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A BSTRACT
According to organisational theory and new institutionalism, any intervention into complex social systems will produce unintended or even contra-productive side-effects. Taking the well established theoretical assumptions of these two fields as a starting point,
the author argues that the introduction of elaborate evaluation measures into an education system which can be regarded as a massive intervention into the «grammar of schooling» will also produce discrepancies between intended and achieved effects. This assumption is tested by analysing and comparing the empirical evidence available on the aims
and effects of school evaluation in England and Sweden. The analysis shows that the aims
of school evaluation can be paradoxical and that they can be achieved in different ways.
In addition, there is strong empirical evidence that the introduction of school evaluation
into the English and Swedish education system has also generated unpredicted, unwanted and even contra-productive side-effects. Any attempt to introduce elaborate evaluation systems into any given school system should therefore try to minimize discrepancies
between intended and achieved effects of school evaluation. The article finishes by giving
conceptual and practical recommendations which could help to minimize these discrepancies.
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1. Introduction
In contrast to many school effectiveness researchers who share the general assumption that almost any school can be turned into an effective
school (cp. Teddlie & Rose, 2000), there is growing scepticism amongst
school researchers and educational sociologists with regard to the possibility of creating effective schools in «adverse» circumstances (cp. Coe
& Fitz-Gibbon, 1998; Lauder et al., 1998; Ball, 1998). The scepticism is
also fuelled by empirical findings generated in other social sciences which
strongly suggest that any intervention into complex systems or organisations (like schools) will produce unintended or even contra-productive side-effects. According to organisational theory, educational institutions can be changed but they cannot be changed according to an exact
plan because they are very complex social units which consist of individual actors who do not always act according to rational principles
(Clarke, 1985; Scott, 1995). This view is supported by proponents of the
«New Institutionalism» who try to explain the high degree of institutional stability and discrepancies between intended and achieved effects
of institutional change by investigating how members of institutions
change, break down or «personalize» externally imposed reforms and
adopt them to their own routines and attitudes (Dimaggio & Powell,
1991; Crowson et al., 1996).
If we take these well-established assumptions from organisational
theory and New Institutionalism as a starting point, it is highly likely
that external interventions into school systems will also produce discrepancies between intended and achieved effects. Thus, the paradigm shift
from preceding bureaucratic «determination» of schools to subsequent
control of schools through educational evaluation which must be regarded
as a massive intervention into the «grammar of schooling» (Tyack &
Tobin, 1995) will apart from its intended effects also produce unintended, undesirable or even contra-productive (side)effects. While intended effects can be defined as the official aims of school evaluation which
feature most prominently in the steering and policy documents of most
European education systems where they serve a legitimizing purpose
for the introduction of school evaluation into a given education system,
the achieved effects of school evaluation can be defined as real effects
which have been proved empirically in various research studies.
In this article I will critically examine the assumption about discrepancies between intended and achieved effects of school evaluation by
analysing the empirical evidence on aims and effects of school evalua-
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tion in England and Sweden. The rationale for focusing on England and
Sweden is based on the observation that both countries have changed
the evaluation of their education system fundamentally during the last
20 years which has generated a wealth of practical experiences and
empirical evidence with regards to the effects of school evaluation. Apart
from this common feature there are a number of individual features which
make Sweden and England very interesting cases particularly from a
German point of view: Firstly, the Swedish case is of particular interest
because the development of a systematic approach to school evaluation
in Sweden took a similar starting point in that it was also initiated during a process of decentralization in education. The local autonomy of
Swedish schools has been strengthened considerably since the beginning of the 1990s while a complex system of school evaluation has been
developed at the same time. The Swedish education system has therefore quite recently initiated and carried out educational reforms which
are similar to those educational reforms which are currently being discussed in Germany. Secondly, the English evaluation system is an equally
interesting case because it represents a model of school evaluation which
is quite unique and very prominent in the international debate on educational evaluation and can therefore serve as an important reference
point in designing evaluation systems. Thirdly, the chosen education
systems represent two different educational traditions within Europe
(British, Nordic) which means that the effects of school evaluation can
be studied in different contexts, i.e. in a traditionally «decentralized»
system (England), as well as in traditionally «centralized» education systems (Sweden). Finally, the length of practical experiences with different concepts and instruments of school evaluation varies considerably
between the two countries which enables us to study long and short term
effects of school evaluation.

2. Intended and achieved effects of school evaluation: the empirical
evidence1
Beginning with the intended effects of school evaluation in England
three aims seem to be of particular importance: The prime aim of the
highly standardized evaluation of schools in England is to increase the
accountability of schools and to make their efficiency and quality more
transparent and comparable. By doing this, parents should be enabled
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to base the choice of school for their child on rational and objective criteria. Secondly, by publishing all evaluation results rigorously the state
wants to increase the competition between schools and to motivate the
schools to raise their standards. The competition between schools is
intensified further by linking the funding of schools directly to the number of enroled students (per capita funding) which means in practice that
dropping enrolment numbers will lead to a continuous decrease of the
school budget. Thirdly, by inspecting all schools with the help of external evaluators on a regular basis the state wants to control the quality of individual schools and stimulate long-term internal school improvement and the professionalization of teachers («improvement
through inspection»).
Contrasting these aims of school evaluation in England with some of
the achieved effects which have been proved in empirical studies leads
to the following results: While the accountability and transparency of
the English education system has undoubtedly risen by exposing individual schools to public scrutiny (e.g. through school inspection), the
hoped for effect that parents would base their choice of schools on «hard»
and supposedly objective evaluation has not been proved yet. On the
contrary, Walford points out that even years after the introduction of
league tables in 1992 most parents base their choice of schools primarily
on the wishes of their children and that the academic quality of a given
school is a rather inferior selection criterion (Walford, 1996: 57). In
addition, the publication of evaluation data seems to favour in particular
those privileged middle and upper class parents who are able and prepared to deal with the complexities of comparative analyses. According
to Walford, the increased transparency of the quality of individual schools
combined with the free parental school choice does not therefore lead to
the general improvement of all schools but to a hierarchization of schools
(op. cit., 60). A second (unintended) side effect of increased transparency in education on the one hand and strengthened parental choice on
the other is that «schools are tempted to become increasingly selective,
both academically and socially» (Whitty et al., 1998: 116) in order to
attract children who have got the potential to enhance the schools test
scores.
With regard to the increased competition between individual schools
as a result of the rigorous publication of evaluation results the empirical
evidence is ambivalent. While there is some evidence that the publication of evaluation results stimulates competition between those schools
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which are competing for good students (i.e. the «good» schools), there
is also evidence that weak or so-called failing schools are primarily concerned with handling their serious problems rather than competing with
neighbouring schools (Kotthoff, 2003: 355). With regard to the large
number of «average» schools it seems rather unlikely that they will develop a competitive attitude since they can hardly use their mediocre
evaluation results to distinguish themselves from other schools. The assumption that competition between schools will, in the long run, lead to
higher standards has been repeatedly questioned by English researchers, because it presumes real choices between competing schools  a situation which is most likely to arise only for those parents who live in
urban centres (Walford, 1996). The desired effect is also quite unlikely,
because it is common knowledge that it is the popular and oversubscribed
schools which choose their students rather than the parents selecting
the schools (Whitty et al., 1998: 116). While the empirical evidence that
competiton will raise standards is still outstanding, there are a number
of «undesirable» side-effects which have been attributed to the publication of evaluation results in combination with financial sanctions. The
least desirable effect is that so called «failing schools», which are permanently situated at the lower end of the performance tables because of
their disadvantaged catchment area, are hardly inspired by poor evaluation results to improve their performance, but feel rather disillusioned
and demotivated (Kotthoff, 2003: 357). Another side-effect of the use of
raw league tables of performance is, according to Sammons, that it can
«increase pressures on schools to exclude disruptive pupils and encourage schools to take older poor attendees or those unlikely to its public
examinations off role, since these pupils have an adverse effect on raw
league table positions» (Sammons, 2001: 9). Finally, there is also strong
empirical evidence that the strong focus on the schools output in form
of their test and exam results and the explicit culture of performativity
has had a standardizing influence on teaching learning processes («teaching to the test») and a narrowing influence on the school curriculum:
«The emphasis on the core subjects [English, mathematics and science] together with the requirement that schools publish tests as the main
indicator of educational success, is leading to pressure on non-core subjects, such as music and art [ ]. Non-assessed learning appears particularly vulnerable» (Whitty et al., 1998: 87).
Judging from the available empirical data on the effects of school
inspections, there can be no serious doubt that school inspections achieve
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their intended quality controlling effect to a very high degree. This is
primarily due to the broad and very systematic conception of the whole
inspection process which takes account of numerous aspects of the quality of schools as well as the rather skilful triangulation of different inspection methods (classroom observation, documentary analysis, interviews with pupils, teachers, headteachers), which increase the probability that every aspect of school life is scrutinized in detail. However, while
the accountability function of school inspection is certainly achieved, its
quality developing function is less visible: headteachers report in interviews that it is in particular the preparation time in the run up to the
school inspection which has a quality developing function and which
increases their teachers sensitivity to quality issues. This seems to be
supported by the detailed inspection guidelines which have been published to help schools to prepare for their inspection (Ouston/Davies,
1998; Ouston et al., 1999; Kotthoff, 2003).
There are, however, other undesirable or even contra-productive effects of school inspections which are also reported in the same studies:
these are e.g. the extremely high workload and stress of the teachers in
the run up to the inspection, the lack of feedback that teachers receive
from the inspectors and the increasing gap between the «ordinary» classroom teachers and the headteacher and/or the senior management who
are the key figures in the inspection process. Whether school inspections fulfill a quality developing function or not seems to depend largely
on the starting point of each individual school: weak schools and in particular so called «schools requiring special measures» which receive longterm support and consultation through specialised «School Improvement
Teams» are most likely to improve considerably and over time. There
is, however, not enough empirical evidence (yet) to support the claim
that school inspections will stimulate long-term internal school improvement processes and support the professionalization of teachers in the
majority of schools. This is due to the fact that the vast number of «average» schools have got nothing to win or lose through inspection results and that inspections happen too rarely (usually every three years)
to have a permanent quality developing effect on schools. Finally, it has
been shown that good schools in particular do not rate inspections very
highly in terms of their value for money because they feel that in most
cases the inspection results do not come as a surprise and are therefore
hardly helpful for internal school development processes (Kotthoff, 2003:
362-363).
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Compared with the aims of school evaluation in England, the Swedish evaluation system pursues rather different aims: Firstly, it has to be
pointed out that, although the responsibility for the evaluation of schools
lies formally with the National Agency for Schools (Skolverket), it has
been made clear from the very beginning of the National Agency that
the main responsibility for the evaluation of schools should be in the
hands of the schools and the 289 municipalities (kommuner). A direct
intervention into the quality controlling and developing function of the
municipalities and the schools should therefore be limited to very exceptional cases.2 Secondly, the main aim of school evaluation in Sweden
should not be the control but rather the development of quality (evaluation as school improvement). Thirdly, by obliging each school to evaluate its quality on a regular and systematic basis the Swedish state wants
to increase the sensitivity of its teachers for quality issues in schools
and make a contribution to their professionalization.
If we confront these aims of the Swedish evaluation system with its
achieved effects which have been proved in empirical studies the following picture emerges: with regard to the allocation of evaluative responsibilities between Skolverket and the municipalities and/or the schools
there is a fundamental question of how Skolverket can fulfill its supervisory function for the control and development of quality in schools while
at the same time respecting the autonomy of the municipalities and the
schools in this respect. This dilemma which was already identified in an
international OECD report on school evaluation in 1995 is still not solved
satisfactorily (OECD/CERI, 1995: 131). An indicator for this key problem is the fact that even in 2000, i.e. almost ten years after the foundation of Skolverket, only two thirds of the 289 municipalities had ever
written their obligatory annual quality report for Skolverket (Skolverket,
2001: 5) which shows quite clearly that one third of the Swedish municipalities had not yet accepted their quality assuring function. A related
problem has been established by Swedish researchers who found that
the cooperation between the municipalities and the schools with regard
to quality questions is quite poor and that more than 90% of Swedish
teachers do not trust the results and insights gained through the municipal evaluation of the school system (Granström & Lander, 1999: 39).
More recent research suggests that the schools themselves have accepted their evaluative role: self-evaluation seems to be a regular feature in
Swedish schools now, although there is still evidence that this evaluation is quite often rather unreflected and not always very systematic due
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to the teachers lack of theoretical and methodological knowledge on evaluation. Negative side-effects of the increasing evaluative responsibility
of schools are primarily that classroom teachers complain about increasing workloads which are due to additional meetings to plan evaluations
and to write up evaluation reports. In addition, case studies show that
exclusive reliance on school internal evaluation may aggravate quality
differences between schools because the municipal feedback to internal
school evaluation as well as the headteachers competence in setting up
effective evaluation structures will vary substantially between municipalities and schools (Kotthoff, 2003: 315-318).
While the design of the Swedish evaluation system certainly suggests
that the accountability function of school evaluation is subordinate to its
quality development function (e.g. importance of self-evaluation, renunciation of school league tables, no public «naming and shaming» of individual schools etc.), the question whether the evaluation of schools
has helped them to improve their quality is difficult to assess at the moment. On the basis of their analyses of Swedish and other Scandinavian
(case) studies on the relationship of evaluation and school improvement
Lander & Ekholm conclude rather sceptically: «The examples from research cited above are not success stories about the use of evaluation for
school improvement. Teachers have often reacted with suspicion and
resistance to such state initiatives. [ ] Case studies of successful schools
suggest that school evaluation does not play a leading role in the school
improvement process» (Lander/Ekholm, 1998: 1131). The results of my
own case studies on the effects of evaluation in three Swedish schools
do suggest however that evaluation does lead to school improvement in
individual schools. This seems to be particularly the case in those schools
where evaluation is done systematically and continuously, e.g. in the
form of a «quality cycle» (Kotthoff, 2003: 302-314).
The case studies also provide empirical evidence with regard to the
third aim of school evaluation, the sensitization of teachers to quality
issues and their professionalization: according to the interviewed headteachers, systematic evaluation intensifies the teachers discourse on
quality within schools considerably. One positive side-effect of this intensified discourse is that there is more interchange of information in
general which in turn can raise teachers awareness of areas of concern
and can help them to identify good practice within their school. Another positive effect, is according to the headteachers, that schools can use
evaluation reports to document their work, make their school life and
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the results of their pupils work more transparent to the parents which
is a prerequisite for their cooperation. Finally, the headteachers report
unanimously that internal school evaluation has also had a positive effect on the professionalization of their staff. Amongst the activities which
generate the most important learning effects and which improve the
professional repertoires of their teachers most noticeably the headteachers
mention in particular the planning and preparation of evaluations, the
collection and interpretation of evaluation data and the development of
practical measures to improve quality. When interpreting these rather
positive statements we should bear in mind though that the positive
assessment of the effects of school evaluation depends largely on the
perspective of the stakeholder, which means that headteachers rate evaluation much more positively than those directly involved in the teaching process, i.e. the students and teachers (Kotthoff, 2003: 370-74). A
final observation on this point is contributed by Granström and Lander
who report that the professionalizing influence of evaluations is felt
particularly strongly when the internal evaluation is supported by a
«critical friend» or through peer group reviews (Granström/Lander,
1998: 8).

3. Discrepancies between intended and achieved effects of school
evaluation: conclusions
If we try to summarize our findings with regard to the discrepancies
between aims and effects of school evaluation in England and Sweden,
three points are of particular importance:
Firstly, in both education systems the main aim of school evaluation
is the improvement of the quality of schools. Apart from this however,
the results of our analysis suggest that the aims of school evaluation do
not always have to be complementary. They can even be paradoxical or
contradictory to each other, if external evaluation is used to criticize
schools negatively, linking external evaluation for control with internal
assessment for development. This paradox becomes most evident in the
English evaluation system where inspection is supposed to exercise a
controlling and normalizing effect on individual schools while at the same
time developing the professional autonomy of the school and the teachers. However, non-complementary aims can also exist in internal evaluation systems when internal evaluation data which have been generat-
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ed by teachers to promote school development are used in external evaluations, in order to criticize and judge this school.
Secondly, the aims of school evaluation can be achieved in different
ways: This can be shown, for example, with regard to the sensitization
of teachers to quality issues which is one of the main aims of evaluation
in both education systems. On the one hand the English example demonstrates that this sensitization can be stimulated from «outside»
through external school inspections. On the other hand the Swedish
evaluation system shows quite convincingly that this effect can also be
achieved through internal forms of evaluation which intensify the inner
school discourse on quality.
Thirdly, the two analysed cases show that measures of school evaluation can fail to achieve their desired effects and that they can have
unintentional or even contra-productive side-effects. A particularly striking example for failed aims is the apparent difficulty of both evaluation
systems to translate the results of internal or external school evaluation
into concrete and qualit y-improving school development processes.
Evidence for unintentional side effects of school evaluation are for example the increased work and stress burden of English classroom teachers
in the run up to school inspections and the observation that school evaluation can exercize a standardizing influence on teaching-learning processes and/or on the school curricula. Finally, the possibility of contraproductive effects is indicated by the observation that the evaluation of
schools can under certain circumstances, e.g. if it is combined with financial sanctions, disadvantage weak schools and therefore endanger
the equity within the school system.
The comparative analysis of the two evaluation systems has clearly
shown that there are considerable discrepancies between intended and
achieved effects of school evaluation. Any attempt to provide a comprehensive analysis of school evaluation in different education systems must
therefore necessarily take account of the unpredicted and unwanted
«side»-effects of school evaluation as well. I have shown elsewhere that
the well-established analytical differentiations between «monetary» and
«non-monetary» «costs» and «benefits» which have been developed in
the field of economics of education (cp. Psacharopoulos, 1987) can serve
as useful analytical «tools» in this context and can help to shed some
light on the question whether the provable quality improving effects of
school evaluation (i.e. «benefits») justify its «costs» (cp. Kotthoff, 2003:
375-390; Kotthoff, 2004). In this contribution however, I want to shift
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the focus and try to formulate recommendations which could help to
reduce discrepancies between intended and achieved effects of school
evaluation and to minimize its unintentional, unwanted or even contraproductive side-effects.

4. Improving school evaluation: recommendations
From an analytical perspective and on the basis of the empirical evidence available, it seems possible to differentiate between three groups
of recommendations:

1. Recommendations which aim at raising the level of acceptance of school evaluation
amongst teachers
On the basis of the empirical evidence presented it seems most important that school evaluation reaches high levels of acceptance amongst the
teaching profession. This in turn can be raised, if schools are granted
high degrees of autonomy in the first place. Teachers will only be convinced about the necessity of educational evaluation if they enjoy high
degrees of professional freedom in their work place.
Secondly, from the teachers perspective the credibility and acceptance of (external) school evaluation is substantially raised if the (external) evaluators can bring their own practical school experience and teaching expertise to the inspection. The English example shows clearly that
external evaluation is severely mortgaged from the teachers perspective
if it is carried out by privatized evaluation agencies.
In addition, the English example shows that the teachers acceptance
of negative inspection results will be raised if the local particularities of
individual schools are taken into account and the individual progress of
the school is appreciated from a value added perspective.
Thirdly, judging from the Swedish and English experiences, it will
be of the utmost importance to convince teachers of the usefulness of
school evaluation and to let them experience this usefulness in their daily
professional practice as teachers. This requires that the knowledge which
is generated through school evaluation becomes more practically relevant, concrete and instructive for the improvement of schools and teaching-learning processes. The establishment of a so-called school internal
evaluation culture which is currently demanded in many European
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education systems and which will lead to a substantial additional work
load for the teachers will only be accepted by the teachers if it leads to
concrete and perceptible improvement in the quality of the school and
if it will help at least in the medium term to make their work easier.
Finally, levels of acceptance will be raised amongst the teaching profession if the school authorities are also prepared to be evaluated themselves and if they can prove to the teachers that they themselves can
deal with negative evaluation results in a constructive manner.

2. Conceptual recommendations which aim at raising the quality-improving effect of school
evaluation
With regard to the conceptual design of quality-raising evaluation systems, the empirical evidence presented seems to suggest that there needs
to be an optimal balance between internal and external evaluation strategies and instruments. This recommendation is also supported by recent evaluation experiences from Switzerland. According to the Swiss
school researcher Strittmatter, the empirical evidence seems to suggest
that the more elaborate (in terms of time and emotional investment) and
important (in terms of sanctions or benefits) external evaluations are,
the less energy and time will be made available for any serious, professional internal evaluation. Elaborate and exhaustive external evaluations
which are considered as threatening will, according to Strittmatter (2006),
always result in internal evaluations being carried out purely as an alibi
or not at all.
Similarly, the balance between the external standardization of what
is defined as «good» school quality on the one hand and the acknowledgement of the professional autonomy of the teachers on the other needs
to be constantly reflected and adjusted. Teachers have got their own
legitimate notions on what counts as good quality, which they have
developed in the course of their professional career. The external definition of quality standards is therefore quite often perceived by teachers
as an intervention into their professional expertise and judgement. This
is particularly the case in those education systems which value professional autonomy of their teachers very highly.
With regard to the conceptual design of evaluation systems, the presented empirical evidence from England and Sweden seems to suggest
that internal evaluations of schools will benefit if they are supported
systematically through different forms of metaevaluation. One type
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of metaevaluation are quality audits which are carried out by the school
authorities to make sure that the schools internal evaluation systems
fulfil minimum procedural standards.
Finally, evaluation systems should be designed in a way which protects individual schools from so-called «naming and shaming» effects.
As long as sensitive data on particular schools are leaked to the public
without protection, schools will react defensively by faking positive results and/or by simulating alibi efforts. This is even more true if negative results of external evaluations (e.g. negative inspection results) are
indirectly linked to financial sanctions as is the case in England.

3. Practical recommendations
In the face of the unpredictability of the effects of school evaluation which
has become obvious in the English and Swedish case, a first practical
recommendation should point out that newly developed evaluation systems should be principally open for revisions and can react flexibly to
new (international) experiences. Secondly, evaluation criteria should be
made transparent. The Handbook for Inspection (OFSTED, 1995), for
example, which has been developed by the English school inspectorate
OFSTED and which gives the teachers a comprehensive list and explanation of evaluation criteria has been warmly welcomed by most headteachers in England who regard the handbook as a very useful tool for
school development. A third recommendation underlines the importance
of offering the schools concrete help and assistance in putting the recommendations of the external evaluators into practice. Again, with reference to England, the rapid improvement of the so-called schools requiring special measures show convincingly how much weak schools in
particular can profit from an intensive period of coaching and advising
after an external evaluation. Finally, the introduction of educational
evaluation is a social process which has to be established very carefully
in any given education system. The hesitant reaction of many Swedish
schools and municipalities with regard to their obligation to introduce
regular and systematic (internal) evaluations shows the necessity to introduce new evaluation methods and instruments cautiously and in small
and sensitive steps.
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Notes
The conclusions in this section are based on the results of my comparative study
on school evaluation systems which were published in 2003 (Kotthoff, 2003). The
publication also includes a detailed analysis of the main evaluation concepts and
instruments in England and Sweden which will not be presented here.
1

However, in 2004 Skolverket started to inspect schools and municipalities directly
(Skolverket, 2004). Presently it is too early to assess the effects of this development and
it remains to be seen how this shift of responsibility will affect the schools and the
municipalities autonomy in quality issues.
2
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Ð ÅÑÉËÇØÇ
Áðïêëßóåéò óôü÷ùí êáé áðïôåëåóìÜôùí óôç ó÷ïëéêÞ áîéïëüãçóç:
ÅñåõíçôéêÜ åõñÞìáôá êáé ðñïôÜóåéò
Óýìöùíá ìå ôçí ÏñãáíùóéáêÞ Èåùñßá êáé ôï ÍÝï Èåóìéóìü (New Institutionalism),
êïéíùíéêïß èåóìïß ìåãÜëçò ðïëõðëïêüôçôáò üðùò ôá åêðáéäåõôéêÜ éäñýìáôá äåí áíôáðïêñßíïíôáé ðÜíôá óå ìåôáññõèìéóôéêïýò ðñïãñáììáôéóìïýò, êáèþò, óõ÷íÜ, ïé îå÷ùñéóôïß actors ðïõ ôïõò áðáñôßæïõí äñïõí áíïñèïëïãéêÜ. Ïé èåùñßåò áõôÝò åðé÷åéñïýí íá
åñìçíåýóïõí ôéò áðïêëßóåéò ìåôáîý ôåèÝíôùí óôü÷ùí êáé ðñáãìáôéêþí áðïôåëåóìÜôùí,
äéåñåõíþíôáò ôïõò ôñüðïõò ìå ôïõò ïðïßïõò ïé åéóáãüìåíåò óå Ýíáí ïñãáíéóìü ìåôáññõèìßóåéò áðåíåñãïðïéïýíôáé Þ äéáöïñïðïéïýíôáé, ðñïóáñìïæüìåíåò óôéò êáôåóôçìÝíåò
«íüñìåò», äéáäéêáóßåò êáé ðñáêôéêÝò ëåéôïõñãßáò ôïõ.
Ìå ãíþìïíá ôéò ðáñáðÜíù èÝóåéò, ôï Üñèñï äéåñåõíÜ ôéò óõíÝðåéåò ðïõ åß÷å ãéá ôçí
åêðáéäåõôéêÞ áîéïëüãçóç ç «áëëáãÞ ðáñáäåßãìáôïò», áðü ôï ãñáöåéïêñáôéêü Ýëåã÷ï ôùí
åéóñïþí óôç óçìåñéíÞ ôÜóç åðéêÝíôñùóçò óôá áðïôåëÝóìáôá. Åéäéêüôåñá áðïôéìÜôáé ç
áðüêëéóç óôü÷ùí (áõôþí ðïõ êáôáãñÜöïíôáé óôá åðßóçìá Ýããñáöá ôùí åêðáéäåõôéêþí
áñ÷þí ùò äçëùìÝíç åðéäßùîç ôùí ìåôáññõèìéóôéêþí ìÝôñùí) êáé ðñáãìáôéêþí áðïôåëåóìÜôùí (üðùò åîÜãïíôáé áðü ôá åõñÞìáôá ôùí åñåõíçôéêþí ìåëåôþí). Ùò ìåëÝôåò ðåñßðôùóçò ÷ñçóéìïðïéïýíôáé ïé áëëáãÝò óôïí ôñüðï áîéïëüãçóçò ôùí ó÷ïëåßùí óôá åêðáéäåõôéêÜ óõóôÞìáôá ôçò Áããëßáò êáé ôçò Óïõçäßáò^ äýï ÷ùñþí ðïõ óôç äéÜñêåéá ôùí
ôåëåõôáßùí åôþí ìåôáññýèìéóáí ñéæéêÜ ôï óýóôçìá åêðáéäåõôéêÞò áîéïëüãçóÞò ôïõò êáé
ôáõôü÷ñïíá áíôéðñïóùðåýïõí äýï äéáöïñåôéêÝò åêðáéäåõôéêÝò ðáñáäüóåéò, ôçí «áðïêåíôñùôéêÞ» âñåôáíéêÞ êáé ôç «óõãêåíôñùôéêÞ» óêáíäéíáâéêÞ.
Ç áíÜëõóç êáôáëÞãåé óå ìéá óåéñÜ óõìðåñáóìÜôùí: (i) Ïé åðßóçìïé óôü÷ïé ôçò áîéïëüãçóçò äå ëåéôïõñãïýí ðÜíôá óõìðëçñùìáôéêÜ ìåôáîý ôïõò. Áðåíáíôßáò, óõ÷íÜ áíôéöÜóêïõí, üðùò óõìâáßíåé ìå ôçí ðáñÜëëçëç åðéäßùîç åëÝã÷ïõ áðü ôç ìßá êáé âåëôßùóçò
ôçò ðïéüôçôáò áðü ôçí Üëëç. (ii) Ï (ßäéïò) óôü÷ïò ìðïñåß íá åðéäéù÷èåß ìå äéáöïñåôéêÝò
ìåèüäïõò. ÊÜôé ôÝôïéï ðáñáôçñåßôáé óôïí êïéíü óôü÷ï ãéá åõáéóèçôïðïßçóç ôùí åêðáéäåõôéêþí óå èÝìáôá ðïéüôçôáò, ï ïðïßïò óôçí Áããëßá ðñïóåããßæåôáé ìÝóù åîùôåñéêþí åðéèåùñÞóåùí, åíþ óôç Óïõçäßá ìÝóù ôçò áõôïáîéïëüãçóçò ôùí ó÷ïëåßùí. (iii) Ïé ìåôáññõèìßóåéò óôéò äýï ÷þñåò óõíïäåýïíôáé óõ÷íÜ ôüóï áðü áäõíáìßá åðßôåõîçò ôùí óôü÷ùí
ôïõò üóï êáé áðü ìç ðñïâëåöèåßóåò Þ/êáé áíåðéèýìçôåò ðáñåíÝñãåéåò. ÐáñÜäåéãìá ìç
åðéôåõ÷èÝíôïò óôü÷ïõ áðïôåëåß ç ìç åñåõíçôéêÜ ôåêìçñéùìÝíç ðïéïôéêÞ âåëôßùóç. Ìç
ðñïâëåöèåßóá óõíÝðåéá óõíéóôÜ ôï áõîçìÝíï åñãáóéáêü âÜñïò êáé Üã÷ïò ôïõ åêðáéäåõôéêïý ðñïóùðéêïý êáé áíôéâáßíïõóá ôçí áñ÷éêÞ óôï÷ïèåóßá êáôÜëçîç óõíéóôÜ ç ðåñáéôÝñù õðïâÜèìéóç ôùí ìÝôñéáò/êáêÞò öÞìçò ó÷ïëåßùí.
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Óôçñéæüìåíï óå ôÝôïéá åñåõíçôéêÜ óõìðåñÜóìáôá ôï Üñèñï êáôáëÞãåé óå ôñåéò êáôçãïñßåò óõóôÜóåùí/ðñïôÜóåùí. Ç ðñþôç áð áõôÝò ôïíßæåé ôç óçìáóßá ôçò áðïäï÷Þò ôùí
äéáäéêáóéþí áîéïëüãçóçò áðü ôïõò åêðáéäåõôéêïýò. Åðéóçìáßíåôáé üôé ôï ìÝãåèïò ôçò
áðïäï÷Þò åîáñôÜôáé áðü ôï âáèìü åðáããåëìáôéêÞò åëåõèåñßáò ôùí åêðáéäåõôéêþí êáé
áõôïíïìßáò ôùí ó÷ïëåßùí. ¼óïí áöïñÜ ôéò åîùôåñéêÝò áîéïëïãÞóåéò, ç áîéïðéóôßá ôïõò
(ìåôáîý ôùí åêðáéäåõôéêþí) åßíáé ðïëý ìåãáëýôåñç üôáí ïé áîéïëïãçôÝò åðéäåéêíýïõí
óçìáíôéêÞ ó÷ïëéêÞ åìðåéñßá, åíþ, áíôßèåôá, ïé áîéïëïãÞóåéò áðü éäéùôéêÝò åôáéñåßåò áíôéìåôùðßæïíôáé ìå äõóðéóôßá. Ç áðïäï÷Þ ôçò áîéïëüãçóçò åíéó÷ýåôáé üôáí ôá óõìðåñÜóìáôÜ ôçò ðáñáðÝìðïõí óå óõãêåêñéìÝíåò, ðñïóáñìïóìÝíåò óôéò éäéáéôåñüôçôåò ôïõ êÜèå
ó÷ïëåßïõ, ðñáêôéêÜ åöáñìüóéìåò ëýóåéò êáé ü÷é óå óôåßñá èåùñçôéêïëïãßá. Ç åðéæçôïýìåíç óå ðïëëÜ åõñùðáúêÜ åêðáéäåõôéêÜ óõóôÞìáôá «áîéïëïãéêÞ êïõëôïýñá» åßíáé ðåñéóóüôåñï åöéêôÞ óôçí ðåñßðôùóç ðïõ ôá áðïôåëÝóìáôá ôùí áîéïëïãÞóåùí åðéäñïýí âåëôéùôéêÜ êáé óôç äïõëåéÜ ôùí åêðáéäåõôéêþí. ÔÝëïò, ôá åðßðåäá áðïäï÷Þò åßíáé õøçëüôåñá üôáí ïé ó÷ïëéêÝò çãåóßåò åßíáé êáé ïé ßäéåò áíôéêåßìåíá áîéïëüãçóçò.
Ãéá ôï óôü÷ï âåëôßùóçò ôçò ðïéüôçôáò áðáñáßôçôç èåùñåßôáé ç åðßôåõîç ìéáò éäáíéêÞò
éóïññïðßáò ìåôáîý åóùôåñéêÞò êáé åîùôåñéêÞò áîéïëüãçóçò. Áí ç ðñþôç öáíôÜæåé áðåéëçôéêÞ ãéá ôï ó÷ïëåßï êáé ôï ðñïóùðéêü ôïõ, ç äåýôåñç ôåßíåé íá ëáìâÜíåé äéáêïóìçôéêü
÷áñáêôÞñá Þ íá ëåéôïõñãåß ùò Üëëïèé. Ôï ßäéï éó÷ýåé êáé üóïí áöïñÜ ôéò äéáöïñåôéêÝò
åííïéïëïãÞóåéò ôçò «ðïéüôçôáò» üðùò áõôÝò äéáìïñöþíïíôáé, áðü ôç ìéá, áðü ôéò åìðåéñßåò ôùí åêðáéäåõôéêþí êáé, áðü ôçí Üëëç, áðü ôïõò âÜóåé óôáèìéóìÝíùí ìåôñÞóåùí
ïñéóìïýò ôùí åîùôåñéêþí öïñÝùí áîéïëüãçóçò. Ç ãåöýñùóç ôÝôïéùí ÷áóìÜôùí ìðïñåß
íá åðéôåõ÷èåß ìÝóù ìïñöþí «ìåôá-áîéïëüãçóçò».
¼óïí áöïñÜ ôéò áêïëïõèçôÝåò ðñáêôéêÝò, õðïãñáììßæåôáé üôé ç áìößâïëç åðéôõ÷ßá ôùí
ó÷åôéêþí ìå ôçí åêðáéäåõôéêÞ áîéïëüãçóç ìåôáññõèìßóåùí èá ðñÝðåé íá êáôáóôÞóåé ôïõò
äéáìïñöùôÝò ôùí åêðáéäåõôéêþí ðïëéôéêþí áíïé÷ôïýò óå áíáèåùñÞóåéò êáé Ýôïéìïõò íá
ëÜâïõí õðüøç ôïõò ôéò åìðåéñßåò ðïõ óõãêåíôñþíïíôáé áðü ôéò åöáñìïãÝò ôçò äéåèíþò.
Áíáãêáßïò åßíáé ï êáôáíïçôüò ôñüðïò ðëçñïöüñçóçò ãéá ôá ÷ñçóéìïðïéïýìåíá áîéïëïãéêÜ êñéôÞñéá êáé ç ðáñï÷Þ âïÞèåéáò ðñïò ôá ó÷ïëåßá ãéá ôï ðþò èá ìåôáöñÜæïõí ôá
áðïôåëÝóìáôá ôùí áîéïëïãÞóåùí óå ó÷ïëéêÞ ðñÜîç. Óå êÜèå ðåñßðôùóç, êáèþò ç åêðáéäåõôéêÞ áîéïëüãçóç áðïôåëåß åêôüò ôùí Üëëùí êáé ìéá (ãåíéêüôåñç) êïéíùíéêÞ åîÝëéîç, ç
åéóáãùãÞ ôçò åßíáé áíáãêáßï íá ãßíåôáé ìÝóù êáé ìéáò äéáäéêáóßáò ðñïóåêôéêþí êáé óõíåôþí âçìÜôùí.
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