhance their objectivity and 
coherence  

The selection and recruitment of external evaluators is of key importance in building 
capacity within the external school evaluation body. The criteria used to select evaluators 
should be demanding to ensure that those recruited have the skills and attributes 
necessary for a credible approach to external school evaluation. Externality implies 
sufficient distance from responsibility for the school’s performance to avoid conflicts of 
interest and perceived bias. The range of individuals who are part of external school 
evaluation teams should also be broad. The use of highly credible school principals and 
leading practitioners in external school evaluation would both heighten the credibility of 
the evaluation teams and build capacity in the school system as a whole.  

In addition to offering specific training for external evaluators, external school 
evaluation can also be organised in ways that enhance the coherence of evaluators’ 
judgements. Examples include the use of the same evaluation teams in a common group 
of schools or the organisation of regular meetings of external evaluators within the 
external school evaluation body. 

External school evaluation bodies should implement internal mechanisms to regularly 
evaluate the coherence and quality of external school evaluation procedures. Importantly, 
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there should be mechanisms to seek feedback from key stakeholders on their experience 
with the external school evaluation. Such information can form the basis of identification 
and analysis of ways to improve the external school evaluations. Further, this information 
is particularly useful when implementing a new approach to external school evaluation. 

Ensure sufficient capacity and retraining as necessary to fit the approach to 
external school evaluation 

Governance decisions on the approach to external school evaluation will directly 
impact the required capacity for external school evaluation. This may involve the 
introduction or reintroduction of a system of external school evaluation, which would 
require establishing an external school evaluation body. Such decisions have significant 
resource implications. The adequate resourcing and provision of training to a new 
external school evaluation body will play a crucial role in building its reputation among 
schools. In another scenario, there may be a need to reduce the capacity of the external 
evaluation body and this would have implication for the frequency and/or intensity of 
external school evaluations. With the strengthened role for school self-evaluation within 
the school evaluation framework, external school evaluators need to update their skills to 
be able to validate school self-evaluation and even to work collaboratively with schools 
on their school self-evaluations. 

Strengthen school principals’ capacity to stimulate an effective school self-
evaluation culture 

There needs to be an explicit recognition that the process of self-evaluation is hugely 
dependent on school leadership’s capacity to stimulate engagement, to mobilise resources 
and to ensure appropriate training and support. The drawing up of national and/or 
professional school principal and deputy principal competency profiles should clarify the 
importance of the school self-evaluation process, including classroom observation in the 
school principal’s role. Attention should also be paid to ensuring adequate training 
opportunities are available to school principals in these key areas. School self-evaluation 
can be promoted by training school principals in school effectiveness and its evaluation, 
including the techniques of observing and assessing teaching and learning and giving 
developmental feedback. It is essential to ensure that school principals and other members 
of the school with evaluation responsibilities have the necessary skills in class observation, 
interviewing, data gathering, analysis and interpretation of results which both ensure 
validity and reliability in the evaluation process and which allow the results of evaluation 
to be understood. Consideration can also be given to the resourcing of structures to 
strengthen school principals’ capacity to implement effective self-evaluation processes, 
for example, by creating new evaluation roles within the school for different staff.  

Promote the engagement of all school staff and students in school self-evaluation 
School self-evaluation activities should not remain an exercise for the school 

leadership team, but should engage the school staff and students. There is considerable 
recognition of the importance of fully engaging all members of the school community in 
the self-evaluation process. However, there is also evidence that this requires high levels 
of trust and strong commitment from the school community. 

Students have important feedback to give to their schools. Evidence from several 
systems has highlighted that involving students in decisions about their schooling is an 
important factor in school improvement. There are several approaches to engaging 
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students’ feedback, from establishing student councils, through the use of student surveys 
in schools, to involving students in the feedback to teachers on their teaching.  

There is also a need to focus on helping school staff interpret and translate evaluative 
information into action. School evaluation will not lead to improvements unless the 
information gathered is interpreted and translated into strategies for school development. 
Substantial investment needs to be directed at strategies to ensure that professionals are 
able use the feedback they receive effectively (see also above). 

Promote peer learning among schools 
In all systems, there is much potential for schools to collaborate and learn from each 

other in the process of evaluating and improving processes and outcomes. This is a 
particularly useful strategy in systems where there is a high degree of school autonomy, 
as it can prevent schools from forming an introspective and defensive culture. Leadership 
standards in a number of systems highlight the importance of networking and 
partnerships between schools. Providing funding for groups of schools to work 
collaboratively would provide an incentive and stimulate collegial networking, peer 
exchange, sharing and critiquing of practice, fostering a sense of common direction. 
Critical friendship does not just happen by chance. It needs development, including the 
development of observation and evaluation skills, and skills of professional dialogue. It 
also requires the development of trust. A starting point could be with school leadership 
teams working together to identify common challenges, devising common strategies and 
approaches to peer school evaluation. The process would benefit from the appointment of 
an external facilitator or critical friend chosen and agreed by the school principals 
themselves. Within systems, there are schools with more developed self-evaluation 
processes and there could be great benefits in finding ways to involve their staff in 
supporting and training colleagues in other schools. 

Reporting and use of results 

Optimise the feedback of nationally collected data to schools for self-evaluation 
and development planning 

The administration and collection of results from national student assessment 
programmes represents an important investment. It is, therefore, critical that systems are 
in place to optimise the reporting and feedback of results to schools. There are different 
levels of decisions here. First, any concerns on confidentiality of data. Second, ways to 
feedback results to different levels to optimise their use for improvement. For example, 
school principals will benefit from an overview of results for the school and also from 
comparative performance information against other schools, regions or national averages. 
Teachers will benefit from the feedback of information at the class level and individual 
student level, as useful diagnostic evidence. Third, the timeliness of the feedback of 
results is a key consideration. The faster the feedback of student results to teachers, the 
more relevant they are for adapting instructional practices in particular classes or with 
particular students.  

Technology offers opportunities to enhance both the nature and timeliness of 
feedback. The speed of feedback has major implications in the choice of assessment 
medium: results from computer-based tests can be more readily compiled, scored and 
reported back to teachers and schools. Reporting back results via electronic portals can 
capitalise on the ability to set confidential access for different users to different reports 
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and to provide users with analytical software to select and compare performance of 
different tailor-made groupings. 

School self-evaluation efforts will also benefit from the ready access to centrally held 
information, for example as reported against external school evaluation frameworks. 

Promote the wider use of the results of external school evaluation 
The publication of all external school evaluation reports is associated with many 

benefits. The school community can use this information to feed into school development 
planning and there is emerging evidence that a keen interest from the school community 
in the results of external school evaluation is associated with school improvement actions. 
The publication of reports has also promoted a more coherent format of external school 
evaluation reports. This makes the information more helpful for schools to compare their 
external evaluation with other schools and can provide useful input to school self-
evaluation activities.  

External school evaluation reports should not be too technical and should be readable 
to a non-specialist audience. Improving the communication of external school evaluation 
results to a wider audience offers the opportunity to examine the terminology used within 
the external school evaluation framework. There may be room to make the framework 
more readily accessible to teachers and students at the same time as aiding the 
communication of results to the public. This could also enhance the alignment of external 
school evaluation and school self-evaluation.  

It is important to develop a communication strategy that capitalises on the wider 
dissemination of school evaluation results. This could include different elements ranging 
from specific summaries for parents within the external school evaluation reports, 
through the publication of results for a group of schools within a particular area or 
educational group, to tailor-made websites enabling parents to consult reports for a given 
school and to compare particular aspects of that school with other schools in the local 
area or nationally. There is also a role for schools to be proactive in promoting external 
school evaluation results to staff and parents.  

Ensure the systematic follow-up of external school evaluations 
To heighten the impact of school external school evaluation on school improvement 

there needs to be systematic follow-up by the external evaluators and/or appropriate 
authorities or support agencies. Such follow-up should include both a monitoring and 
support function. Of course the starting point is to ensure that external school evaluation 
results in a good amount of feedback to schools, including a useful and practical level of 
detail on required improvements. In turn, this needs to be accompanied by the appropriate 
investment in strategies to ensure that schools effectively use the feedback they receive. 
The extent of follow-through activities by external evaluators and/or appropriate 
authorities could be made dependent on the extent of improvement needed by a school 
and its capacity to improve. In such a case, schools would benefit from a clear set of 
follow-up procedures, including for example the amount of time schools have to 
demonstrate their implementation of improvement plans and possibly requirements for 
schools to use external support in this process and clear criteria for when external support 
would be judged necessary. Further, there should be clear procedures in place for the 
further follow-up of schools that are judged not to have made adequate improvement 
upon a second external school evaluation. 
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Report a broad set of school performance measures with adequate contextual 
information 

In systems where comparative national assessment data are published for individual 
schools, there is a strong case to provide complementary evaluative information such as 
external school evaluation reports which broaden the base of evidence and provide more 
explanation of the factors which have influenced school performance. Also, policy 
makers might lessen the potential undesired effects of the publication of test data by 
ensuring that quantitative data are always accompanied by a description of the context in 
which different schools operate; providing interpretation of data gathered in student 
assessments, school self-evaluations, and external school evaluations; describing how 
schools are meeting local goals for education, noting progress made in meeting 
challenges, describing new programmes under development, and so on. 

The development of measures that adjust for students’ prior attainment is widely 
supported (value added performance measures). However, these are not without 
considerable methodological challenges. There needs to be a balance between an attempt 
to present a fair comparison and ensuring that measures are not obscure and can be easily 
understood and interpreted by users. Such challenges hold true for measures to adjust for 
the school context, also. But these appear to be highly appreciated by schools with more 
challenging intake and can be very helpful in school self-evaluation as they allow schools 
to benchmark their results with other similar schools. 

Notes 

 
1. Although in this case the working group drew heavily on the “proportionate” 

inspection approach already used by the Scottish Inspectorate. In turn, 
recommendations from the Reducing Burdens Action Group impacted the Scottish 
Inspectorate’s approach to its supervision of education providers to ensure it is: 
“focused on outcomes; proportionate to need; owned by those carrying out the self-
evaluation; flexible, with the scope to recognise differences in service levels and 
types; built on existing good practice and relevant existing standards; rigorous and 
transparent; designed to secure continuous improvement”.  

2. The path analysis model has a good fit to the theoretical relations. The Comparative 
Fit Index (CFI) is 0.965 (this can range from 0 to 1 with a larger value indicating a 
better model fit and an acceptable fit being a value of 0.90 or greater [Hu and Bentler, 
1999]); the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is 0.027 (this is 
related to residual in the model and can range from 0 to 1, with a lower value being a 
better fit and an acceptable fit being a value of 0.06 or less [idem]). 
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Chapter 7 
 

The appraisal of school leaders:  
 

Fostering pedagogical leadership in schools 

Backed by a growing research base, policy makers have increasingly recognised the 
significance of school leadership for effective teaching and learning. Within that context, 
an increasing number of countries have developed initiatives to strengthen the leadership 
capacity of their schools. While research on the effects of different appraisal schemes is 
limited, some evidence suggests potential benefits of the appraisal of individual school 
leaders as a means to communicate a vision of effective leadership and a tool to influence 
and improve school leaders’ practices and behaviours. This chapter discusses the 
approaches that countries take to appraise individual school leaders. Building on a 
conceptualisation of school leadership and a discussion of drivers and contextual 
developments, it analyses the governance of appraisal schemes, appraisal procedures, the 
capacity required for effective appraisal, and the use of appraisal results. The chapter 
concludes with a set of pointers for future policy development.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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Introduction 

School leadership, as an individual as well as an organisational quality, plays a crucial 
role for both enhancing teaching and learning in schools as well as for building effective 
evaluation and assessment frameworks (see Chapter 3 for a conceptualisation of a holistic 
approach to evaluation and assessment; see Chapters 5 and 6 for the role of school leaders 
for teacher appraisal and school evaluation). Given the significance of strong leadership 
in schools, this chapter analyses countries’ current approaches to the appraisal of 
individual school leaders and the ways in which appraisal can contribute to improving 
teaching and learning in schools. Although the evidence base on the effects of different 
models for the appraisal of individual school leaders is limited, and appraisal is always 
only one of many influences on school leaders’ practices and behaviours, a few studies 
have pointed towards the potential benefits of appraisal as a tool for improving school 
leadership and an opportunity for professional feedback (also see Radinger, forthcoming, 
for a literature review of school leader appraisal).  

The chapter and analysis of school leader appraisal is based on a conceptualisation of 
school leadership. While school leadership styles are not exclusive, and context is 
essential, the chapter highlights the overall role of pedagogical leadership for improved 
teaching and learning. It also points out the need to consider the impact of appraisal on 
new and innovative models of school leadership, such as distributed leadership and 
system leadership. The chapter seeks to pay due attention to drivers and contextual 
developments that influence considerations about school leader appraisal (e.g. greater 
decentralisation and school autonomy, changing school leadership roles, and challenges 
facing the school leadership profession). Following the analytical approach of the overall 
report, the chapter, then, analyses the governance of appraisal systems, the procedures 
that are applied, the capacity required for effective appraisal, and the ways in which 
results are used. Based on this discussion of current practices as well as related research 
evidence, a number of current policy challenges are identified throughout the chapter. 
The chapter concludes with a set of pointers for future policy development for countries 
to consider. It is, however, important to bear in mind that the relevance of both policy 
challenges and policy pointers is highly context-specific and that the particular approach 
to school leader appraisal depends on the system concerned. 

Analytical approach 

Prior to the in-depth analysis of approaches to school leader appraisal the chapter 
examines different conceptualisations of school leadership. It sketches the scope of the 
discussion and develops a conceptual framework for the subsequent analysis. 

Conceptualising school leadership 
Leadership, in general, and leadership in schools is difficult to define. There is little 

consensus about what leadership is, how it emerges and how it relates to concepts like 
management and administration. Traditionally, debate has focussed on individual school 
leaders and the question as to what extent leadership stems from an individual’s personal 
qualities, traits and characteristics (i.e. who a leader is) or from an individual’s actions 
and behaviours (i.e. what a leader does) (Bush and Glover, 2003; Krüger and Scheerens, 
2012). Recently, leadership in schools has been described as a process of intentional 
influence on activities and relationships that is based on a clear sense of direction (Bush 
and Glover, 2003; Pont et al., 2008a; Louis et al., 2010). Within this conceptualisation of 
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the nature of leadership, one line of research has sought to establish the core areas of 
schools that school leaders need to influence to exercise effective leadership.1 

The nature of effective school leadership  
While various paradigms of effective school leadership have emerged through time 

(e.g. instructional, transformational and transactional leadership models), research has 
recently stressed the importance of pedagogical leadership, i.e. leadership that is focused 
on the improvement of teaching and learning (Bush and Glover, 2003; Mulford, 2008; 
Krüger and Scheerens, 2012).2 This vision is closely linked to a vision of schools as 
professional communities (Spillane and Kenney, 2012). Based on the premise that school 
leaders need to direct their efforts to the improvement of teaching and learning, research 
has identified a set of leadership practices and behaviours that form the basis of 
pedagogical leadership in many contexts. It is, however, important to bear in mind that, 
while research has stressed the overall benefits of pedagogical leadership styles, different 
leadership styles are not exclusive and tasks that involve building organisational routines 
and that are more administrative and management-oriented are, at times, equally 
important (Krüger and Scheerens, 2012). The wide range of tasks and responsibilities that 
school leaders are often expected to fulfil also bear a risk of placing too high expectation 
on school leaders that are romanticised in a heroic way (Pont et al., 2008a; Coffield, 
2012). 

Day et al. (2009, 2010) provided an updated version of the commonly cited core 
leadership practices of setting directions, redesigning the organisation, developing staff 
and managing teaching and learning, identified in a literature review by Leithwood et al. 
(2006). Day et al. (2010) conceptualised successful school leaders as leaders that:  

• define their values and vision to raise expectations, set directions and build trust 

• reshape the conditions for teaching and learning 

• restructure parts of the organisation and redesign leadership roles and 
responsibilities 

• enrich the curriculum 

• enhance teacher quality 

• enhance the quality of teaching and learning 

• build collaboration internally  

• build strong relationships outside the school community. 

Pont et al. (2008a) provided a similar definition of successful school leadership for 
improved student outcomes that draws on the following set of interrelated practices and 
behaviours: 

• leadership focused on supporting, evaluating and developing teacher quality 

• setting learning objectives and implementing intelligent assessment systems 

• strategic use of resources and their alignment with pedagogical purposes 

• school leadership beyond the school borders. 

However, there has been a growing realisation that successful school leadership is 
always context-dependent and that one size of leadership may not necessarily fit all 
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circumstances. The school level, the size of a school, the governance of a school, the 
staffing of a school, the socio-economic background of students, the level of parental 
involvement, as well as local, regional and country contexts all influence what works as 
effective school leadership (Bush and Glover, 2003). Notions of situational and 
contingent leadership have stressed this role of organisational factors and structures that 
influence the kind of leadership that is required (Spillane et al., 2004) To give an example 
for the role of these contextual factors, primary school principals are often generalists, 
secondary school principals often subject specialists, which influences the degree of 
subject-specific support principals can give to teachers. In primary schools as well as 
smaller schools in rural areas, school principals often have to work with fewer resources 
and lack administrative assistance and senior staff who could support them. Often 
responsible for teaching and school management, administration and leadership, many 
school principals in primary and small rural schools, therefore, face role overload (Pont 
et al., 2008a; Clifford and Ross, 2011). At the same time, particular contexts also 
influence the impact and perceptions that different leadership practices and behaviours 
have in schools (Hallinger and Heck, 1998; Louis et al., 2010). Louis et al. (2010), for 
example, found that effective leadership is usually perceived differently depending on 
school size and type. In their study, teachers in primary or small schools often 
experienced leadership as more effective than in secondary or large schools. Concerning 
their sets of core leadership practices and behaviours, both Day et al. (2010) and Pont 
et al. (2008a), therefore, stressed that different contexts require a different leadership 
response. Contexts, then, influence how leaders exercise similar core practices of 
successful leadership. School leaders’ awareness of the contexts in which they work and 
the ways in which they adjust their leadership to these contexts forms a fundamental part 
of effective school leadership (Leithwood et al., 2004, Louis et al., 2010). 

These research insights into the nature of effective school leadership, the overall 
benefits of pedagogical leadership styles for the improvement of teaching and learning, 
the highly contextual nature of school leadership and the danger of heroic visions of 
school leadership present challenges for school leaders and influence approaches to 
school leader appraisal. Considering the role of appraisal in communicating school 
leaders’ expected tasks and responsibilities and related competences (Catano and Stronge, 
2007), policy makers face the challenge of taking research on effective school leadership 
in appraisal frameworks into account. Policy makers, however, also need to find ways to 
minimise risks that appraisal can also lead to role overload and increased levels of stress 
among school leaders (Normore, 2004; Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008). Furthermore, 
in light of the highly contextual nature of effective school leadership, appraisal systems 
need to ensure flexibility and adaptability to respond to distinctive school and community 
contexts and to the circumstances school leaders face in these particular conditions (Leon 
et al., 2011). 

The development of new and diverse models of school leadership 
Traditionally, leadership in schools has referred to individual formal leadership roles, 

such as the school principal, deputy school principal, middle leaders and department 
heads. Without assuming that everyone is or should be a leader and without negating the 
role of individual leaders, distributed perspectives3 on school leadership have increasingly 
recognised that school leadership does not necessarily reside in a formal position or the 
authority of a single person (see, for example, Bennet et al., 2003, for a literature review 
of distributed school leadership). Rather, leadership can be practiced by different actors 
and be seen as an organisational quality. Leadership, if defined as a process of intentional 
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influence on activities and relationships that is based on goals and a sense of direction, 
can be practiced by a range of actors within schools through both formally designated 
positions and more informal ways (Bush and Glover, 2003; Pont et al., 2008a). 
Conceptualised as an organisational quality, leadership stretches across individuals as a 
social practice. Spillane et al. (2004), for instance, defined leadership as a practice that 
emerges out of the interaction of individuals, i.e. leaders and followers, within the context 
of a specific situation (see Box 7.1 for an appraisal approach in the Northern Territory in 
Australia that focuses on school leadership as an organisational quality and closely aligns 
the school evaluation and school leader appraisal processes). 

Box 7.1 Aligning the school evaluation process and the individual appraisal  
of school leaders: The School Accountability and Performance  
Improvement Framework in the Northern Territory, Australia 

In 2006, the Northern Territory introduced a School Accountability and Performance 
Improvement Framework as an accountability system that is designed to set clear performance 
standards and to promote a culture of evidence-based decision making and continuous 
improvement in the Northern Territory’s schools. Based on the premise of a strong 
interrelationship between the quality of school leadership and the quality of teaching and student 
learning, the framework integrates external and school self-evaluation processes, individual 
performance plans for all school staff and school principal performance review and appraisal. As 
the Department of Education and Training of the Northern Territory states, the framework is 
built around a vision of effective leadership “that engages people at all levels of the organisation 
in the learning process by creating a culture of inquiry which develops new capabilities and 
revolutionises teaching and learning” as the basis for school improvement.  

The framework is directed towards three focus areas: 1) a quality educational experience for 
all students; 2) responsiveness to students, parents and the community; and 3) strong school 
leadership and vision. Within these overall objectives, it is closely aligned with local and system 
performance goals and targets, including those set by the Northern Territory and Australian 
governments (e.g. through the requirement that the development of priorities, strategies and 
targets based on the School Accountability and Performance Improvement Framework needs to 
reflect funding arrangements with Australian and/or Northern Territory authorities).  

At the core of the School Accountability and Performance Improvement Framework lies a 
school self-evaluation process that is coupled with an external school evaluation procedure 
through an external evaluator, the Director School Performance (DSP). Both of these processes 
are structured around the formulation of a 4-year Strategic Improvement Plan that identifies 
key priorities, strategies and targets and that is subject to ongoing review. The Strategic 
Improvement Plan must be framed around a set of 5 Key Result Areas: 1) teaching and 
learning; 2) well-being; 3) participation, transitions and pathways; 4) partnerships; and 
5) leadership. The Key Result Area of leadership is defined through a range of 
outputs/milestones (includes school mission/vision and values statements; 360 degree feedback; 
interpersonal relationships; school review; performance management processes; professional 
development data; leadership and professional development components of School Literacy and 
Numeracy and ICT self-assessments; alignment of expenditure with strategic directions; and 
expenditure of supplementary funding within period of agreement) and outcomes/targets 
(includes occupational health and safety data and staff turnover).   
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Box 7.1 Aligning the school evaluation process and the individual appraisal  
of school leaders: The School Accountability and Performance  

Improvement Framework in the Northern Territory, Australia (continued) 

An Annual Operational Plan defines the school’s short-term priorities to achieve and 
implement the wider goals that are laid out in the 4-year Strategic Improvement Plan. The 
monitoring of effective financial management practices constitutes an integral element of the 
Annual Operational Planning process. Schools must demonstrate their progress towards the 
Annual Operational Plan in the form of a School Annual Performance Report that is subject to 
the endorsement by the DSP and the school council.  

In alignment with the Strategic Improvement Plan, all school staff are required to develop 
individual Performance Plans. This process, which is managed by school principals, intends to 
build capacity and leadership across the school, focus the attention of staff on teaching and 
learning and align resources with professional development needs. School principals 
themselves are required to engage in an annual performance review and appraisal process. 
The annual performance review builds on a school’s performance information and evidence for 
compliance with legal requirements and targets that are set by the authorities of the Northern 
Territory and the Australian government. The school principal performance review and appraisal 
process aims to improve school leader’s practices and behaviours, but also informs school 
principals’ contract renewal process. It is aligned with the School Accountability and 
Improvement Framework through the Key Results Areas that include leadership-specific 
responsibilities, the results of the school review and clear guidelines on effective leadership.  

Source: Northern Territory Government, Department of Education and Children’s Services website, 
Accountability and Performance Improvement Framework (APIF), see www.det.nt.gov.au/about-us/APIF. 

While leadership thus conceptualised is inherently distributed within schools, 
leadership can also be distributed within schools in more formal and co-ordinated ways 
(e.g. through opportunities for teacher leadership and leadership teams and committees) 
(Pont et al., 2008a; Schleicher, 2012) (see Box 7.2 for an appraisal approach in Chile 
explicitly designed to encourage and improve the distribution of leadership through 
leadership teams). However, formal arrangements for distributed leadership are still rare. 
While research suggests that a distribution of leadership tasks and responsibilities across 
individuals, including teachers, and teams may contribute to greater overall leadership 
capacity in schools, help foster change, and sustain that improvement over time (Mulford, 
2003; Pont et al., 2008a), research on the effective distribution of leadership and the ways 
in which different arrangements influence school outcomes is still scarce (Harris and 
Spillane, 2008). It is also important to bear in mind that the distribution of leadership 
depends on particular contexts (e.g. school size) and that it creates its own challenges at 
the same time (Louis et al., 2010). As Mulford (2008) highlighted, successful teacher 
leadership, for example, depends on school leaders that create the conditions for effective 
teacher leadership to emerge (e.g. through building structures for ongoing collaboration), 
which, in turn, requires ongoing support for school leaders.  
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Box 7.2 The appraisal of distributed school leadership:  
The Appraisal of Collective Performance process (Asignación de Desempeño Colectivo) in Chile 

Based on the belief that leadership is an organisational quality, the Appraisal of Collective Performance 
process (Asignación de Desempeño Colectivo) constitutes an appraisal process designed to encourage school 
leaders to collaborate and improve the practices and behaviours of leadership teams. Through the setting and 
evaluation of collective objectives and targets, the system aims to strengthen the organisational leadership and 
management capacity of schools as a whole, to encourage school leaders’ commitment to the improvement of 
teaching and learning in their school, and to facilitate and encourage successful collaboration of leadership teams 
Participation in the Appraisal of Collective Performance process is voluntary for school leaders in all schools 
with at least 250 students. First implemented in 2005, an increasing number of school leadership teams are taking 
part. The Appraisal of Collective Performance process has been complemented with a wide range of further 
policies designed to strengthen the leadership capacity of Chilean schools, such as an individual Performance 
Appraisal system (Evaluación de Desempeño) implemented in 2006, and further measures linked to the selection 
and recruitment of principals, principals’ responsibilities and professional development introduced through the 
Quality and Equality of Education Law (Law No. 20.501) in January 2011. 

The Appraisal of Collective Performance system is built around the development of an institutional objective 
(objetivo institucional) and two to four institutional targets (metas institucionales) that results in an agreement of 
collaborative leadership (Convenio de desempeño colectivo). The development of the agreement of collaborative 
leadership involves the distribution of related tasks and school principals and other technical-pedagogical school 
leaders taking on mutual responsibilities. The institutional targets are determined by local contexts and priorities, 
but need to be linked to five areas of school leadership (leadership, pedagogical leadership, school climate, 
support to students, financial management) and results. At least one of the institutional targets needs to be related 
to pedagogical leadership, another to results. To align the Appraisal of Collective Performance process with 
other measures for improving school leadership, the institutional objective and institutional targets need to be 
defined with reference to the annual municipal education development plan (Plan Anual de Desarrollo de la 
Educación Municipal [PADEM]) and the school development plan (Proyecto Educativo Institucional [PEI]). For 
school leadership teams in public schools, the institutional targets of the voluntary Appraisal of Collective 
Performance process can be tied to the mandatory individual school leader appraisal process (Evaluación de 
Desempeño de Docentes Directivos y Técnico-Pedagógicos) to create further alignment and synergies.  

Once a school leadership team has established an agreement of collaborative leadership, the school 
leadership team together with its school organising body develop strategies to monitor the achievement of the 
objective and targets and related leadership practices and behaviours. It is, then, subject to further approval or 
revision by the responsible provincial department of education (Departamento Provincial de Educación) to 
ensure the agreement complies with legislation and corresponds to national education goals. Ultimately, the 
school leadership team presents its agreement, institutional objective and targets to the school community.  

The extent to which the institutional objective and each of the institutional targets have been reached is 
assessed by the school organising body on the basis of an implementation report (Reporte de Implementación) 
and an evidence portfolio (Carpeta de Evidencias) compiled by the school leadership team to document progress 
towards the objective and targets and any challenges and difficulties in the process. The extent to which the 
overall agreement of collaborative leadership has been reached is calculated from the total sum of the degree of 
achievement of the individual objective and targets. The results are, ultimately passed on to the provincial 
department of education for validation. On the basis of four rating levels (0-49.9%, 50-74.9%, 75-89.9%, 
90-100%), school leadership teams that have achieved the two highest rating categories receive a financial bonus 
of 10% and 20% of the national basic minimum remuneration (Remuneración Básica Mínima Nacional 
[RBMN]). To ensure the sound implementation of this tool, the Chilean Ministry of Education can carry out 
external audits of the Appraisal of Collective Performance process as implemented by individual school 
organising bodies.  

Source: Centre for Pedagogical Training, Experimentation and Research (CPEIP) website on Appraisal of Collective 
Performance process, see www2.gestionyliderazgoeducativo.cl/gestioncalidad/asignacion/home/index.php. 
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At the same time, new formal school leadership roles have emerged in various 
contexts that stress the importance of system leadership and school leaders’ involvement 
in other schools (see, for example, Pont et al., 2008b for a series of case studies on system 
leadership). From a system-wide perspective school leaders take responsibility for and 
work towards the success of other schools as well as their own in order to foster 
improvement across the education system (Hopkins, 2008). Mulford (2008) described this 
vision of school leadership that includes attention to the bigger picture through the notion 
of sustainable leadership. To give two examples for current practices, in England, a 
variety of system leadership roles have emerged. These include both structured roles such 
as consultant leaders, school improvement partners and national leaders of education as 
well as more informal roles that emerge locally (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2007; 
Hopkins, 2008). In Finland, school leaders in some municipalities also act as district 
leaders devoting two-thirds of their time to their own schools and one-third to the district 
(Pont et al., 2008a). However, as in the case of distributed leadership, such practices are 
still rather rare and evidence on the effects of different approaches is limited. 

The conceptual developments towards new and diverse forms of leadership, such as 
distributed leadership and system leadership, require policy makers to take the effects of 
appraisal on innovative leadership concepts, distributed and system leadership, into 
account. Accountability requirements may pose one barrier for encouraging school 
leaders to distribute tasks and responsibilities, for example (Mulford, 2008). At the same 
time, appraisal procedures need to reflect the emerging demands that come with changing 
leadership roles. 

Scope and definitions 
Based on these conceptions of school leadership, this section provides a set of working 

definitions. It also lays out the scope of the chapter in relation to the overall evaluation and 
assessment framework and teacher appraisal and school evaluation processes. 

Defining school leader appraisal 
This chapter explores approaches to the appraisal of school leaders defined as 

procedures involving external evaluators that seek to identify school leaders’ strengths 
and weaknesses using objective criteria in order to make a judgement about their 
competences for performance management, employment-related decisions and/or 
rewards purposes. Appraisal schemes linked to the selection and recruitment of school 
leaders or to the completion of school leaders’ probationary period are not covered in this 
chapter. The chapter pays particular attention to policy initiatives in countries 
participating in the OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for 
Improving School Outcomes that have established central/state frameworks for the 
appraisal of school leaders. In various contexts, the requirements for appraisal, 
responsibilities and/or procedures differ between leadership positions (e.g. school 
principals and deputy principals), school levels (e.g. primary and secondary education), or 
school types (e.g. public and private schools). Such differences and the particular context 
which research evidence refers to are clearly indicated throughout the chapter.  

Despite developments towards more diverse conceptions of school leadership, such as 
distributed leadership and system leadership, appraisal in many contexts focuses 
predominantly on individual formal school leadership positions (see Table 7.A.1 for an 
overview of practices across countries). Therefore, this chapter focuses on approaches to the 
appraisal of individual school leaders that have already taken up their position.4 Reflecting 
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current practices, the terms school leadership and school leaders are used interchangeably 
in this chapter to refer to the roles and dispositions of individuals, in particular to the 
highest leadership positions in a school. i.e. school principals and deputy principals.5 

School leader appraisal in relation to teacher appraisal and school evaluation 
It is also important to define the scope of this chapter and the nature of school leader 

appraisal processes in relation to further elements of the evaluation and assessment 
framework, and teacher appraisal and school evaluation, in particular (also see 
Chapter 3). While some systems base their school leader appraisal systems on their 
regulations for teacher appraisal, others also evaluate the quality of leadership in their 
schools through school evaluation processes.  

Systems which base their procedures for the appraisal of school leaders on their 
policy framework for teacher appraisal include, among others, Belgium (Flemish 
Community), France (ISCED level 1), Korea (School Principal Appraisal for Professional 
Development), Mexico (schools at ISCED levels 1 and 2 managed by state level 
education authorities or autonomous agencies),6 Poland, Slovenia and Northern Ireland in 
the United Kingdom. Various other countries evaluate the quality of school leadership in 
a school solely through external school evaluations (e.g. Austria) or in addition to 
individual appraisal processes (e.g. the Czech Republic, New Zealand, Poland, Portugal, 
Sweden and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom). To give an example, in Northern 
Ireland, school principals are subject to an individual annual Performance Review and 
Staff Development Scheme (PRSD), which is based on the teacher appraisal process. In 
addition, the Education and Training Inspectorate (ETI) evaluates schools against a set of 
quality indicators as set out in the reference document Together Towards Improvement. 
This process, which seeks to promote high-quality learning and teaching and to provide 
information about the quality of education to the Northern Ireland Department of 
Education, also includes an evaluation of the effectiveness of the school’s organisation, 
leadership and management. (Department of Education, Northern Ireland, forthcoming). 
Individual school leader appraisal schemes that are based on teacher appraisal processes 
are discussed as part of this chapter to the extent that they relate to the appraisal of school 
leaders. The evaluation of a school’s leadership capacity as an organisational quality 
within the framework of school evaluations is covered as part of Chapter 6. 

The potential coexistence of different approaches to the evaluation of a school’s 
leadership capacity requires a reflection about the ways in which different processes, and 
school evaluation and school leader appraisal, in particular, inform each other. One of the 
challenges identified by the OECD Country Review of New Zealand, for example, 
concerns the articulation of the individual school leader appraisal process conducted by 
individual school boards of trustees and the evaluation of school leadership through the 
external school review process carried out by the Education Review Office. This includes 
challenges concerning the systematic sharing of information and the aspects and criteria 
used to describe effective leadership in both processes (Nusche et al., 2012). Poland and 
Portugal provide two interesting examples for ways in which to link school evaluation and 
school leader appraisal processes. In Poland, school evaluation and school leader appraisal 
processes are aligned through the requirement that the evaluators of individual school 
leaders need to take the results of school evaluations into account when carrying out an 
individual appraisal. In Portugal, the appraisal of school principals in public schools in 
Portugal consists of two separate processes. School leaders are appraised individually by a 
general council. In addition, school leaders are evaluated by the Inspectorate as part of the 
school evaluation process. The results of both processes are taken into account to different 
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degrees. The result of the individual appraisal counts for 60%, the result of the school 
evaluation process for 40%.7 The possibility to evaluate the performance of school leaders 
through school evaluation processes, teacher appraisal schemes or a separate procedure that 
is exclusively designed for the appraisal of individual school leaders also raises questions 
about the relative merits, benefits and disadvantages of each of these approaches. 

A conceptual framework 
The following provides a conceptual framework summarising the various aspects 

involved in school leader appraisal and the ways in which these interconnect (see 
Figure 7.1). Starting from the assumption that the overarching objective of school leader 
appraisal lies in the improvement of school leadership practices and behaviours for 
improved teaching and learning, and embedded within the wider evaluation and 
assessment framework (also see Chapter 3), this chapter discusses the following four 
elements of appraisal: (1) governance, (2) procedures, (3) capacity, and (4) use of results. 

• Governance: This aspect concerns the overall design and organisation of school 
leader appraisal. This includes the setting of appraisal requirements and the 
distribution of responsibilities for the design of school leader appraisal. It also 
includes the objectives of a particular school leader appraisal system. These are 
framed within the goals for a particular education system and the overall purpose 
of improving school leadership practices and behaviours for improved teaching 
and learning. 

• Procedures: This aspect refers to the features of school leader appraisal and the 
ways in which these are combined to create a specific appraisal model. This 
includes requirements for the frequency of appraisal, the definition of appraisal 
aspects and criteria, the use of reference standards, the alignment with 
professional leadership standards and the combination of instruments to gather 
relevant information. To give an example, a legal framework for appraisal may 
require school leaders and evaluators to develop individual performance 
objectives that are informed by a set of professional school leadership standards, 
individual development needs, the school development plan and wider system 
needs. The achievement of the performance objectives may subsequently be 
evaluated through meetings between an evaluator team and the school leader and 
sources of information chosen collaboratively by the evaluator team and the 
school leader. These might include school visits, classroom observations, a 
leadership portfolio and teacher and student questionnaires. 

• Capacity: This aspect analyses the distribution of responsibilities for the 
implementation of appraisal and the preparation to appraise, to be appraised and 
to use the results of an appraisal. It includes questions about the necessary 
competences of both evaluators and school leaders to perform an appraisal and the 
development of the capacity to use the results of an appraisal for the improvement 
of school leaders’ practices and behaviours.  

• Use of results: This aspect concerns the mechanisms that ensure that appraisal 
results are used so that the objectives of an appraisal are reached. In line with the 
objectives of appraisal, appraisal results can be used in different ways. These 
include giving performance feedback, informing professional development plans 
and informing decisions about a school leader’s employment status, career 
advancement and/or financial and other rewards.  
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Figure 7.1 Conceptual framework for school leadership appraisal  
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Impact, drivers and contextual developments  

When considering approaches to the appraisal of school leaders, it is essential to bear 
in mind school leaders’ role for teaching and learning as well as for the implementation of 
education policies. It is also crucial to take drivers and contextual developments that 
affect the school leadership profession into account.  

The importance and impact of school leader appraisal 
Education systems have increasingly recognised the importance of school leadership 

for improving teaching and learning as well as for ensuring that education policies reach 
the classroom, as substantiated in a recent OECD project on Improving School 
Leadership (Pont et al., 2008a). Subsequent research has further strengthened arguments 
that school leaders that take direct responsibility for pedagogical leadership and for the 
quality of education in their schools can make a strong difference to teaching and 
learning. Research has also highlighted the key role of effective school leadership for the 
successful implementation of policies, including in the field of evaluation and assessment. 
Research evidence for the positive impact of successful leadership on schools and the 
implementation of policies bolsters arguments for the effective recruitment, career 
development, appraisal and retention of school leaders. While research on the effects of 
different appraisal schemes is rather limited, some evidence suggests potential benefits of 
appraisal as a means to communicate a vision of effective leadership, such as pedagogical 
leadership, and as a tool to influence and improve school leaders’ practices and 
behaviours. 

School leadership can have a strong influence on the creation of effective 
teaching and learning environments and indirectly influence student outcomes 

Since the 1970s education research has explored the role that school leaders play for 
student learning. An article by Hallinger and Heck (1998) reviewed quantitative 
research conducted in different national contexts between 1980 and 1995 that produced 
mixed findings on the relationship between school principals’ beliefs and behaviours 
and student achievement. While acknowledging the need for further research in this 
area and the limitations of conducting research on a constantly evolving concept, 
Hallinger and Heck suggested a relatively small, but statistically significant effect of 
school leadership on school effectiveness and improvement. Employing a theoretical 
framework of direct, mediated and reciprocal effects, and in light of a lack of data on 
reciprocal effect studies, their review indicated that most school leader effects on 
student outcomes are indirect, i.e. mediated through other people, events and 
organisational factors that are internal and external to a school. Marzano et al. (2005) 
conducted a quantitative meta-analysis of research on school principals’ leadership 
from 1978 to 2001 undertaken in the United States. Bearing in mind that this study 
specifically analysed the effects of school principals in the United States and did not 
distinguish between different channels of influence, Marzano et al.’s meta-analysis 
went further than Hallinger and Heck arguing that school principals can have a strong 
effect on student achievement.  

Albeit some scholars have cautioned about policy running ahead of the evidence on 
the importance of school leadership (e.g. Coffield, 2012), a series of recent research 
projects has further strengthened the evidence base for a relationship between successful 
school leadership, effective teaching and learning, and improved student outcomes that 
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previous research had already pointed to. Even though a number of conceptual and 
methodological issues remain (see, for example, Pont et al., 2008a), research has 
established strong indications for the positive, mainly indirect, effects of successful 
school leadership on student outcomes and the ways in which school leaders can 
influence conditions for teaching and learning. Research in the United States has 
investigated the relationship between school leadership and student achievement 
(Leithwood et al., 2004, Louis et al., 2010).8 Examining school leadership from a broader 
perspective considering leadership at the state, district and school levels as well as the 
interrelation between these dimensions, Leithwood et al. and Louis et al. argued that 
school leadership is second only to classroom instruction among school-related factors 
that influence what students learn in schools. They also found that the positive 
relationship between school leadership and student achievement is mainly an indirect one 
that rests on leaders building synergies between factors that influence student learning. 
Research in England has equally strengthened arguments for an influence of school 
leadership, with particular reference to the leadership of headteachers, on student 
outcomes and illuminated the ways in which school leaders influence these outcomes 
(Leithwood et al., 2006; Day et al., 2009, 2010).9 As part of an OECD project on 
Improving School Leadership across 22 OECD countries, Pont et al. (2008a) reviewed 
research on the relationship between school leadership and student outcomes. Taking a 
broad view on school leadership that included school principals, deputy principals, 
leadership teams, school governing boards and other school-level professional personnel, 
Pont et al. also stressed “the pivotal role of school leadership in making schools more 
effective” through their influence on the motivations, capacities and working conditions 
of teachers that, then, shape classroom practices and student learning.  

Furthermore, research has produced increasing evidence that effective school 
leadership can play a particularly important role in low-performing and disadvantaged 
schools. The research project by Leithwood et al. (2004) and Louis et al. (2010), for 
instance, highlighted that the relationship between school leadership and student 
achievement tends to be even stronger in low-performing schools. Based on such 
evidence, a recent OECD report on equity and quality in education identified support for 
school leaders (e.g. through training programmes, coaching and mentoring) as one of five 
policy levers for improving low-performing disadvantaged schools (OECD, 2012). 

Improving school leadership can constitute a cost-efficient lever for the successful 
implementation of education policies and reforms as well as of evaluation and 
assessment frameworks 

School leaders not only function as a strong source of influence and direction within 
schools and as a key intermediary between the classroom and the school as a whole, but 
also as a key channel between classrooms, schools and the entire education system, i.e. 
between policy and practice (Hopkins, 2008). The success of a new education policy 
depends to a great part on the ways in which school leaders promote the adaptation of 
school processes, cultures, attitudes and behaviours to a changing external context and 
how they engage teachers and students in this process (Pont et al., 2008a). Leithwood 
et al. (2004) made a similar point stressing that the success of a policy initiative always 
also depends on the ways in which school leaders integrate external and local 
improvement efforts, the extent of their support for teachers to adapt their practices, and 
their efforts to establish trust and collaboration with local stakeholders. Spillane and 
Kenney (2012) stressed the importance of school leaders that develop new formal 
organisational structures and routines when discussing ways in which school leaders 
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reconcile demands for the external legitimacy and for the safeguarding of the internal 
integrity of their school in light of a changing context towards accountability in education 
in the United States. As they argued, school leaders play a pivotal mediating role between 
an increasingly demanding external environment on issues of teaching, on the one hand, 
and teachers that value professional autonomy, on the other hand. 

The effective operation of evaluation and assessment frameworks equally depends to 
a great extent on successful leadership in schools. In various contexts, school leaders 
carry key responsibilities for appraising the teachers of their school as part of the 
respective performance management processes (see Chapter 5). As Chapter 5 pointed out, 
school leaders can play an essential role in teacher appraisal processes to identify areas 
for professional development of individual teachers, and for preparing individual 
development plans that take the overall school development into account. School leaders 
are also key actors for implementing school self-evaluation and for collaborating in the 
external evaluation of their school in many contexts (see Chapter 6). As Chapter 6 
highlighted, effective school self-evaluation depends to a large degree on school leaders’ 
ability to stimulate engagement, to mobilise resources, and to ensure appropriate training 
and support. Research by Emstad (2011) examined the role of school principals for the 
successful implementation of a formative self-evaluation process in two Norwegian 
primary schools.10 Her case studies illustrate the importance of school leadership for 
establishing favourable conditions for self-evaluation and for integrating the process into 
the daily operation of the school (e.g. through establishing shared goals and gaining 
support among teachers). Depending on the school principal’s leadership, the self-
evaluation processes were perceived differently by teachers in both schools in terms of 
importance, time pressures and the self-evaluation’s value for improving teaching and for 
informing decision making at a school and an individual level. Based on these insights, it 
is difficult to envisage effective teacher appraisal, school self-evaluation or external 
school evaluation without strong leadership capacity (see Chapters 3, 5 and 6). 
Considering the importance of effective school leadership for the overall evaluation and 
assessment framework, there are, then, strong arguments for establishing adequate 
arrangements for the effective appraisal of school leaders.  

Leithwood et al. (2004) furthermore, pointed out that, considering the potential 
impact of a relatively small group of school leaders on the implementation of education 
policies, such as policies related to evaluation and assessment, efforts to improve school 
leader recruitment, ongoing professional development, career advancement and appraisal 
can constitute highly cost-effective measures for making education policies effective and 
for improving teaching and learning for all students. The 2012 International Summit on 
the Teaching Profession highlighted the interest in improving school leadership across 
various countries, partly stemming from the high rates of return for investments into the 
improvement of a small, but central group in schools (Asia Society, 2012; Schleicher, 
2012).  

The appraisal of school leaders may constitute one element of a comprehensive 
set of policies to foster successful leadership in schools 

While research on the effects of school leader appraisal is limited (Parylo, 2012a), a 
small number of recent studies suggest that appraisal, depending on the way it is designed 
and implemented, can constitute one tool to effectively influence school leaders’ practices 
and behaviours. Sun and Youngs (2009)11 and Sun et al. (2012)12 examined the 
relationship between school principal appraisal and school principals’ pedagogical 
leadership practices and behaviours in Michigan, United States, and Beijing, China. The 
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results of both studies, even though not meant to draw causal inferences between 
appraisal and leaders’ practices and behaviours, suggest that appraisal can constitute one 
effective way for communicating a vision of effective school leadership and for 
influencing school leaders’ practices and behaviours. This research, however, also 
highlighted the need to embed appraisal within wider support mechanisms to foster 
successful school leadership that focuses on the improvement of teaching and learning 
(e.g. including the effective recruitment of highly qualified candidates). Parylo et al. 
(2012b)13 examined the experiences and perceptions of appraisal of a sample of school 
principals in four school districts in Georgia, United States. Even though this study 
revealed the potential for tensions in the appraisal of school leaders, participants overall 
experienced appraisal as a support system that provided an opportunity for reflection and 
professional growth and helped increase school leaders’ awareness of their role for the 
improvement of teaching and learning. 

However, Davis and Hensley (1999) as well as Ginsberg and Berry (1990) stressed 
the common reluctance of people in general to be subject to an evaluation, which already 
highlights the need to create appraisal systems that school leaders themselves perceive as 
helpful and useful. A few studies that have examined the perception and response of 
school leaders and evaluators to appraisal also pointed out that school leaders may not 
always perceive appraisal as a meaningful exercise (Davis and Hensley, 1999; Thomas 
et al., 2000; Gaziel, 2008). Davis and Hensley’s study, for example, pointed towards the 
potentially political dimension of appraisal. Research cited by Parylo et al. (2012b) 
highlighted the risk that appraisal that focuses too much on a school leader’s interpersonal 
relationships may contribute to higher stress levels for school leaders. Further research 
has highlighted the burgeoning workload many school leaders face in various countries 
(Pont et al., 2008a). In England in the United Kingdom, for example, a study by 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2007) revealed that 61% of the headteachers that took part in 
the study described their work-life balance as poor or very poor. While a survey of newly 
appointed principals carried out by PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2009) in Northern Ireland 
in the United Kingdom suggested that newly appointed principals are largely happy in 
their role, 40% of the principals that took part in a survey in the North of Ireland and 58% 
of principals that took part in a survey in the South of Ireland described their work-life 
balance as poor or very poor. In light of these risks, policy makers face the challenge of 
developing school leader appraisal processes, frameworks and conditions that do not 
require an excessive investment of time and efforts, that serve as an effective tool for 
improving school leaders’ practices and behaviours and that are accepted and experienced 
as such by school leaders themselves. 

Drivers and contextual influences 
Various drivers and contextual developments have a bearing on general 

considerations about appraisal, whether to implement it and if so, how it should be 
designed. These include the growing importance of school leadership as illustrated 
through recent policy initiatives to strengthen school leaders’ development, a trend 
towards greater decentralisation and school autonomy resulting in changing leadership 
roles, an awareness of the shortcomings of current appraisal approaches in various 
contexts and a growing policy concern about the challenges that school leaders face. 
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Comprehensive approaches to school leadership development are growing in 
importance 

As the OECD Improving School Leadership project (Pont et al., 2008a) and the 2012 
International Summit on the Teaching Profession (Asia Society, 2012; Schleicher, 2012) 
illustrated, effective school leadership is on the agenda of many countries. To provide a 
few examples, in Scotland, the education agenda Ambitious, Excellent Schools 
introduced in 2004 recognised the importance of high-quality leadership stressing that 
school leadership remains a key priority for Scottish education policy making (Scottish 
Executive, 2004; Scottish Executive, 2005). The Canadian Council of Atlantic Ministers 
of Education and Training (CAMET/CAMEF), a joint agency to foster exchange and 
collaboration in education in the provinces of New Brunswick, Newfoundland and 
Labrador, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island, has equally recognised the value of 
strong pedagogical leadership for effective teaching and learning as part of its 2008 
Strategic Directions, making leadership standards and school leader development and 
appraisal an important objective (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). In the United 
States, a recent survey among policy makers, school and local administrators identified 
the leadership of school principals as the second most important area of national 
education reform after teacher quality (The Wallace Foundation, 2012). 

Within that context, various countries have developed and implemented initiatives to 
strengthen school leadership by improving their approach to the recruitment and selection 
of school leaders and by providing support and professional development opportunities as 
part of their school improvement efforts (Pont et al., 2008a). 

• In Chile, Congress passed the Quality and Equality of Education Law (Law 
No. 20.501) in January 2011 which introduced a wide range of policies to 
improve the quality of education. While the Quality and Equality of Education 
Law introduced policies related to teachers, it also recognised the importance of 
school leadership for effective schools through measures that aim to strengthen 
the professional status of principals in Chile. These include, among others, 
policies related to the selection and recruitment of principals (Alta Dirección 
Pública), the remuneration of principals (higher salaries according to school size 
and the number of underprivileged students enrolled), and greater autonomy for 
principals to organise leadership teams and to replace underperforming teachers. 
In addition, in 2011 Chile implemented a School Principals of Excellence training 
programme (Programa Formación de Directores de Excelencia).14 This 
programme aims to support principals in their work and to develop skills for 
better school leadership among current and aspiring school principals through the 
provision of grants and scholarships to participate in high-quality, flexible and 
pedagogically-centred professional development programmes (e.g. through 
Master’s programmes, Diploma programmes, and internships). Between 2011 and 
2012, the Chilean government granted over 1 600 scholarships to fund the needs 
of teaching professionals keen to develop their school leadership skills. For 2013, 
1 000 scholarships have been approved (Chilean Ministry of Education, 
forthcoming).  

• New Zealand has invested considerably in developing school leadership 
competencies across its education system.15 New Zealand’s school leadership 
improvement efforts include a research-based model of effective pedagogical 
leadership, the Kiwi Leadership for Principals framework; the Educational 
Leadership Practices survey, a formative tool to help school principals analyse 
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their leadership in schools; and a Professional Leadership Plan offering 
professional development opportunities for school principals at different stages of 
their career (Nusche et al., 2012). 

• Sweden introduced a National School Leadership Training Programme for 
beginning school leaders, deputy principals and principals of pre-schools in 
2009.16 Since 2010, beginning principals are required to enrol in this programme 
within the first year in office. The three-year programme, which is managed by 
the Swedish National Agency for Education and offered at universities, involves 
32 days of residential training, work at the principal’s own school and further 
study. The programme focuses on three areas of school leadership: 1) legislation 
and the role of exercising the functions of an authority; 2) management by goals 
and objectives; 3) school leadership. Universities receive funds to cover the costs 
for tuition, local education authorities to cover costs for seminars, travel and 
literature. Local education authorities are responsible for school leaders’ salaries 
during the time of the training. Completion of the School Leadership Training 
programme enables principals to participate in the Principal Improvement 
Programme, which provides an opportunity to further develop pedagogical 
leadership competencies.  

Initiatives such as these raise the question about the ways in which school leader 
appraisal can strengthen efforts to improve and develop school leadership. As Darling-
Hammond and Rothman (2011) argued, policies for the development and support of both 
teachers and school leaders require a balanced approach including the recruitment of 
qualified individuals, their preparation, induction, professional development, appraisal, 
career development and retention over time. Some systems, such as Ontario, Canada, and 
Victoria, Australia, have firmly embedded school leader appraisal within a 
comprehensive school leadership strategy for school improvement (see Box 7.3). 

Box 7.3 Embedding school leader appraisal within a comprehensive leadership 
framework and strategy: The cases of Victoria, Australia, and Ontario, Canada 

Victoria, Australia 
In 2003, Victoria introduced its state-wide reform agenda Blueprint for Government 

Schools. Based on the belief in the difference that school leaders can make for improving student 
outcomes and the role of school leaders as key drivers for making the wider reform agenda 
work, building leadership capacity represented an essential element of this reform programme. 
A Victorian leadership development strategy, Learning to Lead Effective Schools, was 
implemented in 2006. It included, among others, a Developmental Learning Framework for 
School Leaders, initiatives for an improved selection process for school principals, mentoring 
and coaching programmes, an accelerated development programme for high potential leaders, 
and a school principal performance management system. This Principal Class Performance and 
Development Process provides a framework that all school principals and assistant principals use 
in planning, reviewing and receiving feedback on school performance and leadership 
effectiveness. The process aims to provide school principals and assistant principals with 
objective and constructive feedback and learning opportunities. It is designed to support school 
leaders to develop the knowledge and skills necessary to lead sustainable and system-wide 
school improvement. A significant feature of the Victorian approach to school and system 
improvement is the high degree of alignment of all its strategies (e.g. leadership development 
programmes, selection processes and performance appraisal).  
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Box 7.3 Embedding school leader appraisal within a comprehensive leadership 
framework and strategy: The cases of Victoria, Australia, and Ontario, Canada 

(continued) 

Since 2011, Victoria has been developing a new reform programme and set of strategic 
directions for education. These include 1) Towards Victoria as a Learning Community; 
2) Refocusing Vocational training in Victoria; 3) New Directions for School Leadership and the 
Teaching Profession; 4) the Victorian Government’s Vision for Languages Education. New 
Directions for School Leadership and the Teaching Profession constitutes a key element of the 
state government’s goal to offer students a world-class education. A discussion paper released 
for consultation in June 2012 highlights the role of high-quality teaching for education. It 
identified support for school leadership at the school and system level as one of three policy 
levers to improve teaching in Victoria’s schools. It puts forth three potential areas to further 
strengthen the leadership capacity of Victoria’s schools: 1) the effective recruitment and 
preparation of school leaders; 2) support and appraisal; 3) system-level policies. Effective school 
leadership, then, remains at the heart of Victoria’s efforts to improve teaching and learning for 
all students.  

Sources: Matthews et al. (2008); State of Victoria, Department of Education and Early Childhood 
Development (2012), www.education.vic.gov.au. 

Ontario, Canada 
The province of Ontario, Canada, has identified successful school and system leadership as a 

core element of its efforts to achieve the province’s three core educational goals: (1) high levels 
of student achievement; (2) reduced gaps in student achievement; and (3) increased public 
confidence in publicly funded education. To this end, Ontario has developed and implemented a 
comprehensive school and system leadership strategy, the Ontario Leadership Strategy (OLS), to 
support student achievement and well-being by attracting and developing skilled and passionate 
school and system leaders. As part of this strategy, several tools and support mechanisms 
(e.g. The Ontario Leadership Framework 2012, and Core Leadership Capacities) have been 
developed to streamline and focus efforts to support school principals and vice-principals, to 
refine leadership skills and to put advanced leadership concepts and practices to work on a daily 
basis to meet educational targets and achieve concrete results. 

A province-wide Principal/Vice-Principal Performance Appraisal (PPA) system focussed on 
goals that promote student achievement and well-being constitutes a key component of the OLS. 
It is designed to support the strategy’s two overarching goals: (1) to attract competent people to 
school leadership roles; and (2) to develop the best possible instructional leaders. With these 
goals in mind, Ontario’s PPA has been designed to ensure that school leaders are well-supported 
in their development through targeted, system-wide strategies that provide formal and informal 
opportunities for feedback and ongoing professional development. During the performance 
appraisal process, school principals and vice-principals develop goals to improve student 
achievement and well-being based on the board’s improvement plan, the school improvement 
plan, the school community and local context, ministry priorities, and personal growth and 
development goals. Ontario has also been developing and piloting an appraisal system for 
supervisory officers. 

Sources: Pervin and Campbell (2011); Ontario Leadership Strategy, www.ontario.ca/eduleadership; 
Ontario Institute for Education Leadership website, www.education-leadership-ontario.ca/content/home. 
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Leadership roles are becoming more complex 
In their efforts to strengthen education systems and improve student learning, various 

countries have decentralised decision making in education in different ways (also see 
Chapter 2). Depending on the context, intermediate levels of governance (e.g. regions, 
provinces and local education authorities) and/or schools and school boards have taken over 
responsibilities related to teaching and learning (e.g. curriculum, assessment and 
instruction) and/or the governance and management of schools (e.g. human resources and 
school funding). In various countries, school principals and, at times, department heads and 
teachers, hold great decision making powers in some areas of resource allocation and 
curricula and assessment (OECD, 2010, see Figures 7.2 and 7.3). Most countries, however, 
combine different elements of centralisation and decentralisation with substantial interplay 
between the different levels of the education system (Pont et al., 2008a). 

Figure 7.2 School autonomy over resource allocation (2009) 
OECD average for students in schools whose school principals reported that the following actors  

have a considerable responsibility for the following task (%) 

61
51

17 17

46

81

14

13

7 10

22

1225
37

77 73

32

8

Selecting teachers 
for hire

Dismissing 
teachers

Establishing 
teachers' starting 

salaries

Determining 
teachers' salaries 

increases

Formulating the 
school budget

Deciding on budget 
allocations within 

the school

Only “school principals and/or teachers”

Both “school principals and/or teachers” and “regional and/or national education authority”

Only “regional and/or national education authority”

 
Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791495 

Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful? Resources, Policies and 
Practices (Volume IV), OECD Publishing, Paris. 
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Figure 7.3 School autonomy over curricula and assessment (2009)  
OECD average for students in schools whose school principals reported that the following actors  

have a considerable responsibility for the following tasks (%) 

66
78

45 50

23

15

31
28

11 8

24 21

Establishing student 
assessment policies

Choosing which textbooks 
are used

Determining course content Deciding which courses are 
offered

Only “school principals and/or teachers”

Both “school principals and/or teachers” and “regional and/or national education authority”

Only “regional and/or national education authority”

 
Statlink 2 http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932791514 

Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful? Resources, Policies and 
Practices (Volume IV), OECD Publishing, Paris. 

Even though greater school autonomy does not necessarily lead to a change in school 
principals’ leadership styles, as the OECD Teaching and Learning International Survey 
(TALIS) school principal questionnaire administered in 23 countries indicated (OECD, 
2009), more local powers in educational decision making have changed leadership roles 
and responsibilities and heightened the need for effective leadership in schools. Eurydice, 
for example, pointed out that within a mixed landscape of school autonomy across Europe, 
in countries that have delegated responsibilities for human resource management (e.g. 
teacher recruitment, defining teacher responsibilities, and granting additional salary 
payments) to the school level, school principals are most often responsible for these new 
tasks. In a majority of the countries covered by Eurydice, school heads, either alone or in 
collaboration with their school board, were also responsible for decisions related to the 
curriculum content of optional subjects and the grouping of students for compulsory 
learning activities (EACEA, 2012). Greater decentralisation and school autonomy, then, 
often coupled with the introduction of stronger accountability frameworks and an increasing 
workload, demand new skills and competencies from school leaders (Leithwood, 2001; 
Normore, 2003; Pont et al., 2008a; Louis and Robinson, 2012). This includes the demand 
for new skills and competencies stemming from the implementation of comprehensive 
evaluation and assessment frameworks and school leaders’ growing responsibilities for 
teacher appraisal and the self-evaluation of their school (see Chapters 3, 5 and 6).  
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Besides changes in educational governance, wider changes in society, such as 
technological changes, globalisation, migration and increasing diversity also influence 
education and the kind of leadership that schools require. In various countries, policies 
that seek to respond to these changes aim to increase the focus of schools on teaching and 
learning. These social changes and related policies as well as new understandings about 
student learning and instruction demand more from school leaders than the administrative 
implementation of rules and regulations (Pont et al., 2008a; OECD, 2009; Parylo et al., 
2012b). In Hungary, for example, schools and school leaders face the challenge of 
integrating competence-based education, a growing focus on the learning of foreign 
languages and the use of new technologies into their classrooms (Halász, 2009). In the 
Netherlands, increasing individualisation together with increased diversity in society 
place new demands on schools and school leaders to play an active role in promoting 
citizenship and social integration (Bal and de Jong, 2007). 

The effects of greater decentralisation and school autonomy as well as wider changes in 
society and education on school leaders’ roles and required competencies, in turn, demand 
stronger support systems to prepare school leaders for their new tasks before holding them 
accountable for their greater responsibilities. This has important implications for the ways 
in which appraisal is designed to ensure support as well as accountability.  

There are concerns about existing approaches to school leader appraisal.  
Education researchers and policy makers have become increasingly aware of the 

shortcomings of current approaches to the appraisal of school leaders. While many of the 
countries that took part in the OECD project on Improving School Leadership had some 
form of school leader appraisal in place, many reported concerns about the scarcity of 
sound tools and mechanisms to best monitor and assess school leaders’ performance 
(Pont et al., 2008a). In the United States, education researchers since the early 1990s have 
stressed the shortcomings of school principal appraisal systems (Ginsberg and Berry, 
1990; Ginsberg and Thompson, 1992; Stufflebeam and Nevo, 1993). Recent reviews of 
school district approaches to school principal appraisal in the United States have echoed 
these earlier concerns about appraisal procedures in terms of their usefulness, accuracy, 
fairness and focus on leadership practices linked to better teaching and learning (Portin 
et al., 2006; Goldring et al., 2008; Davis et al., 2011; Parylo et al., 2012b). Even though 
school leader appraisal involves inherent difficulties owing to the complex and highly 
context-dependent nature of school leadership (Ginsberg and Thompson, 1992), a 
growing body of research in the United States has recently explored ways to create 
effective school leader appraisal systems (see, for example, Murphy et al., 2006; Porter 
et al., 2006; Goldring et al., 2007; The Wallace Foundation, 2009; Reeves, 2009; New 
Leaders for New Schools, 2010; Clifford and Ross, 2011; Sanders and Kearney, 2011).  

The school leadership profession is faced with numerous challenges. 
The current state of the school leadership profession influences considerations about 

school leader appraisal. The OECD project on Improving School Leadership (Pont et al., 
2008a) shed light on the current challenges that school leaders as well as education 
systems face in various contexts. As Pont et al. pointed out, in various contexts the school 
leadership profession confronts an imminent wave of retirements of many school 
principals over the next five to ten years, difficulties to attract suitable candidates, a 
negative image resulting from difficult working conditions, an increasing workload and 
high stress levels, a lack of preparation and training, inadequate salaries and rewards and 
the need to adapt to changing models of school leadership. Mulford (2003) equally 
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stressed that school leaders in different contexts face challenges concerning their overall 
well-being and work-life balance, as well as feelings of professional isolation, often 
exacerbated by a lack of support provisions. To give an example, in the Flemish 
Community of Belgium, the School Advisory Services highlighted the challenge of 
recruiting school principals in light of a decreasing number of candidates and a growing 
workload for school principals, which, in turn, makes school leadership positions even 
less attractive (Flemish Ministry of Education and Training and the University of 
Antwerp Edubron Research Group, 2010). 

These challenges need to be taken into account when designing and implementing 
school leader appraisal frameworks. Depending on the design and implementation of 
appraisal, appraisal may, on the one hand, constitute one policy lever for addressing the 
current and future challenges as part of wider development and support systems for school 
leaders. On the other hand, appraisal bears the risk of exacerbating the challenges for school 
leaders further. Normore (2004) and Pashiardis and Brauckman (2008), for example, 
pointed towards these risk of accountability measures, which may lead to role overload and 
role ambiguity, higher levels of stress and professional burn out among school leaders.  

Following the conceptual framework described above, the following sections describe 
the features of school leader appraisal, starting with the governance of appraisal schemes. 
Table 7.A.1 provides a concise overview of school leader appraisal systems and their 
characteristics in countries participating in the OECD Review on Evaluation and 
Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes.  

Governance 

This section analyses requirements for the appraisal of school leaders, the distribution 
of responsibilities for the design of appraisal frameworks and the objectives of appraisal. 
A taxonomy of country approaches to the appraisal of school principals in public schools 
developed on the basis of information gathered from countries participating in the OECD 
Review provides an overview of the governance of countries’ appraisal systems. 

Setting requirements and distributing responsibilities for the design of school 
leader appraisal 

Approaches to appraisal are most often embedded within the overall structures of 
governance in education and often depend on the education authorities responsible for 
school leaders as their employer (see Tables 7.A.1 and 7.A.2). While school leaders in 
various countries are not appraised (e.g. Austria, Iceland, Ireland, Israel [ISCED level 3], 
Italy and Luxembourg), school leaders in a number of countries are appraised in various 
ways.17 Education authorities at different levels of government play a major role in setting 
the requirements and in defining school leader appraisal procedures (e.g. for the 
definition of appraisal aspects and criteria, the development of professional school 
leadership standards and the design of related appraisal tools and instruments). Based on 
the information submitted by countries participating in this OECD Review, countries in 
which school principals in public schools are appraised can be broadly grouped according 
to four approaches depending on the requirements for appraisal and the locus of agency 
for its design and implementation. The Korean Evaluation for School Management 
system constitutes a specific case with regards to requirements for appraisal. In the case 
of the Korean Evaluation for School Management system, it is at the discretion of 
metropolitan and provincial offices of education to implement the central appraisal 
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framework or not. Table 7.1 illustrates the different approaches for the appraisal of school 
principals in public schools in the form of a taxonomy. 

Table 7.1 A taxonomy of country approaches to the appraisal of school principals in public schools 

Agency for the design and implementation of appraisal 

Re
qu

ire
m

en
ts

 fo
r a

pp
ra

isa
l  

 Central/state framework for 
appraisal procedures, 

implementation through 
central/state, regional or 
intermediate authorities 

Central/state framework for 
appraisal procedures, 

implementation through local 
authorities and/or school 

organising bodies 

Appraisal procedures 
determined by local  

authorities and/or school 
organising bodies  

No appraisal 

Mandatory periodic 
appraisal 

Various states and territories in 
Australia, Belgium (French 

Community), France (ISCED levels 
1, 2 and 3), Israel (ISCED level 1 

and partially ISCED level 2), Korea 
(School Principal Appraisal for 

Professional Development), Mexico 
(centrally managed schools at 

ISCED level 3), Portugal, various 
autonomous communities in Spain 

Various states and territories in 
Australia, Belgium 

(Flemish Community), various 
provinces and territories in 

Canada (e.g. Ontario), Chile 
(Performance Appraisal), 
France (ISCED level 1),  

New Zealand, Slovenia, United 
Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 

 

 

Mandatory appraisal 
linked exclusively to 
employment-related 
decisions (contract 

renewal) 

Poland Poland Czech Republic,  
Slovak Republic 

 

Appraisal at the 
discretion of regional 
education authorities 

Korea  
(Evaluation for School 

Management) 

 
 

 

Appraisal at the 
discretion of local 
authorities and/or 
school organising 

bodies 

 

 Various provinces and 
territories in Canada 

(e.g. Alberta, Newfoundland 
and Labrador, New 

Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and 
Prince Edward Island),  

Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Estonia, Finland, Hungary, 

Netherlands, Norway,  
Slovak Republic, Sweden 

 

No appraisal  

 

 

Austria, 
Iceland, 

Ireland, Israel 
(ISCED 

level 3), Italy, 
Luxembourg 

Note: This taxonomy only includes countries which submitted information based on a questionnaire developed by the OECD 
Review of Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes. Countries with various requirements for 
the appraisal of school principals and countries with multiple jurisdictions have been included in all respective cells to reflect 
differences across sub-national jurisdictions. 

In a first group of countries, there is no central/state requirement to appraise school 
principals and central/state education authorities have not established policy frameworks 
that set out procedures for appraisal. Instead, school principal appraisal typically takes 
place entirely at a local level. School principals are appraised at the discretion of local 
education authorities and/or school organising bodies, which also determine and 
implement appraisal procedures. This group includes some provinces and territories in 
Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Hungary,18 the Netherlands, 
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Norway, the Slovak Republic and Sweden (see Box 7.4 for examples of appraisal 
procedures as defined and implemented at a local level).  

In a second group of countries, appraisal is required as an employment-related 
process in the case of re-appointing school principals into their position. This includes the 
Czech Republic, Poland and the Slovak Republic. The locus of agency for designing and 
implementing procedures for this kind of appraisal differs between countries. School 
principals in Poland are appraised by local and regional education authorities according to 
a central framework. In the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic, school organising 
bodies hold responsibility for determining and implementing appraisal procedures, as is 
the case for the informal appraisal process at a local level in both countries. 

In a third group of countries, school principals are appraised on a mandatory periodic 
basis according to procedures defined through a central/state framework for local 
implementation with scope for adaptation and decision making at the local level (e.g. by 
local education authorities, school organising bodies and school boards). Depending on 
the context, requirements for appraisal may additionally be linked to employment-related 
requirements. Eight systems reported such appraisal approaches: various states and 
territories in Australia, Belgium (Flemish Community), various provinces and territories 
in Canada, Chile (Performance Appraisal), France (ISCED level 1), New Zealand, 
Slovenia and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom. 

In a fourth group of countries, school principals are appraised on a mandatory 
periodic basis according to procedures defined through a central/state framework that are 
implemented through central/state, regional or intermediate authorities. Depending on the 
context, requirements for appraisal may, as in the third group, additionally be linked to 
employment-related requirements. In three systems (various states and territories in 
Australia, Belgium [French Community] and Mexico [centrally managed schools at 
ISCED level 3]) appraisal is implemented by central/state education authorities. In five 
countries (France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3], Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED 
level 2], Korea [School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development], Portugal and 
various autonomous communities in Spain) intermediate or regional education authorities 
are responsible for implementing the central/state appraisal framework. 

However, the extent to which central/state frameworks prescribe procedures for the 
appraisal of school principals may differ widely (e.g. through setting professional school 
leadership standards). The Northern Territory and Victoria, Australia; Ontario, Canada; 
and Chile represent examples of systems with very detailed requirements and guidelines 
on how appraisal is to be carried out at a local level. 

• In the Northern Territory and Victoria, Australia, state and territory authorities 
provide a very detailed framework for the implementation of school principal 
appraisal at a local level. In the Northern Territory, the Department of Education 
and Training has developed a School Accountability and Performance 
Improvement Framework that sets out detailed requirements for the appraisal of 
school principals. A range of guides, templates and tools seeks to facilitate 
implementation by local evaluators, the Directors School Performance, that 
ultimately determine the specific approach to appraisal. The Victorian Office for 
Government School Education of the Department of Education and Early 
Childhood Development has also developed detailed guidelines for the Principal 
Class Performance and Development process that lay out the requirements for 
school principal appraisal and guide regional directors and local designated 
officers in the appraisal process.  
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• In Ontario, Canada, school boards made up of supervisory officers and directors 
of education implement the province’s performance appraisal system for school 
principals that has been designed and conceptualised by the provincial education 
authorities. The ministry provides school boards with a mandatory summative 
report form and sample working templates for the Performance Plan, the Annual 
Growth Plan and the Improvement Plan that may be modified to suit local needs 
within the legal requirements. 

• In Chile, central requirements and guidelines for the Performance Appraisal 
process are implemented by the municipal school organising bodies. The Chilean 
central authorities provide detailed guidelines and instructions on a dedicated 
website as well as an interactive online platform for the implementation of 
appraisal.  

Depending on the context, among countries that require the mandatory periodic or 
employment-related appraisal of school principals, these requirements may differ 
between public and private schools. In various countries, requirements only apply to 
public schools (e.g. various states and territories in Australia, Chile [Performance 
Appraisal], Czech Republic, France (ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3), Mexico [centrally 
managed schools at ISCED level 3], Poland, Portugal, and various autonomous 
communities in Spain). In France, for example, school principals of private schools are 
appraised by their employer, typically in relation to the description of their general and 
professional duties. However, school principals in French private primary schools are 
also subject to an appraisal by local inspection bodies (Inspecteur de l'éducation 
nationale) that focuses on school leaders’ compliance with national education goals and 
programmes (Dos Santos and Rakocevic, 2012). In various other countries, 
requirements apply to both public and government-dependent private schools 
(e.g. Belgium [Flemish and French Communities] and Slovenia) or all schools 
(e.g. Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2],19 Korea [School Principal 
Appraisal for Professional Development], New Zealand, the Slovak Republic, and 
Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom).  

Requirements may also vary between school levels and school types reflecting 
governance structures in education (e.g. France, Israel and Mexico). In France, appraisal 
requirements, responsibilities and procedures differ for school principals in primary and 
secondary schools. This also reflects respective differences in responsibilities. The Israeli 
appraisal requirements under the New Horizon Reform only apply to schools at the 
primary level and partially to schools at the upper secondary level. The Mexican appraisal 
requirements described in this chapter only apply to schools at the upper secondary level 
that are managed by central education authorities. 

Deputy school principals are appraised according to the same requirements in various 
states and territories in Australia, Belgium (French Community), in various provinces and 
territories in Canada, Chile (Performance Appraisal), France (ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3), 
Israel (ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2), Korea (School Principal Appraisal for 
Professional Development), Slovak Republic, and Northern Ireland in the United 
Kingdom.  
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Box 7.4 School leader appraisal procedures at a local level 

Atlantic provinces, Canada 
Based on a strategy developed by the Council of Atlantic Ministers of Education and Training (CAMET/CAMEF), 

the Atlantic provinces of Canada, New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia and Prince Edward 
Island, have recently established a set of professional standards for school leaders to guide performance appraisal by 
school boards and boards of education. In the Atlantic provinces, school principals are typically appraised by 
superintendents or directors of education according to procedures set by their responsible school board or board of 
education. Superintendents and directors of education usually receive training related to appraisal. Some boards require 
an annual appraisal of new school principals based on three meetings per year. Other boards have implemented a three-
year appraisal cycle that involves a process of establishing goals, related indicators of achievement and an overall 
timeline. School principals and evaluators meet periodically throughout the school year to review a school leader’s 
progress and revise objectives as necessary. At the end of the school year, school principals and evaluators meet to 
discuss results and the follow-up for the subsequent year. At the end of the 3-year appraisal cycle, evaluators provide a 
statement of a school principal’s performance that is reviewed and signed by the school principal and added to the 
school principal’s human resource files. Regarding the appraisal procedures, tools and instruments, several of the 
school boards and boards of education of the Atlantic provinces require school leaders to reflect on their own 
performance. In the Eastern District of Prince Edward Island school principals are, for example, asked to provide a self-
appraisal according to specified leadership tasks and responsibilities (e.g. curriculum and instruction, staff supervision 
and development, parent and community involvement, operational management and impact of work on school 
improvement plan). School boards or boards of education in the Atlantic provinces often also require the collection of 
stakeholder views as part of the appraisal. In the Nova Central District in Newfoundland and Labrador, stakeholder 
views feed into the appraisal of school leaders based on the rationale that school leaders need support and feedback 
from teachers as well as colleagues, students, parents and support staff. In the Eastern District of Prince Edward Island, 
teachers and parents are asked to complete a questionnaire on their perspective on the quality of school leadership. 

Denmark 
In Denmark, school leaders of public schools at primary and lower secondary levels are typically appraised by 

their responsible municipality. Practices, however, vary between schools and municipalities. Some municipalities 
require an annual appraisal of school leaders. Increasingly, school principals are appraised through a management by 
means of objectives approach. Even though primarily a management tool, this approach equally serves as a means to 
hold schools and school leaders accountable for their performance. The management by objectives approach 
typically requires school principals to establish a set of objectives for the school as a whole as well as their own 
performance (e.g. through a results contract or a school principal agreement), usually for a one to two year period, 
that are, then, continuously monitored. No comprehensive overview of the instruments used for the continuous 
assessment of goals and objectives is available. School principals in public schools at upper secondary level are also 
typically held accountable through annual results contracts.  

Slovak Republic 
School organising bodies (e.g. municipalities, regional self-administration authorities, religious bodies) are legally 

required to appraise school headmasters in relation to their contract renewal and hold responsibility for determining 
appraisal procedures. School headmasters are typically appraised on their management responsibilities and competencies 
through an individual interview. Appraisal often includes several of the following aspects and criteria: knowledge of and 
compliance with legislative requirements, financial management, school development, student outcomes, the level of 
teamwork in a school and a school’s collaboration with its external partners. Pedagogical leadership and the quality of 
education in a school are typically not part of the appraisal. The sources of information that school organising bodies rely 
on often include: statistical information, school reports, budget figures and the results of external school evaluations by 
the school inspectorate. Appraisal results are sometimes used to reward school headmasters through a letter of 
recognition or a celebration as part of the teachers’ day. Results can also be used as a factor for determining the variable 
part of a school headmaster’s salary, but this influence is minimal and only ranges between 0-30%. Appraisal results are 
not typically used to inform school headmasters’ professional development, which often focuses on administrative and 
management tasks (e.g. changes in legislation and health and safety at work). 

Sources: Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming); Danish Ministry of Education and Rambøll (2012); Hajdúková et al. (forthcoming). 
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There are trade-offs between consistency through central/state frameworks and 
local diversity 

Systems that leave the appraisal of school leaders entirely to the discretion of local 
education authorities and systems that require the appraisal of school leaders, but that 
lack central/state frameworks for procedures, allow for the greatest possible degree of 
local adaptation. Considering the growing realisation that successful school leadership 
is always context-dependent, there are strong arguments for a fair degree of local 
agency in the design of school leader appraisal. The local design of appraisal 
procedures also constitutes an opportunity to create trust, commitment and ownership in 
the appraisal process and provides opportunities for the development of innovative 
approaches at a local level. Depending on the system and the availability of 
opportunities for co-operation, these innovations and good practices could be shared 
between local actors. 

However, in systems which allow local education authorities complete autonomy to 
decide whether to appraise their school leaders and how to design appraisal processes 
there may be few expectations that school leaders are accountable for the quality of 
teaching and learning and the student outcomes in their school. In systems that allow 
local education authorities complete autonomy about appraisal requirements and 
procedures or that require appraisal, but lack central/state frameworks for procedures, 
appraisal processes may also differ considerably between local authorities. Thomas 
et al.’s (2000) study, for example, showed that the appraisal approaches used in Alberta, 
Canada, were often unique to each school district. In systems with a high degree of local 
responsibility for the design of appraisal not all school leaders might, therefore, 
experience an appraisal that they perceive as useful and meaningful (Kimball et al., 
2009). In Sweden, for example, the Association of School Principals and Directors of 
Education (Sveriges Skolledarförbund) raised concerns about municipalities not devoting 
enough time and resources to the appraisal of school leaders (Nusche et al., 2011). The 
OECD Country Review of the Czech Republic similarly identified challenges for 
ensuring an effective appraisal process of school principals through school organising 
bodies. The study found that, in many cases, the appraisal of school principals fails to go 
beyond a compliance-driven process that focuses on the financial aspects of budget 
management (Santiago et al., 2012a). Local differences may also lead to a fairness issue if 
not all school leaders participate in an equally rigorous appraisal process, especially 
where appraisal may lead to summative consequences and feeds into employment- and 
career-related decisions. Furthermore, locally developed appraisal systems risk a lack of 
alignment with research on effective school leadership and school leader appraisal (Davis 
et al., 2011). Scope for local agency in the design of appraisal may, then, cause concerns 
of accuracy, utility, validity, reliability and fairness (see Box 7.5 for an explanation of the 
required properties of school leader appraisal).  

One key challenge, therefore, concerns the need to ensure that all school leaders 
benefit from effective appraisal and feedback arrangements that reflect local needs at the 
same time. The distribution of responsibilities needs to strike the right balance between 
centrally/state-directed policies, on the one hand, and scope to meet local needs, on the 
other. 
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Box 7.5 Properties of school leader appraisal 

The research literature has identified a number of different, often interrelated, properties that 
appraisal needs to fulfil.  

Ginsberg and Berry (1990) highlighted the role of reliability, validity and utility concerns. 
As they stressed, the level of reliability and validity that is required depends on the uses of 
results and high levels of reliability and validity are particularly important for summative 
decisions. 

• Reliability refers to the consistency of measurements across evaluators and 
observations. It describes the extent to which an assessment or evaluation yields the 
information it is designed to capture and return the same results for assessments or 
evaluations in similar conditions across schools and over time. 

• Validity describes the extent to which an assessment or evaluation is designed so that it 
supports its intended purposes and the extent to which results allow for meaningful 
inferences to support decisions and uses. It describes the comprehensiveness in 
assessing performance according to set aspects and criteria. Factors such as the clarity of 
aspects and criteria, the sources of information and the capacity of evaluators all 
influence the level of validity.  

• Utility, related to reliability and validity, describes the consistency and accuracy with 
which appraisal measures different degrees of performance. It also refers to the balance 
between benefits (e.g. improving decision making processes and performance) and costs 
(e.g. logistical and financial).  

Stufflebeam and Nevo (1993) described a different set of features that appraisal needs to 
fulfil. According to Stufflebeam and Nevo, and based on the Joint Committee’s Personnel 
Evaluation Standards in the United States, appraisal should fulfil four basic requirements:  

• Propriety, i.e. due attention to the rights and welfare of the persons affected by an 
appraisal 

• Utility, i.e. the balance between costs and benefits and the extent to which appraisal 
fulfils its purposes 

• Feasibility, i.e. the extent to which appraisal is easy to implement and administer 

• Accuracy, i.e. the extent to which conclusions are drawn logically from the data.  

Reeves (2009), furthermore, stressed the need for objectivity and fairness, i.e. the need for 
appraisal to rely on description and not conjecture. However, as Pashiardis and Brauckman 
(2008) pointed out, even the most objective data can be subjectively interpreted. As they, 
therefore, argued, evaluation, assessment and appraisal can only try to reduce inevitable 
subjectivity. 
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Objectives 
Similar to the wider evaluation and assessment framework, the overarching objective 

of school leader appraisal is ideally aligned with the overall goals of schooling in a 
particular context (also see Chapter 3). Within the respective general objectives, appraisal 
is directed towards improved teaching and learning for all students (Reeves, 2009; Leon 
et al., 2011). The overall goals with which school leader appraisal is aligned can be 
achieved through two major functions (Goldring et al., 2007). First, appraisal can seek to 
improve school leaders’ practices by identifying strengths and weaknesses. 
Developmental appraisal can provide feedback for the improvement of school leaders’ 
practices and behaviours. It can provide a platform for school leaders to learn about, 
reflect on and improve their practices and behaviours and to inform professional 
development activities. Second, school leader appraisal can aim to hold school leaders 
accountable for their performance and the quality of education in their school. Appraisal 
for accountability can inform employment- and career-related decisions in order to set 
incentives for school leaders to perform at their best. It may entail performance-based 
career advancement and financial rewards (e.g. bonus pay) for outstanding school leaders 
as well as the possibility of sanctions for underperformance. School leader appraisal can 
also constitute an opportunity for identifying effective leaders to celebrate and reward 
their achievements (see Table 7.A.1 for a general overview). 

Some countries primarily aim to hold school leaders accountable through their 
appraisal system. In the Czech Republic, Poland and the Slovak Republic requirements to 
appraise school leaders are linked exclusively to employment-related decisions and for 
informing contract renewal processes. In France (ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3), Portugal and 
various autonomous communities in Spain, school leader appraisal also serves a 
predominantly summative function. In all of these three countries, appraisal is designed to 
mainly hold school leaders accountable for their performance and to inform decisions 
about their career advancement, rewards and/or consequences for underperformance.  

A number of countries are moving towards appraisal for improvement through a 
combination of developmental and accountability functions or a sole focus on 
professional development. Systems that combine accountability and developmental 
functions and that use appraisal results for different summative and formative decisions 
include various states and territories in Australia (e.g. Northern Territory and Victoria), 
Belgium (Flemish Community), various provinces and territories in Canada 
(e.g. Ontario), Israel (ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2), Mexico (centrally 
managed schools at ISCED level 3), New Zealand and Northern Ireland in the United 
Kingdom (see Box 7.6 for examples for the ways in which systems combine 
developmental and accountability functions within one framework). In Belgium (French 
Community) appraisal serves a solely formative purpose and appraisal does not result in 
any summative consequences for school principals and deputy principals. A few countries 
have appraisal schemes in place that are designed to reward successful leadership. 
Slovenia constitutes one of the few examples of such appraisal systems for rewards 
purposes. In Slovenia, the appraisal of school leaders serves as an opportunity to identify 
and reward successful school leaders with a one-off financial bonus. 
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Box 7.6 Approaches to combining developmental and accountability functions  
within one appraisal framework 

Some systems combine developmental and accountability functions within one appraisal framework through 
the overall timeframe for appraisal. As part of this approach, school leaders are typically appraised over several 
years through a formative appraisal cycle. At the end of the formative appraisal cycle, appraisal typically informs 
summative decisions, such as a school principal’s contract renewal process. 

• In the Northern Territory, Australia, school principals are generally employed on a fixed-term contract 
of four years. School principals are appraised in a formative process over a period of 18 months that 
includes coaching conversations between school principals and evaluators after 6 and 12 months. At the 
end of the formative appraisal period, results of appraisal inform decisions about a school principal’s 
future career, including the contract renewal process. A similar procedure is in place in the Australian 
state of Victoria. 

• In the Western District in the province of Prince Edward Island, Canada, appraisal equally includes a 
formative appraisal through an annual goal setting process that provides an opportunity for professional 
growth. At least every four years, the same process has a summative dimension that informs the contract 
renewal process. 

Other systems combine developmental and accountability functions within one appraisal framework through 
the possibility of initiating a separate process or a further appraisal cycle that may lead to summative 
consequences in the case of a school leader’s continued underperformance.  

• In Ontario, Canada, the Principal and Vice-Principal Performance Appraisal system aims to provide 
support to improve school leaders’ practices and behaviours. However, following a second or third 
unsatisfactory appraisal, a school leader may be dismissed or re-assigned to a different position. 

• The appraisal procedures that have come into effect in England in the United Kingdom in September 
2012 aim to provide the basis for a supportive and developmental process to ensure that headteachers 
have the skills and support they need to carry out their role effectively. The process may, however, also 
give recommendations on pay and, in the case of concerns about a headteacher’s performance, result in 
the initiation of a separate capability procedure to decide about the dismissal of a headteacher.  

• Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom follows a similar approach. In case of an unsatisfactory result 
in the Performance Review and Staff Development Scheme, school principals and vice principals 
receive informal support and development opportunities. This may be followed by a formal stage which 
includes the issue of a formal written notice and a targeted support programme. If a principal or vice 
principal fail to reach a satisfactory level of performance after the informal and formal stages of support, 
he or she may be ultimately dismissed. 

Sources: Department of Education and Children’s Services, Northern Territory Government, Accountability and Performance 
Improvement Framework (APIF), www.det.nt.gov.au/about-us/APIF;  
Victoria Department of Education and Early Childhood Development Principal Class Performance and Development Process, 
www.education.vic.gov.au/school/principals/profdev/Pages/principalpd.aspx;  
Prince Edward Island Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, Western School Board of Prince Edward 
Island, School Principal Supervision & Evaluation Process, 
www.edu.pe.ca/wsb/schoolboard/policiesproceeduresguidelines/communitiesforlearning/35-Supervision&Evaluation.pdf; 
The Education (School Teachers’ Appraisal) (England) Regulations 2012 No. 115, 
www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/115/pdfs/uksi_20120115_en.pdf;  
Ontario Ministry of Education website, Leadership Development, Principal Performance Appraisal, 
www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/leadership/appraise.html,  
Department of Education, Northern Ireland (forthcoming). 
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Two countries, Chile and Korea, represent innovative cases for introducing two 
separate appraisal schemes for different purposes (see Box 7.7).  

Box 7.7 The introduction of two separate appraisal schemes for different purposes: 
The cases of Chile and Korea 

Chile 
Chile has introduced two separate appraisal processes for school principals and teaching and technical-

pedagogical leaders. One of the appraisal systems, the Performance Appraisal system (Evaluación de 
Desempeño), represents an annual performance management process that is primarily designed to foster reflection 
and inform professional development. The second system, Appraisal of Collective Performance (Asignación de 
Desempeño Colectivo), constitutes a voluntary performance management system that aims to foster distributed 
leadership and reward successful school leadership teams (see Box 7.2 for further details). Both processes, the 
Performance Appraisal system and the Appraisal of Collective Performance process, can also inform each other 
through the setting of the same institutional objective and targets, an essential element of both appraisal systems. 

Sources: Chilean Ministry of Education (forthcoming), El Portal Gestión y Liderazgo Educativo,  
www2.gestionyliderazgoeducativo.cl, and Más Directivos, www.masdirectivos.cl. 

Korea 
Korea has developed and implemented two appraisal systems for school principals: (1) the summative 

Evaluation for School Management process and (2) the formative School Principal Appraisal for Professional 
Development system as part of the Teacher Appraisal for Professional Development scheme. Results of the 
Evaluation for School Management scheme are typically used to provide benefits for the top performers in 
appraisal through career opportunities, promotions and performance-based rewards, and to impose sanctions on 
those rated among the bottom 2-3%. In contrast, results of the School Principal Appraisal for Professional 
Development scheme are mostly used to further develop principal professional capability and as evidence material 
to request local education authorities to develop improvement policies. The Evaluation for School Management has 
been implemented by various metropolitan and provincial offices of education. As of February 2010, 6 out of the 16 
metropolitan and provincial offices of education were conducting or had announced plans to conduct the school 
management appraisal process. The School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development process has been 
carried out by all metropolitan and provincial offices of education since 2010.  

Source: Kim et al. (2010). 

There are benefits to combining appraisal for professional development and 
accountability, but this approach involves difficulties 

A study by Sun and Youngs (2009) on the ways in which school principal appraisal 
affects pedagogical leadership in 13 school districts in Michigan, United States, found 
that the school principals that took part in the study were more likely to engage in 
pedagogical leadership if appraisal aimed to inform professional development, to 
encourage school restructuring and to hold school principals accountable for student 
learning. Based on their findings, Sun and Youngs argued that a combination of 
developmental and accountability functions as the objectives of appraisal may help ensure 
that appraisal not only assesses pedagogical leadership in its own right, but with a view 
towards its impact on student learning. As they suggested, a combination of 
developmental and accountability purposes may also ensure that professional 
development activities are targeted at valued outcomes. Sun and Youngs concluded that, 
in order to effectively influence school leaders’ practices and behaviours, appraisal needs 
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to go beyond employment-related decisions (e.g. contract renewal or salary allocations) 
and, instead, promote professional development, accountability and school restructuring. 
A similar study by Sun et al. (2012) on the appraisal of school principals in Michigan, 
United States, and Beijing, China, gave similar insights into the combination of 
developmental and accountability functions.  

However, the combination of developmental and accountability functions involves 
challenges that may jeopardise the effective implementation of appraisal. The definition 
of appraisal purposes influences the design of appraisal procedures, the information the 
appraisal process seeks to gather for a specific target group, the different tools and 
methods used to do so, and the ways in which appraisal results are used.  

• Pashiardis and Brauckman (2008) argued that formative appraisal is typically 
more oriented towards processes and the needs of the person appraised, while 
summative appraisal focuses on outcomes and the needs of the wider system. 
Summative appraisal equally mainly seeks to assess a leader’s competences and 
achievements without a vision for future development. Formative appraisal, on 
the other hand, is rather oriented towards informing future action and growth 
(Condon and Clifford, 2010).  

• The purposes also influence the relationship between appraisers and school 
leaders as well as the kind of information a school leader is likely to reveal. Both, 
developmental and accountability functions, may influence a school leader’s 
willingness for co-operation in the appraisal process and the relationship and trust 
that can be established between appraiser and appraisee. Appraisal for 
professional development requires school leaders’ openness towards their own 
weaknesses. Appraisal for accountability encourages school leaders to emphasise 
their strengths (The Wallace Foundation, 2009).  

• Development and accountability demands raise different requirements for the 
involvement of school leaders in their own appraisal. Appraisal schemes that 
allow great scope for school leaders to influence appraisal procedures (e.g. the 
definition of aspects and criteria or the selection of sources of information), may 
lead to fairness concerns if appraisal involves summative consequences (Cullen, 
1997). 

Policy makers, therefore, face the challenge of finding an approach to appraisal that 
ensures that school leaders receive regular feedback and support, but that school leaders 
are also held accountable for the quality of education in their schools. Policy makers need 
to find ways to ensure that the combination of different appraisal purposes does not 
undermine the appraisal process. This may require policy trade-offs concerning the ways 
in which the appraisal system is designed.  

The effective appraisal of school leaders requires clear and agreed objectives 
Studies in different countries have highlighted the risk of different perceptions of 

appraisal objectives between evaluators and school leaders. Research examining and 
comparing evaluators’ and school leaders’ views of appraisal in Alberta, Canada (Thomas 
et al., 2000),20 Israel (Gaziel, 2008) 21 and California, United States (David and Hensley, 
1999)22 revealed that school leaders and evaluators often do not necessarily share the 
same perceptions and expectations of the objectives of appraisal. The views of both 
school leaders and evaluators did also not necessarily match with the purposes intended 
by policy makers. 
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• Thomas et al.’s (2000) qualitative study of school principal appraisal in Alberta 
revealed substantial differences in the perceptions and attitudes towards the 
purposes of appraisal between superintendents and school principals. While most 
often designed by the individual school districts to promote professional growth, 
to provide information for administrative decisions and to clarify role 
expectations, the school principals involved in the study only shared the objective 
of promoting professional growth as one of their most important functions of 
appraisal. School principals and evaluators also only agreed on the general need 
of assessing school principals’ effectiveness as one of their four most highly 
ranked purposes of appraisal. 

• A qualitative study of primary school principals and school supervisors in Israel 
found that, among the study’s participants, school principals expected appraisal to 
promote their professional development as the most important purpose of 
appraisal, while evaluators expected appraisal to fulfil a number of different 
purposes, including providing public accountability and informing decisions 
about school principals’ promotions (Gaziel, 2008). Overall, Gaziel found that, 
among the study participants, evaluators perceived appraisal as more oriented 
towards accountability, school principals towards professional development.  

• Davis and Hensley’s study (1999) similarly found that, while many of the 
superintendents responsible for carrying out the appraisal that took part in their 
study perceived the process as providing helpful feedback, many school principals 
themselves did not, instead raising concerns about a predominantly summative, 
routine and meaningless exercise.  

These findings indicate the need for a clear communication of the purposes of an 
appraisal process as well as the involvement of both evaluators and school leaders in the 
development of appraisal systems to ensure that the purposes are shared by everyone 
concerned. The studies by Thomas et al. (2000), Gaziel (2008) and Davis and Hensley 
(1999) also point towards the importance of including a strong formative dimension in the 
appraisal process, which school leaders valued very highly. This may be particularly 
important considering that appraisal always also involves the risk of increasing school 
leaders’ workload and stress levels. 

Procedures 

This section describes countries’ appraisal procedures. This includes the analysis of 
the frequency of appraisal, of the ways in which appraisal aspects and criteria are defined, 
of the reference standards that are used, of the value of professional school leadership 
standards and of the combination of instruments that evaluators use to gather information 
about a school leader’s performance.  

Frequency of school leader appraisal 
The frequency of appraisal varies greatly across countries (Pont et al., 2008a), also 

depending on the functions of appraisal. Among countries which require the periodic 
appraisal of their school leaders, appraisal mostly takes place on an annual basis. This 
includes appraisal in various states and territories in Australia (e.g. Northern Territory), 
Chile (Performance Appraisal), various provinces and territories in Canada, Korea 
(School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development), Mexico (centrally managed 
schools at ISCED level 3), New Zealand, Slovenia, various autonomous communities in 



518 – 7. THE APPRAISAL OF SCHOOL LEADERS: FOSTERING PEDAGOGICAL LEADERSHIP IN SCHOOLS 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

Spain, and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom. A few countries allow for longer 
intervals between appraisals ranging from three (e.g. France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3] 
and Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2]), to four (Portugal) and five years 
(Belgium [French Community], some provinces and territories in Canada). Depending on 
the purposes of an appraisal scheme, appraisal may be additionally required before an 
employment-related decision (e.g. to inform contract renewal procedures). To give an 
example, in the Northern Territory in Australia, school principals’ performance is 
reviewed twice within a one-year timeframe, but also six months before the end of a 
school principal’s contract. Other systems are more flexible in their requirements and 
only specify a maximum period of time within which the responsible authorities need to 
carry out an appraisal (e.g. some states and territories in Australia, including Victoria, and 
Belgium [Flemish Community]). Legislation for Belgium (Flemish Community) specifies 
that appraisal needs to be conducted within a maximum period of four years. In Victoria, 
Australia, the Principal Class Performance and Development Plan can similarly cover a 
period of up to four years to accommodate individual and school needs. Among countries 
which require the appraisal of school leaders exclusively for employment-related 
decisions and contract renewal, the frequency of appraisal depends on the typical contract 
length for school leaders. In Poland and the Slovak Republic, school principals are 
appraised every five years, in the Czech Republic every six years. In countries where both 
school principals and deputy school principals are appraised, regulations for the 
frequency of appraisal are generally the same.  

In a few countries, an additional appraisal can take place at the request of school 
leaders and/or evaluators or in the case of underperformance. In Ontario, Canada, for 
example, both evaluators and school leaders can request an additional appraisal in a non-
appraisal year, which reinitiates the appraisal cycle. In France (ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3), 
the appraisal process can be additionally carried out at the request of a school principal 
that wishes to transfer to another school. In the case of underperformance identified as 
part of an appraisal, some countries require a compulsory appraisal to follow up on a 
school leader’s weaknesses and to inform summative and/or formative consequences 
(e.g. some Australian states and territories, Belgium [French Community], some 
provinces and territories in Canada, Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2], 
New Zealand, and Portugal).  

The frequency and timing of appraisal are crucial to make appraisal a meaningful 
exercise at different stages of a school leader’s career. For instance, appraisal may 
constitute an important lever for providing formative feedback to ease a school leader’s 
transition into a new post or to maintain successful leadership over time (Mattson 
Almanzán et al., 2011). Unfortunately, not much research exists on the benefits and 
disadvantages of different approaches. Pont et al. (2008a) suggested an annual 
performance review period as most appropriate, but stressed the need to bear in mind the 
different functions of appraisal when setting requirements for the appraisal frequency. 
Following a review of current practices in school districts in the United States, Brown-
Sims (2010) similarly recommended school leader appraisal on an annual basis. Lashway 
(2003) and Parylo et al. (2012b) emphasised the benefits of designing appraisal as a 
cyclical process that involves various meetings between school leaders and evaluators for 
appraisal (e.g. for preparation, data collection and follow-up) to function as a tool for the 
improvement of school leadership practices and behaviours and for integrating appraisal 
into the daily routine of school leaders’ work. Piggot-Irvine (2003), however, also stressed 
the need to allow for sufficient time to carry out the appraisal to make it effective, to give 
school leaders room to improve and to decrease the risk of stress for those involved. 
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Appraisal aspects and criteria 
School leader appraisal fundamentally relies on a shared conception of successful 

school leadership. Before appraising a school leader’s performance, it needs to be clearly 
established what effective, successful or proficient leadership means (Duke, 1992). The 
way effective leadership is conceptualised forms the core of the expectations that school 
leaders need to satisfy and the aspects and criteria that are appraised, i.e. of the content 
and performance standards. In turn, through the definition of aspects and criteria, 
appraisal always communicates one vision of successful school leadership and the level 
of performance that can be achieved by the most effective school leaders. Developing a 
clear, research-based understanding of effective school leadership and building consensus 
about the meanings of good school leadership, therefore, constitutes one of the key 
challenges for school leader appraisal. For appraisal to be understood as fair and 
meaningful by school leaders, they need to be clear about the meanings of effective 
leadership. Role ambiguity resulting from a lack of clear expectations may lead to high 
levels of stress among school leaders (Pont et al., 2008a). 

Considering appraisal’s functions for development and accountability, the aspects and 
criteria that appraisal assesses must reflect the needs of individual school leaders, but be 
aligned with the wider goals of schools, local education systems and the education system 
as a whole at the same time (Davis and Hensley, 1999). A set of reference standards may 
help ensure a fair, valid and reliable appraisal process in relation to a shared conception 
of successful school leadership as well as overall education goals, local contexts and 
individual needs (also see Chapter 3). References for the definition of appraisal aspects 
and criteria typically comprise national education goals, professional school leadership 
standards, legislation on school leaders’ roles and responsibilities, school development 
plans, school improvement plans and individual job descriptions.  

The definition of appraisal aspects and criteria often follows broadly similar lines for 
school principals and deputy principals. Depending on the position (i.e. school principal, 
deputy school principal) and the school level (i.e. primary and secondary schools), 
different appraisal aspects and criteria may be used and emphasised and the appraisal of 
school principals may include a wider or narrower range of aspects and criteria. 
Differences in responsibilities between leadership positions are often reflected through 
reference documents such as individual job descriptions.  

Many countries focus on the appraisal of school leaders’ competences and related 
outcomes through the setting of individual goals and objectives 

Depending on the ways in which the nature of leadership in schools is conceptualised, 
appraisal can focus on different types of aspects and criteria. This includes inputs,  
i.e. a school leader’s personal traits; processes, i.e. a school leader’s compliance with 
legal requirements or a school leader’s performance of specific tasks and related 
competencies; and outcomes, i.e. the outcomes of a school leader’s practices or wider 
school outcomes (Ginsberg and Berry, 1990; Duke, 1992). Within the governance 
framework and depending on the allocation of responsibilities for appraisal, aspects and 
criteria can be defined in various ways (Goldring et al., 2008). Central/state education 
authorities may provide a standardised set of responsibilities, tasks and competencies that 
are, then, assessed by the evaluators carrying out the appraisal (e.g. through a checklist or 
in an open format). Alternatively, central/state authorities may set broad guidelines and a 
list of responsibilities, tasks and competences from which evaluators and school leaders 
may choose areas to focus on that are relevant for their particular context. At times, 
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evaluators and school leaders may add additional aspects and criteria. Appraisal models 
may also leave it to the discretion of local or regional authorities and stakeholders to 
collaboratively define a set of content and performance standards.  

Many countries follow a similar approach concerning the type of aspects and criteria 
that are assessed and the ways in which these are defined. Most often school leaders are 
assessed on the performance of their tasks and responsibilities and the overall quality of 
their practices and behaviours. In Belgium (Flemish Community), the selection of 
appraisal aspects and criteria is at the discretion of the evaluators. The policy framework 
in Belgium (French Community) defines three compulsory areas of competence 
(pedagogical leadership, interpersonal skills and resource management) that evaluators 
can complement with additional aspects and criteria. School principals in French primary 
schools are also assessed on their performance in four competency areas (general 
leadership, pedagogical leadership, community relations and resource management). In 
Portugal, the internal part of the appraisal process examines school leader’s general 
leadership competencies, the efficacy, efficiency and quality of their practices and 
behaviours, and participation in professional development activities. 

In a number of countries, the appraisal of school leaders’ practices and behaviours 
includes the collaborative setting of individual objectives and an assessment of the extent 
to which these pre-determined goals have been met (e.g. various states and territories in 
Australia [e.g. Northern Territory and Victoria], various provinces and territories in 
Canada [e.g. Ontario], Chile [Performance Appraisal], France [ISCED levels 2 and 3], 
New Zealand and Portugal [internal part of the appraisal process]; also see Pont et al., 
2008a). The objectives are often set in alignment with different reference standards 
(e.g. school development plans, job descriptions and professional standards) to ensure they 
reflect system, school and individual needs. When setting objectives, school leaders and 
evaluators typically identify a number of adequate information sources and instruments to 
gather relevant and valid information. On the basis of this information, school leaders are, 
then, appraised on the extent to which they have achieved their objectives. The appraisal of 
many school leaders is, therefore, outcomes- as well as process-based. 

Examples of systems that combine the local definition of individual performance 
objectives with the use of a set of reference standards include various states and territories 
in Australia; Ontario, Canada; Chile (Performance Appraisal); France (ISCED levels 2 
and 3); New Zealand; and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom. 

• In the majority of states and territories in Australia, school principals are 
appraised with reference to state standards for school leadership as well as a 
description of the general and professional duties of school leaders. In the state of 
Victoria, for example, school principals and deputy school principals define their 
learning needs as part of their annual performance and development cycle with 
reference to a state-wide developmental learning framework and the local school 
improvement plan. They, then, provide details of the leadership capabilities they 
intend to develop, indicate professional learning actions to build their capacity, 
and choose evidence they will use to monitor their growth and development.23 

• In Ontario, Canada, appraisal is based on a performance plan that a school’s board 
and school principal develop in collaboration. The aspects and criteria must be 
results- and goal-oriented and targeted towards the improvement of student 
achievement and well-being. The performance plan includes goals, strategies and 
actions, practices and competencies, as well as methods and indicators to measure 
the achievement of the pre-defined objectives. It is informed by personal 
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development goals as well as the board’s and school’s improvement plans, the 
school community and local context, and ministry priorities.24 

• In Chile (Performance Appraisal), school principals in public schools are required 
to agree on two to four institutional targets and corresponding indicators as part of 
the regular mandatory appraisal process. These targets must be aligned with an 
overall institutional objective and seek to improve school practices and outcomes 
as defined through the ministry’s School Management Quality Framework 
(Modelo de Calidad de la Gestión Escolar). In addition, school principals need to 
agree together with their evaluator on two to four professional development 
targets that are aligned with the Framework for Good School Leadership (Marco 
para la Buena Dirección). The achievement of both sets of targets, for which 
school principals need to provide evidence, is, then, given equal weight when 
forming the final appraisal result. The Chilean Ministry of Education has 
developed an online platform that provides guiding materials, space for discussion 
as well as a platform for appraisers and school principals to develop their target 
agreements and track and record them over time.25 

• In France, school principals (chefs d’établissement) in public secondary schools 
are appraised against the meeting of objectives. School principals are required to 
provide their evaluators with a comprehensive analysis of the strengths and 
challenges of their schools (diagnostic de l’établissement) and a proposal of three 
areas for improvement in the medium term together with related performance 
indicators. In a subsequent meeting, the evaluator and the school principal 
establish a common framework and actions to achieve the objectives resulting in a 
mission statement and description of the general and professional duties of the 
school principal (lettre de mission) that is aligned with national education goals 
and strategies. The mission statement may be further modified at the request of 
the evaluator or school principal throughout the appraisal period. At the end of the 
appraisal period, the extent of achievement of the objectives is assessed through 
the preparation of a progress report by the school principal. In addition to these 
objectives, school principals are also appraised on the basis of an observation of 
their overall leadership (Dos Santos and Rakocevic, 2012). 

• In New Zealand, appraisal by the school boards of trustees is based on an annual 
performance agreement that entails the identification and development of 
appropriate indicators. The performance agreement contains annual objectives for 
the school principal, including one or more professional development objectives, 
as well as the professional standards relevant to the role (e.g. school principal and 
teaching school principal). The professional standards provide a baseline for 
assessing satisfactory performance within each area of practice. The performance 
agreement must also reflect the school’s strategic and annual plans, the school 
principal’s job description and the New Zealand Teachers Council criteria for 
registration as a teacher.26  

• In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, principals together with their 
evaluators establish a set of objectives at the beginning of the appraisal cycle for 
the year ahead. They reflect on possible outcomes and agree how best to keep 
progress. The objectives need to be related to three key areas: 1) leadership and 
management; 2) pupil and curriculum development; and 3) the personal and 
professional development of the principal. The objectives also need to reflect the 
School Development Plan. During the review year, related evidence is collected 
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and the progress towards the objectives is assessed in a final review discussion 
that results in a Review Statement (Department of Education, Northern Ireland, 
forthcoming).  

In the case of the appraisal of deputy school principals and other school leaders, 
processes for the definition of performance objectives are often similar (e.g. various states 
and territories in Australia, including Victoria, various provinces and territories in 
Canada, Chile [Performance Appraisal], France [ISCED levels 2 and 3], and Northern 
Ireland in the United Kingdom). Chile and France provide two examples for the ways in 
which the setting of performance objectives for principals and deputy principals can be 
aligned. In Chile, the individual Performance Appraisal system requires technical-
pedagogical leaders to set a similar set of objectives to those of school principals that are 
related to an institutional objective, institutional targets as well as professional 
development targets. The school-related targets must be linked to the school principal’s 
institutional target and the extent to which teaching and technical-pedagogical leaders 
contribute to institutional targets is assessed. The targets for teaching and technical-
pedagogical leaders are set in collaboration with school principals. Similarly in France, 
school principals themselves establish a mission statement (lettre de mission) for their 
deputy school principals in alignment with their own objectives and the responsibilities 
that are delegated to their deputy school principal. 

Research increasingly suggests the benefits of focussing on school leaders’ practices 
and behaviours, i.e. processes, and related outcomes. This reflects considerations about 
the extent to which aspects and criteria can be validly and reliably measured, the 
feasibility with which aspects and criteria can be assessed, and school leaders’ control 
over the aspects and criteria they are judged on. Based on insights that leadership effects 
are mainly indirect, and that accountability for outcomes is important, but only in as far as 
these are reasonably related to a school leader’s performance, Duke (1992) argued for the 
appraisal of leadership outcomes, i.e. of the desired consequences for specific leadership 
tasks, practices and behaviours. As he suggested, an emphasis on the direct consequences 
of a school leader’s tasks, practices and behaviours may also support school leaders to 
prioritise their work and, therefore, help to decrease stress levels. The individual setting 
of objectives and the assessment of practices and behaviours seem to consider the control 
school leaders have over the aspects they are appraised against (Ginsberg and Thompson, 
1992; Pashiardis and Brauckmann, 2008). An objectives- and task-based approach, 
furthermore, allows appraisal to focus on aspects most relevant to a particular school 
leader and school (Ginsberg and Berry, 1990). Scope for the local selection of appraisal 
aspects in line with central guidance and/or the collaborative setting of objectives at a 
local level may help make appraisal manageable and relevant for local contexts. It may 
allow evaluators and school leaders to focus on priority areas relevant to their context and 
analyse these in greater depth (Goldring et al., 2007).  

A literature review on school principal appraisal practices and related research also 
stressed that school leaders should be involved in their appraisal through the definition of 
appraisal goals and objectives (Davis et al., 2011), as is a common practice in many 
countries. However, fairness concerns are equally important. Appraising school leaders 
against individually defined outcomes and objectives requires due attention to the 
contextual and organisational factors that influence whether outcomes and objectives can 
be reached. Duke (1992) highlighted that school outcomes can also be achieved despite a 
school leader’s practices and behaviours. Even though the appraisal of processes or 
behaviours can be difficult, taking also processes or behaviours into account may enable 
evaluators to not only assess what leaders achieve, but how (Goldring et al., 2008).  
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School leader appraisal assesses a variety of aspects and criteria  
The leadership practices and behaviours and related objectives and outcomes that 

appraisal is supposed to focus on as set out in central/state policy frameworks typically 
include: 

• general leadership (e.g. leadership vision, values, ideals) 

• pedagogical leadership (e.g. leading teaching and learning, setting learning 
objectives, curriculum development) 

• organisation development (e.g. strategic planning, professional development of 
others) 

• school climate (e.g. dealing with diversity, school violence and bullying) 

• community relations (e.g. work with families, communities, external partners) 

• evaluation and accountability (e.g. skills for school self-evaluation, teacher 
appraisal, student assessment) 

• resource management (e.g. administration of buildings, financial and human 
resources, administration, time resources of staff)  

• interpersonal skills (e.g. communication, interaction, conflict management, 
professional dialogue). 

Policy frameworks in different countries emphasise different aspects with varying 
scope for pedagogical leadership (see Table 7.A.1). Many countries’ appraisal systems 
suggest and/or require evaluators to include pedagogical leadership as one of the 
appraisal aspects (e.g. many states and territories in Australia, Belgium [French 
Community], many provinces and territories in Canada, Chile [Performance Appraisal], 
France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3], Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2], 
Korea [School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development], New Zealand, Poland, 
Slovenia, various autonomous communities in Spain, and Northern Ireland in the United 
Kingdom). To give two examples, in Chile, at least two of the school principals’ 
institutional targets must be related to the ministry’s School Management Quality 
Framework and at least one of these needs to refer to the domain of results, a further one 
to the areas of leadership or curriculum management. The institutional targets of 
technical-pedagogical leaders are related to the institutional targets of school principals 
and need to fulfil the same requirements, except for the requirement to set at least one 
target related to results. The Korean School Principal Appraisal for Professional 
Development also requires a strong focus on pedagogical leadership. Evaluators assess 
school principals on their school education plans in terms of their management of school 
operation goals (i.e. their formulation and operation of the curriculum, development of 
creativity and character in students), school principals’ school supervision (i.e. classroom 
instruction improvement, autonomous supervision activities) and school principals’ 
teacher management. The Korean model also includes school principals’ management of 
facilities and budgets (Kim et al., 2010). Only a few countries include responsibilities and 
competences related to evaluation and accountability (e.g. many states and territories in 
Australia, Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2], Mexico [centrally managed 
schools at ISCED level 3] and various autonomous communities in Spain). Only two 
countries participating in the OECD Review reported that appraisal frameworks require 
the evaluation of practices and behaviours related to both, pedagogical leadership, and 
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evaluation and accountability (various states and territories in Australia and various 
autonomous communities in Spain). 

However, when considering appraisal aspects and criteria, it is essential to bear in 
mind that the actual implementation of appraisal procedures is key and that the actual 
focus of appraisal may differ from requirements and general guidelines as set out in 
central/state policy frameworks (Kimball et al., 2009). Some of the stakeholders 
interviewed during the OECD Country Review of New Zealand as part of the OECD 
Review of Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes, for 
example, raised concerns about a compliance-driven process that focuses too much on 
budget and finance issues despite guidelines that suggest a focus on pedagogical 
leadership (Nusche et al., 2012).  

Focussing on pedagogical leadership may be particularly effective for improving 
teaching and learning 

The leadership practices and behaviours that appraisal in different contexts evaluates 
need to be contextualised with research on effective school leadership as well as school 
leaders’ current practices and behaviours. 

Research has built up a strong knowledge base of successful school leadership and the 
ways in which school leaders can influence teaching and learning through an overall focus 
on pedagogical leadership, thus strengthening the case to include a strong dimension of 
pedagogical leadership as part of the appraisal aspects and criteria (see section on the 
analytical approach for this chapter). A focus on pedagogical leadership as part of school 
leader appraisal also seems essential within a wider evaluation and assessment framework. 
In more than half of the countries that took part in TALIS, schools with a more 
pronounced pedagogical leadership style tended to link teacher appraisal with teachers’ 
participation in professional development. In many TALIS countries, schools in which 
directors focussed on pedagogical leadership were also more likely to take account of 
innovative teaching practices in the appraisal of their teachers (OECD, 2009).  

As research has pointed out, school leaders’ responsibilities for evaluation, 
assessment and accountability, and related practices and behaviours that focus school 
leaders’ attention towards teaching and learning (e.g. through classroom observation and 
teacher feedback) are also closely linked to pedagogical leadership (The Wallace 
Foundation, 2012). Research by Ovando and Ramirez Jr. (2007), for example, 
demonstrated these links between pedagogical leadership and evaluation, assessment and 
accountability in their study on the relationship between pedagogical leadership and 
teacher appraisal. As their research indicated, depending on a school principal’s 
leadership style, school principals can use teacher appraisal as one tool to improve 
instruction and student learning. Research indicated that school leaders that focus on 
goal-setting, monitoring, assessment and evaluation can also positively influence teacher 
performance and learning environments (Pont et al., 2008a). Researchers have, 
furthermore, stressed the need to select, prioritise and weight a select number of multiple 
appraisal aspects that are precise, achievable, and measurable considering school leaders’ 
vast range of tasks and responsibilities (Goldring et al., 2008; Reeves, 2009; Clifford and 
Ross, 2011). As Portin et al. (2006) and Davis et al. (2011), therefore, suggested, 
focussing on a few practices that have been shown to have a potentially high impact on 
schools may constitute one strategy to make appraisal more effective. Considering the 
role of pedagogical leadership for improving teaching and learning and its 
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interrelationship with responsibilities for evaluation, assessment and accountability, there 
are arguments for focussing appraisal on both of these domains. 

Only little research has been done on the ways in which the focus of appraisal 
influences actual school leadership practices. However, two recent studies point towards 
the potential impact of an appraisal focus on pedagogical leadership. Sun and Youngs’s 
(2009) study of the effects of school principal appraisal on leadership practices and 
behaviours in school districts in Michigan highlighted the importance of the appraisal 
aspects and criteria that are appraised. Their study, furthermore, suggested that, although 
not in a causal relationship, school principals were more likely to engage in pedagogical 
leadership practices and behaviours when appraisal focussed on school goal setting, 
curriculum design, teacher professional development and appraisal, and the monitoring of 
student learning. Subsequent research by Sun et al. (2012) on appraisal in Michigan, 
United States, and Beijing, China, similarly suggested that appraisal practices that 
included a focus on curriculum, instruction and student learning encouraged school 
principals to exercise influence in these domains. 

School leaders make use of a variety of leadership styles 
Research on actual school leadership responsibilities and practices and behaviours 

provides a further perspective on current approaches to appraisal aspects and criteria and 
an interesting context to the available research on the nature of effective leadership in 
schools. 

Roles and responsibilities of school leaders differ among countries as well as between 
formal school leadership positions and school levels. In some systems, school principals’ 
tasks may focus on ensuring coherence between teacher development and the educational 
goals of a school, in other systems, school principals may focus more on supervising 
classroom instruction, for example (OECD, 2010). Such role differences are essential for 
the expectations that school leaders are judged against. The OECD project on Improving 
School Leadership also found that across OECD countries, the responsibilities of school 
principals and their autonomy in school affairs vary considerably. In many countries, 
school leaders have traditionally held a more administrative role geared towards 
management, administration and the translation of policies into schools and classrooms 
(Pont et al., 2008a). In many contexts, job descriptions are still not clearly tailored 
towards pedagogical leadership practices that research suggests as the core of effective 
school leadership, but focus instead on the traditional tasks of school principals as 
managers and administrators (Pont et al., 2008a).  

International surveys, even though based on school principals’ own responses and 
their interpretation of the questions asked, provide insights into actual school leadership 
practices and behaviours.  

• A survey conducted among school leaders as part of TALIS gives information on 
the practices and behaviours of lower secondary school principals across 23 
countries (OECD, 2009). The TALIS survey distinguished between an 
instructional leadership style and an administrative leadership style. Based on 
school principals’ responses, TALIS found that, out of the 23 participating 
countries, school principals in 10 countries made greater use of pedagogical 
leadership, with a sizeable group of school principals combining pedagogical with 
administrative leadership. While arguing that effective school principals are likely 
to display both leadership styles, TALIS concluded that the pedagogical 
leadership paradigm has made some progress in all participating countries, albeit 
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in some much more than in others. Even though different leadership styles often 
co-exist, and a trend towards pedagogical leadership can be observed in many 
contexts, however, more administrative leadership styles are still predominant in 
various contexts (OECD, 2009).  

• Data on school principals’ leadership collected through the OECD Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA) sought to unravel the extent to which 
school principals are active in improving teaching practices and the working 
environment within schools. The principal survey administered through PISA 
found that, on average among OECD countries, 93% of students attended schools 
whose school principals reported that they ensure that teachers’ work reflects the 
school’s educational goals quite often or very often. Over 86% of students 
attended schools whose school principals reported to quite often or very often take 
the initiative to discuss a problem teachers may have in their classrooms. 75% of 
students attended schools whose school principals reported to quite often or very 
often use student performance results to develop the school’s educational goals. 
However, only 61% of students attended schools whose school principals reported 
to quite often or very often consider exam results when making decisions 
regarding curriculum development and only half of students attended schools 
whose school principals reported to quite often or very often observe classes 
(OECD, 2010, see Figures 7.4 and 7.5). PISA, thus, also provided a mixed picture 
of current school leadership practices and behaviours. 

Figure 7.4 School principals observing instruction in classrooms (2009) 
Percentage of students in schools whose principals reported that they had observed instruction in classrooms  
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Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful? Resources, Policies and Practices (Volume IV), 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 
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Figure 7.5 School principals using exam results for curriculum development (2009)  
Percentage of students in schools whose principals reported that they had observed instruction in classrooms  
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Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful? Resources, Policies and Practices (Volume IV), 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 

However, school leaders also face challenges to move towards a more pedagogical 
leadership style. In systems with flat hierarchical structures, school leaders with ambitions 
for pedagogical leadership that involves classroom observation, for example, may 
encounter resistance from teachers. In such systems, school leaders may be hesitant to take 
responsibility for pedagogical leadership (Pont et al., 2008a). The Country Background 
Reports of some of the countries participating in the OECD Review of Evaluation and 
Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes equally stressed challenges for 
school leaders to move towards a focus on pedagogical leadership practices and behaviours. 
In the Czech Republic, the often large administrative burden in basic schools that offer 
primary and lower secondary education makes it difficult for head teachers to manage 
educational processes and outcomes. Instead, most of their work is often of an 
administrative, management or budgetary nature. Despite a high degree of autonomy to 
manage teachers, many Czech head teachers lack preparation for their responsibilities, 
particularly in the area of leading teaching and learning. Professional development 
opportunities often also lack a focus on pedagogical leadership. (IIE, 2011). Countries as 
diverse as Denmark, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal and Slovenia similarly reported that 
school principals most often focussed on administrative tasks and could focus more on their 
pedagogical leadership or that school leaders faced difficulties in reconciling the need to 
carry out administrative, managerial and leadership tasks and responsibilities (Danish 
Ministry of Education and Rambøll, 2011; New Zealand Ministry of Education, 2010; 
Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011; Portuguese Ministry of Education 
and Science, forthcoming; Brejc et al., 2011). The OECD Country Review of Mexico also 
noted that, despite the set of desirable responsibilities, tasks and competencies 
communicated through central education authorities, school leaders’ are often preoccupied 
with the administration of schools (e.g. ensuring a safe infrastructure and compliance with 
legislation), leaving often little time for focussing on pedagogical leadership tasks that 
would have a great effect on the quality of education in their school (Santiago et al., 2012b).  
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Policy makers face the challenge of ensuring a focus on pedagogical leadership 
and scope for local contextualisation 

These insights into school leaders’ roles and responsibilities and actual practices and 
behaviours suggest that, while school leaders are moving towards a greater focus on 
pedagogical leadership, greater efforts are needed to support school leaders to incorporate 
more pedagogical leadership practices and behaviours into their work and to balance 
management, administrative and pedagogical leadership tasks and responsibilities 
effectively. Limited research indicates that appraisal can support leaders to strengthen 
their pedagogical leadership (Sun and Youngs, 2009; Parylo et al., 2012b; Sun et al., 
2012). However, policy frameworks for school leader appraisal in a few contexts and 
appraisal as it is implemented in some countries do not focus sufficiently on pedagogical 
leadership. Policy makers, therefore, face the challenge of ensuring that appraisal is 
focussed on the ultimate objective of improving teaching and learning for all students and 
that appraisal is designed to strengthen pedagogical leadership in schools. This seems 
particularly relevant considering the need to focus and weight a limited number of appraisal 
aspects and criteria in light of the range of school leaders’ tasks and responsibilities.  

However, within an overall focus on pedagogical leadership, policy makers need to 
pay due attention to the contextual nature of successful school leadership. While recent 
research has built up a strong knowledge base of the core of pedagogical leadership and 
highlighted the benefits of focussing on pedagogical leadership as part of school leader 
appraisal, research has at the same time stressed the need for contextualisation (also see 
the second section on the analytical approach on which this chapter is based). School 
leadership is a complex task that often requires spontaneity and prioritisation of tasks 
according to circumstances and adaptation to school-level factors and characteristics. 
Heck and Marcoulides (1992) have, therefore, suggested to also consider the ways in 
which school leaders adapt their practices and behaviours to the particular context in 
which they work as part of their appraisal.  

Research in the United States has developed a few models that provide some 
indications for ways in which appraisal can focus particularly on pedagogical leadership. 
Based on a conceptual framework for effective pedagogical leadership (Murphy et al., 
2006) and a conceptual framework for appraisal (Porter et al., 2006), Goldring et al. 
(2007) proposed one appraisal model for school leaders. Defining leadership behaviour as 
the interrelationship of core components and core processes, they suggested the appraisal 
of a set of functional competencies (high standards of student performance, rigorous 
curriculum [content], quality instruction [pedagogy], culture of learning and professional 
behaviour, connections to external communities and systematic performance 
accountability) and behavioural competencies (planning, implementing, supporting, 
advocating, communicating and monitoring). Reeves (2009) provided an example of a 
selection of leadership practices and behaviours that can form part of appraisal that 
focuses on pedagogical leadership. These include resilience; personal behaviour; student 
achievement; decision making; communication; faculty development; leadership 
development; time, task and project management; technology; and learning.  

Appraisal requires the specification of a number of clearly differentiated 
performance levels 

Appraisal typically relies on the specification of levels of performance for each of the 
aspects that are appraised, i.e. specifications of what counts as effective leadership in 
each of the appraisal aspects or the level of acceptable performance when reaching 
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pre-determined objectives (Ingvarson et al., 2006). The specification of performance 
levels describes a qualitative dimension for appraisal aspects that goes beyond 
considerations whether a competency, practice or behaviour has been demonstrated or an 
objective has been met, but considers how, and to what extent (Duke, 1992).  

While some countries do not give school leaders a rating or leave it to the discretion of 
local authorities and evaluators to establish a satisfactory level of performance 
(e.g. Belgium [French Community], various provinces and territories in Canada, New 
Zealand, various autonomous communities in Spain, and Northern Ireland in the United 
Kingdom) or rely on a binary scale to rate school leaders (e.g. satisfactory/unsatisfactory, 
pass/fail) (e.g. Belgium [Flemish Community] and various provinces and territories in 
Canada), most countries award a rating with a number of performance levels. In these 
contexts, the number of performance levels ranges between three (e.g. Poland), four 
(e.g. Chile [Performance Appraisal], France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3] and Mexico [centrally 
managed schools at ISCED level 3]) and five (e.g. Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially 
ISCED level 2], Korea [Evaluation for School Management and School Principal Appraisal 
for Professional Development], and Portugal27). The Slovenian appraisal system relies on a 
sliding scale from 0 to 100. In Chile, the Performance Appraisal system similarly relies on a 
percentage scale with four related levels of performance. School leaders and school 
leadership teams need to reach a minimum threshold of 50 to be rated as satisfactory. 

Recent research has emphasised the benefits of clearly distinguished and transparent 
appraisal criteria, i.e. specified levels of performance for appraisal aspects, that are 
clearly communicated to and shared by school leaders and evaluators and consistently 
applied (Ginsberg and Berry, 1990; Reeves, 2009; Clifford and Ross, 2011). As Reeves 
(2009) highlighted, an appraisal scheme that lacks a clear differentiation between levels 
of performance risks ranking leaders as uniformly outstanding in all of the aspects that 
are appraised, therefore limiting the usefulness of appraisal (Reeves, 2009). To allow for 
sufficient differentiation between various levels of performance, Reeves (2009) proposed 
the introduction of four rating categories (exemplary, proficient, progressing, not meeting 
standards).  

Various other researchers have stressed the need to take a school leader’s background 
and experience into account when applying different performance levels (Pashiardis and 
Brauckman, 2008; Brown-Sims, 2010; Clifford and Ross, 2011). Ensuring scope to adjust 
appraisal criteria to a school leader’s experience in general as well as the length of time a 
leader has spent in a particular school may improve the appraisal process by paying due 
attention to the impact that can be expected of a particular school leader (Goldring et al., 
2007). As Goldring et al. (2007) stressed, while contextual variables and a school leader’s 
experience should not be used as an excuse for underperformance, evaluators need to take 
them into account when interpreting school leaders’ achievements, practices and behaviours.  

In light of these considerations, policy makers need to find ways to establish clearly 
distinguished levels of performance that are consistently applied by competent evaluators, 
while also being sensitive to particular contexts and a school leader’s background and 
experience.  

An increasing number of countries have been developing professional standards 
for school leadership 

An increasing number of systems have been developing professional standards or 
frameworks for school leadership on a country and/or state-wide level in an effort to define 
the nature and scope of successful school leadership and the expectations school leaders are 
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expected to fulfil. Box 7.8 provides two examples for the process of developing 
professional standards in the federal systems of Australia and the United States.  

Box 7.8 Developing professional school leadership standards  
in federally governed education systems 

Australia 
All in all, around fifty sets of leadership standards and capability frameworks have been designed and 

developed in Australia. Recently, the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) 
developed a national set of professional standards for school principals to provide a national framework for use 
in all of the country’s schools and education systems as a step towards a more consistent nationwide approach. 
The National Professional Standard for Principals aims to define the role of school principals and to unify the 
profession nationally, to describe the professional practice of school principals in a common language and to 
make explicit the role of quality school leadership for improving learning outcomes. The national content 
standard is designed to assist in attracting, developing and supporting aspiring and practising school principals. It 
is intended to inform professional learning, to guide self-reflection, self-improvement and development, and to 
guide the management of self and others. The development of the standard lasted from early 2010 to mid-2011 
and involved research, drafting, critical review, feedback and testing through a series of pilot studies, guided and 
supported by an external expert steering group. The group included expert representatives from state and 
territory government employers, the catholic and independent school sectors, national professional associations 
and education boards, leadership institutes and Commonwealth and national school leadership experts. Pilot 
studies tested a draft version of the standard from early February to May 2011 to examine authenticity, 
usefulness and the added value. The pilots also informed the final formulation of the standard as well as the 
implementation strategy. 

United States 
In the United States, the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Policy Board for 

Educational Administration (NPBEA) have developed and adopted a set of Educational Leadership Policy 
Standards: Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 2008 that are open for voluntary use and 
adaptation by individual states. This set of policy standards constitutes an update of an earlier set of standards, 
the 1996 ISLLC Standards for School Leaders, to reflect new knowledge about educational leadership and the 
changing policy context of education in the United States. The 2008 set of policy standards intends to strengthen 
the message that school leaders’ primary responsibility is to improve teaching and learning for all children. As an 
explicit set of policy standards, the ISLLC 2008 Standards are designed to support policy makers, especially at 
the state level, to reflect about their leadership development system as a whole and its individual elements 
(e.g. preparation, licensing, induction, professional development and appraisal) rather than individual school 
leaders. As a basis for performance appraisal measures, the 2008 ISLLC standards can help states, district and 
schools to formalise expectations of school leaders and help create an aligned performance-based system overall.  

The new standards flow from a two year revision process led by NPBEA in consultation with policy-
oriented, practitioner based organisations, researchers, higher education officials and school leaders. A panel of 
researchers and school leadership experts identified the research base for updating the ISLLC 1996. The 
development of the standards was organised by a steering committee in several phases. All NPBEA member 
organisations identified a strategy to ensure membership input into the revision process. A first draft of the 
revised standards was, then, distributed among member and professional organisations and the research panel to 
gather feedback. Based on this process of input and feedback, the steering committee revised its drafts and 
finalised the 2008 set of policy standards.  

Sources: Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), National Professional Standard for Principals 
website, see www.aitsl.edu.au/school-leaders/national-professional-standard-for-principals/national-professional-standard-for-
principals.html; Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), Educational Leadership Policy Standards: ISLLC 2008, see 
www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/Educational_Leadership_Policy_Standards_ISLLC_2008_as_Adopted_by_the_National
_Policy_Board_for_Educational_Administration.html. 
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Professional standards differ in their complexity and specificity, but are typically 
structured around key dimensions of leadership that are broadly described, followed by a 
list of core functional and behavioural competencies that define how to put these into 
practice (Ingvarson et al., 2006; CEPPE, forthcoming). They may differentiate between 
various levels of experience as well as between school levels (i.e. primary and secondary 
schools). Box 7.9 provides three examples that illustrate the different ways in which 
professional standards have been defined.  

Professional standards or leadership frameworks can provide a reference point for the 
development of a school leader throughout his or her career (e.g. for recruitment, 
professional development and career advancement). A number of appraisal frameworks 
rely on the use of professional school leadership standards as a reference point for 
appraisal aspects and criteria or individual performance objectives (see Table 7.A.1). This 
includes many states and territories in Australia, Belgium (French Community), various 
provinces and territories in Canada, Chile (Individual Performance Appraisal), Israel 
[ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2], Mexico (centrally managed schools at 
ISCED level 3) and New Zealand.  

A number of other countries, including Belgium (Flemish Community), France 
(ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3), Korea (School Principal Appraisal for Professional 
Development and Evaluation for School Management), Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, 
various autonomous communities in Spain, and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom 
have appraisal systems in place that do not make use of professional standards or 
leadership frameworks.  

Box 7.9 Different approaches to the definition of professional school leadership standards 

Victoria, Australia 
The state of Victoria, Australia, has developed a Developmental Learning Framework for School Leaders, as 

a fundamental element of its 2006 Learning to Lead Effective Schools strategy. The framework is intended to 
strengthen school principals’ and teachers’ leadership capacity. It can be used in various ways, e.g. for self-
assessment, performance and development reviews, school leader selection, coaching and mentoring and 
leadership induction and planning. The Victorian leadership framework breaks new ground in being applicable to 
leadership throughout the school at all levels in the school, showing where a teacher or school leader is located 
on a leadership continuum and what they need to know and be able to do in order to improve. As such, the 
Victorian framework is based on the core belief that leadership is learnable. The framework describes 
development within five leadership domains: (1) technical; (2) human; (3) educational; (4) symbolic; and 
(5) cultural. Within each of these leadership domains, the framework lays out typically five progressive levels of 
competence and related capabilities. It defines what effective leadership looks like in practice at each of the 
different stages of development and growth and provides a clear direction about what it means to develop as a 
leader. 

Sources: Victoria Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 
www.eduweb.vic.gov.au/edulibrary/public/teachlearn/leader/developmental_learning_framework_20070418.pdf; Bastow 
Institute of Educational Leadership, www.bastow.vic.edu.au/leadership-development/pages/school-leadership.aspx. 
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Box 7.9 Different approaches to the definition of professional school leadership standards 
(continued) 

Chile 
Chile’s Framework for Good School Leadership (Marco para la Buena Dirección) specifies criteria of 

effective school leadership that form the basis for professional development and performance appraisal. It aims 
to support the development of pedagogical leadership to respond to political, economic and social changes 
(e.g. Chile’s national development strategy, decentralisation in education, democratisation, and globalisation). 
Based on stakeholder consultations and national as well as international experiences in school leadership, the 
Chilean school leadership model defines successful leadership as practices related to pedagogical, administrative 
and financial management. Accordingly, the Framework for Good School Leadership defines four areas of 
practice: (1) leadership; (2) managing the curriculum; (3) managing resources; and (4) managing the school 
climate, which are, then, defined in greater detail. In addition, Chile has a Good School Management Framework 
(Modelo de Calidad de la Gestión Escolar) in place. These guidelines similarly define successful school 
management as a set of processes related to leadership, managing the curriculum, school climate and student 
support, and managing resources, as well as results.28 

Sources: SIMCE website (System to Evaluate the Quality of Education), see  
www.simce.cl/fileadmin/Documentos_y_archivos_SIMCE/Material_de_apoyo_establecimientos/diagramaciondef2005BPDF.pdf, 
www.simce.cl/fileadmin/Documentos_y_archivos_SIMCE/Material_de_apoyo_establecimientos/ModelodeCalidaddelSACGE.pdf. 

New Zealand  
New Zealand has developed a Kiwi Leadership for Principals (KLP) model that provides a statement of the 

expectations of school principals. Built on a core conceptualisation of educational leadership and stressing the 
need of building effective relationships as well as school leaders’ attention to their particular contexts, KLP 
defines Leading Change and Problem-Solving as the two key leadership areas for school principals. The KLP 
model, further, identifies four areas of practice (culture; pedagogy; system; partnerships and networks) to reach 
these two objectives. Four educational leadership qualities underpin school leaders’ ability to lead their schools: 
manaakitanga (leading with moral purpose), pono (having self belief), ako (being a learner), and awhinatanga 
(guiding and supporting). In alignment with this leadership framework, two sets of professional standards for 
primary and secondary school principals provide a baseline for assessing satisfactory performance within each 
area of practice (culture; pedagogy; system; partnerships and networks). New Zealand has been in the process of 
developing two further parts of the overall leadership strategy: Kiwi Leadership for Senior and Middle Leaders 
and Leadership for Māori-medium Leaders. 

Source: New Zealand Ministry of Education website, Kiwi leadership for principals: principals as educational leaders, see 
www.educationalleaders.govt.nz/Leadership-development/Professional-information/Kiwi-leadership-for-principals.  

Professional standards can help provide a clear description and create a shared 
understanding of the core practices of effective school leadership 

Appraisal requires clear and realistic performance expectations to ensure that 
appraisal is feasible, fair, valid and reliable, and that it is geared towards improving 
student outcomes. Depending on how they are designed and implemented, professional 
standards for school leaders can help to clearly communicate such expectations (Pont 
et al., 2008a). Based on a literature review of professional standards for school leadership, 
Ingvarson et al. (2006) argued that professional standards may also help set reasonable 
boundaries to the scope of school leaders’ work and realistic expectations.  

Only limited research has been undertaken on the ways in which the use of 
professional standards affects school leadership practices, school outcomes and school 
leader appraisal (Kimball et al., 2009). Theoretically, however, professional standards, if 
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applied coherently, can contribute to a fair, valid and reliable appraisal process by 
ensuring that school leaders are appraised against an absolute standard of high 
performance and by ensuring that appraisers hold a shared conception of effective school 
leadership. Reference to a set of professional standards that clearly lay out what the best 
school leaders can achieve, furthermore, can help focus appraisal towards the 
improvement of all school leaders, especially those that perform well, but could aim still 
higher (Reeves, 2009). Kimball et al. (2009) conducted an empirical study on school 
principals’ perceptions of an appraisal process that was standardised across a school 
district in the United States on the basis of a randomised trial. They sought to shed light 
on the ways in which a standards-based appraisal procedure affects the communication of 
performance expectations, the provision of performance feedback, perceived utility in 
improving performance, and school principals’ satisfaction and perception of fairness. 
Although the survey results were only statistically significant for the aspect of higher 
feedback quality, linked to challenges for the implementation of the standardised 
procedures, the qualitative results suggested that principals appraised through the 
standardised procedures experienced better feedback and greater overall satisfaction with 
the process. The absence of research-based central/state professional standards or 
leadership frameworks may, then, weaken capacity for effective appraisal across a whole 
education system, especially where appraisal entails a large degree of local autonomy. 
However, Kimball et al. (2009) also highlighted that the effectiveness of a standards-
based approach depends to a great extent on the way procedures are effectively applied 
by competent and trained evaluators. 

Instruments and sources of information 
A number of instruments and information sources are typically used for the appraisal 

of school leaders, including interviews, observations and school visits, self-appraisal and 
leadership portfolios, tests, stakeholder surveys and questionnaires, school climate 
surveys and student data. The choice of instruments and sources of information also 
depends on the type of appraisal aspects and criteria that an appraisal scheme focuses on 
(e.g. traits, compliance, competences and outcomes). While in most countries appraisal is 
based on the interaction between evaluators and school leaders, e.g. through interviews, 
meetings and school visits, a few countries complement the information gathered this way 
with further, more outcomes-oriented data, such as leadership portfolios, stakeholder 
surveys and information on student achievement. Depending on the policy framework for 
appraisal and the overall allocation of responsibilities, evaluators and school leaders 
themselves hold greater or lesser autonomy in determining the tools to collect 
information. In various states and territories in Australia, Belgium (French Community), 
in various provinces and territories in Canada, Chile (Performance Appraisal) and New 
Zealand, for example, it is at the discretion of school leaders and evaluators to select 
instruments and tools to gather information depending on the chosen appraisal aspects 
and criteria and/or individually defined performance objectives. The instruments and 
sources of information used to gather evidence about a school leader’s performance may 
also differ between leadership positions, school principals and deputy school principals. 

Policy makers need to bear in mind that the instruments and information sources that 
are used need to yield an accurate, fair, valid and reliable picture of a school leader’s 
performance. As some research has pointed out, gathering information from multiple 
sources of evidence about a school leader’s practices and behaviours constitutes one 
strategy to increase the accuracy, fairness, validity and reliability of an appraisal and help 
take into account the complexity of successful school leadership from a range of different 
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perspectives when judging a school leader’s performance (Piggot-Irvine, 2003; Pashiardis 
and Brauckman, 2008; The Wallace Foundation, 2009; Brown-Sims, 2010; Leon et al., 
2011; Sun et al., 2012). While the costs and efforts required need to be weighed with the 
benefits of using multiple sources of information, it is essential to gather a feasible 
amount of accurate, valid, reliable and useful information (Glasman and Glasman, 2010).  

Interviews, school visits and observations 
Meetings and discussions with school leaders constitute an essential way of gathering 

information about a school leader’s performance. Such meetings between appraiser and 
appraisee may simply rely on a checklist that examines whether an appraisal aspect has 
been demonstrated (Lashway, 2003). The interaction between evaluators and school 
leaders may extend to observations of school leaders in their daily work, classroom 
observations and interviews with stakeholders (e.g. teachers and students) to gain an 
impression of the school climate. 

A few countries base their appraisal system solely on a school visit and an interview 
between school leaders and evaluators (e.g. Belgium [Flemish Community], various 
provinces and territories in Canada, France [ISCED level 1], and Northern Ireland in the 
United Kingdom). Other systems, such as various states and territories in Australia, 
various provinces and territories in Canada, Chile (Performance Appraisal), France 
[ISCED levels 2 and 3], Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2], Korea 
(Evaluation for School Management and School Principal Appraisal for Professional 
Development), New Zealand, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and various autonomous 
communities in Spain complement interviews and meetings with further tools to gather 
additional information. 

Within the overall timeframe for the frequency of appraisal that is determined by 
central/state regulations, meetings between school leaders and evaluators and/or school 
visits and observations may take place once or various times. Depending on the context, 
this is also at times defined through the central/state framework. Victoria, Australia, for 
example, requires annual review meetings within the timeframe that school leaders and 
evaluators select for appraisal. In Ontario, Canada, school leaders and evaluators must 
meet at least three times within the evaluation year designated as part of the five-year 
evaluation cycle to facilitate professional dialogue between appraiser and the teaching 
professional being appraised. 

As Duke (1992) pointed out, the frequency with which appraisal meetings take place 
imply different messages about the focus of appraisal. A continuous appraisal process 
communicates a more formative image based on the idea that a school leader’s 
performance can be improved. An appraisal process that only requires one meeting 
between school leaders and evaluators rather places emphasis on the question whether a 
result has been achieved or a skill has been demonstrated. Based on an extensive review 
of literature on school leader appraisal, Leon et al. (2011), therefore, highlighted the 
opportunity for ongoing and regular interaction between evaluators and school leaders, 
e.g. through interviews and school visits, as one of the key features of effective appraisal. 
A high frequency of meetings and school visits may increase the effectiveness of these 
tools to gain a better picture of a school leader’s performance and produce valid 
information (Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008). However, the time and efforts required 
for the longer-term observation of school leaders also involves costs that need to be 
considered (Ginsberg and Berry, 1990). 
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Self-appraisal and leadership portfolios 
Self-appraisal constitutes another frequently used instrument, often in relation to 

individually set objectives. Self-appraisal may take the form of a self-reflection journal or 
the compilation of a longer-term leadership portfolio. When compiling a portfolio, school 
leaders typically collect evidence to demonstrate progress towards pre-defined objectives. 
Evidence may include, among others, parent newsletters, staff meeting notes, 
photographs of classroom activities and records of dropout rates (Pashiardis and 
Brauckman, 2008). Reflective conversations with colleagues constitute a further form of 
self-appraisal (Portin et al., 2006).  

In various countries appraisal may require school leaders to reflect on their own 
performance. In various Australian states and territories, various provinces and territories 
in Canada, New Zealand and Portugal appraisal may include self-appraisal as part of the 
process. In Israel (ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2) both school principals and 
deputy school principals need to appraise their own performance, but only school 
principals are required to prepare a portfolio. School leaders in Chile (Performance 
Appraisal) and Slovenia and various autonomous communities in Spain are also required 
to collect and present evidence in the form of a portfolio.  

The use of self-appraisal and portfolios entails both benefits and drawbacks that 
policy makers need to weigh. Scope for school leaders to express their own views about 
their performance is generally considered good practice in school leader appraisal 
(Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008; Clifford and Ross, 2011). Self-appraisal and portfolios 
can provide such a platform by fulfilling a twofold function. Firstly, self-appraisal and 
portfolios can provide rich information with leaders themselves demonstrating their 
capabilities and performance. As Lashway (2003) stressed, portfolios can be used in a 
very flexible way and according to the needs of a particular school leader. Secondly, 
school leaders’ involvement through self-appraisal or portfolios provides an opportunity 
for professional reflection, whether over a school year or their whole leadership career. 
Allowing school leaders to appraise themselves and/or to prepare a portfolio may also 
help create trust and a positive relationship between school leaders and evaluators 
(Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008).  

However, validity and reliability concerns as well as the costs of self-appraisal and/or 
portfolios in terms of the required workload for school leaders also need to be taken into 
account. Considering the subjective involvement of leaders in their own appraisal, self-
appraisal and portfolios may be more suitable as tools for improvement through 
reflection. Other sources of information may usefully complement the information and 
perspectives gathered by school leaders themselves (Goldring et al., 2008). Clear 
guidelines and criteria on self-appraisal and the preparation of portfolios may increase 
validity and reliability and ensure that portfolios are used in a meaningful way (Ginsberg 
and Berry, 1990; Lashway, 2003). Self-appraisal and/or the preparation of portfolios may 
also require considerable time and efforts from school leaders. Bearing in mind the often 
heavy workload and range of responsibilities of school leaders, this is an important point 
to consider (Ginsberg and Berry, 1990).  

Johnston and Thomas (2005) carried out research on the experiences of school 
principals with a pilot project that was part of the preparations for the introduction of a 
state-wide portfolio appraisal system for newly appointed school principals in Ohio, 
United States.29 Their research aimed to provide insights into the perceived benefits and 
drawbacks of the use of portfolios. Opinions about the effectiveness of portfolios were 
divided. Feedback from school principals ranged from the compilation of portfolios as 
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extra work and of little benefit to a helpful process to improve performance. Different 
school principals perceived their work on portfolios either as a compliance tool, 
documenting their past achievements, or as a forward-looking tool for goal-setting and 
professional development. Johnston and Thomas argued that it was the contextualisation 
of portfolios in a larger supportive social network of professional practice that enabled 
portfolios to function as a learning tool. They, ultimately, suggested that, considering the 
time and efforts involved, portfolios can mainly serve as a tool for formative appraisal. 

Testing  
Problem-based tests, i.e. the simulation of particular leadership situations in case 

studies that test the responses of school leaders, constitute a further way of evaluating 
leadership capacity through observation. While some research has been conducted on the 
development of leadership tests (e.g. Claudet, 2002), in practice very few systems and 
none of the countries that provided information as part of the OECD Review of 
Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes make use of 
test settings to inform appraisal (see Table 7.A.1). 

The limited research on leadership tests suggests that this tool may primarily be 
useful to inform formative appraisal. Tests may allow evaluators to assess a leaders’ 
ability to respond to a specific challenge, but they may not necessarily relate to their 
everyday practice (Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008). These concerns about the accurate 
assessment of a school leader’s performance may limit the value of leadership tests for 
appraisal. However, tests may add value to appraisal when used in combination with 
other instruments, especially to inform professional development (Claudet, 2002). 

Stakeholder surveys and questionnaires 
School leader appraisal may also take the views of stakeholders (e.g. teachers, parents 

and students) into account. The use of stakeholder surveys and questionnaires may serve 
to provide an additional perspective on a school leader’s performance and to provide 
information on the level of stakeholder satisfaction. Depending on the purposes and uses 
of an appraisal system, the results of surveys and questionnaires may be shared with the 
school leader, evaluators, and/or the whole school community.  

While appraisal in a few countries may include the views of stakeholders (e.g. various 
states and territories in Australia, various provinces and territories in Canada, Chile 
[Performance Appraisal], Korea [School Principal Appraisal for Professional 
Development and Evaluation for School Management], New Zealand and Poland), most 
countries do not (see Table 7.A.1). Some states and territories in Australia draw on 
information collected through parent surveys for the appraisal of school principals and on 
staff surveys when appraising deputy school principals. The province-wide appraisal 
framework in Ontario, Canada, leaves it to the discretion of school leaders to include 
stakeholder views of staff, parents and/or students depending on a school leader’s 
objectives. For example, if a school principal’s Performance Plan includes the objective of 
increasing parent involvement in student learning, a survey of parents before and after the 
implementation of strategies for this goal could be used to measure relevant outcomes. The 
Korean School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development and Evaluation for 
School Management systems draw heavily on information gathered through teacher, 
student and parent surveys. School boards of trustees in New Zealand may also use 
teacher, parent and/or student surveys to form a judgement of school principals’ 
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performance. In Poland, evaluators are required to take the judgement of the school board 
or the pedagogical council of the school as well as trade unions into account.  

Much of the literature on school leader appraisal identifies wider stakeholder 
involvement as a good practice to increase the effectiveness of appraisal by assessing 
performance from a comprehensive perspective (Reeves, 2009; Leon et al., 2011). 
Including stakeholders’ views as one source of information in the appraisal of school 
leaders also reflects school leaders’ tasks and responsibilities that typically include 
engagement with the wider community. Stakeholders in some contexts have, therefore, 
supported arguments to have a voice in the appraisal of school leaders. In Belgium 
(Flemish Community), for instance, the Flemish Student Council (Vlaamse Scholieren 
Koepel [VSK]), advocated for a greater student voice in the appraisal of Flemish school 
leaders, e.g. through local student councils (Flemish Ministry of Education and Training 
and the University of Antwerp Edubron Research Group, 2010). 

However, the use of stakeholder surveys and questionnaires also entails practical 
challenges. When using surveys and/or questionnaires, evaluators forming an ultimate 
judgement of a school leader’s performance need to bear issues of fairness and 
objectivity, validity and reliability in mind, especially where appraisal may lead to 
summative consequences. Different stakeholders may hold different expectations of their 
school leaders depending on their interests, levels of experience and involvement in the 
school’s affairs (Ginsberg and Thompson, 1992; Davis and Hensley, 1999). Not all 
decisions a school leader makes may be viewed equally favourable by all stakeholders 
(Reeves, 2009). Owing to their level of involvement in the everyday operations of schools 
and direct experience of school leaders’ practices and behaviours, teachers may provide 
the most valid information on a school leader’s performance (Marzano et al., 2005).  

Student outcomes 
School leader appraisal may also rely on student achievement data. This may include 

various types of student-related information, such as the percentage of students achieving a 
certain mark, the percentage of a particular group of students achieving a certain mark 
(e.g. students at risk), the aggregate mean of student marks across one school, 
improvement of aggregate means of student marks or a comparison of the aggregate mean 
of student marks across similar schools, student dropout and repetition rates (Duke, 1992).  

There are, however, only a few systems that require or give scope for evaluators to 
take student outcomes into consideration. These include states and territories in Australia, 
various provinces and territories in Canada, Chile (Performance Appraisal), France 
(ISCED levels 2 and 3), Korea (Evaluation for School Management), and New Zealand. 
To provide a few specific examples, in Ontario, Canada, school leaders may include 
student achievement data as one source of information as well as qualitative data 
provided by teachers, such as student writing samples. Mexico (centrally managed 
schools at ISCED level 3) constitutes the only country where the appraisal of school 
principals is mostly based on student outcomes. 

Data collected through PISA provide an insight into the extent to which school 
principals themselves reported that student achievement data was used in their appraisal 
(see Figure 7.6). It is, however, important to bear in mind that this information rests on 
school principals’ interpretation of the questionnaire and that school principals’ may have 
included informal appraisal and feedback practices at a local level in their responses. 
Across OECD countries, on average only 36% of students went to schools where school 
principals reported that student achievement data was used in the appraisal of their 
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performance (OECD, 2010). Countries in which students went to schools with a larger 
percentage of school principals reporting the use of achievement data in their appraisal 
included the United Kingdom (93%), Poland (80%), Israel (78%),30 Slovenia (74%) and 
the United States (63%). Canada (17%), Spain (17%), Portugal (12%) and Belgium 
(11%) constituted examples where a smaller percentage of students attended schools in 
which school principals reported the use of student achievement data in their appraisal.  

Figure 7.6 Use of student achievement data in the appraisal of school principals’ performance (2009) 
Percentage of students in schools whose school principals reported that student achievement data  

was used in the appraisal of their performance (%)  
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Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful? Resources, Policies and Practices (Volume IV), 
OECD Publishing, Paris. 

Research on the effects of appraisal that takes student outcomes into account on 
school leaders’ practices and behaviours or learning outcomes is limited. Arguments on 
the use of student outcomes as a source of information for appraisal often rest on research 
about the impact of effective school leadership on student achievement. Given school 
leaders’ importance for creating effective teaching and learning environments, there may 
be grounds for taking school leaders’ efforts to contribute to better outcomes for all 
students into account (Brown-Sims, 2010). Parylo et al. (2012b), furthermore, suggested 
that consideration of student achievement data may help make appraisal more 
independent of an evaluator’s judgement that inevitably involves a subjective dimension. 
Based on such arguments, appraisal models developed by the non-profit organisation 
New Leaders (New Leaders for New Schools, 2010) and the Wallace Foundation 
(Murphy et al., 2006; Porter et al., 2006; Goldring et al., 2007) in the United States 
advocate holding school leaders in part directly accountable for the performance of 
students in their school. New Leaders for New Schools (2010), for example, suggested 
basing 70% of the appraisal judgement on student outcomes. In the United States, federal 
funding initiatives in education linked to the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act 
(2009) also often require states to tie appraisal results for both teachers and school leaders 
to student achievement (e.g. Race to the Top initiative). Chicago, Seattle and Delaware 
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constitute some of the systems in the United States that take student test scores into 
account (Portin et al., 2006). 

However, other researchers have raised caution about an overemphasis on student 
outcomes as a source of information for appraisal considering school leaders’ mainly 
indirect effects on student outcomes and the range of factors that impact student 
achievement over which school leaders may have little or no control (Duke, 1992; 
Normore, 2004; Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008; Reeves, 2009). Pont et al. (2008a) 
stressed that student learning is influenced by many factors including school organisation, 
resources and climate and curriculum structure and content, but also teacher skills, 
knowledge, attitudes and practices; students’ skills, expectations, motivation and 
behaviour; peer group skills, attitudes and behaviour; and family resources, attitudes and 
support. Spillane and Kenney (2012) have also recently pointed out that school leaders 
and teachers stand in an interdependent relationship in which school leaders need to 
engage in teachers’ willingness to change to achieve an improvement in teaching and 
learning. Considering the role of school leaders for developing, supporting and 
supervising teachers as part of pedagogical leadership, research on the potentially 
detrimental effects of test-based accountability mechanisms for teachers equally points 
towards some of the risks involved (see Chapter 5 for an in-depth discussion of the use of 
student outcomes for teacher appraisal). Considering the risks and limitations involved, 
Reeves (2009) suggested complementing student achievement data with additional 
information such as surveys, questionnaires and/or the observation of a school leader’s 
focus on student success, quality instruction and a rigorous curriculum. He also pointed 
out that, considering that temporarily poor student results may hide excellent leadership, 
evaluators should take into account a school leader’s actions and steps following the 
publication of students’ marks. 

Given school leaders’ role for improving teaching and learning for all students, but 
the wide range of factors within and outside schools that impact on students’ learning and 
the largely indirect effects of effective school leadership, policy makers face the 
challenge of findings ways to account for student outcomes within an appraisal 
framework that respect these limitations and ensure an accurate, fair, valid and reliable 
appraisal process.  

Capacity 

This section analyses countries’ approaches to the distribution of responsibilities for 
the implementation of appraisal. It also includes a discussion of the necessary 
competences and capacity of both evaluators and school leaders to perform an appraisal 
and to use results for the improvement of school leaders’ practices and behaviours. 

Distributing responsibilities for the implementation of the appraisal process 
Embedded within the overall allocation of responsibilities (see section on the 

governance of appraisal schemes), evaluators from central/state education authorities, 
intermediate agencies, such as school inspectorates, regional education authorities, local 
education authorities, school organising bodies or school boards carry responsibility for 
implementing the appraisal process in an individual capacity or as part of a team of 
evaluators. The appraisal process may additionally involve external consultants and/or peer 
school leaders from another school. Responsibilities for evaluating school leaders and the 
composition of an evaluator team may differ depending on the school leadership position.  
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In a first group of countries, the evaluators of school principals come from 
central/state education authorities (e.g. various states and territories in Australia, Belgium 
[French Community] [public schools], various provinces and territories in Canada and 
Mexico [centrally managed schools at ISCED level 3]), from intermediate agencies 
(e.g. Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2] and various autonomous 
communities in Spain) and/or from regional authorities (e.g. France [ISCED levels 2 and 3], 
Korea [Evaluation for School Management and School Principal Appraisal for 
Professional Development] and Portugal). In a second group of countries, the evaluators 
of school principals belong to school organising bodies, school boards and/or local 
education authorities (e.g. various states and territories in Australia, Belgium [Flemish 
Community], Belgium [French Community] [government-dependent private schools], 
various provinces and territories in Canada, Chile [Performance Appraisal], New 
Zealand, Slovenia, and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom). In Poland, local and/or 
regional education authorities are responsible for appraising school principals. In France 
(ISCED level 1), evaluators belong to local inspection bodies (IEN) and regional 
education authorities. 

Depending on the context, an individual evaluator (e.g. Belgium [Flemish 
Community]) or a team of evaluators (e.g. Korea [School Principal Appraisal for 
Professional Development], New Zealand, Portugal and Northern Ireland in the United 
Kingdom) are responsible for carrying out the appraisal. In New Zealand, the good 
practice framework for school principal appraisal recommends the involvement of two 
different evaluators to judge a school principal’s performance in a summative fashion and 
to provide formative feedback and support respectively. In some systems, evaluators or 
evaluator teams are free to or required to draw on the additional expertise of external 
consultants (e.g. Belgium [French Community] [government-dependent private schools], 
New Zealand, and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom) or external peer school 
leaders (e.g. Korea [School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development]). In 
Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, for example, school principals are appraised by 
two reviewers from the Board of Governors. This team of evaluators is assisted by an 
External Advisor. External Advisers are nominated by the employing authority of the 
school and trained and accredited by the Regional Training Unit.31 They are responsible 
for providing support to governor reviewers when setting performance objectives, when 
evaluating a principal’s performance at the end of the appraisal cycle, and when 
identifying personal or professional training needs (Department of Education, Northern 
Ireland, forthcoming).  

Concerning the appraisal of deputy school principals, evaluators are at times 
equivalent to those evaluating school principals (e.g. Belgium [French Community], 
France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3] and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom). In other 
contexts, school principals carry responsibility for appraising their deputy school leaders 
(e.g. various states and territories in Australia, including Victoria, various provinces and 
territories in Canada, Chile [Performance Appraisal], and Israel [ISCED level 1 and 
partially ISCED level 2]). 

With regards to the locus of authority for implementing an appraisal process, reliance 
on local evaluators holds both benefits and drawbacks. On the one hand, evaluators from 
local education authorities often bring in-depth knowledge of the particular circumstances 
of a certain school and a school leader’s work, something particularly important 
considering the role of context for successful school leadership. Thanks to evaluators’ 
insights into local contexts, scope for the local implementation of appraisal also 
constitutes an opportunity to create trust, commitment and ownership. On the other hand, 
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local agency for implementing an appraisal may limit the capacity for the system-wide 
implementation of an accurate, fair, valid and reliable appraisal process for all school 
leaders. As the professional organisation for school principals in New Zealand pointed out 
the quality of school leader appraisal in New Zealand differs greatly depending on the 
capacity of the responsible school board of trustees. In some cases, members of the school 
board appraising a school leader may lack preparation and the background and knowledge 
to provide professional advice to school leaders (Nusche et al., 2012). In Belgium 
(Flemish Community) similar concerns have been raised. Evaluators that belong to school 
boards of government-dependent private schools that mostly comprise volunteers may lack 
the professional knowledge and skills to appraise school leaders effectively (Flemish 
Ministry of Education and Training and the University of Antwerp Edubron Research 
Group, 2010). These considerations, then, highlight the benefits of involving local 
expertise, but raise the challenge of ensuring the development of the necessary skills and 
competences at a local level to successfully implement an appraisal process.  

Even though the relative costs and benefits in terms of time, resources and added 
value to the appraisal process need to be taken into account, research has also pointed out 
the importance of involving multiple evaluators to draw on different perspectives on a 
school leader’s performance and to increase the accuracy, fairness, reliability and validity 
of an appraisal (Reeves, 2009; Parylo et al., 2012b). External consultants/advisors and 
peer school leaders may both contribute additional expertise to an appraisal process: 

• As some research indicates, external consultants or advisers can add additional 
expertise and help create good relationships between appraisers and appraisees. 
Crawford and Earley (2004) examined the views of external advisors on their own 
role in the headteacher appraisal process in England. As Crawford and Earley 
suggested, external advisors, often bringing extensive educational experience and 
expertise, may be helpful for school boards and headteachers to develop a 
productive relationship. They may also help to encourage headteachers to discuss 
issues they would not normally share with others. Their limited contact time with 
schools, however, may at the same time limit their potentially positive impact on 
the appraisal process.  

• External peer school leaders may equally provide a further viewpoint for 
evaluators. The limited evidence on the effects of peer appraisal suggests the 
benefits of this approach as an opportunity for sharing good practices and for 
learning from each other, thus strengthening the formative dimension of an 
appraisal. However, issues of legitimacy, distance, and trust need to be addressed, 
especially in the case of appraisal procedures that may lead to summative 
consequences (Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008; Parylo et al., 2012b). Research 
on the experience of headteacher appraisal in England in the 1990s that involved 
peer school leaders found that headteachers viewed the involvement of peer 
school leaders in an overall positive light (Cullen, 1997; Hellawell and Hancock, 
1998). In both studies headteachers particularly valued their insights into 
leadership practices and behaviours when themselves acting as peer evaluators of 
other headteachers. Involving a peer school leader in the appraisal process also 
corresponds to the development of school leadership models in which school 
leaders assume responsibilities beyond their own school and engage in the 
improvement of the wider education system (e.g. through school partnerships and 
networks and as critical friends). 
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Developing evaluators’ and school leaders’ competencies for appraisal 
A further aspect of appraisal relates to the required competencies of both evaluators 

and school leaders to carry out an appraisal process and to make best use of its results as 
well as the ways in which the required competences are developed most effectively. 

In many contexts, policy makers have strengthened initiatives to support school 
leaders’ professional development (also see section on Impact, drivers and contextual 
development for comprehensive approaches to school leadership development; also see, 
for example, Halász (2009) for research analysing school leaders’ professional 
development in five central European countries). To provide two examples, Ireland has 
introduced a Leadership Development for Schools (LDS) programme that provides 
professional development opportunities with a focus on improving teaching and learning 
for all students for emerging and established school leaders on an annual basis through a 
variety of formats (e.g. interactive seminars, active learning networks and virtual learning 
environment).32 Norway has implemented a National Training Programme for Principals 
in 2009 that aims to support school principals to become pedagogical leaders that work 
towards improving teaching in learning in schools. Initially targeted at new school 
principals, 621 participants took part in the programme that can be taken part-time over 
one-and-a-half to two years between 2009 and 2011 (Norwegian Directorate for 
Education and Training, 2011). 

However, throughout OECD countries little is known about the ways in which 
evaluators and school leaders receive appraisal-related training or about the extent to 
which professional development for school leaders includes appraisal-related 
competencies. The Northern Territory in Australia has introduced a coaching model that 
involves evaluators and school principals as part of its School Accountability and 
Performance Improvement Framework. This coaching model aims to encourage school 
principals’ commitment for the wider school evaluation, school self-evaluation and 
individual appraisal process and to develop related competencies. The province-wide 
appraisal system in Ontario, Canada, requires district school boards to provide training 
for evaluators to ensure effective implementation. Appraisal-related training is also 
offered through school leader and supervisory officer associations as well as through web 
casts. Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom requires External Advisers to apply for 
annual reaccreditation to ensure they are informed about potential changes to the 
Performance Review and Staff Development Scheme and that they have the knowledge 
and competencies to provide helpful advice to governor reviewers. As very limited 
research, however, indicates, policy making in some contexts lacks attention towards the 
development of appraisal-related knowledge and competencies among evaluators and 
school leaders. According to the OECD Improving School Leadership project, for 
example, school boards that carry responsibilities for appraisal in many countries, often 
lack support structures and opportunities to develop related competencies (Pont et al., 
2008a). A number of school principals that took part in Parylo et al.’s (2012b) study also 
criticised a lack of professional development and support to prepare them and their 
appraisers for the implementation of appraisal. 

Research has stressed the role of evaluators’ and school leaders’ appraisal-related 
competencies for the consistent and effective implementation of an appraisal system with 
fair, valid and reliable procedures and results (Kimball et al., 2009). Competent and 
credible evaluators also help build trust among school leaders in the appraisal system. All 
of those involved in appraisal, including evaluators, external advisors, peer school leaders 
and school leaders themselves, therefore, require adequate information about an appraisal 
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process and related training and professional development opportunities (Kimball et al., 
2009; Clifford and Ross, 2011; Leon et al., 2011; Sanders and Kearney, 2011). 
Considering the key role of capacity for effective appraisal, policy makers face the 
challenge of providing opportunities for capacity development and of ensuring an 
adequate investment of resources and time in the development of evaluators’ and school 
leaders’ competencies for appraisal. 

However, there is little research or guidance available on evaluators’ and school 
leaders’ required competencies and how these are best developed (Clifford and Ross, 
2011). Piggot-Irvine (2003) provided some insights into the competencies evaluators need 
to successfully implement an appraisal process. As she pointed out, evaluators need to be 
knowledgeable about the values and purposes of an appraisal scheme. They also need to 
be familiar with the instruments that are used (e.g. how to set objectives, how to gather 
data, how to interview and observe school leaders). Appraisal frameworks that involve 
the selection of sources of information, in particular, require capacity to select an 
effective, valid and reliable mix of instruments. Further necessary competencies include 
the ability to ensure a confidential approach to information, but also to ensure 
transparency about the way the appraisal judgement was formed. According to Piggot-
Irvine, evaluators need to be trained in approaches to establish respectful, trust-based and 
open relationships with school leaders. The contextual nature of effective school 
leadership requires evaluators to be sensitive to contexts and a school leader’s experience 
when forming a judgement about a school leader’s performance (Goldring et al., 2007; 
Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008). Training for school leaders needs to ensure that they 
are knowledgeable about the appraisal process and the expectations that they are 
appraised against (Ginsberg and Thompson, 1992; Clifford and Ross, 2011). For the 
developmental function of appraisal, school leaders need to be competent to use and 
interpret appraisal results for their own improvement.  

Use of results 

Depending on the purposes of an appraisal system, countries use appraisal results to 
inform formative and summative decisions. Results may provide developmental feedback 
for school leaders, be linked to their professional development, to employment-related 
decisions (e.g. contract renewal, reassignment and dismissal) and to school leaders’ 
career advancement (e.g. on a multilevel career ladder). Appraisal results may also 
provide a basis for allocating financial rewards to create incentives for high performance 
(e.g. through a one-off financial bonus). However, it is essential to bear in mind that 
summative decisions are always embedded within the boundaries of specific contractual 
and employment frameworks, depend on the distribution of responsibilities for employing 
school leaders and are often subject to agreements between social partners (see 
Table 7.A.2 for an overview of the employment status of school leaders). The systematic 
collection and analysis of appraisal results may, furthermore, provide information at a 
system-level for the further development of policies to strengthen leadership in schools.  

While some countries appraise their school leaders for solely formative or solely 
summative purposes, the majority of countries combine both developmental and 
accountability functions (see Table 7.2 and Table 7.A.2). An increasing number of countries 
conducts appraisal to provide feedback and to inform professional development. In many of 
these cases, appraisal may lead to summative consequences for underperforming school 
leaders if a school leader fails to improve after an unsatisfactory rating and the introduction 
of an improvement plan, for example. Opportunities for the career development of school 



544 – 7. THE APPRAISAL OF SCHOOL LEADERS: FOSTERING PEDAGOGICAL LEADERSHIP IN SCHOOLS 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

leaders are still scarce and only in a few countries can school leaders progress on a 
multilevel career structure based on considerations that include appraisal results (see 
Table 7.A.2). The ways in which results are used may differ depending on a school leader’s 
performance in the appraisal as well as the school level and school type. 

Table 7.2 The use of school leader appraisal results 
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Career advancement 

 Does not inform career 
advancement 

Expected to or may 
influence/inform 

career development 

Linked to salary 
progression within single 

salary scale or in a 
multilevel career ladder 

Linked to career advancement in a 
multilevel career ladder 

Does not inform 
professional 
development 

 Korea (Evaluation for 
School Management) 

France (ISCED levels 1, 2 
and 3), Portugal, various 
autonomous communities 

in Spain 
France (ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3),  

Expected to or  
may influence 
professional 
development 

Belgium (French 
Community) 

Belgium (Flemish 
Community) 

New Zealand, Northern 
Ireland (United Kingdom) 

Various provinces and territories in 
Canada, Israel (ISCED level 1 and 

partially ISCED level 2) 

Systematically linked 
with professional 

development 

Chile (Performance 
Appraisal), Korea (School 

Principal Appraisal for 
Professional Development) 

 Mexico (centrally managed 
schools at ISCED level 3) 

Various states and territories in 
Australia, various provinces and 

territories in Canada 

Note: This taxonomy only includes countries which submitted information based on a questionnaire developed by the OECD 
Review of Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes. It does not consider the use of appraisal 
results for contract renewal or rewards purposes. Countries where the design of appraisal procedures is at the discretion of local 
education authorities, school boards or school organising bodies are not included. Countries with various requirements for the 
appraisal of school principals and countries with multiple jurisdictions have been included in all respective cells to reflect 
differences across sub-national jurisdictions. 

Using appraisal results for formative purposes 
Appraisal itself can be used as a formative process that provides feedback for school 

leaders about their strengths and weaknesses. Through the identification of areas of 
improvement, appraisal results can, furthermore, feed into the preparation of individual 
development plans and/or inform the professional development opportunities a school 
leader takes part in. 

Professional development 
While in a few systems appraisal is systematically linked to professional development 

plans and activities (e.g. various Australian states and territories, various provinces and 
territories in Canada, Chile [Performance Appraisal], Korea [School Principal Appraisal 
for Professional Development] and Mexico [centrally managed schools at ISCED 
level 3]) and in various contexts appraisal is expected to influence opportunities for 
professional development (e.g. Belgium [Flemish and French Communities], various 
provinces and territories in Canada, Israel [ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2], 
New Zealand, and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom), in various other systems 
appraisal results do not have any links to professional development programmes 
(e.g. France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3], Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and various 
autonomous communities in Spain). The recently developed school leader appraisal 
models in Chile (Performance Appraisal); Ontario, Canada; and Victoria, Australia, 
constitute examples of appraisal schemes that are explicitly designed to improve school 



7. THE APPRAISAL OF SCHOOL LEADERS: FOSTERING PEDAGOGICAL LEADERSHIP IN SCHOOLS  – 545 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

leaders’ practices and behaviours through formative feedback and professional 
development. In all of these three appraisal frameworks, appraisal is based on and 
systematically tied to professional development plans that are embedded within wider 
school goals. In Ontario, Canada, and Victoria, Australia, school leader appraisal is also 
firmly grounded within a wider system of professional development for school leaders 
(see Box 7.3). Four countries participating in the OECD Review reported a further 
interesting way of strengthening a formative dimension in the appraisal of their school 
leaders. Chile (Performance Appraisal), New Zealand, Portugal and Northern Ireland in 
the United Kingdom require the appraisal of a school leader’s engagement and 
participation in professional development activities as one of the appraisal aspects and 
criteria. 

In some systems, additional feedback and/or professional development opportunities 
may be offered to school leaders depending on their appraisal score, i.e. the rating that is 
awarded or the performance threshold that is reached. High performers may be rewarded 
with additional opportunities for professional development (e.g. various Australian states 
and territories, and Korea [School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development]). 
School leaders with an unsatisfactory performance may also be required or advised to 
complete compulsory training to improve (e.g. various Australian states and territories, 
various provinces and territories in Canada, Chile [Performance Appraisal], Korea 
[School Principal Appraisal for Professional Development], New Zealand, Portugal, and 
Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom). 

However, the extent to which appraisal results inform professional development in a 
useful and meaningful way in practice may differ from formal requirements. This also 
depends on evaluators’ and school leaders’ capacity to use appraisal results. A review of 
principal appraisal in school districts in the United States, for example, found that almost 
half of the appraisal models reviewed failed to provide school leaders with clear feedback 
that was linked to a development plan on what they could be doing better to improve 
teaching and learning in their school (Goldring et al., 2008). Even if school leader 
appraisal results successfully feed into a school leader’s professional development, 
opportunities for professional development may fail to support school leaders in the 
improvement of their leadership practices and behaviours and the development of their 
pedagogical leadership. School leaders in various OECD countries have often reported a 
feeling of inadequate preparation for their roles, a lack of continuous feedback on their 
performance, and a lack of opportunities for professional development (Pont et al., 
2008a). To give an example, the management of resources needs to be sufficiently 
aligned with pedagogical purposes to improve teaching and learning. However, school 
leaders in many contexts often lack adequate training opportunities to enable them to do 
so (Pont et al., 2008a).  

Using appraisal results for summative purposes 
School leader appraisal results can also be used as the basis for employment-related 

decisions, to inform a school leader’s salary progression and/or career advancement, and 
the allocation of financial rewards for successful school leaders.  

Employment-related decisions 
Concerning the use of appraisal results for contract renewal processes, one can 

distinguish between two groups of countries. In a first group of countries (e.g. Czech 
Republic, Poland, and Slovak Republic) appraisal is exclusively linked to inform 
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employment-related decisions and the contract renewal process in case a school leader 
decides to reapply for his or her position. The Czech Republic, for instance, passed new 
legislation in 2012 that changed the regulations for the dismissal of head teachers. While 
school organising bodies could previously only dismiss head teachers in the case of gross 
violations or their failure to fulfil their legal obligations, school organising bodies now 
decide on head teachers’ reappointment after a term of six years, as informed by the 
appraisal process (IIE [Institute for Information on Education], 2011). In a second group 
of countries, the results of appraisal processes that combine both formative and 
summative functions may also be used to inform the contract renewal process, for 
instance in the case of school leaders employed on a fixed-term contract (e.g. some states 
and territories in Australia, including Victoria, and Mexico [centrally managed schools at 
ISCED level 3]). In Mexico, for example, the appraisal system may inform whether 
school principals are granted a permanent contract or not.  

In a number of countries, including those where appraisal primarily serves formative 
ends, appraisal may lead to employment-related consequences for school leaders that are 
judged as performing below the expected standards (e.g. dismissal and transfer to another 
school or leadership position). Two countries indicated that underperformance can result 
in a school leader’s transfer (various states and territories in Australia and various 
autonomous communities in Spain). Various other countries indicated that 
underperformance entails the possibility to dismiss a school leader or to initiate a separate 
procedure that may lead to a school leader’s dismissal in the case of his or her continued 
underperformance. This includes various states and territories in Australia, Belgium 
(Flemish Community), various provinces and territories in Canada, Chile (Performance 
Appraisal), Israel (ISCED level 1 and partially ISCED level 2), New Zealand, and 
Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, for 
example, school principals on temporary contracts may be dismissed if their performance 
is rated as unsatisfactory. They may, however, remain employed in a teaching capacity if 
they had previously been granted a permanent teaching contract (Flemish Ministry of 
Education and Training and the University of Antwerp Edubron Research Group, 2010). 

Appraisal often involves various steps before it leads to a school leader’s dismissal or 
results in a separate dismissal process. In Ontario, Canada, for example, school principals 
and vice-principals can be re-assigned to a different leadership position or dismissed from 
their responsibilities if appraisal has resulted in a third unsatisfactory rating and after the 
introduction of improvement plans. In New Zealand, school principals are typically 
employed on a permanent basis. In case of serious concerns, however, a competency 
process designed to provide remedial support may be initiated. If concerns about a school 
principal’s performance persist, the competency process may result in a school principal’s 
dismissal. 

Career advancement 
Very few countries have established opportunities for school leaders’ career 

advancement (see Table 7.A.2). While various countries have no opportunities for career 
advancement in place, their school leaders can receive salary increments within a single 
salary scale depending on factors such as their length of service and the size of their 
school (e.g. Austria, Belgium [Flemish and French Communities], Chile, Czech Republic, 
Finland, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Mexico [ISCED level 3], Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Poland, Portugal, various autonomous communities in Spain, and Northern 
Ireland in the United Kingdom). Five countries with central/state frameworks for 
appraisal reported that appraisal results may be taken into account as one factor when 
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deciding about a school leader’s progression in the salary scale (France [ISCED levels 1, 
2 and 3], Mexico [centrally managed public schools at ISCED level 3], New Zealand, 
Portugal, and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom). In New Zealand, for example, 
appraisal results may influence a school leader’s advancement on the single salary scale 
together with the length of service. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, the results 
of the Performance Review and Staff Development Scheme gathered in the review 
statement are part of the body of evidence used to inform pay progression decisions. While 
in various autonomous communities in Spain the salary scale is only based on one salary 
step, appraisal results may be used to decide about the consolidation of this salary level. 
Among countries where school leader appraisal is at the discretion of local education 
authorities, school organising bodies or schools boards, the Netherlands indicated that 
appraisal results may be taken into account in a school leader’s salary progression. 
Typically, however, the remuneration of school leaders with similar qualifications working 
at the same school level does not consider school leader’s particular working conditions and 
their performance and commitment (Pont et al., 2008a). As Eurydice pointed out with 
regards to school heads’ statutory salaries in European countries, the overall potential for 
increases in school heads’ salaries is often not exceptional and school head’s statutory 
salaries are often influenced by the enrolment at schools (EACEA, 2012). 

Only a very small number of countries give school leaders the opportunity to develop 
on a multilevel career ladder within schools that are linked to a single or a separate salary 
scale (e.g. various states and territories in Australia, various provinces and territories in 
Canada, France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3], Hungary, Israel, Korea, Mexico [ISCED 
levels 1 and 2], and Norway). Only in a few of these countries career advancement is 
linked to the results of appraisal that is governed through a central/state policy 
framework, often together with several other factors such as a school leader’s length of 
service and completion of professional development (e.g. various states and territories in 
Australia, various provinces and territories in Canada, France [ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3], 
and Israel [ISCED levels 1 and 2]). In all of these countries except Israel, appraisal may 
lead to the deferral of a school leader’s promotion in case his or her performance is 
judged as unsatisfactory. In Korea (Evaluation for School Management), a school leader’s 
promotion on the multilevel career structure may also take appraisal results into account. 
Among countries where school leader appraisal is entirely at the discretion of local 
education authorities, school organising bodies or schools boards, or where appraisal 
procedures are defined at a local level, Hungary (e.g. at re-appointment as school 
principal)33 and Norway indicated that school leader appraisal results may be taken into 
account in a school leader’s career advancement. 

Performance rewards and sanctions 
Appraisal may provide a basis for creating financial incentives, such as differentiated 

pay or a financial bonus for outstanding performance, and sanctions in the case of 
underperformance. Only very few countries, however, link appraisal results to financial 
rewards and/or sanctions. In various states and territories in Australia and France (ISCED 
levels 1, 2 and 3) school principals and deputy principals may receive a permanent salary 
increment as a reward for outstanding performance. In France (ISCED levels 1, 2 and 3), 
the exceptional performance of school principals and deputy school principals may also be 
rewarded with a one-off financial bonus. In Chile (Performance Appraisal), outstanding 
school leaders may receive a salary increment for a fixed period of time. In New Zealand, 
exceptional school leaders may be rewarded with a staged career allowance. In Northern 
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Ireland in the United Kingdom, Boards of Governors may reward school principals that 
demonstrate a very high performance with an additional point pay award in the salary scale.  

The School Management process in Korea and the school principal appraisal system 
in Slovenia represent central appraisal frameworks that specifically aim to provide 
financial incentives and rewards to encourage effective school leadership. In Korea, the 
Evaluation for School Management provides the basis for rewarding outstanding school 
leaders with performance-based rewards and for financially sanctioning school leaders 
that score among the bottom 2 to 3% (Kim et al., 2010). In Slovenia, appraisal is used to 
reward successful school principals with a one-off financial bonus that can reach up to 
two basic monthly salaries. The amount of the financial bonus is determined by the 
respective school council when approving the school’s annual report for the previous year 
(Brejc et al., 2011). 

The effective use of appraisal results is essential for making appraisal a 
meaningful exercise  

As some educational researchers have stressed, ensuring the effective use of appraisal 
results constitutes a key element of appraisal to make it a meaningful process (Reeves, 
2009). Limited research provides some insights into the ways in which appraisal results 
can be used more effectively and the benefits and drawbacks of different approaches to 
the potential formative and summative uses of results. 

When considering the ways in which appraisal results are used, the current challenges 
facing the school leadership profession (see section on impact, drivers and contextual 
developments) and the contextual dimension of effective school leadership (see section 
on the analytical approach of this chapter) need to be taken into account. The Wallace 
Foundation (2009) stressed the opportunity of tailoring appraisal to local contexts and 
individual needs when using appraisal results for formative and/or summative decisions 
as well as the importance of taking local contexts and individual needs into account in the 
process. For formative uses, evaluators need to consider school leaders’ specific strengths 
and weaknesses as well as school contexts to tailor professional development plans to these 
circumstances. Pashiardis and Brauckman (2008) argued that due consideration to a school 
leader’s experience can significantly improve the usefulness of the appraisal process since 
the needs of school leaders change markedly as they progress through their career. 
Pashiardis and Brauckman, therefore, suggested adjusting the feedback provisions for 
school leaders to the stages of pre-leadership, initial, experienced and exiting leadership. 
For summative uses, evaluators equally need to take into account specific school and 
individual contexts and a school leader’s experience to ensure a fair appraisal process.  

Concerning the formative use of results, some research has pointed out that appraisal 
as an opportunity for feedback as well as the use of appraisal results for professional 
development may be particularly valued by school leaders. A few studies that have 
examined school leaders’ views of appraisal provide some insights into the value of using 
appraisal itself as a tool for feedback and to inform professional development. Parylo 
et al.’s (2012b) research on school principals’ experience of appraisal highlighted school 
leaders’ appreciation of honest and constructive feedback and an open dialogue about 
their strengths and weaknesses throughout the appraisal process to improve their practices 
and behaviours. Considering the position of school leaders within their school, school 
leaders may, furthermore, lack opportunities to receive professional feedback from other, 
more informal, sources, such as peers and face feelings of professional isolation. As 
Hellawell and Hancock’s (1998) and Clifford and Ross (2011) pointed out, appraisal that 
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provides meaningful feedback may constitute one strategy for tackling the risk of school 
leaders’ sense of professional isolation. Headteachers in Hellawell and Hancock’s study 
on the experience of appraisal in England valued the process to overcome professional 
isolation as well as an opportunity for critical reflection and encouragement. Conversely, 
a lack of feedback from the appraisal process or a failure to effectively feed into school 
leaders’ professional development may give school leaders the feeling of a lack of care 
and interest in their work (Reeves, 2009).  

Further research has pointed out that, depending on the way appraisal is designed and 
implemented, school leaders may perceive appraisal as a meaningless exercise that did 
not help them develop professionally (e.g. Davis and Hensley, 1999; Gaziel, 2008). These 
studies indicated that school leaders valued appraisal with a strong formative dimension 
as an opportunity to receive an outside perspective on their work. Sun and Youngs (2009) 
concluded from their research that, in order to effectively influence school leader 
behaviours and practices, appraisal needs to go beyond employment-related decisions 
(e.g. contract renewal or salary allocations) and, instead, promote professional 
development, accountability and school restructuring. Considering countries’ policy 
frameworks and practices on the ground, policy makers need to find ways to establish 
feedback as a core element of appraisal itself, channels for appraisal to effectively feed 
into professional development and meaningful professional development opportunities to 
ultimately improve school leadership practices and behaviours. 

Concerning the summative use of results, there is little empirical evidence on the 
specific effects of the use of appraisal for career advancement, for determining school 
leaders’ salaries or for allocating financial bonuses to outstanding school leaders on 
school leaders’ practices and behaviours as well as schools as a whole. Considering the 
difficulty of attracting qualified candidates and retaining successful school leaders over 
time in many contexts, some research suggests that appraisal may constitute one policy 
lever for creating incentives to facilitate the recruitment and retainment of effective 
school leaders (Pont et al., 2008a; Reeves, 2009). Pont et al. (2008a) suggested that 
rewards for high performance can be an effective tool for raising motivations when 
understood as a form of positive feedback. Some school districts in the United States have 
established appraisal procedures that include financial rewards as an integral part of the 
use of appraisal results. In the school district of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, for example, 
the Pittsburgh Urban Leadership System for Excellence entails the use of appraisal results 
to determine performance-based pay.34 With the introduction of this system, 
compensation is no longer based on annual salary increases for all school principals or a 
system based on salary steps determined by length of service. Under the new system, 
school principals can earn an annual salary increment of up to USD 2 000 that becomes 
part of the base salary if they are rated proficient across the seven performance standards 
and 27 components of practice laid out in the district’s performance standards or if rated 
as satisfactory in completing the professional growth project. School principals can earn 
an additional achievement bonus of up to USD 10 000 for raising student achievement 
that is not retained in the base salary. The effects of such schemes will, however, vary 
among individuals and contexts, and also depend on the career stage a leader is in. Links 
between appraisal and school leaders’ salaries and financial bonuses, in particular, are 
contentious. Research on performance-based pay for teachers is difficult and has 
produced mixed results, pointing to similar difficulties for the case of school leaders (see 
Chapter 5). Using appraisal for salary decisions may also have negative effects on the 
school climate, teamwork and collaboration among staff and a school leader’s internal 
motivation (Pashiardis and Brauckman, 2008; Pont et al., 2008a). 
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While appraisal may be used to determine school leaders’ career advancement, to 
inform salary decisions and/or to award performance-related financial rewards to 
recognise and reward outstanding school leadership, policy makers need to keep in 
mind that the evidence base for such schemes is rather mixed and that strong ties 
between appraisal and rewards are controversial. If appraisal informs pay decisions, a 
sound appraisal system must be in place, which includes clear performance criteria, 
reliable indicators, competent and trained evaluators and due attention to the particular 
contexts in which school leaders work (Pont et al., 2008a). In England, headteachers’ 
salaries are largely related to the number of students of a school with some flexibility to 
link pay to performance through an incremental pay scale. A study by 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2007) on school leadership in England suggested that 70% of 
primary headteachers and 81% of secondary headteachers agreed that individual 
performance should be taken into account in determining pay, but raised concerns about 
the effectiveness of the current system in place. For systems that use appraisal to inform 
summative decisions, one challenge, therefore, lies in establishing fair, valid and 
reliable appraisal procedures that can provide an adequate basis for such decisions. 
However, as Glasman and Glasman (2010) pointed out it is also essential to provide 
school leaders with opportunities and support to improve their performance before 
taking any summative decision (e.g. contract renewal and dismissal).  

Pointers for future policy development 

This chapter has reviewed the approaches countries are taking to appraising the 
performance of their individual school leaders in light of available research and 
evidence. The policy suggestions that follow are drawn from the experiences reported 
in the Country Background Reports, the analyses of external review teams in Country 
Reviews and the available research literature. It should be stressed that there is no 
single model or global best practice of school leader appraisal. The development of 
practices always needs to take into account country-specific traditions and features of 
the respective education systems (also see Chapter 3). Not all policy implications are 
equally relevant for different countries. In a number of cases many or most of the policy 
suggestions are already in place, while for others they might not apply owing to 
different social, economic and educational structures and traditions. Different contexts 
will give rise to different priorities in further developing policies for school leader 
appraisal for different countries. The implications also need to be treated with caution 
as, in some instances, further research is needed for specific contexts as well as across a 
sufficient number of countries to be confident about the consequences of specific 
approaches. Further potential areas of research on school leader appraisal include, 
among others, school leaders’ perceptions of using separate appraisal processes for 
developmental and accountability purposes; the effects of using professional school 
leadership standards as a reference standard for appraisal; the effects of involving peer 
evaluators in the appraisal process; the effects of using teacher, parent and student 
surveys and questionnaires as a source of information; ways to strengthen links between 
appraisal and professional development; and the effects of using appraisal results to 
reward successful school leaders with a financial reward.  
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Governance 

Promote the effective appraisal of school leaders within the broader assessment 
and evaluation framework while giving room to local diversity 

Given the key role that school leaders play for teaching and learning, it should be a 
policy priority to strengthen processes for school leader appraisal. These need to reflect 
country-specific governance frameworks, the allocation of responsibilities in the 
education system and the extent of decentralisation. The existence of national curricula 
and standards and the overall culture of evaluation all need to be taken into account in 
approaches to the appraisal of school leaders (also see Chapter 3).  

The development of a central/state policy framework for the systematic appraisal of 
school leaders constitutes one possible option to strengthen the appraisal of school 
leaders. Even though implementation is always key and measures need to be in place to 
ensure the successful implementation of appraisal (e.g. through building local capacity; 
through tools and support to school organising bodies to appraise school leaders; through 
ensuring ownership by school agents, etc.), a central/state framework can help ensure 
national consistency. It can contribute to ensuring that an appraisal process fulfils the 
required properties (e.g. validity, reliability, utility and fairness) and that appraisal is 
based on the latest research evidence. It can also help establish clear expectations among 
school leaders and evaluators about an appraisal process and help clearly map out the 
distribution of appraisal-related responsibilities among various actors (including 
education authorities at different levels of governance, intermediate authorities, school 
boards, school leaders, teachers, parents and students). Considering the importance of 
context for successful school leadership, central/state policy frameworks should leave 
sufficient scope to adjust procedures to local, school and individual circumstances 
(e.g. through the use of a range of reference standards, such as school development plans 
and individual job descriptions). 

Policy makers also need to reflect on the ways in which to articulate school leader 
appraisal with the overall evaluation and assessment framework and its components to 
create synergies, to ensure that procedures are complementary and to avoid duplication 
and inconsistencies (e.g. in the communication of effective leadership, expected 
performance levels or a school leader’s expected improvement, also see Chapter 3). In 
particular, policy makers need to consider the ways in which school leader appraisal is 
related to teacher appraisal and school evaluation. Many lessons of good practice from 
teacher appraisal may feed into the design and implementation of appraisal schemes for 
school leaders (also see Chapter 5). However, appraisal frameworks need to ensure that 
differences in teachers’ and school leaders’ responsibilities and required competencies are 
fully reflected in the appraisal regulations and that appraisal procedures are adjusted to 
provide effective support, feedback and learning opportunities for school leaders 
(e.g. through the practice of setting individual objectives). In countries with multiple 
procedures for the evaluation of the quality of school leadership, links between external 
school evaluation and individual school leader appraisal processes are key considering 
that both processes can usefully inform each other. Requirements or recommendations to 
use appraisal results in the external school evaluation process can help raise the 
importance of individual appraisal processes. Another option lies in requirements or 
recommendations for evaluators to draw on external school evaluation results as part of 
the individual school leader appraisal process. Expectations of school leadership that are 
communicated through external school evaluation as well as individual school leader 
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appraisal frameworks need to be coherent to communicate a clear and consistent picture 
of successful school leadership. 

Clarify the purposes of school leader appraisal 
Whichever the particular balance between accountability and developmental 

functions, appraisal ultimately needs to be contextualised within and contribute to a 
country’s overall education objectives and the goal of improving teaching and learning 
for all students. This needs to be clearly communicated to everyone involved in the 
appraisal process. The frequent combination of accountability and developmental 
functions within a single appraisal process may lead to significant differences in the 
perceptions of the purposes of an appraisal between evaluators and school leaders and 
may risk undermining the effectiveness of an appraisal process. It is, therefore, essential 
to clearly communicate the particular purposes of an appraisal system and to ensure that 
these are shared by everyone involved. Policy frameworks need to clearly lay out what 
aspects of school leadership an appraisal seeks to evaluate, and for which purposes. While 
costs and benefits need to be weighed (e.g. in terms of workload for school leaders and 
evaluators), the introduction of separate processes for different purposes may constitute a 
further policy alternative.  

Procedures 

Develop a common leadership framework or set of professional standards for 
school leaders 

A key element of school leader appraisal is a shared understanding of what counts as 
effective school leadership. A set of professional standards for school leaders that reflects 
the complexity of school leaders’ tasks and responsibilities, that is informed by research 
evidence and involves school leaders in its development, can provide a clear and concise 
statement of the core elements of successful leadership by mapping out what school leaders 
are expected to know, be able to do, and how (see Ingvarson et al., 2006, for a literature 
review on the features and development of effective school leadership standards). School 
leadership frameworks or standards can guide the appraisal of school principals and deputy 
school principals or the appraisal of all types of school leadership positions. Developmental 
standards or frameworks, in particular, can distinguish between different levels of 
experience, development needs and leadership positions on a multilevel career structure. 

Considering the need to balance a central frame of reference with local agency and 
contextualisation, leadership frameworks and professional standards should not be seen as 
a template or checklist against which school leaders are to be appraised, but rather as a 
reference point for the definition of individual objectives and/or the selection of appraisal 
aspects and criteria. The development of a central set of leadership standards that is open 
for adoption and adaptation by local agents may provide a further possibility to keep 
central leadership frameworks relevant to local needs. 

In addition to appraisal processes, professional standards need to inform further key 
elements of a school leader’s career, from selection and recruitment processes and initial 
school leadership preparation and induction programmes, to ongoing in-service training 
and professional development opportunities and career advancement. 
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Promote the appraisal of pedagogical leadership together with scope for local 
adaptation 

Research has emphasised the need to select, prioritise and weight a select number of 
appraisal aspects and criteria that are precise, achievable, and measurable. In light of 
research on effective school leadership and some evidence on the effects of appraisal on 
leadership practices through the aspects that are assessed, school leader appraisal for 
improved student outcomes ideally focuses on the appraisal of practices and behaviours 
that research has identified as the core of pedagogical leadership (e.g. through 
professional school leadership standards). Appraisal, if well designed and implemented, 
can, then, reinforce the core objective of schools, i.e. high-quality teaching and learning. 
A focus on pedagogical leadership is also essential to encourage school leaders to take 
direct responsibility for the quality of learning and teaching in their school.  

However, considering the role of local contexts, it is important that evaluators have an 
awareness that one set of school leadership practices and behaviours is not universally 
effective for all schools and at all times. Successful school leadership also depends on a 
school leader’s choice on which areas to spend their time and efforts, and when. More 
management and administration-oriented tasks may, at times, be equally important as 
more pedagogical leadership tasks. The appraisal of a core set of leadership practices that 
form the basis of pedagogical leadership, therefore, needs to be balanced with scope for 
local flexibility and adaptation to local contexts. Scope for the local selection of appraisal 
aspects and criteria in line with central/state guidance that emphasise the importance of 
pedagogical leadership and/or the collaborative setting of objectives at a local level may 
help make appraisal manageable and relevant for local contexts. It may allow evaluators 
and school leaders to focus on priority areas relevant to a particular school and the 
leadership required in that context and analyse these in greater depth. However, 
considering the frequent combination of appraisal’s functions for accountability and 
development, it is essential that policies ensure that the necessary selection of appraisal 
aspects and criteria reflects these purposes and individual as well as school needs 
(e.g. through the mandatory use of a range of reference standards and documents, such as 
individual job descriptions and school development plans).  

Research indicates that school leaders in many contexts could focus more on their 
pedagogical leadership. Therefore, it is also important that school leaders benefit from 
ongoing support to develop pedagogical leadership skills through high-quality, targeted 
and relevant professional development opportunities before being held accountable for 
pedagogical leadership. Embedding appraisal for pedagogical leadership within a 
comprehensive leadership development framework would ensure school leaders are given 
the opportunity to develop the relevant knowledge and competencies to exercise 
pedagogical leadership. Appraisal focussed on pedagogical leadership can itself provide 
an opportunity for feedback and help identify areas for school leader’s development. A 
comprehensive model for school leadership development would ensure strong linkages 
between appraisal and professional development. 

Promote the appraisal of school leaders’ competencies for monitoring, evaluation 
and assessment 

School leaders play a key role for the effectiveness of evaluation and assessment 
frameworks, particularly for teacher appraisal and school evaluation (see Chapters 3, 5 
and 6). In most countries, teacher appraisal involves the school principal or other school 
leaders, even though this involvement differs between and within countries. In countries 
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that have teacher appraisal procedures in place, this almost always entails some form of 
annual formal meeting between a school leader and a teacher. School leaders are also 
often one of the key figures in school evaluation processes. School leaders are often 
responsible for managing, stimulating and ensuring the effective implementation of 
school self-evaluation processes. They are also often responsible for ensuring good 
collaboration during external evaluations and for the adequate follow-up on the results of 
external evaluations including the development and implementation of school 
improvement plans. Practices related to monitoring, evaluation and appraisal 
(e.g. supporting and observing teachers, and observing students and classrooms), 
furthermore, constitute fundamental elements of pedagogical leadership focussing school 
leaders’ attention towards teaching and learning. 

Considering school leaders’ key role in evaluation and assessment, appraisal should pay 
adequate attention to school leaders’ responsibilities in this area. School leaders’ essential 
role in internal teacher appraisal processes should be reflected in the appraisal of school 
leaders (e.g. through evaluating school leaders’ competencies to manage staff; to 
authentically evaluate teaching and learning; to understand, observe and recognise good 
teaching; and to give developmental feedback to teachers). School leaders should equally be 
held directly accountable for and receive feedback on their ability to lead their school’s self-
evaluation processes, for their school’s collaboration during external evaluations, and for 
the communication of external evaluation results to their school community.  

However, it is equally important to provide school leaders with the opportunities to 
develop the necessary competencies to appraise teachers, lead school self-evaluation 
processes and get involved in external school evaluations (e.g. through school leadership 
development programmes that include aspects such as how to observe classrooms and 
interview teachers; how to analyse data; how to use school evaluation results; how to 
develop school improvement plans; how to involve teachers, students and parents in 
school self-evaluation, also see Chapters 5 and 6). Professional school leadership 
standards or frameworks also need to clarify and highlight the importance of school 
leadership for evaluation and assessment, in general, and for teacher appraisal and school 
evaluation, in particular. 

Consider school leaders’ efforts to distribute leadership, to enhance teacher 
leadership within schools, and to assume leadership responsibilities beyond their 
school borders as an integral part of appraisal 

Research points to a range of advantages of leadership that is not just concentrated in 
one person, but distributed across several leadership staff in a school, including teachers, 
for sustained school improvement (Pont et al., 2008a; Schleicher, 2012). To give an 
example, distributed leadership in secondary schools can help provide regular informal 
feedback to teachers in their subject areas, something an individual school leader might 
not necessarily be equipped for considering the lack of expertise in different subjects 
(OECD, 2009). At the same time, distributing leadership in schools does not necessarily 
decrease a school leader’s workload and may create new challenges for school leaders, 
who, in turn, require ongoing support.  

Considering the role of appraisal for communicating a shared understanding of 
effective school leadership and the potential impact of appraisal on school leaders’ 
practices and behaviours, appraisal should examine the ways in which school leaders 
foster distributed leadership in their schools as one aspect of appraisal (e.g. school 
leaders’ competencies for building structural capacity, school leaders’ efforts to create 
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opportunities for teacher leadership, school leaders’ ability to enhance their teaching 
staff’s capacity to lead, school leaders’ ability to foster succession planning). Appraisal 
may constitute an important channel for providing feedback on the arrangements of 
distributed leadership. It may help inform professional development and wider support 
structures. It may also provide an opportunity to provide feedback to school leaders on 
their efforts to enhance teacher leadership in their schools. However, evaluators need to 
take barriers for the effective distribution of leadership (e.g. legal regulations and a lack 
of resources) into account.  

Appraisal procedures should also reflect the growing importance of leadership tasks 
beyond school borders as a way of sharing expertise for system-wide improvement. 
Appraisal constitutes one opportunity for giving feedback on school leader’s efforts to 
assume wider leadership tasks and responsibilities and can be used to point school leaders 
towards opportunities to engage in activities that may help improve the wider system.  

Promote the use of multiple instruments and sources of evidence  
Effective school leader appraisal requires the right mix and number of instruments 

and sources of information to judge a school leader’s performance according to identified 
appraisal aspects and criteria. Research has increasingly stressed the benefits of using 
multiple tools to form a fair, valid and reliable picture of a school leader’s performance 
from a comprehensive perspective. 

The local selection of relevant sources of information by school leaders and 
evaluators may increase the relevance of the information that is gathered and create trust, 
acceptance and collaboration among school leaders. However, school leaders and 
evaluators need to have the necessary capacity and competence to choose suitable 
instruments and understand fairness, reliability and validity concerns. 

Limited research has provided some insights into the benefits of different tools and 
the caution needed when using others: 

• The use of school leader portfolios, if embedded within wider support structures, 
may ensure a school leader’s views are adequately represented in the appraisal 
process and help strengthen the formative dimension of appraisal.  

• The use of stakeholder surveys requires an awareness among evaluators of the 
politics that appraisal may involve. Teachers’ views may add most value to an 
appraisal process considering their close insights into a school’s daily routine.  

• Given the wide range of factors that influence student outcomes within and 
outside schools, and persistent evidence that the impact of school leaders on 
student learning is mainly indirect and mediated through others, holding school 
leaders directly accountable for improved student test scores or the value-added 
by the teachers in their school faces serious challenges and risks. 

Capacity 

Build capacity for effective school leader appraisal  
The successful implementation of any school leader appraisal system greatly depends 

on the selection and in-depth training of the evaluators. Policy makers, therefore, need to 
pay adequate attention to ensuring the credibility and competences of those evaluating 
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school leaders, especially considering the high levels of local autonomy for school leader 
appraisal in many contexts.  

For building capacity for implementing central/state frameworks at a local level, 
funding for evaluators’ training and professional development, the piloting of newly 
developed appraisal systems before implementation, opportunities for on-site formal 
training sessions for evaluators to discuss their experiences and the development of online 
platforms for ongoing discussion constitute possible measures to promote and develop 
appraisal-related skills among evaluators.  

School leaders themselves also need to be provided with support to understand the 
appraisal purposes and procedures and to be competent in the use of results to benefit 
from the appraisal process. School leader preparation and professional development 
programmes should ensure that school leaders are aware of expectations and the 
meanings of effective school leadership that they are appraised against. School leaders 
need preparation to make the best use of the feedback received. The development of 
appraisal-related competencies should, therefore, constitute an important aspect of school 
leadership preparation programmes and ongoing professional development.  

Promote school leader appraisal as an opportunity for peer learning 
School leadership can be a lonely role and school leaders can face feelings of 

professional isolation. In this context, appraisal can provide an essential source of support 
for school leaders. Appraisal can help create opportunities for school leaders to learn 
from each other and to share good practices with school leaders from other schools. This 
may involve school leaders appraising other leaders as critical friends that face similar 
challenges and work conditions. While the costs in terms of the additional workload for 
school leaders need to be taken into account, the involvement of school leaders as one 
part of an evaluator team in the appraisal of other school leaders can strengthen the 
formative dimension of appraisal. The involvement of school leaders in each other’s 
appraisal can, ultimately, also strengthen school leadership beyond the borders of a single 
school. Such collaboration and peer learning with other schools is an essential part of 
pedagogical leadership and may help foster system-wide improvement. 

Furthermore, including a peer-appraisal element in the appraisal process may have 
beneficial effects on the appraisal process itself. Involving school leaders as peer-
evaluators has the potential to increase the credibility and acceptance of the evaluator 
team among school leaders. Participation of school leaders in each other’s appraisal can 
also help build capacity and develop a deeper understanding of the appraisal system 
among school leaders. 

Use of results 

Ensure school leader appraisal informs professional development 
Given school leaders’ crucial role for teaching and learning, it is important that they 

benefit from dedicated training and professional development opportunities. Appraisal is 
unlikely to produce effective results if it is not appropriately linked to professional 
development. Considering that the appraisal of school leaders involves the risk of 
increasing school leaders’ workload and stress levels, it is essential to develop and 
successfully implement appraisal procedures that school leaders themselves perceive as 
meaningful and useful for improving their practices and behaviours.  
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Mechanisms should be in place to ensure that school leader appraisal itself provides 
effective and useful feedback that school leaders can use for improving their practices and 
behaviours (e.g. through a continuous cyclical appraisal process and the regular 
interaction between evaluators and appraisees). Appraisal procedures should, 
furthermore, feed into professional development activities and result in the preparation of 
an individual development plan. The formulation of steps for professional development 
should take into account the overall school objectives and the school development plan to 
ensure that appraisal and professional development are targeted towards the needs of a 
particular school. Considering the need to strengthen pedagogical leadership, individual 
development plans and professional development opportunities should pay adequate 
attention to developing school leaders’ competencies and practices in this area. Appraisal 
can constitute one opportunity to identify further development needs to this end. 
Including professional development activities as one aspect and criterion of appraisal in 
the process provides a further possibility to strengthen ties between appraisal and 
professional development.  

Consider the development of a career structure and career advancement 
opportunities to reward successful school leaders 

It is essential to bear the contemporary challenges for school leadership in mind. The 
OECD project on Improving School Leadership by Pont et al. (2008a) highlighted the 
impact of a heavy workload coupled with a lack of adequate support and remuneration 
and uncertain career advancement prospects as some of the reasons for a lack of attracting 
talented new school leaders. As the OECD project on school leadership suggested, career 
development prospects as well as salary scales for school leaders that are separate from 
teachers’ salary scales and that reflect leadership structures and school-level factors may 
help attract high performing leaders to all schools (Pont et al., 2008a).  

In many countries, the absence of career opportunities for effective school leaders 
may undermine the role of appraisal. Using appraisal results to inform career 
advancement may help make appraisal for accountability more effective and meaningful. 
It is, however, important to bear in mind that research on the effects of such systems that 
tie appraisal to career advancement is scarce.  

If appraisal is linked to school leaders’ career advancement, policy makers need to 
ensure that sound, valid and reliable appraisal processes are in place that school leaders 
perceive as fair and objective. This requires reliable indicators and clear appraisal aspects 
and criteria, training for evaluators and due consideration for the context in which a 
school leader works.  
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Notes

 
1. Recent major research studies on the relationship between school leadership and student 

outcomes and the nature of effective school leadership include Day et al. (2009), Robinson 
et al. (2009), and Louis et al. (2010). Further research undertakings include work of the 
European project The Making of: Leadership in Education to develop a European 
Framework of Reference on Effective Leadership (www.leadership-in-education.eu), the 
European Leadership Improvement for Student Achievement project (LISA) 
(www.leadership-in-education.eu/index.php?id=235) and the International Successful 
School Principalship Project (www.uv.uio.no/ils/english/research/projects/isspp). 

2. In the research literature, pedagogical leadership is often also referred to as learning-centred 
leadership and leadership for learning. 

3. In the research literature, distributed leadership is, at times, also referred to as collaborative 
leadership and shared leadership, among others. 

4. Chile provides an example of an appraisal scheme that is specifically designed to encourage 
the successful distribution of leadership in schools through leadership teams (see Box 7.2). 

5. Following previous work on school leadership undertaken by the OECD Directorate for 
Education and Skills, and for the sake of greater coherence across the chapter, this chapter 
refers to school leaders, school principals and deputy school principals. Depending on the 
country context, this refers to concepts such as the school principal in Australia, Canada and 
the United States or the headteacher in the United Kingdom and Ireland. However, 
depending on the context of a particular research study cited, different terms may be used. 
For instance, reference to a study on the effects of school leadership in the United Kingdom 
may describe the highest leadership position in schools as the headteacher. 

6. In Mexico, school principals and pedagogical-technical advisors in schools at ISCED levels 
1 and 2 are appraised through the Universal Teacher Appraisal System and the National 
Teaching Career Programme (Programa Nacional de Carrera magisterial [PNCM]) (see 
Chapter 5). The appraisal of school leaders through the PNCM system is based on 
information on student academic achievement (e.g. in standardised central assessments 
ENLACE) (50%), a school leader’s professional development activities (20%), and his or her 
exercise of tasks and responsibilities (30%). The assessment of a school leader’s exercise of 
tasks and responsibilities includes a test on professional preparation (5%). The appraisal 
framework described for Mexico throughout this chapter refers to the exclusive appraisal 
scheme for school principals at centrally managed public schools at ISCED level 3. 

7. The description of appraisal procedures, aspects and criteria, and instruments and sources of 
information focuses on the internal element of the school leader appraisal system in Portugal. 
For further details on the external element (external school evaluation), see Chapter 6.  

8. Leithwood et al.’s (2004) conclusions are based on a review of quantitative and qualitative 
research. This review formed the basis for a six year quantitative and qualitative research 
study by Louis et al. (2010). Louis et al. collected data from a wide range of respondents in 
the United States across nine states, 43 school districts, and 180 primary, middle and 
secondary schools. This amounted to survey data from a total of 8 391 teachers and 471 
school administrators; interview data from 581 teachers and administrators, 304 district level 
informants, and 124 state personnel; and observational data from 312 classrooms. Louis et al. 
also obtained student achievement data for literacy and mathematics in primary and 
secondary years, using scores on the states’ tests for measuring Adequate Yearly Progress as 
mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002.  
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9. Day et al.’s (2009; 2010) research was based on a sample of schools in England that had 

improved student outcomes over at least three consecutive years under the leadership of the 
same headteacher. It included surveys completed by headteachers and a range of other 
stakeholders, 20 case studies of primary and secondary schools and a literature review. 

10. Emstad’s case study focussed on two primary schools that implemented a formative self-
evaluation process that involved staff, students and parents. The self-evaluation process 
aimed to increase student learning through the use of student assessment and clear learning 
goals and relied on the same tool in both schools. The evidence was based on interviews with 
the school principal, three teachers (Years 5, 6 and 7) and a group of students at each school 
and additional documents and observations. 

11. Sun and Youngs examined school principal appraisal and practices in 13 school districts in 
Michigan, United States with a focus on the relationships between school principals’ 
behaviours and the appraisal purposes, focus and assessed leadership practices and behaviours. 
The study relied on data on district enrolment size in 2006-07, data on the percentage of 
students in each district eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in 2006-07 and a survey of 
district administrators, school principals and teachers (including 19 administrators responsible 
for the appraisal of primary and/or secondary school principals in 2006-07).  

12. Sun et al.’s study examined school principal appraisal and its relation to school leadership 
practices and behaviours in Michigan, United States, and Beijing, China. Based on survey 
data of two independent samples in Michigan (2007-08) and Beijing (2008-09), Sun et al. 
developed a two-level Multivariate Hierarchical Linear Model. The survey included 88 
primary and/or secondary school principals in Michigan and 90 primary and/or secondary 
school principals in metropolitan Beijing and similar demographic characteristics. 

13. Parylo et al.’s study was based on semi-structured interviews with 16 school principals from 
4 school districts in the state of Georgia, United States. The sample included school 
principals form all school levels and an even ratio between male and female school 
principals at different stages of their career. The school districts were selected based on their 
size, Adequate Yearly Progress status, socio-economic status and location. All of the school 
districts used different appraisal tools, but all of the procedures involved a pre-observation, 
an observation and a final appraisal meeting. 

14. For further information on Chile’s School Principals of Excellence training programme, see 
www.formaciondirectores.mineduc.cl. Also see www.gestionescolar.cl for further reference. 

15. For further information on New Zealand’s school leadership initiatives, see 
www.educationalleaders.govt.nz. 

16. For further information on Sweden’s National School Leadership Training Programme, see 
www.skolverket.se/publikationer?id=2254. 

17. Italy and the Netherlands have been developing central frameworks for school leader 
appraisal. 

18. After two decades of decentralisation, Hungary has experienced a trend towards a larger 
degree of central decision-making in education. Following new legislation passed in 2011 
and 2012, schools and other public educational institutions, with the exception of those 
maintained by the private sector and religious authorities, are subject to direct governance by 
central authorities (including funding allocation) from 2013 onwards. The information about 
the distribution of responsibilities for the appraisal of school leaders in this chapter refers to 
the period prior to this reform. The Hungarian appraisal system is envisaged to change 
substantially in 2013.  

19. Ultra-orthodox religious schools are exempt from central requirements for school leader 
appraisal. 
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20. Thomas et al.’s (1999) study involved 66 school districts and superintendents and 62 school 

principals in the province of Alberta, Canada. 

21. Gaziel’s (2008) study involved semi-structured interviews with two primary school 
supervisors and six primary school principals chosen randomly from four of the six 
educational districts in Israel. Israel introduced a new framework for the appraisal of school 
leaders in primary schools and partially in lower secondary schools in 2010-2011. Gaziel’s 
research refers to appraisal procedures in place prior to the implementation of the new 
appraisal model. 

22. Davis and Hensley’s (1999) study involved a review of relevant literature as well as in-depth 
interviews with six superintendents and 14 school principals in primary and secondary 
schools located in urban, suburban and rural school districts in California, United States.  

23. For further information, see  
www.education.vic.gov.au/school/principals/profdev/Pages/principalpd.aspx 

24. For further information, see  
http://edu.gov.on.ca/eng/policyfunding/leadership/appraise.html 

25. For further information, see El Portal Gestión y Liderazgo Educativo 
(www2.gestionyliderazgoeducativo.cl/gestioncalidad/evaluacion/home/index.php) and  
Más Directivos (www.masdirectivos.cl). 

26. For further information, see  
www.minedu.govt.nz/Boards/ManagingResources/PerformanceManagement.aspx and 
www.nzsta.org.nz/board-as-employers/principal/principals-appraisal/ 

27. The Portuguese school leader appraisal system relies on a quota system for the top two rating 
levels at the national level, which is monitored by a national Appraisal Co-ordination 
Council. 

28. At the time of printing this report, the Chilean Ministry of Education was planning to update 
the Framework for Good School Leadership and was developing more specific professional 
standards for school principals.  

29. The portfolio approach was, ultimately, not adopted for wider usage by the state of Ohio. 

30. The appraisal scheme that Israel’s central education authorities introduced for school 
principals from 2010-11 onwards does not include student achievement data as part of the 
appraisal process. The information reported by Israeli school principals as presented refers to 
the time before implementation of the new system and relates mainly to informal appraisal 
processes at a local level. 

31. The Regional Training Unit is a regional school leadership development organisation that 
caters for the needs of school leaders at every stage of their careers. It was established in 1990 
to: 1) provide elements of the Education and Library Boards’ training programmes which can 
most effectively be undertaken on a regional basis; 2) undertake responsibility for the long-
term management training of principals and senior staff of schools; and 3) provide training for 
school governors and for Education and Library Boards’ staff and its members. The 
arrangements for professional support are envisaged to transfer to the new Education and Skills 
Authority from 2013 onwards (Department of Education, Northern Ireland (forthcoming). 

32. For further information, see the following websites: http://lds21.com and www.leadership-in-
education.eu/index.php?id=40.  

33. This information reflects the situation prior to the introduction of new legislation in 2011 and 
2012 that has led to greater degrees of central decision-making in education. 

34. For further information on the Pittsburgh Urban Leadership system for Excellence (PULSE), 
see www.pps.k12.pa.us/14311043013230450/site/default.asp. 
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Annex 7.A Features of school leader appraisal frameworks  

The tables below provide information on features of school leader appraisal 
frameworks in the countries actively engaged in the OECD Review on Evaluation and 
Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes. The information was supplied 
by countries through a questionnaire specifically developed by the OECD Review. 

All the tables summarising features of evaluation and assessment frameworks, 
included in the annexes to this report, are also available on the OECD Review website at 
www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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Table 7.A.1 School leadership appraisal practices 

This table describes central/state policy frameworks for the appraisal of school leaders, i.e. the external evaluation of individual school leaders to make a judgement about 
their work and performance using objective criteria. Appraisal results may be used to inform professional development, career advancement and rewards for school leaders.  

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which school 
leaders is there a 

policy framework for 
individual appraisal? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

school leaders 
appraised, and 

how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures for 

school leader 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what references 
are school leaders 

appraised? 
What aspects of school 

leadership are appraised? 
What instruments and 

information sources are 
used? 

Does the 
appraisal result in 

a rating for the 
school leader? 

Does the appraisal 
inform the school 

leader’s professional 
development activities?

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

What rewards 
may school 
leadership 

appraisal involve?

What are the 
responses to 

underperformance of 
school leaders? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Australia 
School principal; 

deputy school 
principal1  

Mandatory 
periodic 

(frequency varies 
nationally, but 

generally annually) 

School principals 
and deputy school 

principals: state 
education 
authorities 

 
Deputy school 
principals only: 

school principals 

School principals: 
state education 

authorities  
 

Deputy school 
principals: school 

principals 

State standards for 
school leadership; a 

description of the 
general and professional 
duties of school leaders 

General leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 

organisation development; 
school climate; community 
relations; evaluation and 
accountability; resource 

management; interpersonal 
skills; school performance in 

relation to strategic plan 

School principals: 
dialogue with evaluators; 

school leader self-
appraisal; school visit; 

student outcomes; parent 
surveys 

 
Deputy school principals: 

dialogue with school 
principal; school leader 

self-appraisal; staff 
survey 

Yes (varies 
nationally) 

Yes, it systematically 
results in a professional 

development plan 

Yes, appraisal 
results may 

influence access 
to career 

development 
opportunities 

Permanent salary 
increment; extra 

professional 
development 
opportunities 

Further appraisal; 
compulsory training; 
deferral of promotion; 

transfer; dismissal 

Austria None2 a a a a a a a a a a a 

Belgium 
(Fl.) (*) 

School principal 
(public and 

government-
dependent private 

schools only)3 

Mandatory 
periodic (at least 
every 4 years) 

Central education 
authority 

School organising 
bodies4 

Individualised job 
descriptions, adapted to 

local expectations5 
At the discretion of school 

organising bodies Dialogue with evaluators Yes (2 levels) 
Yes, it is expected to 
influence professional 
development activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results may 

influence access 
to career 

development 
opportunities (but 
this is not defined 

in legislation) 

None Dismissal6 

Belgium 
(Fr.) 

School principal; 
deputy school 

principal (public and 
government-

dependent private 
schools only) 

Mandatory 
periodic (every 5 

years) 
Central education 

authority  

Public schools: 
central education 

authority  
 

Government-
dependent private 

schools: school 
board (may involve 
external experts) 

A description of the 
general and professional 
duties of school leaders 

(lettre de mission); 
central standards for 

school leadership 

Pedagogical leadership; 
interpersonal skills; resource 

management; additional 
aspects that are not 

specified7 

At the discretion of 
evaluators (typically 

dialogue with evaluators) 
No8 

Varies across schools 
(appraisal may result in 

suggestions for 
professional 

development) 

No None Further appraisal 
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Table 7.A.1 School leadership appraisal practices (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which school 
leaders is there a 

policy framework for 
individual appraisal? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

school leaders 
appraised, and 

how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures for 

school leader 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what references 
are school leaders 

appraised? 
What aspects of school 

leadership are appraised? 
What instruments and 

information sources are 
used? 

Does the 
appraisal result in 

a rating for the 
school leader? 

Does the appraisal 
inform the school 

leader’s professional 
development activities?

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

What rewards 
may school 
leadership 

appraisal involve?

What are the 
responses to 

underperformance of 
school leaders? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Canada 

Varies, at the 
discretion of 

provincial/territorial or 
local education 

authorities9 

Varies, at the 
discretion of 

provincial/territorial 
authorities, local 

education 
authorities, school 
boards/committees 

Provincial/territorial 
or local education 

authorities 

Provincial/territorial 
or local education 

authorities 

A description of the 
general and professional 
duties of school leaders; 

provincial/territorial 
standards for school 

leadership (e.g. Alberta 
and Ontario) 

Pedagogical leadership; 
community relations; 

organisation development; 
resource management 

Dialogue with evaluators; 
school visits  

Varies across 
provinces (e.g. in 

Ontario school 
leaders' 

performance can 
be rated as 

satisfactory or 
unsatisfactory) 

Yes, it is expected to 
influence professional 
development activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a school 

leader 
progresses in the 
career structure 

None 
Deferral of promotion; 

dismissal from 
leadership role 

Chile 

Performance 
appraisal (Evaluación 
de Desempeño, Law 

19.979): teaching 
and technical-

pedagogical leaders 
(including school 
principals, deputy 
school principals, 

general inspectors, 
and heads of 

technical units) 
(public schools 

only)10 

Mandatory 
periodic (annually) 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

School principals: 
local education 

authorities 
(municipal 
sustainers) 

 
Other teaching and 

technical-
pedagogical 

leaders: school 
principal 

School Management 
Quality Framework 

(Modelo de Calidad de la 
Gestión Escolar) for 
institutional targets; 

national standards for 
school leadership (Marco 
para la Buena Dirección) 

for professional 
development objectives; 

school development 
plan; annual plan for the 

development of 
education of the local 
education authority 

(municipality) 

Achievement of 2-4 
institutional targets and 2-4 
professional development 

objectives, related to general 
leadership; pedagogical 

leadership; school climate; 
and resource management11

Indicators and information 
sources selected by 
school leaders and 

evaluators compiled into 
an Evidence Portfolio 

(Carpeta de Evidencia); 
Implementation report 

(Reporte de 
Implementación) 

Yes (rating on a 
scale 0-100 and 4 
proficiency levels)

Yes, it is systematically 
linked with professional 
development activities 

No 
Salary increment 
for a fixed period 
of time (1-year 

period) 

Compulsory training; 
dismissal12 

Appraisal of 
Collective 

Performance 
(Asignación de 

Desempeño 
Colectivo, laws 

19.933 and 20.158): 
teaching and 

technical-pedagogical 
leadership teams 

(public schools and 
non-government 

dependent private 
schools with more 
than 250 students 

only) 

Voluntary 
Central education 

authority or 
government 

Performance 
agreements 
submitted by 

school principals: 
school organising 

bodies 
(sustainers)13 

 
Performance 
agreements 

submitted by other 
teaching and 

technical-
pedagogical 

leaders: school 
principals13 

School Management 
Quality Framework 

(Modelo de Calidad de la 
Gestión Escolar) for 
institutional targets; 
school development 

plan; annual plan for the 
development of 

education of the local 
education authority 

(municipality) or school 
board 

Achievement of a 
performance agreement that 

entails an institutional 
objective and institutional 

targets (Convenio), related to 
general leadership; 

pedagogical leadership; 
school climate; and resource 

managament14 

Indicators and information 
sources selected by the 
school leadership team 

and evaluators compiled 
into an Evidence Portfolio 
(Carpeta de Evidencia); 
implementation report 

(Reporte de 
Implementación) 

Yes (rating on a 
scale 0-100 and 4 
proficiency levels)

No No One-off financial 
bonus None 
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Table 7.A.1 School leadership appraisal practices (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which school 
leaders is there a 

policy framework for 
individual appraisal? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

school leaders 
appraised, and 

how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures for 

school leader 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what references 
are school leaders 

appraised? 
What aspects of school 

leadership are appraised? 
What instruments and 

information sources are 
used? 

Does the 
appraisal result in 

a rating for the 
school leader? 

Does the appraisal 
inform the school 

leader’s professional 
development activities?

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

What rewards 
may school 
leadership 

appraisal involve?

What are the 
responses to 

underperformance of 
school leaders? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Czech 
Republic 

School principals 
(public schools 

only)15 

In relation to 
decision on 

employment status 
(contract renewal) 

School organising 
bodies 

Varies across 
schools depending 

on the school 
organising body 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 
Yes 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on the 
school organising 

body 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on the 
school organising 

body 

Varies across schools 
depending on the 
school organising 

body; 
underperformance 

may result in 
dismissal 

Denmark None16 a a a a a a a a a a a 

Estonia None17 a a a a a a a a a a a 

Finland None18 a a a a a a a a a a a 

France 
School principal; 

deputy school 
principal (public 

schools)19 

Mandatory 
periodic (every 3 

years); at the 
request of the 

school principal in 
the event of a 

transfer request 

Central education 
authority (Ministry 

of Education) 

ISCED level 1: 
local inspection 
bodies (IEN);20 

regional education 
authorities 
(recteurs 

d'académies) 
 

ISCED levels 2 
and 3: regional 

education 
authorities 
(recteurs 

d'académies)  

School principal's school 
analysis documents (le 

diagnostic de 
l'établissement); a 
description of the 

general and professional 
duties/mission statement 

(lettre de mission) 

ISCED level 1: observation of 
leadership practices and 

behaviours (general 
leadership; pedagogical 
leadership; community 

relations; resource 
management) 

 
ISCED levels 2 and 3: 

achievement of objectives set 
by the lettre de mission; 

observation of leadership 
practices and behaviours 

(general leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 

community relations; resource 
management) 

ISCED level 1: dialogue 
with evaluators 

 
ISCED levels 2 and 3: 

dialogue with evaluators; 
indicators and information 

sources selected by 
school principals and 

evaluators 

Yes (4 levels: 
exceptional; very 
good; good; to be 

improved) 
No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a school 

leader 
progresses in the 
career structure 
or salary scale 

 
Salary increment; 
one-off financial 

bonus 

Deferral of promotion; 
salary increment 

withheld 

Hungary None21 a a a a a a a a a a a 

Iceland None  a a a a a a a a a a a 

Ireland None22 a a a a a a a a a a a 
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Table 7.A.1 School leadership appraisal practices (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which school 
leaders is there a 

policy framework for 
individual appraisal? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

school leaders 
appraised, and 

how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures for 

school leader 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what references 
are school leaders 

appraised? 
What aspects of school 

leadership are appraised? 
What instruments and 

information sources are 
used? 

Does the 
appraisal result in 

a rating for the 
school leader? 

Does the appraisal 
inform the school 

leader’s professional 
development activities?

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

What rewards 
may school 
leadership 

appraisal involve?

What are the 
responses to 

underperformance of 
school leaders? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Israel 

School principals; 
deputy school 

principal (all schools, 
ISCED level 1 and 

partially ISCED level 
2 only)23 

Mandatory 
periodic (every 3 
years); in relation 
to a decision on 

employment status 
(contract renewal) 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

School principal: 
school inspector

 
Deputy school 

principal: school 
principal 

National standards for 
school leadership 

Both school principals and 
deputy school principals: 

general leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 

school climate; community 
relations; evaluation and 

accountability; interpersonal 
skills  

 
School principals only: 

organisation development; 
resource management 

School principals: 
dialogue with evaluators; 

self-appraisal; school 
visit; school leader 

portfolio 
 

Deputy school principals: 
dialogue with the school 
principal; self-appraisal 

Yes (5 levels) 
Yes, it is expected to 
influence professional 
development activities 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 

promotion 

None (under 
discussion) 

Both school principals 
and deputy school 
principals: further 

appraisal; dismissal  

Italy None24 a a a a a a a a a a a 

Korea  

School Principal 
Appraisal for 
Professional 

Development (*): 
school principal; 
deputy school 

principal 

Mandatory 
periodic (annually) 

Central 
government 

Regional education 
authorities 

(Metropolitan and 
Provincial Offices 

of Education); peer 
evaluators; 
teachers 

A description of the 
general and professional 
duties of school leaders 

General leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 

organisational development; 
school climate; community 

relations; resource 
management; interpersonal 

skills 

Teacher surveys; student 
surveys; parent surveys Yes (5 levels)  

Yes, it systematically 
results in a professional 

development plan 
No 

Extra professional 
development 
opportunities 

Compulsory training 

Evaluation for School 
Management : 

School principal 

At the discretion of 
regional education 

authorities 
(Metropolitan and 
Provincial Offices 

of Education) 

Central 
government 

Regional education 
authorities 

(Metropolitan and 
Provincial Offices 

of Education) 

m General leadership; parent 
and student satisfaction 

Student outcomes; 
teacher surveys; student 
surveys; parent surveys 

Yes (5 levels) No 

Yes, appraisal 
results may 

influence 
decisions about 

promotion 

One-off financial 
bonus Financial penalty 

Luxembourg None a a a a a a a a a a a 

Mexico 
School principal 

(public central level 
schools at ISCED 

level 3 only)25 

Mandatory 
periodic (annually) 

Central education 
authority 

Central education 
authority  

National standards for 
school leadership 

Organisation development; 
evaluation and accountability; 

resource management 
Student outcomes 

Yes (4 levels: 
excellent; good; 

adequate; 
insufficient) 

Yes, it systematically 
results in a professional 

development plan 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 
decisions about 

promotion 
None Permanent contract 

not granted 

Netherlands None26 a a a a a a a a a a a 
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Table 7.A.1 School leadership appraisal practices (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which school 
leaders is there a 

policy framework for 
individual appraisal? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

school leaders 
appraised, and 

how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures for 

school leader 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what references 
are school leaders 

appraised? 
What aspects of school 

leadership are appraised? 
What instruments and 

information sources are 
used? 

Does the 
appraisal result in 

a rating for the 
school leader? 

Does the appraisal 
inform the school 

leader’s professional 
development activities?

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

What rewards 
may school 
leadership 

appraisal involve?

What are the 
responses to 

underperformance of 
school leaders? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

New Zealand School principal  Mandatory 
periodic (annually) 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

School Board of 
Trustees 

(sometimes 
involving external 

appraisers) 

National standards for 
school leadership 

Achievement of a 
performance agreement in 

relation to general leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 

school climate; community 
relations; and resource 

management.27  

Performance agreement 
includes one or more 

professional development 
objectives. 

Indicators and information 
sources selected by 
school principals and 

evaluators; may include: 
dialogue with evaluators; 

self appraisal; student 
outcomes; student 

surveys; parent surveys; 
teacher surveys 

No 
Yes, it is expected to 
influence professional 
development activities 

m A staged career 
allowance 

Further appraisal; 
professional 

development; 
statutory intervention 

Norway None28 a a a a a a a a a a a 

Poland (*) School principal 
(public schools only) 

In relation to 
decision on 

employment status 
(contract 

renewal)29 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

(general 
framework set by 

law) 

Local education 
authorities; 

regional education 
authorities 
(education 

superintendents) 

A description of the 
general and professional 

duties of teachers and 
school leaders defined in 
national regulations and 

legal requirements 

General leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 

organisation development; 
school climate; resource 

management 

Outcomes of the external 
school evaluation; 

judgement of the school 
board (or pedagogical 

council of the school) and 
trade unions active in the 

school 

Yes (3 levels: 
excellent, good, 

negative) 
No No None Contract not renewed 

Portugal 
School principal 
(public schools 

only)30 

Mandatory 
periodic (every 4 

years)  
 

There are 2 
mandatory 

components:  
(1) internal 
appraisal;  

and (2) external 
appraisal 

Central education 
authority 

Internal appraisal 
(60% of final 

rating): General 
council 

 
External appraisal 

(40% of final 
rating): 

Inspectorate 
(results of external 
school evaluation)

Internal appraisal: 
mission statement (carta 
de missão) (prepared by 

school principal); 
leadership competencies 

as defined by school’s 
general council; 

professional 
development 
requirements 

 
External appraisal: 
references used in 

external school 
evaluation by 
Inspectorate 

Internal appraisal: Fulfilment 
of stated mission (carta de 

missão) (efficacy, efficiency, 
quality); leadership 
competencies; and 

professional development 
 

External appraisal: Aspects 
evaluated through external 
school evaluation (results, 

education service, leadership 
and management) 

Internal appraisal: self-
appraisal; appraisal of 

fulfilment of school 
principal mission 

statement (carta de 
missão); assessment of 
leadership competencies 

 
External appraisal: 
instruments used in 

external school 
evaluation by 
Inspectorate 

Yes (5 levels) – 
there is a quota 

system for the top 
two levels at the 
national level, 
monitored by a 
national level 

Appraisal  
Co-ordination 

Council 

No 

Yes, appraisal 
results influence 

the speed at 
which a school 

leader 
progresses in the 
career structure 

Extra service time 
to be credited on 
the next step of 

the career 
structure 

Further appraisal; no 
service time counted; 
compulsory training 

Slovak 
Republic 

School principals; 
deputy school 
principals (all 

schools)31 

In relation to 
employment status 
(contract renewal) 

School organising 
bodies 

School organising 
bodies 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on the 
school organising 

body32 

Varies across schools 
depending on the school 

organising body 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on the 
school organising 

body 

Varies across 
schools 

depending on the 
school organising 

body 

Varies across schools 
depending on the 
school organising 

body 

Slovenia (*) 

School principal 
(public and 

government-
dependent private 

schools only) 

Mandatory 
periodic (annually) 

Central education 
authority or 
government 

School board 
Rules on criteria for 
establishing work 

performance33 

General leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 
resource management 

Dialogue with evaluators; 
school leader portfolio 

Yes (rating on a 
scale 0–100) No No One-off financial 

bonus None 
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Table 7.A.1 School leadership appraisal practices (continued) 

Country 

Governance Procedures Use of results 

For which school 
leaders is there a 

policy framework for 
individual appraisal? 

Under which 
circumstances are 

school leaders 
appraised, and 

how often? 

Who determines 
the procedures for 

school leader 
appraisal? 

Who are the 
evaluators? 

Against what references 
are school leaders 

appraised? 
What aspects of school 

leadership are appraised? 
What instruments and 

information sources are 
used? 

Does the 
appraisal result in 

a rating for the 
school leader? 

Does the appraisal 
inform the school 

leader’s professional 
development activities?

Do appraisal 
results impact 

career 
advancement? 

What rewards 
may school 
leadership 

appraisal involve?

What are the 
responses to 

underperformance of 
school leaders? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Spain 
School principal 
(public schools 

only)34 
Mandatory 

periodic (annually) 
State education 

authorities  
State inspection 

bodies 

A description of the 
general and professional 
duties of school leaders; 
school development plan 

or school project 

General leadership; 
pedagogical leadership; 

organisation development; 
school climate; community 
relations; evaluation and 
accountability; resource 

management; interpersonal 
skills 

Dialogue with evaluators; 
school leader portfolio 
(general annual report) 

No No 

Appraisal 
influences the 

school principal's 
time in office and 
the consolidation 
of the salary level

Ongoing high 
performance 

through several 
positive 

appraisals allows 
school principals 
to remain at the 
salary level after 

leaving the school 
leadership 

position  

Transfer 

Sweden None35 a a a a a a a a a a a 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) (*) 

School principal; 
deputy school 

principal 
(Performance Review 

and Staff 
Development 

Scheme [PRSD]) 

Mandatory 
periodic (annually) 

Teachers' 
Negotiating 
Committee 
(Employing 
Authorities, 

Department and 
Teacher Unions) 

Board of 
Governors (two 

reviewers); 
External Adviser 

School Development 
Plan (SDP) 

Three personal/shared 
objectives are set covering 

the areas of (i) leadership and 
management, (ii) pupil & 

curriculum development; and 
(iii) personal and professional 

development 

(i) Classroom 
observations; (ii) task 

observations; (iii) review 
discussion 

No, a review 
statement is 

prepared 

Yes, the PRSD Scheme 
helps to identify the 

professional needs and 
necessary resources to 
support school leaders 

in their professional 
development 

The PRSD 
Scheme helps to 

identify the 
professional 
needs and 
necessary 

resources to 
support school 
leaders in their 

career 
progression. 

The PRSD 
Review Statement 
is part of the body 
of evidence used 

to inform 
decisions on pay 

progression. 

There is an informal 
stage where a 

programme of support 
and development is 

provided. This may be 
followed by a formal 
stage which includes 
the issue of a formal 

written notice, a 
targeted support 
programme and 

ultimately dismissal if 
a satisfactory 

standard of work is 
not achieved. 

Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available; (*) The appraisal of school leaders is based on the teacher appraisal system. 
1. Australia: Australia is a federation of eight states and territories. There are differences in school leader appraisal systems between states and territories and also between public (government) and 
private (non-government) schools. For most private schools, the school leader appraisal practices are set at the school level and carried out by the school board. Private schools that are part of a system 
(e.g. Catholic and Lutheran schools) also have frameworks for the appraisal of their school principals. While school principals’ performance appraisal processes are undertaken by state-level 
jurisdictions, the National Professional Standard for Principals and the Australian Charter for Professional Learning of Teachers and School Leaders provide national guidance. 
2. Austria: The policy framework for school evaluation considers school leadership as a general task, without a specific evaluation of individual school leaders. Only in case of a serious complaint, the 
state education authority can start an investigation on the allegations and appraise the performance of the school principal (rarely applied). 
3. Belgium (Fl.): In public schools run by the Flemish Community of Belgium, school principals are also appraised at the completion of their probationary period of one year. If unsatisfactory, this 
probationary appraisal can lead to dismissal.  
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4. Belgium (Fl.): In public schools run by the Flemish Community, the role of the school organising body is delegated to the school group. In public schools run by provincial and local education 
authorities (provinces and municipalities), the local magistrate for education acts as the school principal’s evaluator. In government-dependent private schools (including Catholic schools) evaluators 
mostly comprise volunteers. 
5. Belgium (Fl.): School boards in both primary and secondary education are responsible for determining the responsibilities of the school principals The autonomy of the school board corresponds to 
the principle of Freedom of Education. The responsibilities for school principals are only pre-determined in public schools run by the Flemish Community. 
6. Belgium (Fl.): In the case of underperformance, school principals without permanent appointment are dismissed from their function. If a school principal had previously been appointed to a 
permanent teaching position, they are allowed to take up their teaching responsibility. 
7. Belgium (Fr.): Legislation explicitly refers to these three areas of competence of directors. Other aspects, however, can be appraised in addition to these three leadership domains at the discretion of 
the evaluators.  
8. Belgium (Fr.): Legislation specifies that appraisal is a solely formative process.  
9. Canada: Canada is a federation of ten provinces and three territories. There are differences in the appraisal of school leaders across provinces and territories. 
10. Chile: In government-dependent private schools, school leaders are appraised at the discretion of their school organising body (sustainer). 
11. Chile: The institutional targets need to be linked to a 2-4 year institutional objective. Among the institutional targets, at least two need to be linked to the School Management Quality Framework. 
In addition, at least one institutional target needs to be related to results, another to general leadership or pedagogical leadership. The institutional targets and professional development objectives are 
weighed at 50% each. For other teaching and technical-pedagogical leaders, the individually set institutional objectives need to be related to the institutional targets set as part of the school principal’s 
appraisal.  
12. Chile: In the case of a second unsatisfactory appraisal, the local education authority must inform the Municipal Council. The Municipal Council may remove a school leader from their functions 
with a two-third majority.  
13. Chile: The appraisal result formed by the school organising body or school principal is subsequently verified by the provincial/regional education authority. In some cases, the result is also subject 
to an external auditing process. 
14. Chile: At least one of the institutional targets needs to be related to results and a second institutional target to general leadership or pedagogical leadership.  
15. Czech Republic: Following the introduction of new legislation, from 2012 onwards school principals in public schools are appointed for a period of 6 years. After this period, school organising 
bodies are required to appraise school principals to decide on the renewal of the contract. School organising bodies hold responsibility for determining the procedures for appraisal. The School Act 
(2004) serves as a reference standard for defining appraisal aspects. In public schools, school organising bodies also appraise school principals at their own discretion or in case of a complaint.  
16. Denmark: ISCED levels 1 and 2 (public schools): Even though there is no central policy framework for appraisal, school leaders are appraised by local education authorities (municipalities). 
Practices vary between schools and municipalities. Some local education authorities (municipalities) require an annual appraisal of school leaders. Management by means of objectives is increasingly 
being used for school principals. Results contracts, school principal agreements and other forms of contracting serve as a means to define the objectives for the individual school (and school principal), 
typically for a 1- or 2-year period. Consequently, monitoring and performance systems are used to continuously assess if the school is performing according to the set objectives. Even though these 
instruments are implemented as management tools as such, they are equally important to hold schools and school leaders accountable for performance. There is no comprehensive overview of the 
instruments used to perform internal assessment of schools, but schools are likely to rely on various self-evaluation activities, which may involve a wide range of different methods of data collection. 
The external school assessment procedure is the annual quality report, which basically involves an external review by the municipal district council. ISCED level 3 (public schools): Annual result 
contracts are widely used. 
17. Estonia: There is no central policy framework for the appraisal of school principals in place. The appraisal of school principals can take place at the local level, but is not mandatory.  
18. Finland: There is no central policy framework for the appraisal of school principals in place. The appraisal of school principals is handled differently by each local education authority 
(municipality). In some cases, there is a personal results-based contract between the school principal and the local education authority (municipality), in which the outcomes and expected results of the 
school prinicpal’s work are defined. 
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19. France: School principals in schools at ISCED level 1 are also often appraised as teachers. School principals in private schools are appraised by their employers. In addition, local inspection bodies 
(Inspecteur de l'éducation nationale [IEN]) assess the compliance of school principals in private schools with national education goals and programmes.  
20. France: Inspecteur de l'éducation nationale. 
21. Hungary: There is no central policy framework for the individual appraisal of school leaders in place. The appraisal of school principals takes place at the discretion of school organising bodies 
(maintainers). Central authorities merely recommend school organising bodies to appraise school leaders in the second and fourth year of their 5-year term. However, school organising bodies hold 
ultimate responsibility for determining if, when and how to appraise their school leaders. Appraisal typically involves an external expert. It typically takes the respective local quality management 
programme into account and school principals are often rated according to 4 grades (exceptionally suitable, suitable, less suitable, not suitable). Appraisal as carried out by school organising bodies 
typically fulfils both developmental and accountability functions. It may inform professional development activities and the re-appointment process. High performance may also be rewarded with an 
incremental or occasional salary bonus. Deputy school principals are appraised according to the local quality management programme of individual schools. The Hungarian appraisal system is 
envisaged to change substantially in 2013. 
22. Ireland: Legislation in Ireland (Section 24 (3) of the Education Act 1998) allows for appraisal of a principal teacher as part of a process to address issues relating to professional competence or 
conduct. 
23. Israel: A central policy framework for the appraisal of school principals in Israel was implemented in 2010-11 under the New Horizon reform programme. This framework applies to all schools at 
ISCED level 1 and partially to schools at ISCED level 2 except ultra-orthodox religious schools. 
24. Italy: Italy has been developing a central policy framework for the mandatory periodic appraisal of school principals of public schools that appraises school principals every three years. It is 
envisaged that the evaluator team will comprise one inspector and two external evaluation experts. 
25. Mexico: Information for the appraisal of school leaders in schools managed by state-level education authorities or autonomous agencies for all ISCED levels is not included in this table. At ISCED 
levels 1 and 2, the universal teacher appraisal system (see Table 5.1) and the National Teaching Career Programme (Programa Nacional de Carrera Magisterial [PNCM], see Table 5.4) also apply to 
school principals and pedagogical-technical advisors.  
26. Netherlands: The appraisal of school leaders takes place at the discretion of school organising bodies (competent authorities). A central framework for the appraisal of school leaders has been in 
development, and is expected to be implemented in 2015. It is, however, not yet certain if appraisal and/or the central framework will be mandatory.  
27. New Zealand: The professional standards for school leaders refer to school culture; pedagogy; systems; and partnerships and networks. 
28. Norway: The appraisal of school leaders can take place at the local level.  
29: Poland: Contracts for school principals contract are awarded for 5 years and directors are selected in a competitive process. 
30. Portugal: Deputy school principals are appraised by the school principal as part of the teacher appraisal model. 
31: Slovak Republic: There are national requirements for school leader professional development and the maximum length of contracts (5 years). School organising bodies (e.g. municipalities, 
regional education authorities, religious bodies) are legally required to conduct school leader appraisal, but are free to determine how they conduct this. Typically, appraisal involves an assessment of 
the achieved results in the school’s development, a school leader’s professional and leadership skills and participation in professional development. Evaluators often hold a dialogue with school 
leaders and draw on surveys, national measurements and school leader portfolios. Appraisal may also involve an analysis of school documentation.  
32: Slovak Republic: Each employer (school organising body) creates its own ratings or may use the rating scale recommended by the Ministry (unsatisfactory, partially satisfactory, very good and 
exceptional). 
33. Slovenia: Rules refer to the evaluation of work performance agreements covering leadership tasks according to a school principal’s job description. 
34. Spain: In the case of private institutions the employer is responsible for managing school leaders. 
35: Sweden: Appraisal takes place at the discretion of local education authorities (municipalities, school boards). 
Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Table 7.A.2 Employment status and career development of school leaders 

This table describes the employment status and career development of school leaders. 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of 
school leaders? 

What is the 
employment status 
of school leaders? 

Can school leaders be 
employed on fixed-term 

contracts?  
What is the structure of the 

school leader career? 
What determines school 

leader career progression?

1 2 3 4 5 

Australia 

State education authorities 
or governments; local 
education authorities; 

school, school board or 
committee1 

Civil servant status; 
Salaried employee 

status 

Yes, both school leaders 
with civil servant status and 

salaried employee status 
(maximum period of time 

varies nationally) 

Multilevel career structure with 
a salary scale for each career 
level (number of levels varies 

nationally) 

School leader appraisal 
results; merit selection 

process 

Austria 

ISCED level 1 (public 
schools): state education 

authorities 
 

ISCED level 2 (public 
schools): central or state 

education authorities 
depending on the type of 

schools 
 

ISCED level 3 (public 
schools): central education 

authorities 

Civil servant status; 
salaried employee 

status 

Yes, both school leaders 
with civil servant status and 

salaried employee status 
(for a maximum of 4 years)

Unique career stage with a 
single salary scale 

Salary step increments 
based on length of service 

(biennial progression) 

Belgium  
(Fl.) 

School organising bodies 
(public schools and 

government-dependent 
private schools) 

Civil servant status Yes Unique career stage with a 
single salary scale 

Taking on extra roles and 
tasks 

Belgium 
(Fr.) 

School organising bodies 
(public schools and 

government-dependent 
private schools) 

Civil servant status No2 Unique career stage with a 
single salary scale  Length of service 

Canada School board (public 
schools) 

Salaried employee 
status 

Yes (maximum period of 
time varies across 

provinces/territories and is 
at the discretion of 

education authorities 
depending on the availability

of permanent positions) 

Multilevel career structure with 
a single salary scale 

(compensation tied to the size 
of the school) 

Taking on extra roles and 
tasks; school leader 

appraisal results; exceeding 
expectations or exemplary 
performance in previous 

postings; supervisory officer 
qualifications programme; 
decision of head of school 

board 

Chile School organising bodies 
(sustainers) 

Salaried employee 
status 

Public schools: yes (5-year 
contract with possibility to 

re-apply) 
 

Government-dependent 
private schools: yes (for a 

maximum of  
2 years)3 

Public schools: 
unique career stage with a 

single salary scale  
 

Government-dependent private 
schools: at the discretion of 
school organising bodies 

(sustainers) 

Public schools: 
salary step increments 

based on length of service
 

Government-dependent 
schools: at the discretion of 

school organising bodies 
(sustainers) 
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Table 7.A.2 Employment status and career development of school leaders (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of 
school leaders? 

What is the 
employment status 
of school leaders? 

Can school leaders be 
employed on fixed-term 

contracts?  
What is the structure of the 

school leader career? 
What determines school 

leader career progression?

1 2 3 4 5 

Czech 
Republic 

School organising bodies 
(all schools) 

Public schools: civil 
servant status 

 
Private schools: 

salaried employee 
status 

Yes, school principals with 
civil servant status (6-year 

contract for all school 
leaders with the possibility 

of renewal);  
 

Yes, school principals with 
salaried employee status (at 

the discretion of school 
organising bodies) 

All schools: unique career stage 
with a single salary scale 

All schools: salary step 
increments based on length 

of service 

Denmark 

ISCED levels 1 and 2 
(public schools): local 
education authorities 

 
ISCED level 3 (all schools): 

school boards 

State civil servant 
status; salaried 
employee status 

m None a 

Estonia Central government; local 
education authorities4  

Salaried employee 
status No None a 

Finland Local education authorities Salaried employee 
status No5 

Unique career stage with a 
single salary scale (5 steps in 

schools with general 
programmes) 

Certain steps on the salary 
scale according to the 

length of service 

France Central education authority 
(Ministry of Education) Civil servant status Yes 

Multilevel career structure with 
a salary scale for each career 

level (3 career levels which 
respectively 10, 11 and 6 salary 
steps, each step corresponds to 

an indexed salary)  

Appraisal results; length of 
service 

Hungary School organising bodies 
(maintainers)6 Public employee  

Yes (5-year contract for all 
school leaders with the 
possibility of renewal) 

Teacher multilevel career 
structure with a salary scale for 

each career level (5 career 
levels defined by qualification, 

14 salary steps within each 
career level, progression on the 
salary scale every 3 years) plus 

school leadership bonus 
defined by the school 

organising body (maintainer) 
within a regulated percentage 

interval 

Length of service; 
completion of professional 

development; taking on 
extra roles and tasks; 

school leader appraisal 
results  

Iceland 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: local 
education authorities 

 
ISCED level 3: central 
education authorities 

ISCED levels 1 and 
2: salaried employee 

status 
 

ISCED level 3: civil 
servant status  

Yes, both school leaders 
with civil servant status and 

salaried employee status 
(for a maximum of 2 years)

ISCED levels 1 and 2: unique 
career stage with a single 

salary scale (18 steps) 
 

ISCED level 3: unique career 
stage with a single salary scale 

(9 steps) 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: 
salary step increments 

based on length of service 
and age 

 
ISCED level 3: salary step 

increments based on length 
of service and school size 
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Table 7.A.2 Employment status and career development of school leaders (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of 
school leaders? 

What is the 
employment status 
of school leaders? 

Can school leaders be 
employed on fixed-term 

contracts?  
What is the structure of the 

school leader career? 
What determines school 

leader career progression?

1 2 3 4 5 

Ireland School Board of 
Management 

Salaried employee 
status; state  

non-civil service 
status (public 

servant) 

No 
Unique career stage with a 

single salary scale (17 steps 
and allowance dependent on 

the school size) 

Salary step increments 
based on length of service 

Israel 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: 
central government; 

corporation or non-profit 
organisation 

 
ISCED 3: local education 
authorities; corporation or 

non-profit organisation 

ISCED levels 1, 2 
and 3: civil servant 

status; salaried 
employee status 

ISCED level 1 and 2: no 
 

ISCED level 3: yes, school 
leaders with salaried 
employee status only 

ISCED level 1: multilevel career 
structure, with a salary scale for 

each career level (2 levels: 4 
steps) 

 
ISCED level 2: multilevel career 
structure, with a salary scale for 

each career level (3 levels: 9 
steps at level 2; 4 steps at 

levels 3 and 4) 
 

ISCED level 3: multilevel career 
structure within a single salary 

scale (3 levels) 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: 
length  

of service; completion of 
professional development; 

school leader appraisal 
results 

 
ISCED level 3: length of 
service; completion of 

professional development 

Italy Central education authority 
(public schools only) Civil servant status No Unique career stage with a 

single salary scale 

Salary step increments 
based on length of service 

as a teacher; school 
context7 

Korea Central government Civil servant status No 
Multilevel career structure with 
a single salary scale (2 levels, 

50 steps) 

Length of service; 
completion of professional 

development; appraisal 
results (Appraisal for School 

Management) 

Luxembourg 
Central education authority 

or government  
(public schools) 

Civil servant status No 
Unique career structure with a 

single salary scale (salary scale 
defined for civil servants) 

Salary step increments 
based on length of service 

Mexico 

ISCED levels 1 and 2 
(public schools): state 
education authorities 

 
ISCED level 3 (public 

schools): central education 
authorities; state education 

authorities 
 

ISCED level 3 (all schools 
managed by autonomous 
agencies): autonomous 

and private institutions (e.g.
universities) 

ISCED levels 1, 2 
and 3: salaried 

employee status 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: no
 

ISCED level 3: yes (varies 
between 6 months to 3 

years) 

ISCED levels 1 and 2: 
multilevel career structure, with 
a salary scale for each career 

level (through the National 
Teaching Career Programme 

[PNCM])8 
 

ISCED level 3: unique career 
stage with a single salary scale 

 
ISCED levels 1 and 2: 
knowledge; aptitude; 
discipline; punctuality; 

length of service 
 

ISCED level 3: a; school 
leader appraisal results for 
public schools managed by 
central education authorities 

only 

Netherlands School organising bodies 
(competent authorities) 

Public schools: civil 
servant status 

 
Private schools: 

salaried employee 
status9 

Yes, both school leaders 
with civil servant status and 

salaried employee status 
(e.g. as interim director) 

School leader career structure 
and number of salary steps can 

depend on school size 
School leader appraisal 

results 
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Table 7.A.2 Employment status and career development of school leaders (continued) 

Country 

Employment status Career development 

Who is the employer of 
school leaders? 

What is the 
employment status 
of school leaders? 

Can school leaders be 
employed on fixed-term 

contracts?  
What is the structure of the 

school leader career? 
What determines school 

leader career progression?

1 2 3 4 5 

New Zealand School Board of Trustees 
Civil servant status; 
salaried employee 

status 

Yes, both school leaders 
with civil servant status and 

salaried employee status 
Unique career stage with a 

single salary scale  

Salary step increments 
based on length of service 
and school leader appraisal 

results 

Norway Local education 
authorites10 

Salaried employee 
status Yes 

Multilevel career structure with 
a salary scale for each career 

level (4 steps)11 

School leader appraisal 
results; student results in 

some local education 
authorities 

Poland 
Local education authorities 

(communes, districts or 
other governing bodies) 

Civil servant status; 
salaried employee 

status 

Yes (5-year contract for all 
school principals with the 

possibility of renewal) 
Unique career stage a 

Portugal Central education authority Civil servant status No 
Teacher career structure 

(unique career stage with 10 
steps in the salary scale) 

Length of service; appraisal 
results; completion of 

professional development 
(same as for teachers) 

Slovak 
Republic 

School and/or school 
organising bodies (in case 
of schools that do not have 

a legal personality) 
Civil servant status 

Yes (5-year contract for all 
school principals with the 

possibility of renewal) 
None a 

Slovenia School board Civil servant status 
Yes (5-year contract for all 
school principals with the 

possibility of renewal) 
None a 

Spain 

State education authorities 
(public schools); school 

organising bodies 
(government-dependent 

private schools) 

State civil servant 
status 

Yes (for a maximum of 4 
years) 

Unique career stage with a 
single salary scale (1 step) a 

Sweden 
Local education authorities;

school organising bodies 
(independent schools) 

Salaried employee 
status12 Yes Salaries are determined by 

local education authorities a 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

Employing Authority13 
Public servant; 

Salaried employee 
status 

No 
Single leadership pay scale for 
principals and vice-principals 

with placement linked to school 
unit total (enrolment) 

School unit total 
(enrolment); school leader 

appraisal results 
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Notes: a: information not applicable because the category does not apply; m: information not available. 

1. Australia is a federation of eight states/territories. There are differences in employment practices between states and 
territories, as well as differences between public (government) and private (non-government) institutions. In private schools that 
are part of a system (systemic non-government school systems), school leaders are often appointed by the local education 
authority. In independent private schools, school leaders are appointed by the school board or committee. 

2. Belgium (Fr.): Except during the probationary period and if the school leader is substituting a school leader (e.g. on sick 
leave). 

3. Chile: After two years, the contract automatically turns into a permanent type. 

4. Estonia: Schools principals in public schools are appointed until their retirement. School principals in government-dependent 
private schools directors are appointed by school organising bodies. The salary of school principals is determined by the school 
owner (government, local authority or school organising body of a government-dependent private school). 

5. Finland: School leaders are appointed until retirement. 

6. Hungary: The trend towards a larger degree of central decision making in education in Hungary is also likely to influence 
employer responsibilities for school principals in 2013.  

7. Italy: With the development of a central policy framework for the mandatory periodic appraisal of school leaders, it is 
intended that appraisal results are taken into account as one factor for determining progression on the salary scale. At present, 
school leaders’ salaries are based upon the following two parts (according to the National Contract (CCNL) for school leaders): 
a) a fixed economic element; and b) a variable element determined at a regional level based on school leaders’ responsibilities 
(85%) and outcomes (15%). The salary portion is attributed for responsibilities based on the following criteria: a) school 
dimension (number of students, number of teachers and other school personnel); b) complexity of the managed school (different 
school levels and school types within the same institution); c) geographical context (socially deprived areas, underdeveloped 
areas). 

8. Mexico: Programa Nacional de Carrera Magisterial. 

9. Netherlands: The terms of employment for school leaders as civil servants and salaried employees are identical. 

10. Norway: According to the Management in Education Act, Section 9-1, each school is to have a sound professional, 
educational and administrative management. Teaching in schools shall be led by school principals. The school principals shall 
maintain familiarity with the day-to-day activities of the schools and endeavour to further develop the activities. Persons 
appointed as school principals must have pedagogical qualifications and the necessary leadership abilities. 

11. Norway: The salary scale only regulates the minimum salary. The salary is for the most part locally determined and, in 
general, substantially higher than the minimum level. 

12. Sweden: School leaders in Sami schools and special schools have civil servants status. 

13. United Kingdom (Northern Ireland): The Employing Authority can be one of five Education and Library Boards, CCMS or 
Boards of Governors of Voluntary Grammar and Grant-Maintained Integrated Schools. With the implementation of the 
Education and Skills Authority (ESA) in 2013, ESA will become the employer for all principals in grant-aided schools. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the project. The table should be interpreted as providing 
broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Chapter 8 
 

Education system evaluation: 
 

Informing policies for system improvement  

Within the evaluation and assessment framework, education system evaluation 
provides the opportunity to monitor quality and equity within the system and to 
bring together evidence from different aspects of the evaluation and assessment 
framework. This chapter presents evidence on different approaches to education 
system evaluation at both the national and sub-national levels. It examines 
governance issues, different procedures used, the capacity for undertaking and 
using the results of education system evaluation and the reporting of results. It then 
presents some options seeking to promote the better use of education system 
evaluation for informing policies for system improvement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
The statistical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities. 
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem 
and Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law. 
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Introduction 

This chapter looks at system evaluation within the evaluation and assessment 
framework. System evaluation refers to approaches to monitor and evaluate the 
performance of the education system as a whole, but also the performance of sub-national 
education systems, e.g. local authorities. The main aims of system evaluation are to 
provide accountability information to the public on how the education system is working 
and to inform policy planning to improve educational processes and outcomes.  

System evaluation has a heightened role to play in the evaluation and assessment 
framework, as there is increased emphasis on evidence-based policy making. There is 
recognition that education is of central importance in shaping a knowledge society and 
increasing economic competitiveness. 

The effective monitoring and evaluation of the education system is central to 
informing policy planning for improvement. In particular, system evaluation can 
provide valuable information to monitor equity within the education system and to help 
focus stakeholders on the major goals and challenges in the education system as a 
whole. 

This chapter is organised in eight sections. After this introduction, the second section 
lays out the analytical approach, followed by a third section on impact, drivers and 
contextual developments. The following four sections describe key features of education 
system evaluation and country practices, structured along the four main topics of the 
OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School 
Outcomes: governance, procedures, capacity and use of results. The final section provides 
pointers for policy development.  

Analytical approach 

Scope and definitions 
The OECD Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School 

Outcomes conceptualises education system evaluation as the evaluation of an education 
system to provide accountability information to the public and to inform policies to 
improve educational processes and outcomes. The unit of evaluation can be either a 
national education system or a sub-national education system. Sub-national education 
systems are under the authority of a regional or local government or a group of private 
schools affiliated to a shared identity (e.g. pedagogical, religious, etc.).  

Different forms of evaluation may be used in education system evaluation. This 
chapter considers: the use of indicator frameworks to monitor key information on school 
systems; the use of tools to monitor student outcomes (in particular, specific national 
assessments designed for this purpose, longitudinal research and surveys, as well as 
international assessments); the use of qualitative reviews of particular aspects of the 
education system (including ad hoc reviews, as well as evaluative information generated 
via external education system reviews); and the evaluation of specific programmes and 
policies. 
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Conceptual framework 
The OECD Review uses a conceptual framework to summarise the aspects involved 

in education system evaluation and the way these interconnect (see Figure 8.1). The 
overarching policy objective is to ensure that education system evaluation contributes to 
the improvement of student outcomes through improved education policies. There is a 
complex range of features associated with education system evaluation. This chapter 
presents these in four major areas:  

• Governing education system evaluation: This addresses the purpose of 
education system evaluation and includes the major responsibilities for devising 
and conducting education system evaluation and for setting a legal framework. 
System evaluation concentrates on evaluating the achievement of student learning 
objectives at the system level, the achievement of education priorities including 
equity targets and assesses the teaching and learning environment. It also deals 
with the impact and implementation of specific policy initiatives. Finally, it refers 
to how education system evaluation is conceptualised in relation to the other 
components of the evaluation and assessment framework. 

• Procedures used in education system evaluation: This aspect refers to the 
features of a given approach to system evaluation, that is, the mix of instruments, 
criteria and standards used in a specific system evaluation model. This may 
include the setting of specific targets and the development of different surveys to 
collect evidence on key features of the system and its performance.  

• Competencies to evaluate the education system and to use the results of 
system evaluation: This aspect concerns the preparation to evaluate, to be 
evaluated and to use the results of an evaluation as well as the choice of the 
groups undertaking these functions. It includes issues such as: the choice of the 
evaluation agencies and the development of the skills to perform the evaluation of 
the education system; the preparation by education systems to be the subject of an 
evaluation; the development of competencies to effectively use the results of an 
evaluation for the improvement of education policies; and the design of agencies 
to review system evaluation results with a view to inform policy development.  

• Using the results of education system evaluation: This encompasses the 
objectives of a system evaluation process and the mechanisms designed to ensure 
that evaluation results are used in a way such objectives are reached. The 
objectives of system evaluation typically consist of feedback for improvement of 
policies, accountability of policy makers and information about the performance 
of the education system and the impact of policies. Examples of mechanisms to 
use evaluation results include the systemic use of national monitoring results for 
school improvement, the development of information systems, the reporting on 
system performance including comparisons across schools and regions, policy 
adjustments, and research and analysis of system level data. 
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Figure 8.1 Conceptual framework for education system evaluation 
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Impact, drivers and contextual developments 

The evaluation and assessment framework in OECD countries has been influenced by 
a number of contextual developments, notably decentralisation in many systems and the 
advent of new public management (see Chapter 2). At the same time, there is a general 
recognition of the need to use evidence to inform policies to improve educational 
processes and outcomes within the education system. There has also been growing 
demand across OECD countries to provide accountability information to the public on the 
performance of the education system. These general trends have increased the focus on 
education system evaluation within the evaluation and assessment framework. 
Monitoring systems have been developed to meet the demand for regular information on 
outcomes at different stages of the education system, typically via large-scale student 
assessments, but also via thematic evaluations of samples of schools as part of external 
school evaluation. In some systems, these have developed in parallel with the rise of 
school accountability systems. There is, therefore, a growing connection between school 
evaluation and system evaluation in several countries – in particular, in countries where 
sub-national education systems play a key role in school policy. This often reflects an 
approach to system and school evaluation as being part of a business planning cycle, in 
which priorities and targets are set for improvement based on an assessment of outcomes 
and processes in the system, and progress towards these targets is regularly monitored 
and evaluated. This is linked to the rise of performance measures and target setting in the 
wider public sector generally (see below). 

Recognition of the importance of education in economic development 
Arguably, a more specific influence on education system evaluation has been a 

renewed recognition of the importance of human capital in economic development and 
the changing demands for skills in the labour market. This has seen heightened 
prominence of education’s role in – among other goals – preparing citizens to be 
productive members of the knowledge society. For example, in 1993, the Council of 
Ministers of Education, Canada (CMEC) stated: 

We are well aware of the challenges to the education systems posed by our 
rapidly changing world: globalization of the economy, openness with regard to 
other cultures, pressing needs for skilled labour, and technological advances that 
are having an impact on our daily lives as well as the job market. These changes 
require constant adjustments to our educational practices to ensure high quality, 
accessibility, mobility, and accountability.  

[Joint Declaration: Future Directions for the Council of Ministers of Education, 
Canada (CMEC), September 1993] 

In this context, the profile of the results from international student assessments has 
been significantly raised in national policy discussions, with some politicians perceiving 
these as indicators of future economic competitiveness. For example, Australia and 
Denmark present examples of politicians setting aspirational targets for performance in 
OECD’s Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) (see Box 8.2). Major 
technological and methodological advances in international assessments have also raised 
the prominence of international comparative data in decision making (Tamassia and 
Adams, 2009). 
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A drive to measure outcomes for accountability in the public sector 
There has been a general shift among OECD countries for public management to not 

only focus on financial inputs and processes (e.g. how inputs are transformed into goods 
and services), but also increasingly on outputs and outcomes. In general, public 
management literature distinguishes between outputs as the immediate result of 
government activity and outcomes as the final impact of this activity (OECD, 2009). For 
example, in relation to education, an output would be the number of children taught, but 
the outcomes would be what these children have learned. While good measures of both 
outputs and outcomes are vital, there are different measurement problems and 
interpretational concerns. An important distinction is that outcomes cannot be simply 
attributed to government actions or processes, as other factors outside the government’s 
control are frequently involved. This has implications for the use of outcome measures in 
accountability systems and the assessment of performance against outcome targets can 
usually be done only generally. 

Across OECD countries output/outcome measures have been introduced in budgetary 
procedures. The OECD (2007a) defines the accompanying set of performance measures 
as “the inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes used to assess the economy, efficiency 
and effectiveness of the activities of an organisation. They are quantitative or qualitative 
factors or variables that provide a means to measure achievement, to reflect the changes 
connected to an intervention, or to help assess performance.” Across the OECD, 
government-wide measures on outputs and/or outcomes have been progressively 
introduced. Such measures typically include evaluation reports (e.g. programme, 
efficiency, sectoral or cost effectiveness reviews), performance measures, performance 
targets and benchmarks. The most commonly reported government-wide initiatives are 
evaluation reports and performance measures. In 2007, all OECD countries reported the 
existence of government-wide performance measures, except Belgium, the Czech 
Republic, Greece, Luxembourg, Portugal and the Slovak Republic. The majority of 
countries reporting the use of performance measures also reported the use of performance 
targets (the exceptions were Germany, Hungary, Iceland and Spain). Performance targets 
are considered to refer to specific outputs or outcomes that can be achieved in a shorter 
period of time than government goals or objectives (OECD, 2007a). Although 
performance targets typically are aligned against goals or objectives. Only ten OECD 
countries reported the use of government-wide benchmarking (Australia, Canada, Chile, 
Denmark, Finland, Germany, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden). 

An increased role for system evaluation has also driven the demand for developing 
national assessments. The international achievement studies led by the International 
Association for the Study of Educational Achievement (IEA) raised the importance of 
educational assessment worldwide (Goldstein and Thomas, 2008). There was a need to 
contextualise the results from international studies in respect of the diversity in the goals 
and curricula used in different education systems. Also in both Denmark and the 
Netherlands, a strengthened focus on system evaluation has seen the introduction or 
strengthening of national monitoring systems to provide performance information on the 
system, in the context of a tradition of ad hoc evaluations of school development projects 
or policy programmes.  

Already in 2003 a number of countries had introduced performance management at 
least partly to improve the accountability of agencies and ministries to the legislature and 
the public (OECD, 2004, p. 6). This drive to setting performance measures and targets in 
the public sector has led to the introduction of internal audit units within Ministries – and 



8. EDUCATION SYSTEM EVALUATION: INFORMING POLICIES FOR SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT – 589 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

this is common place in many countries. This has also promoted a culture of working 
with a view to showing demonstrable outcomes in end of year audit reporting. This has 
clearly influenced education system evaluation. For example, in the Flemish Community 
of Belgium, system evaluation is increasingly reliant on output measurement of 
predefined indicators (Ministry of Education and Training and the University of Antwerp 
Edubron Research Group, 2010, p. 57). In Australia, one of eight key strategies to support 
the achievement of the educational goals set for schooling across Australia as agreed by 
the different States and Territories in 2008 included “strengthening accountability and 
transparency” (DEEWR, 2010). Public reporting is an important part of system evaluation 
in Australia as it “enables the broader public to evaluate the system and the performance 
of governments” (DEEWR, 2010, p. 2). 

Impact of system evaluation 
The OECD Review has revealed a lack of research on the impact of system evaluation, 

per se. However, all countries in the Review have used the results of system evaluation at 
different stages, for example, to convene consultation on national curriculum or to refine 
or even establish education standards. It can, therefore, be seen that system evaluation 
strongly impacts policy and indeed serves informing policy as one of its major purposes 
(the other being to provide accountability information on the system).  

Many systems have noted the shift to an increased focus on outcomes. Several have 
attributed this to a growing prominence of both national and international standardised 
assessment results in national policy and public debate. In countries such as Austria, 
Denmark and Luxembourg where there was no established tradition of monitoring 
outcomes of the education system, this shift is widely recognised as a result of the impact 
of international student assessments. For example, in Austria various studies have 
documented how the influence of international assessments (as part of system evaluation) 
has seen the introduction of education standards, the establishment of a specific agency to 
undertake evaluation and assessment and the development of national assessments. This 
pattern is mirrored in Denmark and Luxembourg. Several research studies have discussed 
the impact of international assessments on national policy making and the use of different 
results to argue positions by different stakeholders (e.g. Carvalho and Costa, 2009 for an 
overview; Rautalin and Alauutari, 2007; Grek, 2009; Delvaux and Mangez, 2008; Gür, 
Çelik and Özoglu, 2011). The PISA Governing Board has gained some further insight 
into this (Box 8.1). 

However, there is quite some debate on the use of student test results in accountability 
systems. This is primarily based on research in the United States and typically related to 
the policy of No Child Left Behind. There is a contested debate and mixed evidence on 
the impact of test-based accountability systems (e.g. Rosenkvist, 2010; Morris, 2011; 
Masters, 2012). Many studies show evidence of improvement in test scores, but some 
studies demonstrate that this is due to artificial improvements or “test score inflation”. 
There is far more consensus on the fact that test-based accountability systems exert a 
powerful influence over students’ teaching and learning experience. Many studies 
demonstrate that this is often in a way that is not intended and may be detrimental to the 
actual quality of the students’ learning experience.  
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Box 8.1 The impact of PISA on national policy making 

In 2007, the PISA Governing Board commissioned a study to evaluate the impact of PISA results in 
participating countries (Hopkins et al., 2008). The study collected feedback via standardised questionnaires sent 
to policy makers, local government officials, school leaders, parents, researchers and media in 43 countries 
(548 questionnaires were returned), as well as to the PISA Governing Board members, and representatives from 
the business community and labour organisations. This was complemented by case studies in Canada, Hong 
Kong-China, Norway, Poland and Spain. Results showed that: PISA results were mainly used by policy makers, 
followed by local authority officials and school leaders; PISA is used to monitor and evaluate both performance 
and equity of the education system and has a high level of credibility and influence; countries and stakeholder 
groups increasingly value the skills assessed in PISA and promote these within their systems; the influence of 
PISA on both national and local policy formation is increasing, but has less impact on the school and classroom 
levels; PISA had made an impact on policy in all countries studied, but more so in countries with relatively low 
performance on the test, where many policy initiatives had been introduced directly as a consequence of PISA; 
the level of awareness among stakeholders varied across countries, but there was greater awareness in systems 
where policy makers and the media place more emphasis on results and generally in countries where average 
performance was lower. However, the study suggests that the media play the most important role in countries 
without comprehensive strategies for the dissemination of PISA results, which is likely to have a negative 
impact. PISA results were found to influence policies on curriculum revision, alignment of curriculum with 
assessment and instruction and accountability, e.g. with some countries introducing national testing and others 
refining their accountability frameworks. The study also identifies an emerging trend of countries aligning their 
assessment systems more closely with PISA. The study also identified some unexpected impacts including 
increased confidence in the education system, high levels of debate among stakeholders and a focus on regional 
differences and exploring reasons behind these. 

In 2011, a short survey was administered to members of the PISA Governing Board to gain more insight into 
the impact of PISA and to explore to what extent PISA results were being used to evaluate and improve 
education system performance (Breakspear, 2012). Policy makers reported that PISA results were influencing 
policy to some degree in the majority of countries, regardless of their average performance on the test. The 
survey also revealed that PISA was being embedded in national policies to varying extent and in varying forms, 
via curriculum standards, assessment practices or performance targets. Indeed, the European Union has set 
specific target for its member countries linked to performance in PISA (see Box 8.3). 

Sources: Hopkins et al. (2008); Breakspear (2012). 

Governance 

Purpose of education system evaluation 
As with all components of the evaluation and assessment framework, education 

system evaluation serves both accountability and improvement. A major accountability 
objective is to provide information to the public on the general quality of the education 
system and feedback on reforms to the education system. The generation of such 
evaluative information should then inform policies to improve educational processes and 
outcomes. In general, six major aims can be distinguished: (i) to monitor student 
outcomes at a given point in time, including differences among different regions within 
the education system and given student groups (e.g. by gender, socio-economic or 
immigrant/cultural background); (ii) to monitor changes in student outcomes over time; 
(iii) to monitor the impact of given policy initiatives or educational programmes; (iv) to 
monitor demographic, administrative and contextual data which are useful to explain the 
outcomes of the education system; (v) to generate and feedback relevant information for 



8. EDUCATION SYSTEM EVALUATION: INFORMING POLICIES FOR SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT – 591 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

different agents in the education system; and (vi) to use the generated information for 
analysis, development and implementation of policies. 

Responsibilities for education system evaluation 
In the vast majority of OECD countries, the central education authority (e.g. Ministry 

of Education, Department of Education) is responsible for the development of education 
system evaluation (see Table 8.1). However, in Australia, Canada, the Czech Republic, 
the Slovak Republic, Spain and Sweden responsibility is shared between central and 
decentralised education authorities. In a number of Canadian provinces/territories, system 
evaluation is very much aligned with school evaluation, as it is conceived as “a business 
model” in which education departments at the provincial/territorial level, school boards or 
districts and schools are mandated every year to review and refine their strategic goals 
(Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). However, in reality other bodies also play a role in 
education system evaluation, notably: the Council of Ministers of Education, Canada 
(CMEC) and regional bodies such as the Council of Atlantic Ministers of Education and 
Training (CAMET/CAMEF). In Austria, Chile, Denmark, Estonia and New Zealand, the 
central education authority shares this responsibility with specific evaluation bodies. In 
Italy, a specific central agency is responsible for the development of education system 
evaluation. Indeed, most countries draw on the capacity of a range of entities in 
conducting education system evaluation, including quality assurance agencies, 
inspectorates or school review agencies, audit offices and education councils bringing 
together a range of stakeholders (see below). 

A framework for education system evaluation 
The OECD Review has revealed that in many systems there is not an overall 

framework for education system evaluation, but rather a suite of different elements in the 
legal framework for governing schooling that has gradually been built up and 
strengthened the role of different types of evaluation within the system over the years. 
Indeed, Denmark, Korea, Norway and Sweden do not have a policy framework in place 
for the evaluation of the education system (see Table 8.1). In Hungary and Portugal, the 
legal framework for education system evaluation is included in basic laws for education 
(note that Hungary is introducing substantial changes to the basic law in 2013). For 
example, in Portugal: “the education system must be the object of continuous evaluation 
and must take account of the educational and pedagogical, psychological and 
sociological, organisational, economic and financial, and politico-administrative and 
cultural aspects” (Portuguese Ministry of Education and Science, forthcoming). Many 
systems with external school evaluation mechanisms in place (e.g. school inspectorates or 
school review bodies) have policy frameworks for the evaluation of the education system 
and in general this applies to all schools within the system. In such systems, there is a 
specific legal framework in place governing the external evaluation of schools and 
evidence from such external reviews can feed into education system evaluation (see 
Chapter 6). There may also be specific laws pertaining to the assessment of students 
within the system and again results from such assessments may feed into education 
system evaluation. Other laws may be more specific to the collection of information for 
education system evaluation. For example, in Austria, the Austrian Education 
Documentation Act 2003 (amended in 2008) introduced the possibility to monitor 
educational developments longitudinally.  
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Table 8.1 Policy frameworks and development of education system evaluation (2012) 

 
National policy framework to 
evaluate education system Bodies responsible for developing education system evaluation 

Australia All schools; also state-level frameworks 
for public schools Central education authority; state education authorities 

Austria Public and government-dependent 
private schools 

Central education authority; central agency (Federal Institute for Education 
Research, Innovation and Development of the Austrian School System [BIFIE])1 

Belgium (Fl.) All schools Central education authority 
Belgium (Fr.) All schools Central education authority 
Canada Public schools Provincial/territorial education authorities 
Chile All schools Central education authority; central agency (The Quality of Education Agency) 

Czech Republic All schools Central education authority (Ministry of Education); Czech School Inspectorate 
(CSI); regional education authorities 

Denmark No framework Central education authority; central agency (Quality and Supervision Agency) 

Estonia All schools Central education authority (Ministry of Education and Research); central agency 
(Foundation Innove) 

Finland All schools Central education authority (Ministry of Education and Culture) 

France Public and government-dependent 
private schools Legislative through laws; executive through decrees and circulars  

Hungary The Law on Education has this role Central education authority (The Educational Authority)  
Iceland All schools Central education authority 

Ireland Public and government-dependent 
private schools 

Central education authority (Department of Education and Skills [DES]; 
Inspectorate of the DES) 

Israel All schools Central education authority 

Italy All schools Central agency (National Institute for the Evaluation of the Education System 
[INVALSI]) 

Korea No framework Central education authority  
Luxembourg No framework Central education authority 
Mexico All schools Central education authority 
Netherlands All schools Central education authority (Dutch Inspectorate of Education) 
New Zealand Public schools Central education authority; central agency (Education Review Office) 

Norway No framework Central education authority (Ministry of Education and Research; Norwegian 
Directorate for Education and Training)  

Poland All schools Central education authority (Ministry of Education) 

Portugal All schools Central education authority (General Directorate for Education and Science 
Statistics; General Inspectorate of Education and Science) 

Slovak Republic All schools Central education authority (Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport); 
State School Inspectorate (SSI); regional education authorities 

Slovenia All schools Central education authority 
Spain All schools Central education authority; state education authorities 
Sweden No framework Central education authority; local education authorities 
United Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

No framework Central education authority (Department of Education) 

Many countries lack an overall strategic approach to education system evaluation. This 
is reflected, for example, in how countries plan and organise the collection of evidence for 
education system evaluation. It is not established practice among OECD countries to map 
out the available information for education system evaluation against education system 
objectives and to draw up a plan for the further collection of information. Among systems 
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participating in the OECD Review, this is the case only in Australia, the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Israel, the Netherlands and the Slovak Republic. A total of ten systems map 
existing information against education system priorities (Table 8.2). 

Table 8.2 Indicators of a strategic approach to education system evaluation in OECD countries (2012) 

A plan to prioritise further collection of information and a mapping of 
existing information against education system priorities 

Australia; Czech Republic; Hungary; Israel; Netherlands; Slovak Republic 

A mapping of existing information against education system priorities France; Iceland; Ireland; Northern Ireland (UK) 
A plan to prioritise further collection of information Belgium (French and Flemish Communities); Chile; Finland; Slovenia; Spain
Neither Austria; Denmark; Italy; Korea; Luxembourg; Mexico; New Zealand; 

Norway; Poland; Sweden 

Note: Canada – all provinces/territories either have a mapping in place or plan the prioritisation of information collection.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

Placing the framework for education system evaluation in the broader context of 
public services evaluation 

Increasingly public services evaluation is driven by performance management which 
may present challenges to align education system evaluation practices. This may create 
demand for the collection of new evidence and measures on outcomes. In some systems, 
there may be a lack of comparable measures of student outcomes and/or only limited 
measures available for particular stages of education and/or in discrete skills. Some 
systems have noted an over dependence in national education policy development on the 
results of international measures of education system outcomes (e.g. OECD and IEA 
international student assessments) in the absence of national measures.  

Further, in arguably the majority of systems, there is only an emerging culture of 
systematically evaluating the impact and outcomes of different educational interventions and 
again these efforts may be hindered by a lack of reliable and comparable information on 
student outcomes. In the Netherlands, programme evaluation had been the major form of 
system evaluation in the 1970s. Evaluation committees comprising educational experts had 
evaluated various programmes, but had to depend on “fragmented sets of coincidental 
information”. None of the programme evaluations were designed to identify the link between 
the policy programme and outcomes. However, more recent programme evaluations can 
draw on information available from the national monitoring system. The programme 
evaluation approach was gradually replaced by a monitoring approach with the introduction 
of new evaluation instruments including a national sample assessment in primary education 
and cohort studies in primary and lower secondary education. This was coupled with “a 
strong urge for economisation and budget control” (p. xxiv, Scheerens et al., 2012).  

In Sweden, since the early 1990s the principle of governing through goals and 
objectives combined with national standard-setting has been highly applied in the education 
sector (Nusche et al., 2011a). Two external bodies may monitor the education sector: the 
Swedish National Audit Office and the Swedish Agency for Public Management (Nusche 
et al., 2011a). The Swedish National Audit Office not only produces 30 reports each year 
on the whole of the public sector (financial audit) but also audits effectiveness in different 
areas, including education. The Swedish Agency for Public Management is under the 
Ministry of Finance and is responsible for conducting quality surveys/evaluations. In 
Denmark, the Audit of the State Accounts is trying to promote the need for Ministries to 
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conduct studies on effects and outcomes (Shewbridge et al., 2011). It finds that the 
principles of performance management are not yet firmly embedded in the Ministry of 
Education. The expectation is for the Ministry of Education to conduct evaluation studies 
on the effectiveness of its policies and that national audits remain limited to checking on the 
correct implementation of government policies and not on their effectiveness. In Australia, 
the Australian Government Productivity Commission is an independent statutory authority 
with a major role in monitoring education outcomes in Australia (Santiago et al., 2011). 
This authority enjoys a fair degree of freedom, although the Government commissions 
enquiries on a range of economic, social and environmental issues. The Productivity 
Commission monitors national education and other government sectors on a set of agreed 
indicators in the annual Report on Government Services (see Box 8.2). 

Box 8.2 The influence of developments in public sector performance management 

Calls to monitor public sector performance 
In Australia, there was a shift in focus in general government reporting from inputs to results 

in 1999-2000 and the first Budget report on an accrual-based outcomes and outputs framework 
(Australian National Audit Office/CPA Australia, 2008). In 1997 a national taskforce was 
established to oversee development of literacy and numeracy benchmarks for students in Years 
3, 5 and 7. This led to the publication for the first time in the 1999 National Report on Schooling 
in Australia of nationally comparable data on student performance against the Years 3 and 5 
reading benchmarks. In subsequent issues of the report, nationally comparable data on literacy 
(reading and writing) and numeracy for Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 were published as they became 
available. In 1999, another key national taskforce was responsible for developing further 
performance measures for national reporting against national goals. Participation and attainment 
measures were then agreed and first reported in the 2000 National Report for Schooling. The 
Report on Government Services’ Performance Indicator Framework provides a common 
reporting basis for the Australian Government and each state and territory government. A recent 
independent review of the framework highlighted the potential efficiency of sharing information 
on performance indicator methodology as well as some performance measures across 
government services (Steering Committee for Review of Government Service Provision, 2010). 

In New Zealand, new expectations were introduced in 2001 for public service departments 
to adopt a more strategic and outcomes-focused approach to management and reporting. The 
underlying rationale for the Managing for Outcomes initiative is that departments will be able to 
demonstrate how activities contribute to desired results or outcomes and will be able to make 
more informed decisions on future interventions. This encompasses the following management 
cycle: setting direction – what do we intend to achieve over the next three to five years and 
why?; planning – what is the best way to achieve this and have we got the required capability?; 
implementing and delivering – are we implementing and delivering as planned, and managing 
our capability and risks effectively? This implies the monitoring of interventions; review results 
– what impact have our interventions had and what improvements can we make? This implies 
the assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of interventions and considering unintended 
consequences. Government departments are expected to develop a Statement of Intent for a  
3-to-5-year period and to produce annual reports on progress against this. For the period 
2009-14, the Ministry of Education specified six priority areas “to ensure a clear focus on raising 
standards across the education system” (Ministry of Education, 2009). For each area the 
Ministry of Education details what it is seeking to achieve; how it will demonstrate success (with 
specified performance indicators); what it will do to achieve this (including specific measures to 
judge Ministry performance). Further, these priority areas guide the work of the Ministry of 
Education and the educational agencies, e.g. the Education Review Office and the New Zealand 
Qualifications Authority. 
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Box 8.2 The influence of developments in public sector performance management 
(continued) 

The economic discourse 
In Denmark, in 2006 the Government established a strategy for Denmark in the global 

economy in which it is stated that Danish students shall be among the best in the world in 
reading, mathematics, science and English – this was reinforced by a specific target set in 2010 
for Danish students to be in the top five countries as judged in international assessments 
(Regeringen, 2010). Since 2006, an annual “Competitiveness Report” is published which 
includes indicators on the education system. These wider reform processes (e.g. work by the 
globalisation council and the government growth forum) have driven the production of 
performance data on schooling. 

In Australia, at the highest political level there has been recognition of the importance of 
securing high-quality educational opportunities and outcomes for Australian students. As in 
many other OECD countries, politicians cite the importance of education’s role in securing the 
nation’s future productivity and international competitiveness. As such, education has a 
prominent place in the 2008 Council of Australian Governments (COAG) National Productivity 
Agenda for reform. COAG has set three major targets for schooling including an increased 
proportion of young Australians attaining senior secondary education and two targets to reduce 
the performance gap of Indigenous students. The National Plan for School Improvement, 
announced in September 2012, includes a new target to place Australia among the top five 
schooling systems in the world by 2025 in mathematics, science and reading achievement and for 
providing a high quality, high equity education system. This target is reiterated in the Australian 
Government’s Australia in the Asian Century White Paper, released in November 2012.  

Ensuring a comprehensive approach to system evaluation 
In many countries, different elements used for education system evaluation have been 

established at different times and may evolve to adapt to different needs. The challenge 
for many systems is to design a comprehensive approach to education system evaluation 
which encompasses these different purposes. Further, in systems where the major 
evaluation responsibilities lie at the sub-national level, there may not be a comprehensive 
overview of evaluation capacity at the sub-national level. Varied quality and coverage of 
sub-national monitoring systems may pose significant challenges to ensuring equitable 
schooling opportunities and outcomes for students nationally. 

Procedures 

References and standards used in system evaluation 
The OECD Review has revealed that countries use a variety of references and 

standards in evaluating education systems. In the broadest sense, education system 
evaluation aims to evaluate the extent to which the education system has met national 
goals and objectives for the education system. These can range, for example, from 
specific goals to provide high-quality education to students, to promoting national values 
and civic responsibilities and providing highly skilled individuals to generate economic 
productivity (see also Chapter 3). There may be particular attention given to equity within 
educational provision and the need to improve educational outcomes for particular 
student groups. Such national goals may also be complemented by specific goals and 
objectives set at the local level. For example, some sub-national systems may face 
specific economic or social challenges and reflect these in goals for the sub-national 
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education system. The local economy may demand specific skills or may face particular 
employment needs or concerns in different sectors. Further, additional goals for sub-
national systems could reflect a specific pedagogical approach, ethos or religious values.  

However, it is a typical approach across countries to use a mix of different references 
and standards for specific forms of education system evaluation. For example, in 
Luxembourg the overall performance of the education system is evaluated “by putting 
together and matching different outcomes from several bodies” (ADQS, 2011). In the 
Slovak Republic, education system evaluation draws from many different elements that 
may not be “mutually compatible” (Hajdúková et al., forthcoming). In Portugal there is 
“no explicit overall device” for education system evaluation, but results from different 
structured sectoral instruments feed into the evaluation of different aspects of the 
education system (Portuguese Ministry of Education and Science, forthcoming).  

One major instrument used by countries is national assessments and these typically 
aim to monitor the implementation of national curriculum and/or student progress against 
specific student learning objectives or educational standards (see also Chapter 4): 

• National curriculum goals: Chile (ISCED 3), Estonia, Finland, Iceland, Ireland, 
Israel, Italy, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia 
and Sweden; 

• National curriculum goals and standards: Chile (ISCED 1 and 2), Czech Republic, 
France, Poland and Spain (currently being developed); 

• National standards: Austria, Belgium (the Flemish and French Communities) and 
Luxembourg; 

• National learning progressions: Australia, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway and 
Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom. 

In other systems, the specific assessment framework will be the major reference for 
national assessments, for example, this is the case for the Pan-Canadian Assessment used 
in Canada and for the National Assessment of Basic Competencies in Hungary.  

The extent to which countries set specific performance expectations of student 
learning in different educational areas varies significantly (see Chapter 4). For example, 
in Austria, there are currently no definite performance criteria for system evaluation, but 
educational standards based on performance norms in the new national assessments will 
be established (Specht and Sobanski, 2012). The first national assessments are being 
conducted in 2012. In France and Luxembourg, the expected core competencies (and 
expected knowledge in France) are used as standards to monitor student progress and 
define both the expected minimum level of competencies to be acquired by students, as 
well as the acquisition of higher levels of competencies. 

A second set of reference points for education system evaluation can be observed in 
the increased use of comparative measures to judge improvements or decline in specific 
assessments. For example, by comparing empirical data in cross-sectional cyclical 
international studies and also in longitudinal national studies to monitor decline or 
improvement over time. At the highest political levels, there may also be examples of 
setting specific goals to improve country average performance relative to other countries 
in international assessments. 

A third set of reference points for education system evaluation may be objectives set 
for specific education policies. The evaluation would comprise a judgement of how well 
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these objectives have been achieved. This is the major approach used in Korea, where 
there is an evaluation of major policies and systems approximately every ten years, 
e.g. the Ministry of Education’s Forty Years of Education published in 1988 and the 
government’s special planning team’s Forty Years of Korean Education in 2007. Plus, at 
the start of each new government, there is an evaluation of the previous administration’s 
education policies. Further, there is an evaluation of the major education policies around 
the middle to end of a presidential term (Kim et al., 2010). 

Setting targets for system performance 
In several systems, major references for education system evaluation are the policy 

priorities of governments in office and related education targets (see Chapter 3). 
Countries may set specific targets set to be achieved over a certain timeline and education 
system evaluation may monitor progress towards achieving such targets. For example, in 
the Netherlands, current policy agendas are increasingly expressed in terms of explicit 
attainment targets. This leads to a more straightforward interpretation of information from 
education system evaluation procedures (Scheerens et al., 2012). In Australia, national 
targets related to schooling have been agreed and align with performance measures 
outlined in the Measurement Framework for Australian Schooling (ACARA, 2011). This 
framework provides the basis for government reporting on the performance of schooling 
in Australia. A national target is defined as “a measurable level of performance expected 
to be attained within a specified time” (idem).  

In Mexico, education system evaluation was framed by the priorities set in the 
2007-12 five-year National Development Plan and an Education Sector Programme. The 
Education Sector Programme set six clear policy objectives for the education sector and 
specified a set of 41 indicators (22 of which were in basic education). Each indicator 
included a target to be achieved by 2012 and how this would be measured. For example, 
one of the six objectives was the promotion of ICT in education. The 2012 goals refer to 
equipping media rooms, increasing the number of computers per student, establishing 
Internet connections in libraries and training teachers in the educational use of computers 
and ICT. The establishment of clear policy objectives along with indicators and targets 
helps provide a reference in relation to which the relevance and effectiveness of education 
policies can be measured. It also ensures greater focus on the main challenges the 
education system is facing and encourages stakeholders at all levels to develop strategies 
responding to these (Santiago et al., 2012). 

In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, target setting is a key part of education 
system evaluation (Department of Education, forthcoming). Targets are set towards 
achieving the Minister’s long-term goals for 2020 and progress towards these is monitored. 
Targets are set at the highest level in the Programme for Government 2011-2015 which 
includes high-level targets for the performance of the education system by 2015, with 
interim milestone targets. For example, a target is set for 2014/15 that 66% of young people 
achieve at least five General Certificates in Secondary Education with a mark of A to C in 
mathematics, English and three other subjects. The interim targets are 61% in 2012/13 and 
63% in 2013/14. The setting of targets allows policies to be adjusted based on robust 
evidence of the rate of progress. For example, the Minister’s long-term targets were in fact 
reviewed and increased recently based on an assessment of the rate of progress. 

Targets for the education system may also be set at the supra-national level (see 
Box 8.3). In the Flemish Community of Belgium, the publication of European Union 
(EU) benchmarking reports is perceived as an indirect evaluation of the Flemish 
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education system (Ministry of Education and Training and the University of Antwerp 
Edubron Research Group, 2010, p. 48). It is of note, also, that the EU has included a 
target specifically linked to results in the OECD’s PISA survey. This inevitably raises the 
profile of PISA results in member countries. 

Box 8.3 Benchmarks for education systems: European Union 

The European Union sets objectives for its member education systems. The following 
benchmarks are supposed to be achieved by 2020: 

• At least 95% of children between the age of four and the age for starting compulsory 
primary education should participate in early childhood education. 

• The share of 15-year-olds with insufficient abilities in reading, mathematics and science 
should be less than 15% (specifically as measured by and defined in OECD’s PISA). 

• The share of early leavers from education and training should be less than 10%. 

• The share of 30-34 year-olds with tertiary educational attainment should be at least 
40%. 

• An average of at least 15% of adults (age group 25-64) should participate in lifelong 
learning. 

This has prompted strategies to monitor results in member countries and the setting of 
specific targets within countries. For example, Portugal has developed the following annual 
indicators to monitor progress towards the achievement of the targets: (i) early leaving rates at 
the ages of 14, 15 and 16; (ii) the proportion of students who repeat grades in the first, second 
and third cycles of basic education and in secondary education; (iii) the proportion of students 
with a mark above the passing level in each national Portuguese language and mathematics 
tests/examinations in both basic and secondary education. 

Sources: European Commission, Lifelong Learning Policy, http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-
policy/framework_en.htm; Santiago et al. (2012). 

Methods and instruments to assess the performance of the education system 
A range of tools can be used to measure the performance of the education system. 

This section presents an overview of the major tools used in OECD countries. 

Indicator frameworks 
A major driver for the collection of information on the education system has been the 

joint international standardised data collection by UNESCO, OECD and EUROSTAT. 
The international education indicators framework covers, as main areas, participation 
(student enrolment in compulsory schooling and entrance to tertiary institutions), 
outcomes (educational attainment of the adult population; student outcomes including 
graduation and dropout rates), teaching workforce (demographics; qualifications; salaries 
and working conditions) and finance (annual expenditure by educational level and school 
type). Data collection procedures are well established and have drawn on and influenced 
national indicator frameworks.  

At the national level, indicators are often reported in an annual publication with 
statistics and indicators on education. For example, this is the case in 20 of the systems 
participating in the OECD Review (Table 8.9). Many systems have developed national 
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indicator frameworks (see for example Box 8.4). These allow the monitoring of the 
education system over time against a stable set of measures. Such frameworks can be 
augmented over time with new measures according to national priorities and may also be 
complemented by specific indicator sets established to monitor priority areas. 

Box 8.4 The development of indicator frameworks for system evaluation in Australia and Canada 

Canada 
As early as 1994, the regional institution Canadian Atlantic Ministers of Education and Training 

(CAMET/CAMEF) suggested the development of a set of education indicators within the context of consultations 
in the pan-Canadian organisation, the Council of Ministers of Education, Canada (CMEC). The Pan-Canadian 
Education Indicators Program has the major objectives “to develop and maintain a set of statistics that provide 
information about education and learning in Canada and to support evidence-based policy making” (Canadian 
Statistics Education Council, 2012). Since 1996, a regular set of indicators has been published. In 2010, in a joint 
declaration of provincial and territorial ministers of education, Learn Canada 2020, underlined the importance of 
system evaluation by setting eight specific objectives for “elementary and high-school systems”, including:  

• Learning Assessment Programs and Performance Indicators: Support the implementation of national 
and international learning assessment programs and performance indicators for education systems. 

• Education Data and Research Strategy: Create comprehensive, long-term strategies to collect, analyse, 
and disseminate nationally and internationally comparable data and research. 

In response, the Canadian Education Statistics Council has published a framework for the collection of 
indicators on learning and education in Canada whose goal is to provide information for a variety of purposes, 
including (CMEC, 2010): to describe and compare educational systems, programs, learners, etc. at a pan-
Canadian level and internationally with other OECD countries; to assist policy development; to direct program 
administration; to monitor and evaluate effectiveness and efficiency; to engender research on educational issues; 
to inform learners (and their families) about their learning options; to provide evidence on accountability on the 
effective use of public funds. The indicators framework aids the process of deciding information priorities for 
system evaluation, ensuring that important information gaps are addressed and unnecessary overlap and 
duplication is avoided, as well as identifying the relevance of the information to the system and how information 
is interrelated. 

Australia 
A core strength of system evaluation in Australia is the existence of clear standard frameworks both for 

reporting key performance measures and for general government sector reporting (see Box 8.2). Since 2000 all 
Australian Education Ministers have worked on producing a common measurement framework including national 
Key Performance Measures. Ministers first defined national Key Performance Measures in early 2000 as “a set of 
measures limited in number and strategic in orientation, which provides nationally comparable data on aspects of 
performance critical to monitoring progress against the National Goals for Schooling in the 21st Century” 
(MCEETYA, 2008). This framework clearly presents the agreed measures and their source for each of the 
priority areas: literacy, numeracy, science literacy, civics and citizenship, information and communication 
technologies (ICT) literacy, vocational education and training (VET) in schools, student participation, student 
attainment and student attendance. In 2008, the framework was enhanced by the inclusion of comparable 
measures from the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (a full-cohort assessment). The 
framework was reviewed and in late 2010 was further refined to incorporate the full suite of agreed national key 
performance measures, including those addressing the key targets set by the Council of Australian Governments 
in its National Productivity Agenda (see Box 8.2). The Measurement Framework for Schooling in Australia 2010 
defines the national key performance measures, specifies data sources for these measures and outlines the 
reporting schedule for 2010-2015. This measurement framework was most recently reviewed in 2012 and will 
continue to be reviewed every three years by the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority. 

Sources: CMEC (2010), http://cmec.ca/Publications/Lists/Publications/Attachments/257/cesc-data-framework-sept2010.pdf; 
ACARA (2011), www.acara.edu.au/verve/_resources/Measurement_Framework_for_Schooling_in_Australia_2010.pdf. 
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In New Zealand, an Education Indicators Framework has been developed to help 
decision makers analyse the state of the education system and monitor trends over time 
(Nusche et al., 2012). The indicators described in this framework relate to six priority 
areas: education and learning; effective teaching, student participation; family and 
community; quality education providers; and resourcing. For each of these six indicator 
domains, there are specific measures to determine the extent to which certain aspects of a 
result have been achieved. The Indicator Framework also includes contextual information 
to help the interpretation of results.  

In Norway, the Directorate for Education and Training uses a stable and common 
reporting framework to evaluate the Norwegian school system (Nusche et al., 2011b). 
The framework includes five core areas: learning outcomes; learning environment; 
completion rates in upper secondary education; resources; and school facts. This 
systematic approach clarifies the national reporting process and ensures harmony across 
different reporting mechanisms (see Box 8.11). Norway also makes use of periodic 
monitoring of priority policy areas. A recent example is a specific indicator system to 
monitor quality in teacher education and in the profession (GNIST). The monitoring 
system was implemented in 2008 and contains five target areas (recruitment, quality in 
education, quality in teaching, quality in school leadership, improved status for the 
profession) with 23 indicators to monitor improvement/progression. The basic approach 
is to make use of existing information available nationally, but to highlight this in a 
coherent set of indicators. At the same time, GNIST has used some firsthand research, 
e.g. via the administration of surveys to teacher educators, school principals and teachers 
on their perception of quality in education. 

In France, there are dual indicator frameworks. One framework aims to provide 
accountability information on the performance of the education system in line with wider 
government performance monitoring. This includes indicators on: effectiveness, e.g. the 
rate of grade repetition; efficiency, e.g. efficiency ratio for human resource management; 
and financial indicators, e.g. operating expenditures. A second indicator framework is 
used for the three major statistical publications on the education system produced by the 
DEPP: one presents 30 indicators on results of the education system and trends over time; 
the second one focuses on different regions with indicators on economic and social 
environment, school context, human resources, student pathways and results; and the 
third one is composed of all available statistical information on the educational system’s 
functioning and results. 

National assessments 
In all OECD countries except Greece and Portugal (and Scotland within the United 

Kingdom), national assessments are administered during primary and/or secondary 
schooling. The OECD (2011) defines national assessments as “similar to national 
examinations in that they aim to measure the extent to which students have acquired a 
certain amount of knowledge in a given subject. National assessments may be mandatory 
but they do not have an impact on students’ progression or certification as examinations 
do. Assessments are mostly used to monitor the quality of education at the system and/or 
school level. They also provide feedback to improve instruction and show the relative 
performance of students.” These are administered in two major forms: full cohort, 
i.e. each student in the given school year is tested (with exemptions only for certain 
students as defined nationally, typically those with severe cognitive disabilities, but also 
students in isolated communities); sample, i.e. the assessment is administered in a 
selection of schools with students in the given school year (typically, the choice of 
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schools aims to give a nationally representative sample and pays attention to a balanced 
mix of types of school, socio-economic composition of students in school, school 
location, or any other relevant factors that are highly associated with student achievement 
nationally; students may also be randomly sampled within schools). Table 8.3 presents an 
overview of full-cohort and sample national assessments in OECD countries. 

Table 8.3 National assessments in OECD countries (2012) 

National assessments (excluding international student assessments) 

Australia FULL COHORT – Years 3, 5, 7 and 9: reading, writing, language conventions (spelling, grammar and punctuation) and numeracy 
SAMPLE – Years 6 and 10: ICT, civics and citizenship; Year 6: science. 

Austria FULL COHORT – Years 4 and 8: mathematics and German; Year 8: English. 

Belgium (Fr.) FULL COHORT – ISCED 1, 2 and 3: subjects are rotated on the basis of 3-year cycle, e.g. mathematics in 2011/12. A 3-year testing plan is 
developed for this. The test is conducted for the purpose of identifying individual learning needs. 

Belgium (Fl.) SAMPLE – No systematic assessment of particular learning areas or educational levels. For example at ISCED 1: mathematics in 2002 and 
2009; Dutch in 2002 and 2007; environmental studies in 2005 and 2010; French in 2008; ICT in 2012.  

Canada SAMPLE – Year 8: mathematics, reading and science on a 3-year cycle with the focus on one of these subjects. 

Chile 
FULL COHORT – Year 4: language and communication, mathematics, comprehension of natural, social and cultural environments;  
Year 8 (tested on alternate years): Spanish, communication and mathematics; Year 10: mathematics, language, science, social studies; 
Year 11: foreign language 

Czech 
Republic FULL COHORT (under development) – Years 5 and 9: Czech language, foreign language and mathematics. 

Denmark FULL COHORT – Years 2, 4, 6 and 8: Danish; Years 3 and 6: mathematics; Year 7: English; Year 8: geography, biology and 
physics/chemistry 

Estonia SAMPLE – Years 3 and 6: Estonian, mathematics, science, social studies, technology, modern foreign languages and the arts 

Finland 
SAMPLE – Most regularly in Year 9, but also in Years 3, 5 and 7: longitudinal assessment plan in mathematics and mother tongue; other 
subjects tested periodically include science, foreign languages, the second national language, religion, music, art and crafts. Years 3, 6 and 
9: cross-curricular learning-to-learn skills. End ISCED 2: communication skills. At ISCED 3 level learning-to-learn skills and communication 
skills have been assessed once.  

France FULL COHORT – Years 2 and 5: French and mathematics 
SAMPLE – Years 5 and 9, six subjects assessed alternately on a 6-year cycle 

Germany SAMPLE – Years 3, 8 and 9: German and mathematics; plus modern foreign languages in Years 8 and 9 

Greece None 

Hungary FULL COHORT – Years 6, 8 and 10: national assessment of basic competencies (reading and mathematics). Full cohort since 2007/08. 
DIAGNOSTIC – Year 4 non-compulsory diagnostic assessment offered in Hungarian and mathematics 

Iceland FULL COHORT – Years 4, 7 and 10: Icelandic, mathematics and science; plus English in Year 10 

Ireland 

SAMPLE – Years 4 and 8: English reading and mathematics on a 5-year cycle. Prior to 2009, students in different year groups were 
assessed and not on a specific cycle 
NO FULL COHORT: But standardised tests (two sets by different test developers) are available in English, Irish and mathematics for Years 
4, 6 and 8. The 2011 National Literacy and Numeracy Strategy requires schools to report aggregate student results in these tests to their 
boards. These will be compiled to report national trends every two years. From 2014, compulsory standardised tests in Year 10 in English 
reading and mathematics in all schools and in Irish reading in Irish-medium schools. From 2016, compulsory standardised tests in science. 

Israel FULL COHORT – Year 2: language; Years 5 and 8: mathematics, language, science and English 
SAMPLE – Years 4 and 5: religion 

Italy FULL COHORT – Years 2, 5, 6, 8 and 10: Italian and mathematics 

Japan 
FULL COHORT – Years 6 and 9: Japanese and mathematics 
SAMPLE – Periodically there have been national assessments of academic ability, e.g. in 2007 this looked at knowledge and practical use 
(application) or Japanese and arithmetic/mathematics 

Luxembourg FULL COHORT – Year 5: German and mathematics; Years 8 and 10: German, mathematics and French. 

Korea FULL COHORT – Years 4, 5, 6, 9 and 10: Korean, mathematics, science, social studies and modern foreign languages 
DIAGNOSTIC – Years 7, 8 and 9: Korean, mathematics, science and social studies 
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Table 8.3 National assessments in OECD countries, 2012 (continued)  

National assessments (excluding international student assessments) 

Mexico 
SAMPLE – Years 3, 6, 9 and 12: Spanish, mathematics, natural sciences and social studies (each year level tested on a 4-year cycle) 
FULL COHORT – Years 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9: curriculum knowledge in Spanish, mathematics and one other subject on rotating annual basis 
(e.g. science, civics and ethics, history, geography). Used by Mexican states to compare student performance. 

Netherlands SAMPLE – Year 5: language and mathematics; Year 8: mathematics/arithmetic. Language, world orientation (social science), English, 
musical education, physical education, traffic education and visual arts. 

New Zealand 
SAMPLE – Years 4 and 8: four blocks of curriculum areas assessed alternately on a 4-year cycle (1: science, visual arts, information skills 
[graphs, tables, maps, charts, diagrams]; 2: language [reading, speaking], aspects of technology; music; 3: mathematics, social studies, 
information skills [library, research]; 4: language [writing, listening, viewing]; health and physical education). 

Norway FULL COHORT – Years 5 and 8 (since 2007) and Year 9 (2010): basic skills in reading (Norwegian) and mathematics designed to measure 
cross-cutting competencies. Also skills in English. 

Poland FULL COHORT – Year 6: cross-curricular skills (reading, writing, reasoning, use of information and use of information in practice). 

Portugal None. Until 2012/13 there were full-cohort assessments in Portuguese and mathematics at Year 4.  

Slovak 
Republic 

FULL COHORT – Year 9: Slovak language (Hungarian or Ukrainian in ethnically mixed schools) and mathematics. Plans to introduce these 
in Year 6 also. 

Slovenia 
FULL COHORT – Year 9: Slovene language (Hungarian or Italian language in ethnically mixed areas), mathematics and a third subject that 
is determined by the minister for education and sport (taken in four compulsory school subjects taught in Years 8 and 9). Year 6 (schools 
participate on voluntary basis): Slovene language (Hungarian or Italian language in ethnically mixed areas), mathematics and a foreign 
language (English or German). 

Spain 
New national assessment being developed to align with new educational programmes 
Until 2009 (ISCED 1 – Year 4) and 2010 (ISCED 2 – Year 8) the General Diagnosis Assessment was a full-cohort assessment in Spanish, 
mathematics, science, social studies, technology, modern foreign languages and the arts 

Sweden 
FULL COHORT – Years 3, 6 (as of 2012, previously Year 5): Swedish, Swedish as a second language, mathematics and English (Year 6 
only). Diagnostic and formative purposes; Year 9 and upper secondary school: Swedish, Swedish as a second language, mathematics and 
English. Year 9: one science subject (biology, physics, chemistry) as allocated by the National Agency for Education. Summative purposes. 

Turkey SAMPLE – Years 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8: Turkish, mathematics, science, social studies and modern foreign languages. 

United 
Kingdom 
(England) 

FULL COHORT – Years 2 and 6: English and mathematics 
SAMPLE – Year 6: science 

United 
Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

FULL COHORT – Years 4, 7 and 10: Communication and Using Mathematics (2012/13 onwards) and Using ICT (2013/14 onwards).  
A mixture of teacher-developed and centrally developed tasks 
DIAGNOSTIC – centrally developed computer-based adaptive tests are offered to schools, but results are not collected centrally 

United 
Kingdom 
(Scotland) 

None 

United States SAMPLE – Years 4 and 8: reading and mathematics (every two years), science and writing (every four years); also periodic tests in  
US history, geography, civics, arts and economics; Year 12: reading, mathematics, science and writing. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

Many systems choose to administer only sample-based assessments and not full-
cohort assessments (the Flemish Community of Belgium, Canada, Estonia, Finland, 
Germany, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Turkey and the United States). In all of these 
countries, school participation in the national assessment is voluntary. (Note that sub-
national education systems within these systems may administer full-cohort assessments. 
This is the case for example in some provinces and territories in Canada and the states in 
the United States). Sample assessments test a representative sample of students and have 
the major purpose to provide information at the education system level. They aim to 
measure the overall understanding/mastery of different aspects of the curriculum and not 
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to assess the performance of individual students. These are, therefore, low-stakes tests. To 
the greatest extent, they aim to maintain consistent content over time, but would follow  
– and aim to track success of – changes in curriculum (see examples in Box 8.5). Green 
and Oates (2009) note that such tests are comparatively low cost and offer other 
advantages by: providing stable measures to allow the robust measurement of standards 
over time; allowing a broader coverage of the curriculum; and avoiding distortion of 
results deriving from “teaching to the test”. This latter point is echoed in a report on the 
accountability system in England within the United Kingdom (House of Commons 
Children, Schools and Families Committee, 2008). Indeed, one method to increase the 
curriculum coverage is to use a matrix sampling method (i.e. different content is included 
in a set of test papers so that not every child sits the same test, thus allowing a broader 
coverage of topics in the test). The matrix sampling method increases the validity of an 
assessment as it allows for a more comprehensive evaluation of student performance 
without increasing student testing time – and also reduces the potential loss of 
instructional time due to sitting the test (Le and Klein, 2002). While sample-based 
assessments are favourable if the primary goal is to provide information for system 
evaluation and related policy making, they cannot be used as a way to identify all schools 
with performance concerns (Greaney and Kellaghan, 2008). 

Such assessments are also used to monitor the performance of sub-systems. Although, 
the stakes are low for individual students and schools, in Canada and the United States 
the results from these assessments are used to monitor the validity of average results in 
state, province or territory assessments – assessments which do carry high stakes for 
schools. For example, in the United States the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP) aims to provide nationally comparable measures of progress in core 
skills over time. However, since the introduction of the No Child Left Behind policy 
requiring individual states to assess students, the NAEP has an additional purpose “to 
help the U.S. Department of Education verify the results of state-wide assessments” 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2002). The use of low stakes benchmarking tests to 
validate tests used in accountability systems becomes increasingly important as stakes are 
increased in accountability systems (Koretz, 2010). Similarly, in Canada, the 
Pan-Canadian Assessment Programme is a tool for “Ministers to judge curriculum and 
other aspects of school systems and to enable provinces/territories to validate/improve 
their own assessment systems” (CMEC, 2008). 

However, many countries choose to administer full-cohort assessments. In some cases 
this is in combination with a national sample assessment (Australia, Israel, Mexico and 
England in the United Kingdom). In Australia and Mexico full-cohort testing was 
introduced in numeracy (Australia)/mathematics (Mexico) and the language of 
instruction (although in Australia the emphasis is on cross-cutting core skills and in 
Mexico it is on curriculum content). A full-cohort assessment allows the comparison of 
how schools perform within the education system, also. Typically, this introduces the 
additional purpose of holding schools accountable and may include publication of 
school results, although this is not always the case (see Chapter 6). It also provides 
comparable data at the level of different sub-national education systems (e.g. municipal 
or district level, Catholic school sector, etc.) and thus can feed into sub-system 
monitoring and evaluation. Disadvantages associated with full-cohort assessments are 
that they can lead to unfair school ranking and cheating and test manipulation by school 
leaders or teachers (Greaney and Kellaghan, 2008). However, these potential 
disadvantages are linked to how the test results are used and the extent to which they 
are perceived as high stakes by educators (Rosenkvist, 2010; Morris, 2011). In 
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Hungary, the national assessment of basic competencies was extended to a full-cohort 
assessment in 2007/08. This reflects an increased policy focus on the accountability of 
individual schools and the attempts to stimulate school self-evaluation activities. Prior, 
to the introduction of the national assessment of basic competencies in 2001, there was 
a sample assessment run every two years between 1991 and 2001. The coverage of the 
national assessments was increased gradually from its introduction in 2001 where it 
included 20 students from each school to all students in all schools. Similarly in Japan, 
a sample assessment of Japanese and mathematics was administered in 2007 and this 
was then introduced as full cohort. Prior to this, there was a history of periodic national 
sample assessments in Japan. 

Box 8.5 Sample surveys in the Netherlands and New Zealand 

In the Netherlands, a new monitoring survey – the Annual Survey of Educational Levels 
(JPON) – was introduced in 2008 to specifically monitor progress on the roll out of the Ministry 
for Education, Culture and Science’s quality agenda “Schools for Tomorrow” and monitors 
student mastery of Dutch language and mathematics at two points in primary education (Years 4 
and 8). Results are reported and analysed for four major regional groupings in the Netherlands. 
Analysis of performance in urban and rural classifications is also possible (CITO, 2009).  

This comes in addition to the existing monitoring sample survey that has been administered 
periodically in different disciplines since 1987 and monitors skills in Dutch and mathematics on 
a five-year cycle (Periodical Survey of Education [PPON]). Other curriculum areas that are 
monitored in the PPON include world studies, history, geography, biology, physics/engineering, 
English, music and physical education (CITO, 2008). The design of the PPON aims to provide 
robust measures of changes over time covering large amounts of the curriculum. The design of 
JPON aims to provide more regular and timely feedback on a narrower area corresponding to the 
national reform agenda in primary education. Both the PPON and JPON monitoring surveys use 
Item Response Theory and therefore allow reporting of what students can or cannot typically do 
against defined performance standards. 

In New Zealand, the National Education Monitoring Project (NEMP) established in 1993 
assesses students in primary education in two different year groups (Years 4 and 8) and follows a 
set four-year survey cycle. In this way the NEMP is conducted each year, but assesses a different 
set of disciplines. For example, in the second year of the survey cycle, music, technology, 
reading and speaking are assessed, and in the fourth year of the survey cycle, listening and 
viewing, health and physical education, and writing are assessed. These disciplines, therefore, 
will only be tested every four years. This allows monitoring of a broad coverage of the national 
curriculum. According to the NEMP website, the purpose of monitoring samples of students at 
successive points in time is to identify and report trends in educational performance, to provide 
good information for policy makers, curriculum specialists and educators for planning purposes 
and to inform the public on trends in educational achievement. 

Sources: CITO (2008, 2009); New Zealand’s National Education Monitoring Project website, 
http://nemp.otago.ac.nz. 

Capitalising on technology for national assessment administration 
In general, national assessments are still predominantly paper based. However, in 

comparison to national examinations, the administration of national assessments is more 
likely to capitalise on information technology. This reflects the longer established 
tradition of national examinations in many education systems. Computer-based uniform 
technology is used in the administration of national assessments in primary and lower 
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secondary education in the Czech Republic, Luxembourg (lower secondary only), 
New Zealand, Norway and for some parts of the national assessment programme in the 
Flemish Community of Belgium. Computers are also used to administer national 
assessments to some students with special educational needs in Australia and Slovenia 
(although for all other students assessments are paper based).  

In Norway, the national assessments in English and mathematics have been 
administered electronically since 2009, but the national assessment in reading 
(Norwegian) remains paper based. In Denmark computer-based adaptive testing (i.e. the 
test adapts to the individual student’s level as the student takes the test) is used in national 
assessments in primary and lower secondary education. Similar adaptive testing has been 
developed in Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, although these are offered for 
diagnostic use by schools and the results are not collected for system evaluation. Clearly, 
systems that have more recently developed national assessments have decided to draw on 
technology when developing these. National assessments are currently being introduced 
in the Czech Republic and were relatively recently introduced in Denmark (2009), 
Luxembourg (2009), Norway (2004) and Australia (2008 for the full-cohort national 
assessment). In Luxembourg, the University of Luxembourg receives national research 
funding to develop a computer-based assessment of complex problem solving. Such 
research can inform the future development of the national standardised assessments 
(Shewbridge et al., 2012). 

Technology can significantly increase the usability and relevance of national 
assessment results for educators and school managers, as this can dramatically decrease 
the time required to feed results back to schools. The national assessment system in 
Denmark delivers test results to teachers, schools and school managers the day after the 
student has taken the test. Feedback from educators indicates that an increasing majority 
are reporting using these results in their instructional activities (Danish Ministry of 
Education and Rambøll, 2012).  

Prioritising reliability of national assessments and striving to increase validity 
In many systems, national assessments are used for accountability of schools to the 

public. In this context, the reliability of the assessment is of key importance. This is 
concerned with the extent to which an assessment is consistent in measuring what it sets 
out to measure. A highly reliable assessment ensures that the result is accurate and not 
influenced by the particular assessor or assessment situation. In other words, a highly 
reliable test if repeated would produce the same results (Harlen, 2007). However, the way 
in which test results are used within an accountability system also implies challenges to 
the validity of the tests (see Box 8.8). Validity relates to the appropriateness of the 
inferences, uses and consequences attached to assessment. A highly valid assessment 
ensures that all relevant aspects of student performance are covered by the assessment. 
A need for high reliability and the way in which test results are used both have 
implications for the design of assessments. Much of the literature implies that there is a 
trade-off in choosing either a highly reliable test or a test with high validity (see Morris, 
2011), but there are ways to better balance both, e.g. using a matrix sample assessment 
(see above) and providing ways to increase reliability in scoring of tests items that are not 
closed-format (see below). 

As can be seen in Table 8.3, national assessments typically test limited content. With 
assessments aimed at the curriculum, the major focus is on mathematics and the language 
of instruction and assessment is often limited to these areas. In other systems, the focus is 
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on core competencies or cross-cutting skills within the broad categories of literacy and 
numeracy. Only a few systems test beyond these limited content areas (Korea, Denmark 
and Spain, notably) and the most typical additional content areas are science and an 
additional language (foreign language or second language of instruction, as is the case in 
Luxembourg). In Sweden, national assessments strive to be as well aligned as possible to 
both academic and democratic goals in the syllabi by incorporating more cultural goals in 
indirect ways, e.g. through the use of context of testing items and including attitudinal 
components (Nusche et al., 2011a). 

Table 8.4 presents an overview of testing formats used in national assessments, 
showing the most common format in the first column and the least common format in the 
final column. This clearly shows that the predominant testing format used in national 
assessments is multiple choice (i.e. students have to choose one answer from a set of 
suggested answers), followed by the use of closed-format short answer questions 
(e.g. yes/no; true/false; selecting a word; providing the result to a calculation). Both 
multiple-choice and closed-format short answer questions are less costly to develop, 
administer and score, plus scoring is more reliable and therefore test results are very 
comparable and can be used to test a range of outcomes (Hamilton and Koretz, 2002; 
Anderson and Morgan, 2008; and Zucker, 2003, in Morris, 2011). However, in terms of 
student assessment these formats are associated with testing limited skills and 
encouraging superficial learning (see Chapter 4; also Morris, 2011). In Mexico, the full-
cohort assessments rely entirely on multiple-choice questions.  

It is not common practice to include oral questions and answers in national 
assessments, although this is done in Austria, Iceland, New Zealand and Sweden, as well 
as in the Flemish Community of Belgium on some occasions. Both New Zealand and 
Sweden use students’ teachers in the scoring of assessment results, but in the other 
countries, students’ oral tasks are centrally marked. Austria and Sweden also include oral 
presentations in their national assessments. Achieving consistent scoring among different 
individuals scoring the items or tasks in the tests (or high inter-rater reliability) is key to 
ensuring the test reliability. This can be aided by the development and provision of 
scoring guides and rubrics, but also by training the scorers (Shewbridge et al., 2012; Le 
and Klein, 2002). While scorer training implies higher costs, it can be a good source of 
professional development (see also Chapter 4). 

Multiple-choice tasks and closed-format short answer questions are heavily used due 
to their higher scoring reliability. That is, there is an obvious right or wrong answer. 
These can also be automatically scored. However, it is also crucial to ensure reliable 
administration of the national assessment. With the introduction of national assessments 
in the Slovak Republic, the State School Inspectorate has been tasked with monitoring the 
administration of national tests. It visits schools or districts where concerns over test 
administration have been raised, but also conducts random visits to schools (Hajdúková 
et al., forthcoming). 
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Table 8.4 Testing formats used in national assessments (2012) 

 
ISCED 
level 

Multiple 
choice 

Closed-format 
short answer 

questions 

Open-ended 
writing tasks/ 
calculations 

Performing  
a task 

Oral 
questions 

and answers 
Oral 

presentation 

Austria 1; 2 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Australia 1;2 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Belgium (Fr.) 11;2;3 Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
Belgium (Fl.)1 1;2;3 Yes Yes No Yes No No 
Canada 2 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Chile 1;2;3 Yes No Yes No No No 
Czech Republic 1;2 Yes Yes No No No No 
Denmark1,2 1;2 Yes Yes No No No No 
Estonia 1 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Finland1 1;2 Yes Yes ISCED 2 only No No ISCED 2 only 
France 1;2 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Hungary 11;2;3 Yes Yes No No No No 
Iceland 1;2 Yes No ISCED 2 only ISCED 1 only ISCED 2 only No 
Ireland 1 Yes Yes No No No No 
Israel 1;2 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Italy 1;2;3 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Korea 1;2;3 Yes Yes No No No No 
Luxembourg 1;2 Yes No No ISCED 1 only ISCED 1 only No 
Mexico (sample) 1;2 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Mexico (full) 1;2;3 Yes No No No No No 
Netherlands1 1;2;3 Yes No Yes No No No 
New Zealand1 1;2 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Norway 1;2 Yes Yes No No No No 
Poland 1 Yes No Yes No No No 
Portugal None a a a a a a 
Slovak Republic4 2 Yes Yes No No No No 
Slovenia 1;2 Yes No Yes No No No 
Spain5 1;2 Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Sweden 1;2;3 Yes Yes Yes ISCED 1 only Yes Yes 
United Kingdom 
(Northern Ireland)3 1;2 m m m m m m 

Total number of 
systems using this 
format: 

 27 21 17 7 6 3 

Notes: The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable and the symbol “m” denotes that information is missing.  
(1) National assessments are not compulsory. (2) Matching items are also used which require students to match 
pictures/drawings with words. (3) A mix of teacher-developed and centrally developed tasks. (4) National assessments are being 
developed for ISCED 1 also. (5) Last administered in 2010 and currently under development. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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Specific reviews to inform the evaluation of the education system 
There are several different mechanisms used by OECD countries to review different 

aspects of the education system. This may entail the external review of the education 
system or parts of it. Indeed, this OECD Review offers one example of the latter. Such 
reviews are conducted to provide objective analysis to inform system improvement. For 
example, the Northern Territory in Australia commissioned a structural review of its 
Department of Education and Training in 2009 in order to “more efficiently deliver the 
(Australian) government’s commitments to improved school attendance and levels of 
literacy and numeracy and meet future challenges in education” (DEEWR, 2010). Such 
reviews are often stimulated by performance concerns in particular areas. In Denmark, 
the prime minister commissioned a special review of the public compulsory school 
(Folkeskole) in 2010 following the perceived “mediocre” results in the OECD’s PISA 
studies. Similarly, Queensland in Australia commissioned a performance review in 2009 
following results from the Australian national assessments and the IEA’s TIMSS study. 
The purpose of the review was to evaluate the Queensland primary school system and to 
“identify areas which would potentially lift the educational outcomes for students in 
Queensland” (DEEWR, 2010). Indeed, in Korea, education system evaluation is 
conceptualised as the review of specific problematic areas within the education system in 
order to prepare a plan for improvement and revise the system accordingly. Different 
concerns may be raised by various stakeholders, including central and local authorities, 
researchers, teacher and parent associations and the media. A specific committee is 
assembled to address these concerns. The committee aims to “objectively diagnose the 
current status of education, clarify the essence of the problem, set standards to measure 
how the problem is being recognised, research related Korean and foreign precedents, and 
review and propose improvement plans” (Kim et al., 2010).  

Feedback from the external evaluation of individual schools also provides valuable 
information for education system evaluation. In its simplest form, this may comprise an 
overall assessment of quality within the education system contained in an annual report 
from the external school evaluation body, e.g. school inspectorate or school review body 
(see Table 8.9). However, central authorities may require external school evaluation 
bodies to conduct reviews in priority areas. This can either be integrated into regular 
external school evaluation procedures (e.g. the inspectorate or review body examines 
priority areas in all schools it visits, in addition to areas included in the external school 
evaluation framework) or in specific “thematic” external reviews. The latter would 
typically involve a short, focused visit to a sample of schools to examine a specific area.  

For example, in the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic, the school inspectorates 
have been given the additional task to monitor the extent to which school programmes 
reflect requirements in national educational programmes. This aims to monitor the 
implementation of an educational reform and therefore involves an approach to conduct 
timely reviews in schools. The Swedish Schools Inspectorate conducts thematic reviews as 
a complement to the regular supervision of individual schools. These comprise around 90% 
of the Swedish Schools Inspectorate’s annual costs. For example, recent thematic quality 
evaluations have included “Follow-up and evaluation of teaching and learning results”, 
“Bullying, harassment and discrimination in schools”, as well as teaching in mathematics, 
Swedish, physics and modern languages. Similarly, in Ireland, the Inspectorate uses 
thematic and composite evaluative approaches. Thematic evaluations are specialist 
evaluation projects with a research focus that examine the quality of selected educational 
programmes or services in a sample of schools. The approaches involved include first-hand 
observation of teaching and learning, analysis of documents and work samples, and the use 
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of structured interviews, focused seminars and questionnaires. Inspectorate composite 
reports are based on an analysis of subject inspections at secondary level or other inspection 
data. These reports provide advice and support for teachers, schools and teacher educators, 
and identify trends and issues of relevance to policy makers. 

The specific review of policy implementation can be required as part of external school 
evaluation (as above), but also can be commissioned to various independent entities, 
including specific agencies for evaluation and the research community. Although Denmark 
does not have a system of external school evaluation, there has been the use of external 
review to monitor the implementation of policies introduced in 2006 to promote and 
develop an evaluation culture in schools. These have typically been conducted by the 
Danish Evaluation Institute and the results are used to monitor and adjust policies to ensure 
more effective implementation (Shewbridge et al., 2011). In a similar vein, Portugal 
commissioned the University of Lisbon to conduct a review on school implementation of 
specific national policies, including school use of monitoring and development plans. The 
results of these and other evaluations show an emerging evaluation culture in Portuguese 
schools (Portuguese Ministry of Education and Science, forthcoming). In Luxembourg, the 
Minister may commission the Agency for the Development of Quality in Schools (ADQS) 
(within the Ministry) to evaluate pilot projects within the education system and recent 
examples include the evaluation of new types of secondary schools. 

International surveys 
Countries participate in international surveys with the aim of providing comparative 

information of key areas in schooling. This typically involves student assessment in core 
knowledge, skills or competencies (reading, mathematics, science), but can also involve 
surveys of professionals on teaching and learning (see Box 8.6). Comparative data from 
international assessment programmes provide a frame of reference that “assists countries 
in identifying their strengths and weaknesses, provides them with an opportunity for a 
better understanding of their own system, and offers ideas for further research and policy 
development” (Tamassia and Adams, 2009). The genesis of international studies of student 
achievement is the International Association for the Study of Educational Achievement’s 
(IEA) studies which started in the 1960s. Country participation in international 
achievement studies grew steadily over the years. By the late 1990s all OECD countries 
had participated in an international study (Table 8.5). The growing importance of 
international comparisons may reflect both a more outward looking approach to 
educational policy development from countries and a competitive spirit (Sauvageot, 2008).  

Table 8.5 OECD country participation in international achievement studies (2012) 

Study first joined First-time participants 
1963-67 First International Mathematics Study (FIMS) Australia, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany (FRG), Japan, Netherlands, Sweden, 

United Kingdom (England and Scotland), United States 
1968-72 First International Science Study (FISS) Hungary, Italy, New Zealand 
1977-81 Second International Mathematics Study (SIMS) Canada (British Columbia and Ontario), Luxembourg, United Kingdom (Wales) 
1982-86 Second International Science Study (SISS) Canada (other provinces), Korea, Norway, Poland 
1993-97 Third International Mathematics and Science 
Study (TIMSS 1995) 

Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Mexico, Portugal, 
Slovak Republic, Spain, Switzerland 

1997-2001 Third International Mathematics and Science 
Study Repeat (TIMSS-R 1999) 

Chile, Turkey 

2000 Programme for International Student Assessment All OECD countries, except Chile and Israel (PISA+ in 2002), the Slovak Republic 
and Turkey (PISA 2003), Estonia and Slovenia (PISA 2006)  

Source: International Association for the Study of Educational Achievement and OECD websites. 
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The OECD launched the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) in 
2000 and all OECD member countries at that time participated except the Slovak 
Republic and Turkey (both participated from 2003 on). Although not members of the 
OECD at the time, Chile and Israel participated in the repeat of the original PISA survey 
in 2002. 

Box 8.6 The major international surveys providing information to evaluate the education system 

International Association for the Study of Educational Achievement (IEA) 
Participation in different study cycles allows countries “to measure progress in educational 

achievement in mathematics, science and reading comprehension” and also to monitor “changes in the 
implementation of educational policy and identification of new issues relevant to reform efforts” (see 
www.iea.nl/mission_statement.html). 

• Mathematics and science achievement in Grades 4 and 8: the Trends in Mathematics and Science Study 
(TIMSS) conducted in 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007 and 2011 

• Reading achievement in Grade 4: the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) 
conducted in 2001, 2006 and 2011.  

• Studies on information technology in education (1997-99, 1999-2002 and 2006) and civic education 
(1994, 2002 and 2010). 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
Participation in the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) provides countries with: a 

profile of knowledge and skills among 15-year-olds; contextual indicators relating results to student and school 
characteristics; a knowledge base for policy analysis and research; and trend indicators showing how results 
change over time, once data become available from subsequent cycles of PISA. Key features of PISA include its 
policy orientation, innovative approach to literacy and focus on the demonstration of knowledge and skills in a 
form that is relevant to everyday life. 

• Reading, mathematics and science literacy for 15-year-old students: PISA conducted in 2000, 2003, 
2006, 2009 and 2012. 

Effective teaching and teachers are key to producing high performing students. The Teaching and Learning 
International Survey (TALIS) offers an opportunity for teachers and school principals to give their input into 
education analysis and policy development in some key policy areas. Cross-country analysis from TALIS allows 
countries to identify other countries facing similar challenges and to learn from other policy approaches. 

• The learning environment and working conditions of teachers in schools: TALIS conducted in 2008 with 
a focus on lower secondary school teachers. Next survey in 2013 will allow option to survey also 
teachers in primary and upper secondary schools. 

European Commission 
In 2010/11, the first European Survey on Language Competences (ESLC) was conducted in 16 education 
systems in Europe. Participants gained information on the profiles of student proficiency in the two most 
widely taught foreign languages in each system (from one of the following EU languages: English, French, 
German, Italian or Spanish) at either the end of lower secondary (ISCED 2) or the second year of upper 
secondary (ISCED 3). Contextual questionnaires also provide information on the context of foreign 
language teaching policies and foreign language learning at student, teacher and school levels.  

Sources: IEA website, www.iea.nl; OECD PISA website, www.oecd.org/pisa; European Commission website, 
www.ec.europa.eu/languages/eslc/. 
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In Luxembourg, student competencies in French, German and Luxembourgish are 
key priorities for the education system. As such, Luxembourg participates in a special 
European project to study language skills assessment (French, German and English) – the 
European Bank of Anchor Items for Foreign Language Skills (EBAFLS) (Shewbridge 
et al., 2012). This is conducted with six other countries (France, Germany, Hungary, 
Spain Sweden and the United Kingdom) and aims to develop assessment items for 
“reading” and “listening” skills in each language as defined in the European Language 
Framework (levels A2 and B1). The goal is to make language assessment more 
transparent and robust. 

International assessments offer a rich set of benchmarking data to participating 
countries. In many systems, these have introduced innovative testing designs and item 
formats. For example, PISA uses open-constructed response formats that are often not 
included in national assessments (see Table 8.4). Major technological and methodological 
advances in international assessments have also raised the prominence of international 
comparative data in decision making (Tamassia and Adams, 2009). However, a 
shortcoming of international assessments is their lack of a longitudinal component. Their 
cross-sectional nature (i.e. one measurement at one point in time) means that it is not 
possible to measure student progress for a given student cohort (e.g. OECD, 2001; 
OECD, 2010a; Egelund, 2008; Goldstein and Thomas, 2008). This also calls for caution 
on using such correlational data to infer causal relationships. International assessment 
results cannot provide definitive evidence on performance variations, but can raise 
important questions to be investigated by further research (Goldstein and Thomas, 2008; 
McGaw, 2008). These results can inform policy makers of the need for other national 
studies. Caution should be taken in interpreting results due to the “often narrow focus of 
comparative data and the consequential risk of misinterpretation” (Tamassia and Adams, 
2009). The use of an international framework limits the ability of international 
assessments to give a comprehensive overview of any one national system (Bialecki 
et al., 2002; Ofqual, 2008). Finally, the international assessment cycle may not come at 
optimum times to monitor extensive system reform or innovation (Green and Oates, 
2009; Ofqual, 2008). 

Key stakeholder surveys 
Countries may administer surveys to key stakeholders to collect more qualitative 

feedback on the education system, including on the teaching and learning environment, 
overall satisfaction and maybe on specific innovations to the education system. Table 8.6 
provides an overview of the use of stakeholder surveys by OECD countries. It is most 
common among OECD countries to collect qualitative feedback from students. Many 
countries include short questionnaires for students as part of their national assessments. 
This provides useful feedback in its own right and can also be used to analyse how certain 
factors relate to performance. However, specific feedback surveys for students may be 
used independently of national assessments. For example, Norway administers an annual 
student survey and reports major results and analysis as part of its annual summative 
report on the education system (see Box 8.11). In Australia, a National School Opinion 
Survey collecting responses from students and parents will be implemented from 2013. It 
is anticipated that a similar teacher survey will also be implemented in 2015. Results of 
the surveys are to be published in the school’s Annual Report. 

Teacher surveys are administered in Australia, Austria, Chile, Estonia, Iceland, Israel, 
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden and Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, 
as well as in the Flemish Community of Belgium, Canada and Hungary as part of the 
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national sample assessment. With the exception of Canada, Estonia, Israel and Northern 
Ireland in the United Kingdom, all these countries also administer parent surveys. Parent 
surveys are also used in Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands and Poland. In France, the 
Federation of Parents of Public School Students (PEEP) regularly conducts parent 
surveys, although there are no officially developed parent surveys. Several countries also 
participate in the OECD’s Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) (see 
above).  

In Luxembourg, although there are no regular stakeholder surveys, part of the 
mandate for the Agency for the Development of Quality in Schools (ADQS) is to collect 
and synthesise qualitative feedback from schools, as commissioned by the Minister 
(Shewbridge et al., 2012). This sends a strong signal on the importance of collecting 
feedback from key stakeholders. Recent evaluations of national school innovation 
projects and the implementation of other national policies have used teacher and parental 
surveys to seek feedback. The results of these opinion surveys are synthesised and 
analysed centrally and they feed into the considerations for further development and 
refinement of the specific policies. 

In Denmark, there are no regular stakeholder surveys, although a central framework 
for collecting feedback from parents has been developed and local authorities are free to 
use this. Copenhagen runs an annual student survey. Analysis of results from the 
Copenhagen student survey shows strong association between student performance and 
many qualitative aspects of school life. This indicates that the collection of such data 
nationally could be of significant policy and research interest (Shewbridge et al., 2011). 

Table 8.6 The use of stakeholder surveys in the OECD (2012) 

Stakeholders Countries administering surveys 

Students, parents and teachers Australia, Austria, Flemish Community of Belgium1, Chile, Hungary1, Iceland, New Zealand1, Norway, Portugal, Sweden 
Students and parents Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Poland 
Students and teachers Canada1, Estonia, Israel, Northern Ireland (United Kingdom) 
Students French Community of Belgium, Finland1, Spain  
No stakeholder surveys Czech Republic, Denmark2, France, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, Slovenia, Slovak Republic 

Notes: (1) In the Flemish Community of Belgium, Canada, Finland, Hungary and New Zealand this is part of the national 
sample student assessments. In Hungary there may also be ad hoc surveys. (2) In Denmark, there is a central framework to 
collect feedback from parents which local authorities can choose to use. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

The use of a survey cycle can broaden the range of stakeholders consulted and the 
coverage of information collected. New Zealand uses national surveys on a 3-year cycle that 
are completed by a random sample of primary and secondary schools (principals, teachers, 
trustees and parents) on school finance, strategic management, professional development and 
collaboration with communities, plus other current priority topics, e.g. the introduction of 
national standards in 2010 (Nusche et al., 2012). In Norway, the Directorate for Education 
and Training has established a multi-year framework for administering sample-based user 
surveys to ensure a cyclical coverage of key topics, while limiting demands on users to 
complete surveys. The regular collection will allow monitoring and reporting on seven key 
areas, but will ensure that school principals and local authorities only complete a survey once 
every 18 months (Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, 2011). 
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Graduation and completion data at the end of key stages of schooling 
Although, the primary purpose of national examinations is to give a summative 

assessment of an individual student’s achievement, the results from such examinations 
(and indeed final marks awarded by teachers) are often aggregated to show overall 
achievement at the national and sub-national levels. These are considered to be key 
indicators of student outcomes at the end of schooling. The primary purpose of national 
examinations means that the tests are designed to satisfy criteria for high-stakes 
assessment. In this context, test content would be less predictable and would not be 
designed to link results from year to year. These are, therefore, not ideal measures for 
tracking changes over time. However, a high reliability in scoring and administration 
conditions across schools would mean that these should provide good measures for 
comparing student performance at a given point in time (see Chapter 4). As such, the 
information can feed into system evaluation – although aggregate outcomes in different 
regions and schools are largely influenced by contextual factors (see Box 8.8). 

Longitudinal surveys 
Table 8.7 presents an overview of different types of longitudinal information 

available to OECD countries for education system evaluation. Many systems have 
longitudinal information on the progress of student cohorts through the education system 
– this is a relatively recent possibility in some systems corresponding with the 
introduction of national assessments that are designed to follow student cohorts. 

In the Flemish Community of Belgium, longitudinal research is conducted by the 
Centre of Education and School Careers (Steunpunt voor Studie-en Schoolloopbanen, SSL). 
Research covers both primary and secondary schooling (www.steunpuntloopbanen.be). 
Longitudinal studies of student cohorts are well established in the Netherlands (see 
Box 8.7). In New Zealand, the “Competent Children, Competent Learners” longitudinal 
research programme specifically analyses the development of different competencies 
(knowledge, skills and attitudes) across a student cohort and identifies factors associated 
with this with the aim to identify promising directions for improving children’s competency 
levels (www.nzcer.org.nz/research/competent-children-competent-learners). “Growing Up 
in Ireland” is a longitudinal research programme that follows cohorts of children and 
examines factors impacting social, health and emotional outcomes for children 
(www.growingup.ie).  

Since 1996, New Zealand has introduced a unique student identifier (the National 
Student Number, NSN). This can be used for longitudinal research studies. However, 
student privacy must be respected. This unique identifier facilitates the management and 
sharing of information about students across the education sector in a way that protects 
their privacy (Nusche et al., 2012). At the level of the Ministry of Education, almost all 
data collection from schools is set up in a way as to enable longitudinal analysis, using 
the NSN as a link. The existence of a widely applied unique identifier covering both 
schooling and the tertiary sector is a key strength of system monitoring in New Zealand. 
The NSN can be used by authorised users for the following five purposes: monitoring and 
ensuring a student’s enrolment and attendance; ensuring education providers and students 
receive appropriate resourcing; statistical purposes; research purposes; and ensuring that 
students’ educational records are accurately maintained. Among other things, the NSN is 
applied for reporting purposes by education agencies, analysis of student assessment data 
over time, moving data between software applications, and issuing documentation 
students need to present to other schools or education providers. 
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Box 8.7 Longitudinal research programmes in the Netherlands 

In the 1980s there was a debate about ways to evaluate ongoing policy programmes in education, 
e.g. stimulating equity in primary schools and restructuring secondary education. The Foundation for 
Educational Research (SVO) advised that experimental designs were not feasible and proposed the use of cohort 
studies, i.e. to analyse the educational attainment of age cohorts of students throughout their school career.  

The cohort study is jointly financed by the Ministry of Education and the Foundation for Scientific Research 
(NWO). The COOL study is presented as a data source for various user groups, such as the Ministry of 
Education, The Social and Cultural Planning Bureau and the Educational Council (Onderwijsraad). Further, 
research groups can use the data to conduct more in depth studies. The COOL study also comprises specific 
services to feed back information to schools.  

Initially, two different cohort studies in primary education (PRIMA) and secondary education (VOCL) were 
launched. Essentially both comprised: achievement testing of students in language and mathematics/arithmetic at 
various levels during the school career; recording data on students’ progress throughout the school programme 
(class repetition, drop out, transfer to another school type, and examination results); and the collection of school 
background data by means of questionnaires to parents, teachers and school leaders. Schools providing special 
education were not included. 

From 2007, the primary and secondary cohort studies were integrated into the Cohort Survey School Careers 
(Cohort Onderzoek Onderwijsloopbanen, COOL). The COOL study comprises data collection in primary 
(Years 2, 5 and 8), general secondary (third year) and vocational schools (second year). COOL surveys have 
been planned until 2015. Student achievement is tested in language and mathematics/arithmetic. The 
achievement tests make use of the Cito pupil monitoring system LOVS. In addition short questionnaires are 
administered to students. A pre-COOL study in early childhood education will also be launched. 

See purpose and intent at www.cool5-18.nl/doelenopzetbo/#4. 

See information for schools at www.cool5-18.nl/scholenbo/. 

Source: Scheerens et al. (2012). 

In France, since 1973 the Education Ministry has been responsible for longitudinal 
panel surveys of students starting in either primary or lower secondary education (panels 
d’élèves). They aim to follow the pathways and educational development of a cohort of 
students until their exit from education. Information on the progression of individual 
students is also collected via a personal competency booklet for each student. Further, there 
are studies on student entrance into the labour market upon completion of education.  

Australia and Canada have linked existing longitudinal studies to follow up students 
who participate in PISA to shed light on student pathways. The fact that there were 
existing national longitudinal studies meant that neither country was daunted by the 
technical and administrative complexity involved (McGaw, 2008).  

The Longitudinal Surveys of Australian Youth (LSAY) began in 1995 and collects 
information from 10 000 young adults once a year over a period of ten years about their 
education and training, work and social development (more information on 
www.lsay.edu.au/aboutlsay/about.html). For example, information is collected on student 
achievement, student aspirations, school retention, social background, attitudes to school, 
work experiences and what students are doing when they leave school (e.g. vocational 
and higher education, employment, job seeking activity). Surveys in 2003, 2006 and 2009 
are integrated with PISA.  
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As part of the “Youth in Transition Survey”, the 30 000 Canadian students that 
participated in the PISA 2000 survey have been interviewed every two years (final 
interviews were in 2010 when the young adults were 25 years old) to track their 
education/work transitions. For example, questions in 2006 related to engagement in and 
financing of post-secondary education, education and work aspirations, employment 
status, income, personal characteristics and background. Based on this follow-up, results 
demonstrate strong association between better performance in PISA and student 
completion of secondary school and participation in some form of post-secondary 
education (OECD, 2010c). 

Table 8.7 Availability of longitudinal information for education system evaluation (2012) 

Availability of longitudinal information Systems in which this is available 
The progression of individual students:  
The progression of student cohorts;  
Future studies/professional pathways of graduates 

Australia, Canada (this varies among provinces/territories), France 

The progression of individual students; 
The progression of student cohorts  

Austria, Slovenia, Finland, Hungary 

The progression of student cohorts Chile (since 2007), Denmark, Italy (since 2008/09), Portugal (since 2007/08) 
The progression of individual students Luxembourg, Mexico, Norway (ISCED 3) 
Longitudinal research programmes Belgium (Fl.), Estonia, Ireland, Israel, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland 
No longitudinal information Belgium (Fr.), Czech Republic, Iceland, Korea, Slovak Republic, Spain, Sweden, 

United Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 
Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

Similarly, in Denmark there was a follow-up of the participants in PISA 2000 using 
individual registration numbers and personal interviews conducted in 2004 (see Jensen and 
Andersen, 2006; Egelund, 2008). In Luxembourg, a special follow-up national study 
(LESELUX) was conducted after the IEA’s PIRLS 2006 assessment to more deeply 
investigate and confirm key messages revealed by the main study (Shewbridge et al., 2012). 

Meeting information needs at the system level  
A key challenge within the evaluation and assessment framework is to develop 

indicators and measures of system performance that permit a good understanding of how 
well the education system is achieving its objectives. While national education goals may 
be comprehensive and broad, monitoring systems may be rather limited in the 
information they can offer. This runs the risk of policy being driven primarily in areas 
where there are measures available. At the same time, heightened demands for 
information may necessitate significant resources in both the different bodies 
responsible for collecting and compiling this and schools and other stakeholders that 
may need to provide this. With regard to quality goals of the education system, some 
systems may lack quantitative measures in key areas of schooling or rely on a limited 
set in discrete areas. Other systems may lack qualitative measures in key areas of 
schooling, including for example, information on the quality of teaching and learning 
and feedback on the satisfaction of students, parents and educators. In this context, it is 
challenging to juggle the different tensions between feasibility, reliability, coverage and 
validity. 
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One key concern in system evaluation is to monitor equity goals across the system. 
This means that systems need to ensure the collection of basic demographic data for 
students and schools. Typically, data of interest for system analysis include: student 
socio-economic background (often measured by their parents’ education level and 
occupation); student first language and whether this is different from the language of 
instruction; student place of birth; and information on any special educational needs. Such 
information can be available via Labour Force Surveys, as well as regular population 
census and may be collected via the administration of questionnaires to students during 
national assessments. In the Czech Republic, France, Iceland, Ireland and Sweden, 
information on socio-economic composition of schools is available, but this is not 
collected at the individual student level. In Poland, student background information is not 
systematically collected, but only in specific educational research. In Portugal 
information on students’ socio-economic background at the student and school levels is 
not collected as part of the regular submission of data from schools in administrative 
collection, nor via the administration of the national tests. However, for public schools 
and government-dependent private schools, information is collected on whether or not 
students receive free school meals and assistance for special educational needs, and also 
on the profession of the students’ parents. 

Monitoring key student learning outcomes  
In all countries, there is some form of system in place to monitor student learning 

objectives. However, monitoring systems only provide performance information against 
discrete parts of student learning objectives, although the breadth of areas covered varies 
significantly among countries. As student learning objectives evolve this brings new 
demands for monitoring systems. Standardised national assessments heavily draw on 
multiple-choice assessment formats and this poses a challenge to monitoring how well 
students perform in more cognitively demanding areas. In particular, heightened 
importance in student learning goals for cross-cutting competencies and student ability to 
demonstrate and apply their learning in real-life settings, may not yet be adequately 
reflected in national monitoring systems. Conversely, national assessments may be 
designed to assess student competencies that are not yet adequately reflected in student 
learning objectives and/or implemented at the school level. 

Securing comparability over time and across schools 
Countries often face challenges in monitoring trends in student performance over 

time. This might be because national assessments or examinations are not designed in 
such a way results are comparable over time. This limits the ability to analyse the 
progress of student performance over time. Another challenge often concerns the 
comparison of student outcomes across schools. This might arise because there are 
inadequate mechanisms in place to ensure the comparability of marking and scoring of 
results. Further, if results of student assessments are made public at the school level with 
no account for the socio-economic context of each school (or the characteristics of 
schools’ student population), this can considerably distort considerations about the 
effectiveness of each school as average results do not reflect the value added by schools 
to student results (see also Chapter 6). Box 8.8 presents an overview of the 
methodological concerns in designing appropriate measures. 
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Box 8.8 Tensions between monitoring changes over time and holding schools accountable 
Experts in testing and statistical methodology caution that there are tensions in securing measures that are 

comparable over time and that provide meaningful comparisons across schools – especially when these are 
perceived to be high stakes by schools. This, therefore, has implications for system monitoring if the results from 
full-cohort national assessments are used in school accountability systems. Introducing some measures of 
accountability may be a way for countries to enforce and support a culture of using student test results for 
improving instruction (Rosenkvist, 2010). However, introducing a system of accountability requires a clear 
understanding of what student tests can (and cannot) be used for. 

Measures that are best suited to school comparisons are unstable measures of changes over time 
A fair and legitimate school accountability system should only hold teachers and schools accountable for 

factors that they can influence (Rosenkvist, 2010). However, in a review of literature on different types of school 
performance measures used in accountability systems, Masters (2012) shows that measures that have been 
developed to provide fairer or more meaningful comparisons of school performance do not lend themselves to 
monitoring changes over time. Specifically, “gain scores” or “growth” measures (i.e. measuring the same set of 
students on the same measurement scale at two points in time, e.g. cohort’s reading scores between Year 3 and 
Year 5) and contextual value added measures (CVA) (i.e. an adjustment for contextual influences in a school by 
investigating the association of a range of contextual factors and student test scores at the education system level). 
Research has consistently found that gain scores are unstable over time and it is therefore difficult to draw 
conclusions about changes in gain scores with any degree of confidence. Changes in CVA are very difficult to 
interpret as measures of school improvement as these have no easily understood substantive meaning. 
Conversely, “status” measures (e.g. average performance on a test or percentage of students at a particular level 
of proficiency) are strongly influenced by contextual factors and students’ prior learning, so are less meaningful 
when comparing schools with different intake. However, they can provide useful information on changes over 
time within the same school, if there is evidence of improvement over a sustained period (given possible 
fluctuations from year to year with particular student cohorts).  

High-stakes use of test results implies changes in test design and validation 
Koretz (2010) argues that the prominence of tests in accountability systems necessitates fundamental changes 

in test design and validation. Even though the shift to high-stakes testing in the United States has led to a number 
of innovations in testing, these have not been enough and do not address the core concerns. The concern of 
reallocation within schools to the subjects tested at the expense of other subjects is, Koretz argues, a policy and 
not a measurement issue. However, the predictability of test content may lead to a reallocation of instructional 
time within subjects, which is a measurement issue as it can lead to test score inflation. Further, predictability of 
non-substantive parts of a test item, e.g. its format and task demands, may lead to coaching in form of guidelines 
emphasising mechanical aspects of test taking. Under high-stakes conditions, predictable tests can lose their value 
as measures of the broader domain as educators and students have strong incentives to behave in ways that 
undermine this. As such, Koretz advocates for less predictable tests, but this entails higher test development costs 
and technical concerns for linking tests over time. This heightens the importance of having an additional low 
stakes benchmarking test that can be used to validate tests used in accountability systems. 

Measures should be fit for purpose and the results and their limitations communicated clearly 
Perie and Park (2007) conducted a review of accountability systems and related literature in the United States 

and caution that a well-designed and effective accountability system pays attention to seven core components: 
1) The reason for the accountability system and its intended goals (expected outcomes); 2) Performance 
indicators used are valid and interpreted correctly and should be as many as possible and not just one measure; 
3) Design the system to match the intended goals (e.g. whether to use status, improvement or growth measures); 
4) Consequences of the results regarding possible sanctions and rewards and monitoring these for effectiveness; 
5) Communication about the accountability system and its results and their limitations to schools, school 
providers and the general public; 6) Support from the State to schools for improvement and evaluating whether 
the accountability system supports high-quality instruction; 7) Regular evaluation, monitoring and improvement 
of the system. For an overview of literature on the importance of maximising test validity by ensuring a use of 
test results that is fit for purpose see Rosenkvist (2010) and Morris (2011). 

Sources: Koretz (2010); Masters (2012); Perie and Park (2007); Rosenkvist (2010). 
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Capacity 

Among OECD countries, there are several different entities with a role in education 
system evaluation and these can typically be classified into two major groups. Those with 
capacity to:  

• Compile key information for national monitoring: e.g. National Bureau of 
Statistics or statistical units within the Ministry of Education (internal or 
outsourced) and students’ teachers and schools. 

• Produce evidence and use education system evaluation results: e.g. education 
authorities at the national and sub-national levels; bodies conducting national and 
international assessments; quality assurance agencies; inspectorates or school 
review agencies; national audit offices; education councils bringing together a 
range of stakeholders; research institutes. 

Compiling information for national monitoring 
Schools are required to submit information on their schools that feeds into both 

school evaluation and education system evaluation (see Chapter 6 for details on 
compliancy reporting requirements at the school level). For example, some systems 
require schools to provide information annually on student demographics and socio-
economic characteristics and this forms an important part of the monitoring of equity 
goals within the education system. 

In some systems, students’ teachers are engaged in the scoring of their work in 
national assessments. Teachers bare sole responsibility for this in the French Community 
of Belgium, Finland, Slovenia (ISCED 1 only) and Sweden. Central scoring guidelines 
are provided. In the French Community of Belgium and Sweden, this is organised at the 
school level. The Swedish Schools Inspectorate may also monitor the scoring by teachers 
in different schools. Results of such evaluations revealed significant differences in 
scoring practices among schools (Nusche et al., 2011a). In France (ISCED 1 only), the 
Netherlands and Norway, both students’ teachers and central authorities score student 
work in the national assessments. 

Producing evidence and using education system evaluation results 
Over recent years, many countries have established specific bodies to oversee quality 

assurance of the education system. This aims to signal the importance of evaluation 
within the system also. However, countries draw on different entities for evaluating the 
education system and sub-national systems (Table 8.8).  
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Table 8.8 Capacity for evaluating the education system and sub-national systems (2012) 

  Conducting evaluations on identified priority areas  
within the education system Evaluating sub-national education systems 

Australia 
Central education authority or government; state education 
authorities or governments; audit office; research institutes;  

other (Productivity Commission, external validators) 

State education authorities or governments (mainly for 
government schools only); some systemic non-

government school systems conduct system evaluation 

Austria 
Central Agency (Federal Institute for Education Research, 

Innovation and Development of the Austrian School System, 
BIFIE); research institutes); national statistical office; audit office 

State education authorities; research institutes 
(Universities, University College of Teacher Education, 

other scientific institutions) 

Belgium (Fl.) Central education authority; research institutes; other (umbrella 
organisations for schools) a 

Belgium (Fr.) Central education authority; Inspectorate a 

Canada Provincial/territorial education authorities (ministries of education); 
Council of Ministers of Education, Canada 

Provincial/territorial education authorities  
(ministries of education) 

Chile Central agency (The Quality of Education Agency) Central agency (The Quality of Education Agency) 

Czech Republic Central education authority (Ministry of Education, Youth and 
Sports); Czech School Inspectorate; regional education authorities 

Czech School Inspectorate; regional education authorities 
(14 regional education sub-systems) 

Denmark 
Central education authority; central agency (Quality and 
Supervision Agency); research institutes; local education 

authorities 

Central education authority; central agency  
(Quality and Supervision Agency); research institutes; 

local education authorities 

Estonia Central education authority (Ministry of Education and Research) 
Central agency (Foundation Innove); regional education 

authorities (county governments); local education 
authorities 

Finland 
Central education authority (Finnish National Board of Education); 

central agency (Education Evaluation Council in Jyväskylä; 
research institute (Finnish Institute for Educational Research  

at the University of Jyväskylä) 
Local education authorities  

France 
Central education authority; General Inspectorates (IGEN; 

IGAENR); research institutes; National Council for Education 
(advisory body[HCE]); National Audit Offices (Cour des Comptes; 

IGF); Parliament  

Central education authority; General Inspectorates 
(IGEN; IGAENR); regional education authorities 

(académies) with the support of local and regional 
inspection bodies (IEN; IA-IPR); regional statistical 

services (SSR)  

Hungary Central education authority; Institute for Educational Research  
and Development a 

Iceland Ad hoc independent expert groups; research institutes a 

Ireland Inspectorate of the Department of Education and Skills; 
research institutes a 

Israel Central education authority Central education authority 

Italy 
Central evaluation agency (National Institute for the Evaluation of 

the Education System, INVALSI), National Institute for Educational 
Research, Experimentation and Development (INDIRE); 

Inspectorate 
a 

Korea a Central government; research institutes 
Luxembourg Central education authority a 

Mexico Central education authority; central agency (National Institute for 
Educational Assessment and Evaluation, INEE) State education authorities  

Netherlands Central education authority; Dutch Inspectorate of Education; 
Audit office; research institutes  a 

New Zealand Central education authority or government; central agency 
(Education Review Office) 

Central education authority or government, central 
agency (Education Review Office) 

Norway Central education authority (Norwegian Directorate for Education 
and Training)  Local education authorities  

Poland Regional education authorities (educational superintendents) Local education authorities 
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Table 8.8 Capacity for evaluating the education system and sub-national systems, 2012 (continued) 

  Conducting evaluations on identified priority areas  
within the education system Evaluating sub-national education systems 

Portugal 
Central education authority (General Inspectorate of Education 
and Science; General Directorate for Education and Science 

Statistics) 

These are ad hoc and may be conducted by different 
central bodies (e.g. National Agency for Qualification and 

Vocational Education and Training) 

Slovak Republic 
Central education authority (Ministry of Education, Science and 
Sport); State School Inspectorate; National Institute for Certified 

Educational Measurements (NÚCEM); regional education 
authorities 

Regional education authorities (8 regional education  
sub-systems) 

Slovenia Inspectorate of the Republic of Slovenia for Education and Sport; 
central agency (National Examinations Centre), research institute a 

Spain Central education authority; state education authorities State education authorities or governments 

Sweden Central education authority; central agency (National Agency  
for Education); Swedish Schools Inspectorate a 

United Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland)  

Central education authority (Department of Education) Central education authority (Department of Education) 

Note: The symbol “a” denotes that this is not applicable.  

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 

In Portugal, while there is no specific body responsible for the overall evaluation of 
the education system, the General Inspectorate of Education and Science audits and 
evaluates both the quality of education and teaching within the system and the Ministry of 
Education and Science. Within the Ministry, a specific department is responsible for 
developing national student assessments and all departments are responsible for 
monitoring the areas under their responsibility (Portuguese Ministry of Education and 
Science, forthcoming). In Luxembourg, a department within the Ministry of Education 
and Training co-ordinates research on pedagogical and technological innovation. The 
department includes a specific Agency for the Development of Quality in Schools 
(ADQS) that was created in 2009 to both provide information to monitor schools and the 
education system and to support and develop school capacity to conduct self-evaluation. 
In the Slovak Republic, the Ministry of Education, Science and Sport holds overall 
responsibility for ensuring the quality of the education system, but delegates authority to 
two institutions to evaluate the overall performance of the education system: the Slovak 
State Schools Inspectorate and the National Institute for Certified Educational 
Measurements (NÚCEM). The latter was established in 2008 and marks a move to 
strengthen national capacity in monitoring student performance. In Austria, one of the 
major barriers to implementing a monitoring system in the past was the absence of 
institutions and infrastructure to conduct cross-system assessments (Specht and Sobanski, 
2012). In 2008 a central agency was established to address many of these concerns (see 
Box 8.9).  

In general, similar trends to build capacity in evaluation and quality improvement at 
the national level can be observed in the OECD Review countries (Box 8.9). However, 
countries also make use of research institutions and other evaluation bodies in conducting 
specific reviews (Box 8.10). 
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In Sweden, the National Agency for Education (NAE) runs a policy to employ a mix 
of educators, statisticians, political scientists, sociologists, economists, lawyers, etc 
(Nusche et al., 2011a). There are three distinct units within the NAE: education statistics; 
evaluation of results (national/international); and analysis and reviews. While the unit for 
educational statistics processes and conducts quality control on national test data, the NAE 
commissions Statistics Sweden to collect these data adhering to strict technical 
requirements. The NAE works with researchers and teacher trainers to develop the syllabi, 
which serve as the standards in the Swedish education system. Once the syllabi are 
completed, the NAE starts work on designing related national tests. The NAE manages the 
national test system and contracts various universities to develop the tests in consultation 
with representative teacher groups. The NAE also collaborates with universities on the 
development of other materials such as school quality management tools. 

Box 8.9 National agencies with specific responsibility for education system evaluation 

Italy 
In July 1999, the legal decree 258 established the Italian Institute for the Evaluation of the Education System 

(INVALSI). This built on existing national capacity in research and evaluation (the European Centre for 
Education [CEDE]), but significantly increased the importance of the evaluation of the productivity and 
effectiveness of the education system as a whole. Not exhaustively, INVALSI: manages the National Evaluation 
System (VNS) and performs periodic audits on the overall quality of schools; develops national assessments and 
manages Italy’s participation in international assessments; provides technical support for evaluation activities at 
the regional and school levels; provides evaluation-related training for teachers and school leaders; conducts 
research; and develops support tools for implementing school leader appraisal. 

Austria 
On 1 January 2008, the National Council established the Austrian Institute for Education Research, 

Innovation and Development in Schooling (BIFIE), an independent legal entity with clear roles and 
responsibilities. This represents a significant increase in the volume and quality of education research activities 
in Austria. BIFIE’s mission statement is as follows: “A country’s future prospects are inextricably linked to the 
quality of the education system. To further improve the Austrian education system, it is necessary to take stock 
of the current situation, to implement effective reforms and then to evaluate these. The basis for this is the 
development of evidence-based education policy and systematic school development.” 

Denmark 
Since 2006, the creation of a new national structure has aimed to signal and establish the importance of 

evaluation and assessment in compulsory education, including: an advisory body with representatives from all 
the major stakeholder groups to inform the Minister of Education on the quality of the compulsory public 
schooling (Folkeskole) (the School Council for Evaluation and Quality Development of Primary and Lower 
Secondary Education) and an agency to monitor and develop quality in compulsory education (the School 
Agency). On 1 March 2011, the School Agency was restructured and renamed the Quality and Supervision 
Agency, but kept many of its previous responsibilities. It is responsible for the financial, institutional and 
pedagogical supervision of both compulsory and upper secondary education, plus quality development in these 
sectors. Major tasks include developing and running the national assessments and final examinations in 
compulsory education, managing the implementation of international assessments, plus the development of 
evaluation support materials for schools and the dissemination of these via an Evaluation portal. This 
complements the existing evaluation capacity within the Danish system, i.e. the Danish Evaluation Institute 
(EVA) established in 1999 to help bring about a shift from a focus on inputs to outputs (OECD, 2004). EVA 
conducts evaluations in all levels of education in Denmark. Since 2006, its evaluations in compulsory education 
are commissioned by the School Council. 
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Ensuring objectivity and credibility in evaluation activities 
Education system evaluation results are heavily used by policy makers and also at the 

highest political levels. To varying degrees among countries and over different political 
cycles, there may be different tensions put on national evaluation bodies, including 
limited resources available for their activities, restructuring and in some cases, closure. 
A commitment to evidence based policy making is commendable and it is essential to pay 
attention to the objectivity of different evaluations and evaluation bodies. Politically 
commissioned ad hoc evaluations may run the risk of lacking credibility in the eyes of 
some stakeholder groups. A national body responsible for education system evaluation 
can provide technical autonomy from the education authorities with the necessary 
distance from political decision making to conduct rigorous and reliable analyses of data. 
A national body can confront the education authorities where necessary and be impartial 
in its conclusions about the education system. This can provide a fresh and constructive 
external point of view informing the national debate. 

In Mexico, the President proposed in December 2012 a constitutional reform to 
Congress to create the National System of Educational Evaluation. This will be 
coordinated by the National Institute for Educational Assessment and Evaluation 
(Instituto Nacional para la Evaluación de la Educación, INEE) which will be an 
independent public body with its own legal personality and assets. It will be responsible 
for the evaluation of the quality, performance and results in pre-school, primary, lower 
and upper secondary education. The INEE was initially created in 2002 as a dedicated 
body responsible for education system evaluation. Its functions include: development of a 
national indicator system and learning outcomes assessments; design of evaluation 
instruments adapted to each level of the education system; collaboration with the Ministry 
of Education and state governments in assessment and evaluation; development of a 
school evaluation model; stimulation and strengthening of an evaluation culture; 
dissemination of results; capacity building at different levels; evaluation of selected 
projects and development of research regarding evaluation. The 2012 revision to the 2002 
Presidential Decree reinforces INEE’s autonomy, strengthens its technical expertise, and 
provides further independence from the Ministry of Education. 

In Portugal, the National Education Council (CNE) reviews the implementation of 
national education policy and provides independent advice to the government on national 
education issues. The CNE has the right to initiate reviews, investigate specific themes, 
report and publish findings on the provision of education in Portugal. The reports 
published by the National Education Council (CNE) add considerably to the national 
information base which informs policy development. An advantage is that the CNE is in a 
position to provide a unique input for system monitoring and policy development: views 
and perspectives of a wide range of education stakeholders. Its recommendations are 
based on a consensus among its diverse membership, therefore informing policy 
implementation about the areas of agreement and contention. The thematic reports that it 
commissions also allow the education research community to contribute to the 
development of education policy. In Denmark there is a similar advisory body formed of 
major stakeholders that can commission reviews and report on findings (see Box 8.16). 
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Box 8.10 Commissioning specific education reviews in Korea and the Netherlands 

In Korea, education system evaluation is often conducted by the central government or 
research institutes. However, specific committees are assembled to conduct evaluation in priority 
areas that are identified by the public as serious social issues. The committee may comprise 
educators, experts, journalists, lawyers, parent and teacher associations who will undertake 
decision-making roles, but also other experts and professional staff who support the evaluation 
with analysis of evidence and international practices. Each committee prepares an improvement 
plan and this is submitted to the central government and if necessary may lead to legal revisions 
or a presidential decree. This approach using “presidential committees” has been used since the 
1960s in Korea. However, the improvement and reform plans developed by such committees 
“were often processed with difficulty, as they met with conflicting interests among various 
stakeholder groups” (Kim et al., 2010). 

In the Netherlands, specific programme evaluations have been conducted by evaluation 
committees resided directly under the Ministry of Education. However, the Dutch Inspectorate 
of Education has also been involved in co-ordinating and partially undertaking two major policy 
evaluations in primary and lower secondary education. 

Sources: Kim et al. (2010); Scheerens et al. (2012). 

Ensuring adequate evaluation capacity at the sub-national level 
In many countries, sub-national education systems play a major role in evaluation 

activities. For example, there may be national requirements in place to stimulate quality 
monitoring by local authorities. This aims to stimulate external school evaluation and 
school self-evaluation processes (see Chapter 6). It is a challenge to ensure that there is 
enough capacity at sub-national levels to sustain effective quality assurance systems, 
including robust monitoring of schools. Crucially, local capacity to follow up on 
evaluation results and to work with schools for improvement often varies significantly 
within countries and poses significant challenges to smaller local authorities.  

In Norway, several local authorities do not have a monitoring structure in place and 
“are less capable of following up the results of schools” (Norwegian Department of 
Education and Training, 2011). The Directorate for Education and Training provides 
capacity building and support offers for local authorities facing challenges related to the 
quality of their local systems (Nusche et al., 2011). Notably, a “Guidance Corps” of 
exemplary school principals has been established to intervene in local authorities that 
have been targeted as needing help with capacity development. Forty local authorities 
were invited to join a voluntary support programme and 31 decided to participate 
indicating that this is a welcome initiative. There have also been capacity building 
initiatives by led by local authorities or the umbrella organisation for local authorities 
(KS). Since 2005, KS has launched different local authority “efficiency” networks and 
offers a set of quality monitoring tools (Norwegian Directorate for Education and 
Training, 2011). In general, networks consist of between four to eight local authorities 
and run for four to five meetings and then disband. There are many different regional 
networks, plus one network with the 10 largest local authorities which focus very much 
on benchmarking style exercises. 

In Denmark, there have been reporting requirements since 2006 for local authorities 
to produce annual quality reports showing an overview of the performance of schools 
under their authority (see also Chapter 6). The Danish School Agency provides 
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information exchange among local authorities on their different approaches to using the 
results of this quality reporting exercise (see Shewbridge et al., 2011). A national 
electronic portal provides a central reference point to record different municipal 
approaches to quality assurance and development. Plus, the Danish School Agency has 
organised conferences to stimulate municipal exchange and partnerships. At the local 
government level, an umbrella organisation for local authorities (Local Government 
Denmark, KL) ran a two-year partnership involving 37 local authorities which focused on 
local quality assurance as one of three priority areas for development and included use of 
a suite of key indicators – measured via questionnaires administered to school principals, 
teachers, parents and students at both the start and end of the partnership – to shed light 
on the impact of the partnership. Results revealed both a greater focus on results and 
better use of the mandatory local authority quality reports (KL, 2009). 

Evidence from PISA indicates that there is an association between the monitoring of 
schools by an administrative authority and the use of comparative student assessment data 
within schools (see Figure 8.2). The level of administrative authority is not reported by 
school principals in the PISA collection, however, it is likely to be local authorities in 
decentralised systems, e.g. in Denmark, Norway and Sweden. In Sweden and Norway in 
particular, school principal reports on the tracking over time of student achievement data 
and the school use of student assessment data for comparative purposes are highly 
correlated. The data may reflect the variation in those systems of approaches to 
monitoring at the local authority level. The data also may indicate that more developed 
monitoring by local authorities is promoting the use of comparative student assessment 
data at the school level. In Norway, Oslo has a highly developed monitoring system 
(Nusche et al., 2011b). Schools are divided into eight area-based school groups, each with 
an area director and about 30 schools. Area directors sit in the Oslo Education 
Department and will visit schools at least once a year to discuss school results with the 
school principals. Each area also has its own school support services. Performance 
management of schools in Oslo incorporates national performance measures and 
complements these with information gathered in local surveys (both of student skills, 
e.g. in science and ICT, and stakeholder surveys) and local school inspections in priority 
areas. There is a clear use of benchmarking and Oslo sets 125 goals overall. Each school 
is responsible for reporting back on progress against these, but can prioritise particular 
goals that are most relevant to the school context. Oslo sets six compulsory areas of 
school improvement/development and Oslo schools are expected to develop a strategic 
school improvement plan with clear targets. 

There are strong correlations between monitoring by authorities and school use of 
comparative student assessment data also in Australia and Canada where many 
jurisdictions conceptualise education system evaluation and school evaluation as part of a 
business planning cycle drawing on the use of comparative data (Figure 8.2). In Australia, 
all states and territories report annually on the performance of schools in the government 
sector (public schools) and some may include external school evaluations (see Chapter 6). 

Research in the United States has identified the importance of alignment of objectives 
set by administrative authorities and by schools and, importantly, of a respectful and 
supportive relationship among schools and administrative authorities. In research on 
stakeholder perceptions of key characteristics of effective accountability systems and the 
use of data in schools, Englert et al. (2007) find that stakeholders in schools where 
performance is improving report more positive perceptions on the use of data to inform 
school policy and practice. There is also a clear finding that there is a high degree of 
consistency in reported perceptions among teachers, school principals and the school 
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administrative authority (superintendents) in improving schools. Levin and Datnow 
(2012) conducted research in 12 schools in which the use of data was identified as a 
potential factor in improved student outcomes. This revealed the complex and interrelated 
nature of school principal actions with the actions of the administrative authority (district 
leaders) and teachers and students in effectively using data. In general there is 
consistency in the actions between school principals and administrative authorities, plus 
between the school principals and teachers. However, there is a looser connection 
between school principals and students, indicating more autonomy for teachers in this 
area. The research highlights the key role for school principals in mediating between the 
administrative authority and teachers and points to the importance of ensuring that the 
school works towards both goals set by administrative authorities (these are explicit and 
measureable) and specific goals set for the school. Importantly, the research identified the 
importance of mutual trust and respect among teachers, school principals and the 
administrative authorities. 

Figure 8.2 School monitoring by administrative authorities (PISA 2009) 
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Note: Percentage of 15 year-old students in schools where the principal reported this use of achievement data or 
student assessments. Data are shown for OECD countries. 

Source: OECD (2010), PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful?: Resources, Policies and Practices 
(Volume IV), PISA, OECD Publishing, Paris.  

However, it must be recognised that the use of school improvement planning does 
place significant demands on school time and resources and is most effective when all 
members of the school are engaged in the process and the process is “owned” by the 
school (see Chapter 6). This necessitates a high level of capacity for self-evaluation 
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among school principals, teachers, students and increasingly the wider school community. 
Further, schools with effective school improvement planning establish clear procedures 
and can benefit from well-developed external support systems.  

Reporting and use of results 

Methods and approaches to disseminate system level information 
There may be a number of reporting requirements at the system level (national or sub-

national). These could include the production of an annual statistical report, governmental 
report on the state of education, reports by specific evaluation agencies, summary reports 
on results from national assessments, national audit reports on the education sector or part 
of it, and various reports by sub-national educational jurisdictions (see Chapter 6 also). 
Different combinations of such reporting is found in the OECD Review countries, but 
typically aims to report on either the quality of schooling (e.g. student learning outcomes 
with comparisons across schools and sub-national systems or evaluative reports from 
external school evaluations) or on specific national strategies or policies. Table 8.9 
presents an overview of selected national reporting mechanisms, presenting the most 
common in the first column and the least common in the last column. The most common 
reporting approach among the OECD Review countries is to produce ad hoc reports on 
specific themes, although this is not done in the French Community of Belgium, Canada, 
Estonia, Finland and Luxembourg.  

Although Table 8.9 provides a good overview of different forms of reporting for 
education system evaluation, these, of course, will vary in design and content 
significantly. Table 8.9 clearly shows that there may be a number of different reporting 
mechanisms in place. Certainly, many OECD systems publish specific reports on the 
results in national assessments. These are geared towards informing policy at the national 
level, steering the national debate on education, contributing towards action plans to 
improve the education system and highlighting differences in attainment by different 
student groups (Eurydice, 2009).  

Nineteen systems produce an annual analytical report that is an overview summary 
report on the education system. The annual analytical report would aim to draw on 
information reported in each of the different reporting areas and present the main 
challenges and strengths within the education system. This is a reporting mechanism that 
has been recently introduced in Poland, Austria and also in Germany. In Austria this 
report is published every three years in two volumes: one on key indicators on context, 
input, process, output and outcomes; the other on summarising all scientific evidence on 
important issues for education policy (Specht and Sobanski, 2012). Box 8.11 presents 
some examples of annual analytical reports and illustrates that such reports may be 
developed by different bodies: in the Czech Republic, the Ministry of Education, Youth 
and Sports develops the annual analytical report; in Norway, this responsibility falls to 
the Directorate for Education and Training that has specific responsibilities in education 
system evaluation; and in Portugal, the annual analytical report is developed by an 
independent advisory body, the National Education Council.  
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Table 8.9 National reporting on the results of education system evaluation (2012) 

  
Ad hoc 

reports on 
specific 
themes 

Annual 
statistical 

publication 

Annual 
analytical 

report 

Specific national 
reports on the results 

from international 
student assessments 

Specific reports on 
the results of 
evaluations in 

national priority areas 

Information 
Internet 
portal 

Annual summary 
report based on 

school 
evaluations 

Australia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Austria Yes Yes Triennial Yes Yes No No 
Belgium (Fl.) Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes  
Belgium (Fr.) No No No No No No Yes 
Canada No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Chile Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Czech Republic Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Denmark Yes Yes No No1 No No No 
Estonia No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 
Finland No No No No1 Yes No No 
France Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes No No 
Hungary Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Iceland Yes No No No1 Yes No No 
Ireland Yes Yes No Yes  No Yes No 
Israel Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Italy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
Korea Yes No No No No No No 
Luxembourg No Yes No Yes No No No 
Mexico Yes No Yes No  No Yes No 
Netherlands Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes 
New Zealand Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Norway Yes No Yes No1 Yes Yes No 
Poland Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No 
Portugal Yes Yes Yes No2 Yes Yes Yes 
Slovak Republic Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes 
Slovenia Yes No No Yes No No Yes 
Spain Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No 
Sweden Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
United Kingdom 
(Northern 
Ireland) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Biennial 

 Total number of 
systems with this 
reporting form: 24 20 19 19 18 17 14 

Notes: (1) Although there is no specific national report, there is a Nordic regional report analysing results from PISA surveys 
(Northern Lights). (2) However, there has been regular reporting on OECD PISA results. 

Source: Derived from information supplied by countries participating in the OECD Review. The table should be interpreted as 
providing broad indications only, and not strict comparability across countries. 
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In addition to an annual analytical report, countries may also use different ways to 
heighten the accessibility and use of education evaluation results, for example by 
providing access to these different reports and education statistics via one central website. 
In New Zealand, the performance of the education system is assessed against a national 
education indicators framework relating to six priority areas (Nusche et al., 2012). These 
indicators are reported in the annual publications The State of Education in New Zealand 
and New Zealand Schools / Ngā Kura o Aotearoa. More comprehensive and regularly 
updated information on performance in each of the six indicator areas is also available on 
line at the Education Counts website (www.educationcounts.govt.nz). The Education 
Counts website has been developed as a “one-stop-shop” for information on education 
statistics and research. The website is open to all audiences and brings together a wide 
range of information including demographic and contextual information; statistical 
information on educational participation and performance; analyses of education 
information; and research publications. Norway also uses a common reporting framework 
for its annual analytical report and online school portal (see Box 8.11). 

In Luxembourg, information on outcomes of the education system is presented in a 
series of different reports on the Ministry of Education and Training’s (MENFP) website 
(Shewbridge et al., 2012). Most reports produced by the Statistics Service within the 
MENFP include links to electronic data files for readers to download and try to provide 
readers with data from earlier years for comparative purposes. Since 2002, there has been 
an annual report on key figures in Luxembourg. This includes information on 
qualifications and certificates awarded in secondary education. Since 2003/04, a series of 
specific reports on the fundamental and secondary sectors provide quite detailed statistics 
on enrolments and certificates awarded. Since 2011, a specific report on the national 
standardised assessments is published, providing an overview of major results and some 
examples of the nature of the tests that students sat. 

In Portugal, in addition to a series of statistical reports, regularly updated statistics on 
education are available on line at the Statistics on Education web portal 
(http://estatisticas.gepe.min-edu.pt). It has been developed as a “one-stop-shop” for 
information on education statistics. The web portal is open to all audiences and brings 
together a wide range of information including demographic and contextual information; and 
statistical information on educational participation and completion (Santiago et al., 2012a). 

The results of external school evaluations are a rich source of information for 
education system evaluation. Most external evaluation bodies are obliged to produce an 
annual report presenting a summary of the major findings in external school evaluations 
conducted over the previous year. This aims to present an overview of the current state of 
affairs in the education system and is often called “The state of education”. However, 
there are different approaches to reporting the results of external school evaluations and 
there may be more in-depth reports on particular aspects of the education system 
(“thematic reports”). Box 8.11 presents some examples of these different approaches. In 
the Czech Republic, Portugal and the Slovak Republic, an annual report is published by 
the external school evaluation body (school inspectorate) summarising the overall 
findings on the current state of affairs in the education system. In Portugal the 2009-2010 
annual report also provided analysis of school self-evaluation activities, as this is a 
particular policy focus. In the Czech Republic, the annual report includes information 
gathered as part of both regular external school evaluations and thematic external school 
evaluations that focus on certain specific aspects of the education system. However, the 
findings from thematic external school evaluations are also published in specific thematic 
reports, e.g. on the quality of ICT in basic schools, foreign language education, safety and 
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health procedures in schools, the development of school education programmes, 
conditions for admission into secondary schools, and the graduation process in secondary 
schools. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, the Education and Training 
Inspectorate publishes a biennial summative report on the education system drawing on 
evidence from schools that have been externally evaluated over the previous two year 
period (Department of Education, forthcoming). The most recent report (published in 
October 2012) presents an assessment of the education system in three areas: achieving 
value; learning skills; and transforming communities. 

Box 8.11 Annual analytical reports on the education system:  
Czech Republic, Norway and Portugal 

In Norway, the major vehicles for reporting results from the national monitoring system are the Directorate 
for Education and Training’s annual analytical report on education in Norway (the Education Mirror) and the 
web-based School Portal (Skoleporten). Both respect a common structure: learning outcomes; learning 
environment; completion rates in upper secondary education; resources; and school facts. Each edition of the 
Education Mirror presents a different selection of results in each area depending on the analytical interest and 
also includes both a special introductory chapter providing examples of schools participating in national 
initiatives and a final chapter on “Quality development” providing information on national research and 
initiatives to promote better local monitoring of quality. Results may be augmented by periodic national survey 
results, but the Education Mirror presents a stable set of national measures, including overall achievement marks 
and examination results in Years 10 and 12, the results of national assessments and the national student survey 
and the results from periodic international assessments. The Education Mirror provides an analysis of differences 
between overall achievement marks and examination results in different subjects. More detailed results at the 
school level are presented in a password-protected part of the School Portal. 

In the Czech Republic, the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports (MEYS) produces an annual report on 
its evaluation of the overall education system (the Status Report on the Development of the Education System in 
the Czech Republic) (Santiago et al., 2012b). The report draws on a set of indicators specifically designed to 
assess progress towards the long-term policy objectives of the Czech Republic. The indicator set comprises a 
stable set of basic statistics that are complemented with ad hoc surveys in priority areas. The report sums up the 
main organisational and legislative changes that occurred in the given year and presents statistical indicators 
describing the situation and development in pre-primary, basic, secondary, and tertiary education. The report 
contains information about educational staff in the system, the funding of schools and the labour market situation 
of school leavers. These data constitute a basis for the development of education policies. This report also 
typically includes an area of specific focus (e.g. in 2007 and 2008, the implementation of the curricular reform). 
Individual regions within the Czech Republic also produce their own Status Report in Education to assess 
progress towards their own long-term policy objectives.  

In Portugal, the National Education Council (CNE) comprises a wide range of education stakeholders and 
provides independent advice to the government of national education issues (Santiago et al., 2012a). The CNE 
publishes reports on a range of themes such as lifelong learning in the national debate on education, indicators of 
the education system and the motivation of Portuguese youth for training in science and technology. An 
important contribution is the annual publication of the report The State of Education, which provides an analysis 
of key data on the education system. The first issue, The State of Education 2010 – School Paths, offered a more 
detailed investigation of student pathways in the education system and the second issue, The State of Education 
2011 – The Qualifications of the Portuguese Population, provided an in-depth examination of the current 
qualifications of the population. The report also offers advice on how to improve the quality of basic and 
secondary education. The CNE makes recommendations for policy development and comments on policy 
initiatives. In 2011 these covered areas such as school evaluation, the funding of public schools, education for 
children aged 3 years and under, the reorganisation of the school network and specific education programmes. 

Sources: Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training (2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010); Santiago et al. (2012a, 2012b). 



630 – 8. EDUCATION SYSTEM EVALUATION: INFORMING POLICIES FOR SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

In Sweden, the Swedish Schools Inspectorate does not publish an annual summative 
report (Nusche et al., 2011a). However, an overview of the results of external school 
evaluations and specifically the thematic quality evaluations is included in the major 
summative report on the Swedish education system (the National Agency for Education’s 
annual report to the Swedish Government with its assessment on whether the education 
system achieves its objectives). The annual summative report is taken seriously 
throughout the system and feeds into the political debate. Results and analysis often feed 
into policy for school improvement. In addition to the annual analytical report, the 
National Agency for Education (NAE) also produces regular reports to the Swedish 
Government on different topics of political relevance (Nusche et al., 2011a). The NAE 
publishes a series of analytical reports including trends over the last ten years, an annual 
analytical report on themes of current policy relevance or with a more in-depth 
examination of factors underlying student performance. These analytical reports draw on 
results from the monitoring system, plus other reports or reviews that have been 
conducted. Such reports include suggestions for the Government, local authorities and 
schools. 

The participation in international work on education indicators and in international 
studies also provides key information for education system evaluation. Nineteen 
systems publish specific national reports on the results of international student 
assessments (Table 8.9). Such reporting allows a more detailed discussion of the results 
for that system benchmarked against international performance. Canada presents an 
example of an education indicators report aligned to international indicators as reported 
in the OECD’s Education at a Glance (Box 8.12). Typically, countries draw on the 
results of international indicator work and international studies when compiling their 
annual analytical report.  

In Austria, international evidence currently forms a substantial part of the triennial 
analytical report on the education system – in particular information on student 
outcomes, although the new national assessments will complement this information in 
future editions. In the Netherlands, the annual education indicators report (most recent 
edition is Key Figures 2007-2011 Education, Culture and Science) includes a special 
chapter on Dutch education in an international perspective. This incorporates 
information from international indicator collections and international student 
assessments. An innovation in the most recent edition is to also benchmark against the 
top five performing systems on each international indicator. This indicator report 
provides “a quantitative picture and a brief descriptive analysis of the developments in the 
areas of education, culture and science” (Dutch Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, 
2012). 
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Box 8.12 Examples of reports on the education system 

Summary report based on school evaluations: the overall evaluation of the education 
system 

In the Netherlands, the Inspectorate of Education must produce an annual report on the State of 
Education in the Netherlands (Departmental Arrangement on School Inspection, April, 2003). This 
typically comprises two major sections: general introductory chapter on the State of Education and 
the Supervision of the Inspection; and description of the different educational sectors. On the basis 
of the inspection framework, the Inspectorate judges the proportion of schools that is above or 
below certain achievement standards and can identify strengths and weaknesses within the 
education system. In the 2011 report, a third section addresses the following themes: educational 
attainment, the quality of educational governance, finance and legitimate spending of funds, 
teacher quality and the quality of education for students who need special care. The report includes 
evidence from national and international sample assessments and other research. However, the 
report provides a “unique evaluative contribution” with its descriptions and evaluations of 
classroom teaching and school functioning resulting from the systematic school inspection, based 
on the inspection framework, standards and indicators (Scheerens et al., 2012). 

Summary report based on school evaluations: evaluation of specific national priority 
areas 

In New Zealand, the Education Review Office (ERO) integrates national evaluation topics 
into its individual school reviews (approximately 600 primary and secondary schools each year). 
These always include the success for Māori and Pacific students and other topics are decided in 
collaboration with the Ministry of Education and other government agencies. Such topics of 
system-wide evaluation reflect national priorities and inform the development and 
implementation of education policy and practice. ERO reports on national evaluations of 
education sector performance in anything between 12 and 20 specific reports each year. 
A second reporting format is “Good Practice Reports”. These typically use a case study 
approach to identify the nature of effective practice in schools (Nusche et al., 2012).  

Annual indicator report 
In 1996 the Canadian Education Statistics Council (a partnership between Statistics Canada 

and the Council of Ministers of Education, Canada [CMEC]) published the first Canadian 
education statistical indicators report (Fournier and Mildon, forthcoming). The report Education 
Indicators in Canada: Report of the Pan-Canadian Education Indicators Program was also 
published in 1999, 2003, 2005, 2007, and 2008. These reports provided “a set of statistical 
measures on education systems in Canada for policy makers, practitioners, and the general 
public to monitor the performance of education systems across jurisdictions and over time.” 
Since 2008, the Canadian Education Statistics Council publishes an annual indicator report 
based on the OECD’s Education at a Glance (Education Indicators in Canada: An International 
Perspective). 

Sources: Scheerens et al. (2012); Nusche et al. (2012); Fournier and Mildon (forthcoming). 

Intended users of system evaluation results 
The results of education system evaluation serve the purpose of accountability of 

educational policies, but also provide useful information for the further development of 
policies and systems. Ministries draw heavily on the results of education system 
evaluations, but these can also feed into the work of stakeholders throughout the system. 
Box 8.13 shows an illustration of the intended use of system evaluation results in the 
Slovak Republic. 
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Box 8.13 An illustration of the intended use of the results of education system 
evaluation: Slovak Republic 

In the Slovak Republic, the results of education system evaluation can have the following 
uses by different stakeholders: 

• Ministry of Education: results provide background for accepting and forming legal 
measures (e.g. amendments to regulations) and other measures (e.g. changes in the 
content of national school programmes, incentives for continual education, 
methodological and organisational guidelines, publishing textbooks, workbooks, 
teaching materials etc.). 

• National Institute for Certified Educational Measurements: informs ways to increase the 
objectivity of external measurements (national assessments in ISCED 2 [Testovanie 9], 
student examinations at ISCED 3 [Maturita]), to create self-evaluation models, to 
develop and adjust quality criteria and indicators. 

• Slovak State Schools Inspectorate: to verify new methodologies for external school 
evaluation and develop and refine criteria and indicators for external school evaluation. 

• Regional school authorities: to publish methodological and organisational guidelines for 
school leaders, guidance for school founders, etc. 

• Primary and secondary school founders: as a background for the evaluation of school 
leaders and to create better conditions for schooling processes that aim to improve 
student outcomes. 

• Primary and secondary schools: for primary schools to improve student outcomes in 
order to improve transition of students into secondary schools; for secondary schools to 
improve student outcomes in order to improve students’ further progress in education or 
successful insertion to the labour market. 

Source: Hajdúková et al. (forthcoming). 

The influence of national political and legal contexts on system reporting 
The broader political and legal framework has implications for the reporting of 

system level information. Freedom of Information laws mean that centrally collected 
information – including student assessment results – can be requested by any citizen. In 
France and the Netherlands, the media have been instrumental in compelling the 
government to publish student examination results at the school level (Rosenkvist, 2010). 
In England in the United Kingdom and Australia, the media publish school rankings or 
“performance tables” drawing on officially published data. The Australian official school 
performance website (My School) operates a security system to prevent the media being 
able to download officially published data to create school ranking or performance tables, 
as this practice is not condoned by the Australian government. Official policies aim to 
prevent the simplistic publication of school performance measures by the media that can 
mislead the public due to a lack of adequate contextual information to meaningfully 
interpret the results (see also Chapter 6). The OECD Review has also revealed examples 
of non-official websites compiling and presenting school performance data in Ontario and 
the Atlantic Provinces of Canada and in the Slovak Republic. The evidence on the effect 
of publishing student examination or assessment results in school performance tables is 
mixed, with some studies showing a positive relationship with student performance 
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results, but others showing unintended strategic behaviour by schools, teachers and 
parents (Rosenkvist, 2010). 

In Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg and Slovenia, official documents state clearly that 
national assessments cannot be used to rank schools and in Finland despite media 
pressure, the national consensus in the ensuing debate was against publication of results 
(Eurydice, 2009). In Denmark, the national assessments were designed for the primary 
purpose of providing high-quality diagnostic information to schools and teachers for 
improvement of student learning and school development. As such, a specific law 
specifies that only a national average will be published, but that all other data will be 
reported comprehensively to schools and local authorities, but not made available to the 
public. In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, national assessments are administered 
purely for diagnostic use by schools and teachers (see Table 8.3). The results are not 
collected centrally, so none of this information feeds into system evaluation. However, 
the results of teacher marked student assessments in the cross-curricular skills of 
Communication, Using Mathematics and Using ICT are collected centrally at three key 
stages in compulsory schooling and used as performance indicators in education system 
evaluation. 

Communicating education system evaluation results clearly and comprehensively 
An objective of system level evaluation is to inform the general public and the range 

of stakeholders on goal achievement in the education system and the impact of national 
strategies and policy initiatives. A need in system evaluation is to design a comprehensive 
presentation of results of system evaluation for stakeholder use. While countries often 
collect large amounts of data and statistics at the system level, there is frequently 
significant untapped potential for integrating and using the available data. This is 
sometimes the result of insufficient consultation between interested stakeholders and 
agencies on how to best manage and present data for optimal use by different audiences. 
The challenges are: how to best organise the collection and analysis of key information at 
the national level; to clearly communicate results of system evaluation; and to ensure the 
effective use of results by stakeholders throughout the system.  

In communicating education system evaluation results, it is important to bring 
together important facets of reporting principles. Based on international best practice, the 
OECD defines the quality of its own statistical activities as going beyond the accuracy of 
the data to ensuring its “fitness of use” in terms of user needs (OECD, 2012). Thus, 
statistical quality depends on accuracy and coherence, as well as on: 

• Relevance: This relates to the identification of user groups and their needs. User 
groups may change over time and their needs for data may evolve. This highlights 
the importance of having processes in place to determine the views of users and 
the uses they make of the data.  

• Credibility: This refers to trust in the objectivity of the data. This implies that data 
are perceived to be produced professionally in accordance with appropriate 
statistical standards with transparent policies and practices for their reporting and 
release, e.g. the release is not timed in response to political pressure.  

• Timeliness: This refers to the length of time between the availability of data and 
the event or phenomenon they describe, but also to the punctuality and clarity of 
reporting schedules.  
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• Accessibility: This includes the suitability of the form in which the data are 
available, the media of dissemination and the availability of metadata.  

• Interpretability: This reflects the ease with which the user may understand and 
properly use and analyse data. This relates to definitions of concepts, terminology 
and information describing the limitations of the data. 

Box 8.14 presents an example of a strategy to address these key principles.  

Box 8.14 Strategy to make education system evaluation results  
more accessible in Sweden  

The National Agency for Education (NAE) in Sweden has a clear commitment to make key 
results at the national level more accessible. All official statistics for the Swedish education 
system are reported on the NAE’s website. Both full reports and statistical tables (in MS Excel 
format) are available. In 2001 the NAE redesigned its reporting website to present more clearly 
statistics at the national, local authority and school levels (including analytical tools for 
comparing school performance [SIRIS database and SALSA analysis tool]). For example, up 
until 2000 results were published in four separate papers: a summary of main results plus 
analytical papers by researchers on results in English, mathematics and Swedish and Swedish as 
a second language. 

As well as a clear presentation of national assessment results, the annual report on the 
national assessments includes content analysis of national assessment results for each subject by 
different researchers (e.g. Stockholm University on mathematics, Göteborg University on English, 
Uppsala University on Swedish and Swedish as a second language). The content of the reports may 
vary and highlight different areas of interest, e.g. the 2009 report included trend results from 1998 
to 2008.  

Further, the NEA publishes a transparent reporting schedule, favouring the publication of 
reports in different stages to allow a more timely feedback of results. 

Source: Nusche et al. (2011a). 

There is also a need to strengthen the channels to feed results from the national 
monitoring system back into policy and practice. The OECD Review has identified a 
varied suite of reporting used by countries (Table 8.9). A lack of clear reporting and 
dissemination runs the risk of a more negative impact of system results. For example, a 
study on the impact of PISA results suggests that the media play the most important role in 
countries without comprehensive strategies for the dissemination of PISA results, which is 
likely to have a negative impact (Hopkins et al., 2008). Slovenia presents an illustration of a 
more proactive strategy to disseminate results of international comparative studies 
(Box 8.15). One way to increase the immediate impact of results is to organise conferences 
to bring together stakeholders to learn about and debate these (Box 8.16). It is worthy of 
note that most countries in which an OECD Review has been conducted have also 
organised specific dissemination events to discuss the review findings and/or have included 
these in wider educational conferences. 
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Box 8.15 Promoting the use of results from international comparative studies  
in Slovenia 

In Slovenia, system evaluation results have greatly improved the overall level of discussions on educational 
policy and practice. Specific national reports on results from international comparative studies are produced 
(e.g. OECD’s PISA and TALIS, IEA’s TIMSS, PIRLS and ICCS). The release of the national report and 
international results is typically accompanied by a press conference and other dissemination activities to increase 
the impact of the results. System evaluation results generally receive much media attention and are closely 
followed by different stakeholders, including teacher unions, teacher associations, civil society initiatives, parent 
associations and others. Results are also packaged for different target groups, e.g. for mathematics teachers when 
results are of particular relevance to the further improvement of teaching practice in mathematics. Teacher 
training seminars and other dissemination activities promote the wider use of international assessment results. 
This also leads into further policy development and the introduction of various policy or practical initiatives.  

Source: Brejc, Sardoč and Zupanc (2011). 

 

Box 8.16 Stakeholder discussion of major education system results in Denmark  
and the Flemish Community of Belgium 

Belgium (Flemish Community) 
The National Assessment Programme is conducted on an annual basis. In addition to reporting on the major 

results and analysis of factors associated with achievement (on the Ministry’s website, in a specific brochure and 
via a colloquium), the Flemish Ministry of Education and Training promotes the discussion and use of results 
among stakeholders. Since the inception of the National Assessment Programme the Ministry has always sought 
feedback on the results from key stakeholders, but has done so more actively since 2010, seeking feedback from 
for example, school support bodies (School Advisory Services), the Flemish Inspectorate of Education, Institutes 
responsible for initial teacher education, researchers and publishers etc. After these consultations, the Ministry 
organises an open conference to discuss possible actions to promote and improve school quality. 

The final step is that the Ministry of Education and Training and other stakeholders engage in concrete 
actions based on the results of the National Assessment Programme and the discussion with stakeholders. 
Possible improvements include: updating of the attainment targets; developing or adjusting curricula or teaching 
materials; adjusting initial teacher education and/or teacher professional development; adjusting school policies; 
introducing new initiatives to support specific student groups. 

Denmark 
In Denmark, the School Council for Evaluation and Quality Development of Primary and Lower Secondary 

Education is an advisory body with representatives from all the major stakeholder groups. The School Council 
holds an annual meeting at which major evidence on the education system is discussed and debated. This is also 
supported by the production of an annual report presenting a summary of major research and evidence. 

Sources: Flemish Ministry of Education and Training and the University of Antwerp Edubron Research Group (2010); 
Shewbridge et al. (2011). 
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In Mexico, the National Institute for Educational Assessment and Evaluation (INEE) 
organises large conferences bringing together on average about 500 individuals including 
representatives of state authorities, supervisors, heads of sector, civil society 
organisations and education specialists (Santiago et al., 2012c). It is also engaged in 
capacity building with state evaluation authorities with a view to strengthening the 
technical, statistical and analytical skills of evaluation teams at the state level. INEE has 
established strong relationships with the media and aims to inform the national education 
debate through press releases, interviews and courses for journalists on the interpretation 
of education data (INEE, 2006b). 

Making better use of the results of system evaluation in planning and policy 
development 

With the collection of new measures of the education system, much information is 
generated. Some systems are challenged to exploit this adequately. There may be 
considerable challenges in ensuring that system level data are used to their full potential 
in analysis which could be useful to inform policy development. The use of system level 
information is often limited in terms of research and empirical analysis. Brokerage 
agencies were identified in an OECD project as an effective way to bring together 
disparate research communities and policy makers (OECD, 2007b). These take different 
forms in different OECD countries, but in all cases they aim to encourage dialogue 
between policy makers, researchers and to provide tools and capacity-building to evaluate 
what works in education. However, the project identified persisting challenges, including 
addressing the tension between the time required for solid research and the necessity of 
quick results for policy making and the adequate dissemination of findings to all 
stakeholders, including media, parents and students.  

In Sweden, the Ministry of Education and Research has a policy to improve links 
between the research society and policy by, for example, collecting reviews of research 
on different thematic areas (Nusche et al., 2011a). Since 2008, the National Agency for 
Education has had the task of disseminating research results. In 2009 an official 
government evaluation on the use of evaluation results in the Swedish system suggested 
that the NAE conduct systematic overviews of research and share the results in an easily 
accessible format with schools (SOU, 2009). 

Box 8.17 presents examples of how some systems have implemented mechanisms 
aiming to more effectively build a core evidence base and to package this in a more 
digestible form for policy makers and other stakeholders.  
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Box 8.17 Support for evidence-based policy making within ministries 

In the Netherlands, the Ministry of Education has established a “Knowledge Directorate” to 
support an evidence-based approach to policy development. It acts as a clearing house of 
scientific research. The decision to establish the Knowledge Directorate reflects the importance 
attributed to evidence-based policy making in the Netherlands and aimed to mitigate three 
identified barriers to the effective sharing and use of evidence in policy making (OECD, 2007b): 
the increasing volume of knowledge and information makes it difficult to identify relevant 
research, to interpret this correctly and to link it with existing evidence; knowledge tended to be 
compartmentalised between and within departments in the Ministry; and senior government 
officials may lack the understanding to examine adequately the evidence base of policy 
proposals. 

In New Zealand, the Ministry of Education runs an Iterative Best Evidence Synthesis 
programme to compile “trustworthy evidence about what works and what makes a bigger 
difference in education”. A Strategy and System Performance Group within the Ministry has 
core responsibility for system evaluation and assessment and runs this programme. Evidence 
collected in this programme showing impact on student outcomes feeds into the development of 
education indicators that are used to evaluate the performance of the education system overall 
and the quality of education provided in individual schools. The policy significance of the Best 
Evidence Syntheses has been recognised by the International Academy of Education and the 
International Bureau of Education. Summaries of recent Best Evidence Syntheses are published 
on the UNESCO website, see www.ibe.unesco.org/en/services/publications/educational-
practices.html. 

See also: www.educationcounts.govt.nz/topics/BES. 

In Northern Ireland in the United Kingdom, the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research 
Agency (NISRA) has progressively organised its structure and services around different major 
users and demands for education statistics. For example, NISRA includes a specific section that 
lends support to the Education and Training Inspectorate. NISRA provides regular focused 
briefings for policy makers and identifies developing trends. In addition to increased requests 
from policy colleagues to provide an evidence base for the development and monitoring of 
education policies, NISRA answers requests for data from researchers, members of the public, 
the media and the Northern Ireland Assembly. NISRA provides a number of statistical press 
releases. These comply with the United Kingdom Statistics Authority Code of Practice, which 
specifies a number of reporting guidelines, including that statistics are well explained and readily 
accessible. As such, each statistical release by NISRA includes sufficient commentary to enable 
users to meaningfully interpret the information. These usually take the form of a few 
introductory lines, major bullet points of key results and graphics showing trends and then the 
full set of results in tables. See for example:  
www.deni.gov.uk/year_12_and_year_14_examination_performance_at_post_primary_schools_
201112__2_.pdf. 

Sources: OECD (2007b); New Zealand Ministry of Education (2010); Shewbridge et al. (forthcoming). 

Making system level data useful for managing school sub-systems 
Another area in which efforts are needed is to ensure schools and local education 

authorities are provided with useful information for their own management. While 
schools report the data for the national information systems, they sometimes do not 
receive a statistical analysis of their profile from national authorities to support them in 
their internal analysis and further planning. It would be important for schools to compare 
their own data with indicators aggregated to meaningful benchmark groupings (e.g. the 
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local authority or regional level, schools with similar student composition, schools with 
similar pedagogical philosophy, etc.).  

Local authorities systematically receive feedback of student results in national 
assessments in about half the European systems (Eurydice, 2009). In Scotland (United 
Kingdom), local authorities are offered the possibility to increase the sample size in their 
jurisdiction as part of the national sample survey. This provides richer feedback for local 
system management. Similarly, in the Flemish Community of Belgium, schools are 
offered the chance to administer the national assessment, even if they are not selected in 
the national sample. Schools opting to take the national assessment receive a detailed 
feedback report on student performance in relation to national averages (see also 
Chapter 6). Several countries opt to over sample in OECD’s PISA, so as to provide 
benchmark data on performance of sub-systems and these results are published in 
annexes to official OECD reports (e.g. OECD, 2010a).  

System level results can feed into local monitoring systems and ensure better 
alignment between national and sub-national goals. In Australia, all state and territory 
government departments produce an annual report on major activities, including both 
financial and performance information (Santiago et al., 2011). A common feature in the 
2009/10 government reports is the prominence of results from the Australian National 
Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) in the performance 
monitoring. The exact format for reporting NAPLAN results varies according to the 
emphasis on different monitoring goals in each state and territory. The majority of 
jurisdictions report according to the national minimum standard. In Sweden, the Swedish 
Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR) publishes results of national 
assessments with performance ranking for local authorities and schools and attempts to 
identify effective strategies and practices (Nusche et al., 2011a). 

The OECD Review has revealed an increasing importance of information systems to 
both collect, compile and manage information and also to disseminate the results of 
education system evaluation throughout the system. Information systems can automate 
reporting tasks, thus avoiding duplication of efforts and improving cost-efficiency, but can 
also be used to inform financial decision making (OECD, 2010b). Information Internet 
portals are used in 17 of the systems participating in the OECD Review (Table 8.9). In 
Norway, the Directorate for Education and Training manages a Compulsory School 
Information System (GSI) which contains basic descriptive statistics on school 
demographics, resources and organisation. Such information systems are a typical feature in 
OECD countries and are being developed where these do not already exist, e.g. in the Slovak 
Republic (Shewbridge et al., 2013). In other cases, there may be information systems that are 
not specifically introduced for education system evaluation, but that provide key information 
that can be used to this end. In Korea, the Educational Information Disclosure System was 
launched in 2000 and includes school performance data. As such, this lays the foundation for 
the comparison and analysis of school systems and policies, but as yet is not used to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the education system as a whole (Kim et al., 2010).  

Information systems are often developed at the sub-national level for use in 
evaluating local school systems (see Box 8.18). Further, such systems generally aim to 
promote the use of the results of different tools used in education system evaluation in 
schools for their own self-evaluation (see Chapter 6). In Australia, several state and 
territory governments have developed specific analytical information systems to optimise 
school use of results from the national full-cohort assessments, as well as from 
assessments run by local governments (see Chapter 3).  
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Box 8.18 Information systems for evaluation of local school systems:  
The United States 

A study by the U.S. Department of Education (2010) that ran during 2006-2008 examined 
how education data systems varied across educational districts and how they were used to aid 
decision making. The report uses the Wayman (2005) classification of four types of electronic 
student data systems:  

1) Sudent information systems providing real-time access to student data on attendance, 
enrolment, marks and schedules;  

2) Data warehouses providing access to current and historical data on students, finances 
and staffing; 

3) Instructional or curriculum management systems providing planning tools, links to state 
content or performance standards and communication tools; and 

4) Assessment systems supporting the organisation and assessment of benchmark data.  

In general there was a huge increase in reported availability of data systems. Virtually all 
school districts had student information systems storing basic information on enrolments and 
attendance and 79% reported having an assessment system to organise and analyse benchmark 
assessment data. The least common system was on instructional or curriculum management 
(64% of school districts). The major challenge reported by school districts was to link these 
multiple data systems to better support decision making and in particular to better link student 
data to instructional practice.  

The report found that most systems had developed in response to accountability 
requirements and less than half the school districts could link outcomes to processes in order to 
monitor and promote continuous improvement. An example here is that only 42% of school 
districts could link student performance to participation in particular programmes. The most 
common school district policies to promote schools to use data was to incorporate this in school 
improvement planning, providing professional development activities and support positions for 
system implementation and developing data generation and analysis tools. Examples of support 
provided by school districts included: technical expertise to schools, “data coaches” available to 
schools, creating easy-to-read data “dashboards” to make information more accessible to 
teachers, and developing benchmark and formative assessments providing teachers with more 
timely data on student progress. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education (2010). 

In general, the use of information systems for accountability is well established. 
However, their potential use to inform improvement in school systems is often under 
exploited. The OECD has an on-going project bringing together experts and policy makers 
to examine how to best design information systems to inform educational innovation and 
improvement. Preliminary findings suggest many such systems have been developed 
relatively recently and could be improved by: improving the speed of feedback to teachers 
and schools; better integrating data systems and learning management systems; including 
information on generic and higher order learning outcomes; and developing comparison 
tools especially at the student level (OECD, 2010b). In an overview of school performance 
feedback systems provided in Australia, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, Visscher and Coe (2003) identify the following features as being likely to 
lead to greater school use: flexible systems that can meet varying information needs among 
schools; systems with valid information with good coverage of school quality, allowing 
more in-depth analysis; and the systems are accompanied by comprehensive, tailored 
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reform and support strategies. The use of information systems is well established in many 
states and school districts of the United States. A recent study sheds some light into how 
school districts may make better use of these for improvement (Box 8.18). 

Pointers for future policy development 

This chapter has reviewed the approaches countries are taking to education system 
evaluation in light of available research and evidence. The policy suggestions that follow 
are drawn from the experiences reported in the Country Background Reports, the analyses 
of external review teams in Country Reviews and the available research literature. It 
should be stressed that there is no single model or global best practice of education 
system evaluation. The development of practices always needs to take into account 
country-specific traditions and features of the respective education systems. Not all policy 
implications are equally relevant for different countries. In a number of cases many or 
most of the policy suggestions are already in place, while for others they might not apply 
owing to different social, economic and educational structures and traditions. Different 
contexts will give rise to different priorities in further developing policies for school 
evaluation for different countries.  

Governance 

Ensure a broad concept of education system evaluation within the evaluation and 
assessment framework 

An initial priority is to ensure a broad concept of system evaluation as the wide range 
of system level information which permits a good understanding of how well student 
learning objectives are being achieved. System evaluation should include a varied set of 
components such as broad measures of student outcomes; system-level indicators with 
basic demographic, administrative and contextual information; information systems; and 
research and analysis to inform planning, intervention and policy development. 
A strategic approach to system level evaluation would benefit from clear national 
objectives and priorities so progress against these can be assessed. System level 
evaluation should include the production of an annual report with an assessment of 
whether or not the education system is achieving its objectives.  

Ensure policy making is informed by high-quality measures, but not driven by 
their availability 

Measures of education system performance must be broad enough to capture the whole 
range of student learning objectives. However, it is not always possible to devise indicators 
and measures of good quality across all the objectives of the education system. Hence, it 
needs to be recognised that policy making at the system level needs to be informed by high-
quality data and evidence, but not driven by the availability of such information. Qualitative 
studies as well as secondary analysis of the available measures and indicators are essential 
information to take into account in policy development and implementation. 

Ways to ensure that indicators and measures are of high quality include: ensuring 
systematic collection to agreed definitions of existing information at different levels in 
the system; promoting data quality improvement; undertaking research to shed light on 
some of the “gaps” where systematic collection is too costly/not feasible; and developing 
a long-term strategy to improve measurement tools for future information needs. 



8. EDUCATION SYSTEM EVALUATION: INFORMING POLICIES FOR SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT – 641 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

To ensure that education policy is not driven by the availability of data, there should 
be a systematic review of the availability of key measures in a meaningful and nationally 
agreed education system evaluation framework. This should be based on the mapping out 
of key objectives for the education system, followed by a set of goals or targets to be 
realised. The next stage is a systematic mapping out of available measures, plus where 
measures are available a technical note on their validity and/or limitations for 
interpretation. An analysis of this framework will provide information on key gaps in data 
availability and also in limitations of existing measures. This will be the foundation of 
strategies to prioritise further measurement development and/or refinement according to 
the national political priorities and long-term goals. This mapping out is also a critical 
exercise in reminding all stakeholders of the full spectrum of national priorities and goals 
and clearly showing that not all of these are currently measured. A final step is to ensure a 
qualitative analysis in priority areas for which there are currently no measures and to feed 
the results of this analysis into the policy making process. 

Situate education system evaluation in the broader context of public sector 
performance requirements  

Education system evaluation should be thought of in the broader context of 
established performance measurement frameworks for the public sector. It is a common 
expectation for Ministries and specific bodies with a role in evaluation (e.g. external 
school evaluation bodies or national assessment or evaluation agencies) to publish annual 
reports to show accountability for their performance. This stimulates the need for 
procedures in place to regularly monitor progress in the education system or particular 
aspects of the education system under their responsibility. In systems where high level 
targets are set by the government related to productivity, competition or general economic 
and social improvement, this has implications for the education system. There may be a 
need to monitor the progress towards achieving these high-level targets and where 
necessary to establish adequate systems to collect evidence on progress. 

Increasingly, national audit offices conduct evaluations of different aspects of the 
education system. An often cited finding is the lack of evaluation of particular education 
policies or programmes. In some systems this may be due to the lack of appropriate 
outcome data. However, there may be a more fundamental need to establish a culture of 
evaluation. Some systems have aimed to stimulate this by attaching requirements for 
schools to monitor and evaluate the implementation of particular education programmes 
as a funding condition. This can also be a way to stimulate school self-evaluation. The 
evaluation outcomes can be used to monitor effectiveness at the education system level. 
For major reform initiatives, there should be official evaluations of implementation, 
including adequate consultation and feedback from key stakeholders. Evaluation results 
should feed back into the further implementation of reforms and where necessary the 
design and offer of related support structures. 

Procedures 

Develop a national education indicator framework 
The development of an education system framework allows the systematic mapping 

of available information against education system goals (see above). A major support for 
this is the development of an education indicator framework. This should provide a stable 
set of key indicators on the education system to allow the monitoring of changes over 
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time. But the indicator framework may be augmented periodically to reflect areas of 
national priority. Aligning the national indicator framework with international indicator 
frameworks provides the benefit of streamlining data collection and providing 
international benchmarks for the national education system.  

The use of a stable indicator framework also promotes the regular collection of 
information from schools and other stakeholders. This allows the possibility to develop 
more efficient data collection systems to both ease the reporting burden on schools and to 
ensure more efficient compilation of key information at the national level. For example, 
key information may be collected systematically on an annual basis, but other information 
can be requested on a cyclical basis. This also provides the basis to ensure the feedback to 
schools of useful benchmarking information. 

Design a national strategy to monitor student learning standards 
Student assessment provides keystone indicators for assessing system performance. 

Assessments of student learning provide evidence by which policy makers, the public, 
administrators, educators and parents at the national and local levels can gauge both 
students’ current performance relative to student learning objectives and the extent to 
which improvement goals are being realised. To this end, designing a national strategy to 
monitor student learning standards provides a strong basis for education system 
evaluation. This should promote the combined use of a variety of tools to collect 
information on a broad set of student outcomes.  

Many education systems use the results of student summative assessment, such as 
examinations and final marks at the end of compulsory education, to monitor student 
learning outcomes. However, such measures do not allow for comparison over time, as 
each year the content of the examinations changes. This renders them of limited use in 
assessing the progress in learning outcomes against national standards. It is important, 
therefore, to provide other measures to complement these and to allow the monitoring of 
trends (see below). In addition to the possibility of participating in international student 
assessment surveys, education systems may want to design national student assessments 
with the primary purpose of providing information to monitor key outcomes of the 
education system. In contrast to international assessments, these national assessments 
would be aligned with national learning objectives and can be administered more 
regularly or on a more flexible schedule to provide more timely feedback on progress 
(international surveys generally run on a 3-to-5-year cycle). There may be, for example, 
the need to monitor the implementation of a new national curriculum. 

Education system performance monitoring based on national student assessment 
programmes can take a variety of forms. Periodic sample-based student 
assessments/surveys can allow greater breadth of measurement, fuller coverage of the 
curriculum and avoid distortions deriving from “teaching to the test”. They can be carried 
out at comparatively low cost. In turn, full-cohort student assessments have the advantage 
of potentially providing feedback to schools on classes/students, but are narrower 
measures that cannot realistically include a full coverage of the curriculum.  

Large-scale standardised assessments are often limited to written formats such as 
multiple-choice questions or questions requiring a short closed-response answer 
(e.g. yes/no) that are easiest to score and most cost-efficient to implement: such 
assessments may only draw upon a limited set of students’ skills. National assessments 
can also include performance like tasks, where students are scored on open-ended 
questions, such as written essays, oral communication skills, reasoning processes, 
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collaborative problem solving, and so on. These are often seen as being more effectively 
aligned with curricula that emphasise development of higher-order thinking skills and 
capacity to perform complex tasks. However, they require much investment to ensure the 
comparability of scoring. 

Countries often design standardised national student assessments to monitor student 
progress towards achieving student learning objectives but these tend to cover a small set 
of curricular areas, typically the language of instruction, mathematics and science. To 
have reliable measures of performance across broader curricular areas a good option is to 
introduce sample-based national monitoring surveys. The sample-based surveys test a 
statistically representative sample of students in specific school years and in a given set of 
curricula or cross-curricula areas. A possible approach is to test a small number of subject 
areas each year for given grades in 3- or 4-year cycles with different subject areas every 
year. Such sample-based surveys would allow the assessment of a broader range of 
curricula content and cross-curricula skills such as civic and citizenship skills, learning-
to-learn skills and problem solving skills and allow benchmarking of different regions or 
specific student groups on an externally validated measure.  

Ensure the collection of qualitative information on the education system 
There are different approaches to collecting qualitative information on the education 

system. This can be done via external school evaluation, specific research studies or by 
developing and administering stakeholder surveys.  

Education systems with an external school evaluation mechanism have the possibility 
to collect a rich set of evidence on different qualitative aspects of schooling. Such 
information is collected via the regular external evaluation of individual schools and can 
be compiled to provide an overview of evidence on the education system. However, there 
is also the possibility to include the evaluation of priority areas as part of external school 
evaluations – either integrated in regular evaluation of individual schools or in a special 
thematic evaluation in a sample of schools. This holds strong potential for policy makers 
to examine a broader set of evidence against current policy priorities. However, the 
collection of such thematic evidence needs to be balanced in the system of overall 
external evaluation of individual schools and implications for the regular external school 
evaluation cycle should be carefully considered (see Chapter 6). 

There is also the possibility to administer qualitative surveys to seek key stakeholder 
feedback on broader outcomes, such as motivation to learn, subject engagement and 
different aspects of the school climate. Analysis of the perceptions of students, teachers, 
school leadership and parents on these different aspects can feed into the policy debate by 
providing evidence on a broader set of student learning outcomes, as well as help shed 
light on some of the factors associated with better student learning outcomes. These can 
also provide useful input on processes and contextual information to help interpret 
information on outcomes.  

There are several options to consider on how best to include stakeholders’ perceptions 
of the teaching and learning environment in the national monitoring system. There could be 
a national questionnaire administered to a sample of students, parents, school leadership 
and teachers in the education system to collect views and perspectives about a range of 
aspects such as attitudes to learning and assessment, perceptions on the implementation of 
policies, well-being, engagement, satisfaction, etc. Another option is to include a 
questionnaire to students during the administration of national student assessments. 
Certainly, the collection of information from students, school leadership and teachers 



644 – 8. EDUCATION SYSTEM EVALUATION: INFORMING POLICIES FOR SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 
 
 

SYNERGIES FOR BETTER LEARNING: AN INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT © OECD 2013 

during the administration of international surveys has led to informed analysis of how 
different reported factors relate to student performance. The use of student and parental 
surveys could also be encouraged at the school level through the development of a national 
template to which schools could add issues more related to their specific circumstances. 

Assure the monitoring of changes over time and progress of particular student 
cohorts 

System evaluation needs to place significant emphasis on the monitoring of student 
progress in contrast to achievement levels at a given point in time. This sends a firm 
signal on the importance of the improvement function in evaluation and assessment. To 
achieve that, it needs to undertake the monitoring of both student results over time and 
the progress of particular student cohorts. This should be a key purpose of specific 
assessments to monitor education systems, whether full-cohort national assessments or 
sample-based monitoring surveys. A prerequisite is to ensure the comparability of results 
over time by keeping a stable element of items in the tests and releasing only a proportion 
of the items for use by teachers after the assessments have been administered. With a 
stable difficulty level for each assessment from year to year, national student assessment 
results provide a useful indicator on changes in student performance over time – one 
which complements the international trend measures.  

Taking a more longitudinal approach to analyse student results could provide 
additional useful information that allows analysing student pathways. There are several 
approaches to this, including strategies to monitor student progress through different 
stages of the education system, designing national monitoring measures to show the 
progress in measured skill areas of particular student cohorts and the follow-up of 
students subsequent to their completion of compulsory education.  

Education authorities could explore ways to link information for individual student 
progress through primary and lower secondary as well as upper secondary. This would 
permit schools to better follow student transitions between schools. Also, the eventual use 
of a student identifier could encourage more longitudinal studies of student progression 
and transition to upper secondary education. Further, this would allow analysis of earlier 
educational pathways in identifying success and risk factors for students in upper 
secondary education. 

Another possibility is to make a strategic use of the national monitoring measures to 
provide indicators on the progress of particular student cohorts through school education 
in some curricular areas. With individual student identification numbers, results from the 
national assessments could be linked across cohorts to report on the success of a given 
cohort on national assessments in a given number of years. Or the national measures 
could be designed to measure student progress across key stages of the education system. 
That is, the tests would be based on a common scale of difficulty across different years, 
thereby allowing the comparison of a given student cohort in for example Year 1, Year 4 
and Year 7 on the same national assessment.  

Finally, there could be national surveys to look at how groups of students with 
different characteristics and academic profiles succeed in later years of education. This 
could be done by introducing longitudinal surveys to follow students on their pathways 
beyond secondary education, including in both higher education and the labour market. 
Further, some education systems have capitalised on linking national longitudinal surveys 
with cohorts of students tested in international assessments to measure their progress, 
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pathways and analyse risk factors judged by performance at earlier stages in the education 
system. 

Ensure collection of adequate contextual information to effectively monitor equity 
Within the overall evaluation and assessment framework, education system 

evaluation has arguably the strongest potential to pay attention to equity issues and to 
inform policies on how to address these and to target support more effectively. The 
monitoring of student performance across specific groups (e.g. by gender, socio-
economic or immigrant/cultural background) as well as across local and regional 
authorities should receive priority. Analyses from international and national research have 
proven the strong influence that socio-economic and other contextual factors have on 
student performance. Therefore, when comparing performance measures across different 
regions, local authorities and schools, an imperative is to make comparisons meaningful 
in the light of differing contexts. National research into the how student background 
characteristics and school contextual characteristics are associated with student 
performance can identify the type of information that is most pertinent to collect 
systematically. Typically, information on the student socio-economic background may 
include a mix of the following factors immigrant/cultural/linguistic background, parental 
level of education, occupation and income level.  

There is a concern when publishing average results of national assessments or 
examinations at the school level, that these measures are accompanied by adequate 
information on the school context (see Chapter 6). This is particularly pertinent when 
education systems use school results to hold schools accountable, for example, schools 
may be required to meet certain student performance targets and/or demonstrate the 
progress of students through different stages of education. In such a context, measures of 
school performance need to reflect the starting point of student performance and adjust 
for factors which are outside a school’s control, but which evidence has proved to have an 
impact on student performance (e.g. socio-economic background). There is a tension 
between the use of measures in school accountability systems and the use of measures for 
comparing performance over time and across the education system. This may require the 
development of specific measures for the different purposes. 

Capacity 

Establish and secure capacity for education system evaluation 
In some countries, there is a strong case to build central competencies in evaluation 

for policy purposes. A major signal of political support for evaluation is to establish 
national bodies competent in this area. This may include specialised research institutes, 
regional school review boards, national monitoring and quality development agencies, 
national evaluation institutes, etc. An important aspect of education system evaluation is 
to ensure the adequate use and interpretation of system evaluation results, including 
research, results from regular monitoring tools and the evaluation of educational 
programmes. This necessitates adequate analytical capacity at the national level to fully 
exploit existing information by ensuring statistical, analytical and research competencies. 
The results of such analysis and research should be systematically reported in major 
publications such as annual reports on the state of the education system. This should in 
turn set priorities for further research and analysis and resources should be invested 
accordingly. The active participation in international evaluation networks and education 
measurement efforts also helps to build and promote capacity in national institutions. 
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Promote the development of evaluation capacity at the local authority level 
In highly decentralised education systems, evaluation capacity at the local authority 

level is crucial in promoting an effective evaluation culture. Where there is a wide 
variation in evaluation capacity among local authorities, establishing reporting 
requirements may be an effective stimulus to develop evaluation practices. For example, 
local authorities may be required to produce an annual evaluation report of schools in 
their system and to set objectives and development priorities for their school system. 
Formulating evaluation and assessment competency profiles for local officials carrying 
evaluation responsibilities is also a way to clarify expectations. A review of existing 
approaches to quality assurance by different local authorities would be a first step to 
identify examples of robust quality assurance practices. There is also the option of 
promoting and supporting local authority networks on different aspects of quality 
assurance and ensuring that results are fed back to build knowledge and capacity 
throughout the education system.  

Ensure objectivity and credibility in education system evaluation activities 
Education system evaluation plays an important role in providing a firm evidence 

base for policy making. A commitment to evidence-based policy making is commendable 
and can be demonstrated by ensuring objective and credible evaluations. This requires 
sufficient technical capacity to undertake education system evaluation and may involve 
establishing specific bodies competent in different aspects of education system 
evaluation, e.g. conducting research in priority areas, evaluating the implementation of 
major programmes or policies, developing national assessments, conducting external 
school evaluations, etc.  

A way to raise credibility for evaluation activities is to give a clear mandate to 
different competent authorities or independent bodies to interpret evidence on the 
education system and to commission further evaluations or reviews accordingly. The 
findings of any commissioned reviews or evaluations should be published and feed into 
the wider public debate.  

Reporting and use of results 
In many education systems there are quite sophisticated measures of system 

performance in place which provide much information. This offers opportunities to 
engage stakeholders in supporting improvements across the school system. Typically, in 
OECD countries, while large amounts of data are collected from schools and comparable 
student results are available, there is room to strengthen the analysis and mobilisation of 
such information for system monitoring and improvement. 

Strengthen analysis of education system evaluation results for planning and policy 
development 

A priority should be the strengthening of the analysis for educational planning and 
policy development. It is clear that, in most countries, considerably more analysis and 
research could be conducted with the available data. Education authorities should 
promote analytical studies and innovative research about key issues such as the factors 
which explain student performance and the impact of the socio-economic background on 
student results. Education authorities could also sponsor research undertaken by 
independent researchers which is deemed useful for educational policy. 
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Another possibility is to require evaluation agencies or external school evaluation 
bodies to include thematic national evaluations among their responsibilities. These 
comprehensive reviews of issues such as science education, professional development of 
teachers, bullying and harassment in schools, and the teaching of mathematics, would 
involve reviewing practices across a sample of schools in the country and the production 
of a national level report. This would serve to inform the development and 
implementation of policy and practice. 

Communicate key results of education system evaluation to stakeholders 
Education authorities should promote measures to more effectively communicate 

results from the national monitoring system to encourage their use by different 
stakeholders. In many countries, there is room to improve the accessibility of system 
evaluation results. Often information on the education system is dispersed in components 
such as an education database, reporting on major education indicators, reporting on 
student outcomes and thematic reports on education. An option is to bring together the 
information into a single platform. Further, some systems publish a single report that 
compiles major system evaluation results to summarise the state of school education in 
the country. Another option is to establish a protocol to share data among key 
stakeholders in system evaluation – this may include data that are not available to the 
public, but that can be analysed and used, for example, for school or local government 
reviews. At the same time, it is important to include clear methodological documentation 
and full access to micro-level data for use by the research community and to include 
where necessary confidentiality requirements. 

Also attention is required to provide clear and timely reporting of results to different 
audiences. Giving high-quality feedback on system results is one way to maximise the 
use of results by stakeholders throughout the system. For example, databases and 
technical materials are useful for researchers, but clear key messages on major results are 
helpful for local government and – where available – schools will benefit from 
comprehensive feedback on student performance on national or international student 
assessments (e.g. by area assessed, by individual question, by class, by student group). 
The release of new system-level information should be accompanied by clear key 
messages on the major results and may be accompanied by national conferences with key 
stakeholders to discuss what can be learned from the results and possible implications for 
policy and practice. 

Support feedback for local monitoring 
Education authorities should devise strategies to optimise the use of system-level data 

by key stakeholders at the local level such as local education authorities and also 
feedback to schools (see Chapter 6). It may be necessary to establish a protocol to share 
data – this may include data that are not available to the public, but that can be analysed 
and used, for example, for school or local authority reviews. An electronic platform, with 
a wide range of information on major indicators for individual schools and the access to 
information about all schools within a local authority can be an effective management and 
monitoring tool for local authorities. To encourage the use of such information systems 
for monitoring progress at the local level, such a system may include some benchmarks 
set nationally to serve as a springboard for regions and schools to set their own local 
objectives and targets. Reporting should have a strong focus placed on developing 
benchmarking analyses which are trusted and valued by school leadership. This means 
they must be based on reliable data but also that they should facilitate “fair and 
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meaningful” comparisons between schools, that is, by providing adequate contextual 
information on schools to be able to compare schools with similar contexts.  

Local education authorities could possibly take a central feedback role. As they are 
closer to the local level than the national authority, local authorities could use school 
reporting data as a basis for engaging in meaningful discussions with schools and their 
leadership. To further strengthen the role of local education authorities, the national level 
authority could also consider disaggregating system level data to meaningful groupings to 
allow a more fine-grained analysis (e.g. by region, by school board, by school 
pedagogical network or community, etc.).  
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Annex A. How the Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks  
for Improving School Outcomes was conducted  

Background to the Review  

Quality in education is increasingly judged on the basis of effective learning 
outcomes. Countries use a range of techniques for the evaluation and assessment of 
students, teachers, school leaders, schools and education systems with the objective of 
assessing whether the school system is delivering good performance and providing 
feedback for improvement in student outcomes. Many countries test samples and/or all 
students at key points and also formally review the work of individual teachers, school 
leaders and schools. However, countries often face challenges in bringing the different 
elements of evaluation and assessment together into a coherent and comprehensive 
strategy, within which each element is fit for purpose and contributes effectively to 
improving learning outcomes.  

Against this background, the OECD Education Policy Committee launched the 
Review on Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes in 
late 2009 to provide analysis and policy advice to countries on how assessment and 
evaluation can be embedded within a consistent framework to bring about real gains in 
performance across the school system. 

Purpose of the Review 

The Review was designed to respond to the strong interest in evaluation and 
assessment issues evident at national and international levels. The Review looked at the 
various components of assessment and evaluation frameworks that countries use with the 
objective of improving student outcomes. These include student assessment, teacher 
appraisal, school evaluation, school leader appraisal, system evaluation and also other 
elements such as the evaluation of an educational programme. 

The overall purpose of the Review was to explore how evaluation and assessment 
frameworks can be used to improve the quality, equity and efficiency of school education. 
The overarching policy question was “How can assessment and evaluation policies work 
together more effectively to improve student outcomes in primary and secondary 
schools?” The Review further concentrated on five key issues for analysis: (i) designing a 
systemic framework for evaluation and assessment; (ii) ensuring the effectiveness of 
evaluation and assessment procedures; (iii) developing competencies for evaluation and 
for using feedback; (iv) making the best use of evaluation results; and (v) implementing 
evaluation and assessment policies. The analysis focused on primary and secondary levels 
of education.1  
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The main objectives were to: 

• synthesise research-based evidence on the impact of evaluation and assessment 
strategies and disseminate this knowledge among countries 

• identify innovative and successful policy initiatives and practices 

• facilitate exchanges of lessons and experiences among countries 

• identify policy options for policy makers to consider. 

The Review’s purposes, analytical framework and methodology are detailed in the 
OECD (2009) document entitled “Design and Implementation Plan for the Review” 
[EDU/EDPC(2009)3/REV1], available from www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy.  

The Review was intended to extend and add value to the existing body of 
international work on educational evaluation. The importance of evaluation and 
assessment policies is reflected in a wide variety of other OECD activities, with which the 
Review collaborated. These include work by the Public Governance and Territorial 
Development Directorate on Public Governance Reviews and Public Sector Evaluation, 
the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), the Teaching and Learning 
International Survey (TALIS), CERI’s Innovative Learning Environments (ILE) project, 
the INES Network for the Collection and the Adjudication of System-Level Descriptive 
Information on Educational Structures, Policies and Practices (NESLI), CERI’s work on 
Longitudinal Information Systems as part of its Innovation Strategy for Education and 
Training, CERI’s work on Governing Complex Education Systems and the Centre for 
Effective Learning Environments’ (CELE) work on evaluating quality in educational 
facilities. 

The growing attention paid to evaluation and assessment issues is also evident in the 
work of other international organisations. The OECD Review was therefore conducted in 
co-operation with a range of international organisations to reduce duplication and develop 
synergies, in particular: the European Commission, Eurydice, the Standing International 
Conference of Inspectorates (SICI), UNESCO and the World Bank. Social partners were 
also involved through the contribution of the Trade Union Advisory Committee to the 
OECD (TUAC) and the Business and Industry Advisory Committee to the OECD 
(BIAC). 

Methodology and country participation 

The Review methodology was based on countries working collaboratively with the 
Secretariat. It involved examining country-specific issues and policy approaches in using 
assessment and evaluation to improve student outcomes, and placing these experiences 
within a broader analytical framework to generate insights and findings relevant to OECD 
countries as a whole. The collaborative approach provided countries with an opportunity 
to learn more about themselves by examining their experiences against those of other 
countries. It was also intended to add to the broader knowledge base by accumulating 
international evidence on the impact of policy reforms, and the circumstances under 
which they work best. 

The work was undertaken through a combination of desk-based analysis and country 
reviews. This was complemented with the meetings of the OECD Group of National 
Experts on Evaluation and Assessment (see below) to discuss progress and share 
experiences. The work was organised in three phases: 
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• An analytical phase, to draw together evidence-based policy lessons from 
international data, research and analysis. The analytical phase used several means 
– country background reports, literature reviews and data analyses – to analyse 
the factors that shape evaluation and assessment in school systems and possible 
policy responses. 

• A country review phase, to provide policy advice to individual countries tailored 
to the issues of interest in those countries, on the basis of the international 
evidence base, combined with evidence obtained by a team of experts visiting the 
country. 

• A synthesis phase, with the preparation of a final synthesis report to blend 
analytic and review evidence and provide overall policy conclusions. 

Participating countries  
The following countries were actively engaged in the Review:  

Twenty-six systems (25 countries) prepared a Country Background Report: Australia, 
Austria, Belgium (Flemish Community), Belgium (French Community), Canada,2 Chile, 
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Korea, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, the 
Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Northern Ireland).  

Fifteen countries also opted for a Country Review: Australia, Belgium (Flemish 
Community), Chile, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Italy, Luxembourg, Mexico, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, the Slovak Republic, Sweden and the 
United Kingdom (Northern Ireland). 

In addition to the countries mentioned above, the following countries provided 
detailed information about the features of their evaluation and assessment framework 
(synthesis tables, see below): Estonia, Israel and Spain. 

Governance of the Review 
The project was overseen by the Group of National Experts (GNE) on Evaluation and 

Assessment, which was established as a subsidiary body of the Education Policy 
Committee in order to guide the methods, timing and principles of the Review and to 
allow countries to share information and experience on evaluation and assessment as well 
as keeping in touch with emerging findings of the exercise. The GNE on Evaluation and 
Assessment was chaired by Mr. Gábor Halász, Professor, Eötvös Loránd University, 
Hungary and had as Vice-Chairs Mr. Éamonn Murtagh, Assistant Chief Inspector, 
Department of Education and Skills, Ireland, and Mr. Kwangho Kim, Research Fellow, 
Korean Educational Development Institute, Korea. 

During the Review, the GNE on Evaluation and Assessment held four official 
meetings at the OECD Conference Centre in Paris. These were open to all OECD 
member countries and observers to the Education Policy Committee as well as to the 
Trade Union Advisory Committee to the OECD (TUAC) and the Business and Industry 
Advisory Committee to the OECD (BIAC). The objectives and main issues treated at 
each meeting are described in Table A.1 below.  
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Table A.1 Meetings of the Group of National Experts on Evaluation and Assessment  

Date  Main issues treated 

1-2 October 2009  Discussion of key policy issues. Countries agreed on the framework, scope and process for the 
Review and identified the major issues for investigation. The Review was officially launched. 

9-10 September 2010  
Countries exchanged ideas about key issues in evaluation and assessment policy on the basis of 
analytical work developed by the Review, shared country experiences on specific issues and 
discussed the progress of the Review. 

13-14 October 2011  Countries reviewed the extended outline for the preparation of the final synthesis report from the 
Review and discussed the progress of the Review activities. 

31 May – 1 June 2012  
Following an update on developments in the countries and progress made within the Review, 
countries discussed the structure and the first draft of the Synthesis Report from the Review and 
shared country experiences on key themes of the report. 

National co-ordinators 
Each participating country appointed a national co-ordinator, who was responsible for: 

communications with the OECD Secretariat and within the country about the Review; 
ensuring that the Country Background Report was completed on schedule; liaising with the 
OECD Secretariat about the organisation of the review team visit, for those countries which 
opted for a country review; attending meetings of the Group of National Experts on 
Evaluation and Assessment; co-ordinating country feedback on draft materials; and 
assisting with dissemination activities. National co-ordinators are listed in Table A.2.  

Table A.2 National co-ordinators in participating countries  

Country National co-ordinator 

Australia Ms. Kristie van Omme, Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations 
Ms. Nina Downes, Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations 

Austria Mr. Florian Sobanski, Federal Ministry of Education, Arts and Culture 

Belgium  
(Flemish Community) 

Mrs. Miekatrien Sterck, Flemish Ministry of Education and Training  
Mrs. Micheline Scheys, Flemish Ministry of Education and Training 

Belgium  
(French Community) Mr. Etienne Gilliard, Ministry of Education of the French Community of Belgium  

Canada Ms. Antonella Manca-Mangoff, Council of Ministers of Education 

Chile Mr. Francisco Lagos M., Ministry of Education  

Czech Republic Ms. Jana Straková, Institute for Information on Education (until December 2011) 
Ms. Michaela Sojdrova, Czech Schools Inspectorate 

Denmark Mrs. Charlotte Rotbøll, Ministry of Children and Education 

Finland Ms. Kirsi Kangaspunta, Ministry of Education 
Mr. Tommi Karjalainen, Ministry of Education 

France Mrs. Florence Lefresne, Ministry of National Education  
Mr Bruno Trosseille, Ministry of National Education  

Hungary Mr. László Limbacher, Ministry of Human Relations (Ministry of Education and Culture until 2010)  
Professor Gábor Halász, Eötvös Lóránd University/ELTE 

Iceland Mr. Stefán Baldursson, Ministry of Education, Science and Culture 

Ireland Mr. Éamonn Murtagh, Department of Education and Skills 

Italy Mr. Paolo Sestito, National Institute for the Evaluation of the Education System (INVALSI) 
Mr. Daniele Vidoni, National Institute for the Evaluation of the Education System (INVALSI) 
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Table A.2 National co-ordinators in participating countries (continued) 

Country National co-ordinator 

Korea Mr. Kwangho Kim, Korea Educational Development Institute 

Luxembourg Ms. Amina Kafai, Ministry of National Education and Vocational Training  

Mexico Mr. Alejandro S. Ramírez Torres, Secretariat of Public Education (until December 2011) 
Ms. Florencia Martínez Becerra, Secretariat of Public Education 

Netherlands Mrs. Marian Hulshof, Inspectorate of Education 
New Zealand Ms. Ro Parsons, Ministry of Education 
Norway Ms. Vivi Bjelke, Directorate for Education and Training 
Poland Mr. Michal Sitek, Educational Research Institute 

Portugal 
Prof. Alexandre Ventura, Scientific Council for Teacher Evaluation (until June 2010) 
Prof. Natércio Afonso, University of Lisbon (until June 2011) 
Prof. Luísa Canto e Castro Loura, Ministry of Education and Science  

Slovak Republic Mr. Andrej Mentel, National Institute for Certified Educational Measurements (until July 2012) 
Mr. Martin Pokorny, National Institute for Certified Educational Measurements 

Slovenia  Mrs. Mateja Brejc, National School for Leadership 

Sweden Ms. Kerstin Hultgren, Ministry of Education and Research  
Ms. Ann-Kristin Boström, Swedish National Agency for Education 

United Kingdom  
(Northern Ireland) 

Ms. Karen McCullough Department of Education for Northern Ireland  
Mr. Dale Heaney Department of Education for Northern Ireland 

Country Background Reports 
Information on countries’ policies and practices was gathered through Country 

Background Reports (CBRs). The CBRs were prepared in response to a common set of 
issues and questions, and used a common framework to facilitate comparative analysis 
and maximise the opportunities for countries to learn from each other. The CBRs were a 
major source of material for this final report. The Guidelines for the preparation of CBRs 
are set out in a dedicated document [EDU/EDPC/EA(2009)1/REV1], also available on 
the Review website (www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy).  

The CBRs were structured around the following main chapters:  

1. The school system 

2. The framework for evaluation and assessment 

3. System evaluation 

4. School evaluation 

5. Teacher appraisal 

6. Student assessment 

7. Other types of evaluation and assessment 

The work on the CBRs took place mainly between the end of 2009 and the end of 
2011. Countries differed somewhat in the time they joined the Review and time needed to 
complete and publish their CBR. Countries also differed in the extent to which they were 
able to include current data and policy developments in their reports. Therefore the CBRs 
do not all refer to the same period, although most encompass developments up to about 
2010. In late 2012 some countries prepared updates on their CBR for publication on the 
Review website. 
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The CBRs were intended for four main audiences: The Secretariat and OECD 
member and observer countries as an aid to sharing experiences, and identifying common 
problems and policy options; the team of external reviewers who visited the countries 
which opted for a Country Review; those interested in evaluation and assessment issues 
within the country concerned; and those interested in evaluation and assessment issues at 
international level and in other countries. All CBRs are available on the Review website: 
www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. 

Synthesis tables 
In addition to the Country Background Reports, all countries provided detailed 

qualitative information on features of their evaluation and assessment framework through 
a questionnaire prepared by the OECD Secretariat. The data covered standardised 
national examinations, internal summative assessment, reporting of summative results, 
student formative assessment, teacher appraisal, employment status and career 
development of teachers, school leadership appraisal, employment status and career 
development of school leaders, education system evaluation and standardised national 
assessments. This information complemented other relevant information available 
through OECD’s Education at a Glance. The information provided by countries was 
published in a set of tables included in this report. 

Country Review Reports 
Another major source of material for this report was the set of Country Review 

Reports prepared by the external review teams that visited countries taking part in the 
Country Review Strand. By providing an external perspective on evaluation and 
assessment policy issues in the countries concerned, the Country Review Reports were 
also intended to contribute to national discussions, as well as inform other countries about 
policy innovations underway. The Country Review Reports were also published as a 
publication series: OECD Reviews of Evaluation and Assessment in Education, in order to 
enhance the visibility of these country-specific outputs as part of the Review.  

For each country visited, a team of up to five reviewers (including at least two OECD 
Secretariat members) analysed the Country Background Report and associated materials 
and subsequently undertook an intensive case study visit of about 8 days in length. The 
reviewers were selected in consultation with the country authorities to ensure that they 
had experience relevant to the main policy issues in the country concerned. The study visit 
aimed to provide the review team with a variety of perspectives on evaluation and 
assessment policy and included meetings with education authorities at national and sub-
national levels; relevant agencies that deal with evaluation and assessment issues 
(e.g. national assessment agencies, school inspectorates, etc.); teacher professional 
organisations; teacher unions; parents’ organisations; representatives of schools; 
representatives of school leaders; students’ organisations; teacher educators; researchers 
with an interest in evaluation and assessment issues, and groups of students, teachers and 
school leaders at the schools visited. The objective was to accumulate sufficient information 
and understanding on which to base the analysis and policy recommendations.  

The 15 review visits involved 30 external reviewers with a range of research and 
policy backgrounds. Overall, the external review teams visited about 90 schools and met 
with about 2 800 individuals to base their findings. Details on the country review visits 
are given in Table A.3. The Country Review Reports are published on the project 
website: www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. 
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Table A.3 Country reviews and team members  

Country Review team 

Sweden 
4-11 May 2010 

Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Gábor Halász, University Eötvös Loránd, Hungary  
Janet Looney, formerly with the OECD; United States 
Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat  
Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat  

Luxembourg 
31 May – 4 June 2010 

Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Melanie Ehren, University of Twente; Netherlands 
Morten Rosenkvist, OECD Secretariat  
Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat 
Cláudia Tamassia, Educational Testing Service (ETS); Brazil 

Australia  
21-30 June 2010 

Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Graham Donaldson, former HM Senior Chief Inspector of Education in Scotland, United Kingdom 
Joan Herman, University of California – Los Angeles, United States 
Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat 

New Zealand 
23-30 August 2010 

Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Dany Laveault, University of Ottawa, Canada 
John MacBeath, University of Cambridge, United Kingdom 
Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat 

Denmark 
5-12 October 2010 

Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator)  
Eunice Jang, University of Toronto, Canada 
Peter Matthews, University of London, United Kingdom 
Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat 

Norway 
8-15 December 2010 

Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Lorna Earl, formerly with the University of Toronto, Canada 
William Maxwell, Her Majesty’s Senior Chief Inspector of Education in Scotland, United Kingdom 
Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat 

Belgium (Flemish Community) 
25 January – 1 February 2011 

Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Marian Hulshof, Inspectorate of Education, Netherlands  
Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat 
Louise Stoll, University of London, United Kingdom 

Portugal 
23 February – 2 March 2011 

Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Graham Donaldson, former HM Senior Chief Inspector of Education in Scotland, United Kingdom  
Anne Looney, National Council for Curriculum and Assessment, Ireland  
Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat 

Czech Republic 
29 March – 5 April 2011 

Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Alison Gilmore, University of Otago, New Zealand  
Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat 
Pamela Sammons, University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

Chile 
2-9 November 2011 

Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Francisco Benavides, OECD Secretariat 
Charlotte Danielson, Educational Consultant, United States 
Laura Goe, Educational Testing Service, United States  
Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat 

Mexico 
7-15 February 2012 

Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Isobel McGregor, formerly with Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education in Scotland, United Kingdom  
Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat 
Pedro Ravela, Catholic University of Uruguay, Uruguay 
Diana Toledo, OECD Secretariat 
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Table A.3 Country reviews and team members (continued) 

Country Review team 

Slovak Republic 
27 March – 3 April 2012 

Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator)  
Johan van Bruggen, formerly with the Dutch Inspectorate of Education, Netherlands  
Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat 
Paul Wright, formerly with the Qualifications and Curriculum Development Agency, United Kingdom 

United Kingdom  
(Northern Ireland) 
26 February – 5 March 2013  

Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator)  
Marian Hulshof, Inspectorate of Education, Netherlands  
Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat  
Lars Stenius Staehr, Testing Consultant for the Ministry of Education, Denmark 

Netherlands 
4-11 June 2013  

Deborah Nusche, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator)  
Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat  
Two external reviewers (not defined at the time of printing this report)  

Italy 
(dates not defined at the time  
of printing this report) 

Paulo Santiago, OECD Secretariat (co-ordinator) 
Claire Shewbridge, OECD Secretariat 
Two external reviewers (not defined at the time of printing this report) 

Commissioned and background papers  
The Review was also enriched through the following background papers and 

literature reviews which address particular issues in depth:  

Literature Reviews 
• Making Student Assessment Inclusive, by Anne Nayral de Puybusque and edited 

by Thomas Radinger, forthcoming 

• School Leadership Appraisal: Current Practices in OECD Countries and a 
Literature Review, by Thomas Radinger, forthcoming 

• Assessment for Qualification and Certification in Upper Secondary Education: 
A Review of Country Practices and Research Evidence, by Stefanie Dufaux, 2012 

• Student Standardised Testing: Current Practices in OECD Countries and a 
Literature Review, by Allison Morris, 2011  

• Using Student Test Results for Accountability and Improvement: A Literature 
Review, by Morten Rosenkvist, 2010 

• School Evaluation: Current Practices in OECD Countries and a Literature 
Review, by Violaine Faubert, 2009 

• Teacher Evaluation: Current Practices in OECD Countries and a Literature 
Review, by Marlène Isoré, 2009  

Commissioned and background papers 
• Alignment in Complex Education Systems: Achieving Balance and Coherence, by 

Janet Looney, 2011  

• Integrating Formative and Summative Assessment: Progress toward a Seamless 
System?, by Janet Looney, 2011  
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• Evaluation and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes: 
Common Policy Challenges, 2011  

• Teacher Evaluation: A Conceptual Framework and Examples of Country 
Practices, by Paulo Santiago and Francisco Benavides, 2009  

Dissemination  
The Review had a strong emphasis on dissemination from the outset. To facilitate 

dissemination and encourage feedback, all project documents and outputs were published 
on the Review’s website www.oecd.org/edu/evaluationpolicy. Throughout the Review, 
the OECD Secretariat made a large number of presentations about the project to a wide 
range of meetings and groups of visitors to the OECD.  

An international conference was hosted by the Ministry of Education and Research of 
Norway and the Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training in Oslo on  
11-12 April 2013 to conclude the Review and launch this final report. A significant 
number of countries also organised national events to discuss both the international 
results from the Review and the conclusions of specific country reviews. 

 

Notes  

 
1.  The scope of the Review did not include early childhood education and care, 

apprenticeships within vocational education and training, and adult education. 

2.  The Country Background Report for Canada focuses on policies and practices of the 
Atlantic provinces: Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, 
and New Brunswick. 
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Annex B. Summary of policy directions from the Review on Evaluation  
and Assessment Frameworks for Improving School Outcomes 

Table B.1 Policy directions for the evaluation and assessment framework  

Domain Policy directions 

Governance 

• Integrate the evaluation and assessment framework 
• Align the evaluation and assessment framework with educational goals and student learning objectives 
• Secure links to the classroom and draw on teacher professionalism 
• Give a prominent role to independent evaluation agencies 
• Promote national consistency while giving room for local diversity 
• Integrate the non-public sector in the overall evaluation and assessment framework 

Design and procedures 

• Ensure core components are sufficiently developed within the evaluation and assessment framework 
• Establish articulations between components of the evaluation and assessment framework 
• Place the students at the centre of the evaluation and assessment framework 
• Build on some key principles to effectively implement evaluation and assessment 

Capacity • Sustain efforts to improve capacity for evaluation and assessment 
• Improve the articulation between levels of authority and assure support from the centre 

Use of results • Maintain sound knowledge management within the overall evaluation and assessment framework 
• Commit to the use of evidence for policy development  

Implementation 

• Anticipate potential implementation difficulties 
• Engage stakeholders and practitioners in the design and implementation of evaluation and assessment policies 
• Communicate the rationale for reform 
• Use pilots before full implementation and review implementation 
• Ensure adequate capacity and sufficient resources 

Table B.2 Policy directions for student assessment  

Domain Policy directions 

Governance 

• Establish a coherent framework for student assessment  
• Develop clear goals and learning progressions to guide student assessment 
• Ensure a good balance between formative and summative assessment 
• Establish safeguards against an overreliance on standardised assessments 
• Share responsibilities for the governance and implementation of assessment frameworks  

Procedures 

• Draw on a variety of assessment types to obtain a rounded picture of student learning 
• Support effective formative assessment processes 
• Clarify and illustrate criteria to judge performance in relation to national goals  
• Ensure the consistency of assessment and marking across schools  
• Promote assessment formats that capture valued key competencies 
• Build on innovative approaches developed in particular education sectors 
• Tap into the potential of ICT to develop sophisticated assessment instruments 
• Ensure that student assessment is inclusive and responsive to different learner needs 
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Table B.2 Policy directions for student assessment (continued) 

Domain Policy directions 

Capacity 

• Put the learner at the centre and build students’ capacity to engage in their own assessment  
• Maintain the centrality of teacher-based assessment and promote teacher professionalism 
• Identify assessment priority areas for teacher initial education and professional development  
• Use teacher appraisal and school evaluation processes to help teachers develop their assessment capacity 

Reporting and  
use of results 

• Develop clear reporting guidelines  
• Engage parents in education through adequate reporting and communication  
• Ensure transparency and fairness when using assessment results for high-stakes decisions 
• Promote the regular use of assessment results for improvement 

 

Table B.3 Policy directions for teacher appraisal  

Domain Policy directions 

Governance 

• Clarify the purposes of teacher appraisal and ensure that it fits national education objectives 
• Resolve tensions between the developmental and accountability functions of teacher appraisal  
• Establish a coherent framework for teacher appraisal 
• Establish a mandatory probationary period for new teachers 
• Consolidate regular developmental appraisal at the school level 
• Establish periodic career-progression appraisal involving external evaluators  
• Create a teacher career structure with distinct pathways 
• Address the challenges of implementation 

Procedures 

• Establish teaching standards to guide teacher appraisal and professional development  
• Use multiple instruments and sources of evidence  
• Provide support for effective classroom observations  
• Establish safeguards against simplistic use of student results for teacher appraisal 
• Ensure that student feedback to teachers is used for formative purposes  

Capacity  

• Prepare teachers for their role in appraisal processes  
• Strengthen the capacity of school leaders for teacher appraisal 
• Ensure that designated evaluators are qualified for their role 
• Build central expertise to continuously improve teacher appraisal policies and practices 

Use of results 

• Ensure that teacher appraisal feeds into professional development and school development 
• Establish feedback loops between teacher appraisal systems and initial teacher education 
• Establish links between teacher appraisal and career advancement decisions 
• Consider the use of non-monetary rewards as a complementary tool to recognise teachers 
• Ensure that underperformance is identified and adequately addressed  
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Table B.4 Policy directions for school evaluation  

Domain Policy directions 

Governance 

• Clarify the role and purpose of school evaluation within the wider evaluation and assessment framework 
• Ensure the focus for school evaluation is the improvement of teaching, learning and student outcomes 
• Evaluate and adapt external school evaluation to reflect the maturity of the school evaluation culture  
• Raise the profile of school self-evaluation 
• Align external school evaluation with school self-evaluation 

Procedures 

• Develop nationally agreed criteria for school quality to guide school evaluation 
• Develop appropriate resources for school self-evaluation  
• Ensure a strong evidence base for external school evaluation and appropriate analysis tools 
• Ensure transparency in external school evaluation procedures 

Capacity 

• Ensure the credibility of external evaluators and enhance their objectivity and coherence  
• Ensure sufficient capacity and retraining as necessary to fit the approach to external school evaluation 
• Strengthen school principals’ capacity to stimulate an effective school self-evaluation culture 
• Promote the engagement of all school staff and students in school self-evaluation 
• Promote peer learning among schools 

Reporting and  
use of results 

• Optimise the feedback of nationally collected data to schools for self-evaluation and development planning 
• Promote the wider use of the results of external school evaluation 
• Ensure the systematic follow-up of external school evaluations 
• Report a broad set of school performance measures with adequate contextual information 

 

Table B.5 Policy directions for the appraisal of school leaders  

Domain Policy directions 

Governance 
• Promote the effective appraisal of school leaders within the broader assessment and evaluation framework while 

giving room for local diversity 
• Clarify the purposes of school leader appraisal 

Procedures 

• Develop a common leadership framework or set of professional standards for school leaders 
• Promote the appraisal of pedagogical leadership together with scope for local adaptation 
• Promote the appraisal of school leaders’ competencies for monitoring, evaluation and assessment 
• Consider school leaders’ efforts to distribute leadership and enhance teacher leadership within schools and 

assume leadership responsibilities beyond their school borders as an integral part of appraisal 
• Promote the use of multiple instruments and sources of evidence  

Capacity • Build capacity for effective school leader appraisal  
• Promote school leader appraisal as an opportunity for peer learning 

Use of results 
• Ensure school leader appraisal informs professional development 
• Consider the development of a career structure and career advancement opportunities to reward successful 

school leaders 
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Table B.6 Policy directions for education system evaluation  

Domain Policy directions 

Governance 
• Ensure a broad concept of education system evaluation within the evaluation and assessment framework 
• Ensure policy making is informed by high-quality measures, but not driven by their availability 
• Situate education system evaluation in the broader context of public sector performance requirements  

Procedures 

• Develop a national education indicator framework 
• Design a national strategy to monitor student learning standards 
• Ensure the collection of qualitative information on the education system 
• Assure the monitoring of changes over time and progress of particular student cohorts 
• Ensure collection of adequate contextual information to effectively monitor equity 

Capacity 
• Establish and secure capacity for education system evaluation 
• Promote the development of evaluation capacity at the local authority level 
• Ensure objectivity and credibility in education system evaluation activities 

Reporting and use  
of results 

• Strengthen analysis of education system evaluation results for planning and policy development 
• Communicate key results of education system evaluation to stakeholders 
• Support feedback for local monitoring 
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