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Abstract 
 
In the Effective School Improvement project, a comprehensive framework on effective 
school improvement was developed which integrates concepts derived from a variety of 
theories (especially educational effectiveness and improvement theories) and from an 
analysis of case studies of successfully improving schools. Eight countries (the 
Netherlands, Finland, the United Kingdom, Belgium -French Community, Greece, Italy, 
Spain, and Portugal) participated in the project.  
The state of the art in the theories under study did not allow for the construction of an 
effective school improvement model that could live up to the requirements for scientific 
models. Still, the construction o f a comprehensive framework was possible. Because of 
strong differences between countries, we have decided to use general concepts in the 
framework which can then be filled in more specifically on the basis of the actual or 
desired educational situation in  separate countries. We have given examples of these 
specifications in outlining the concepts of the framework.  
The improving school is in the center of the framework. The school executes 
improvement processes, aimed at improvement outcomes, within an impr ovement 
culture. The improving school is embedded in the educational context. The school is 
experiencing pressure to improve from this context, receives resources for improvement 
and keeps the wider educational goals of the society in mind during improveme nt. All 
relationships in the model (within the improving school and between the educational 
context and the improving school) are reciprocal.  
 
 The national context is an important frame factor in fostering or impeding effective 
school improvement. The co ntext differs a lot in the participating countries. Therefore the 
function of the ESI framework can be quite different for policy makers in different 
countries. Policy implications for each country separately are inferred at the end of the 
report. In general, policy makers are advised to develop educational goals at a medium 
level of specification. Pressure to improve should be developed not primarily as a 
sanction for schools but as a stimulus for improvement. Policy makers are in a position to 
deliver resources that facilitate the motivation and capacity of school teams necessary for 
effective school improvement.  
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1.  Executive summary  
 
Effective school improvement  refers to planned educational change that 
enhances student learning outcomes as well as the  school's capacity for 
managing change.  
Effective school improvement is a major concern for both school effectiveness and 
school improvement theory and research. However, the paradigms of school effectiveness 
and school improvement have grown apart over t he years, not only in their methodology 
but also in their focus. While school effectiveness is strongly focusing on student 
outcomes and the characteristics of schools and classrooms that are associated with these 
outcomes without automatically looking at the processes that are needed to bring changes 
about, school improvement is mainly concerned about changing the quality of teachers 
and schools without automatically looking at the consequences for student outcomes. In 
short, school effectiveness is trying  to find out what is to be changed in schools in order 
to become more effective while school improvement is trying to find out how schools can 
change in order to improve.  
 
The main principle of the ESI project is that stronger links between the two paradi gms of 
school effectiveness and school improvement will help both to profit from each other's 
strong points. The construction of an ESI model can be a first step in the integration of 
paradigms. The model for effective school improvement must allow us to e xplain why 
improvement efforts succeed or fail. It must make clear which factors promote or hinder 
effective school improvement.  
 
The state of the art in the field of ESI forces us to follow the inductive approach  to model 
development, as opposed to the d eductive approach. We do not have a well -outlined ESI 
theory from which we can deduct the phenomena that we want to include in our model. 
Instead, we will take concepts from several theories and from the daily practice of school 
improvement efforts, and th en build our model inductively out of these concepts. Models 
can be of a conceptual or a formal nature. Conceptual models are characterised by the use 
of verbal descriptions, while formal models present mathematical equations. The ESI 
model that we will tr y to elaborate clearly is a conceptual model .  
In school effectiveness research and in school improvement as well, case studies have 
always been in the forefront. This may easily lead to the impression that every school is 
unique in its attempts to change its situation in order to become more effective. When this 
line of reasoning would be followed consequently in the theoretical part of the ESI 
project, the construction of a model becomes impossible. The idea that every school is 
unique neglects the level of abstractness that models need for the explanation of 
phenomena that exceed the individual school and the individual case study. The same 
holds for the uniqueness of countries in the perspective of an internationally comparative 
project such as ESI. Educ ational systems, laws and regulations differ strongly from one 
country to another. However, we assume that similarities can be described at a more 
abstract level from the observed differences.  
The ESI model must therefore necessarily focus on the common a spects of ESI in schools 
in a variety of countries. Although the model certainly can generate ideas that may be 
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useful for a unique school in a specific European country, it can never pretend to explain 
all the exact processes and outcomes in one singular school. 
 
We have built the Effective School Improvement (ESI) framework on the findings of a 
theoretical analysis (school effectiveness and school improvement theories, curriculum 
theories, behavioural theories, theories of organisation and organisational learning, and 
theories of choice), the case studies analysis of improvement projects in the ESI project 
countries (Belgium French Speaking Community, England, Finland, Greece, Italy, 
Portugal, Spain, The Netherlands), the analysis of successful internation ally 
acknowledged improvement projects, and the experiential knowledge gathered in the ESI 
country conferences on effective school improvement. Obviously the intensive 
discussions in the meetings and workshops of the ESI members have also contributed 
strongly to the design and development of the comprehensive framework.  
 
We developed a draft model for effective school improvement based on an analysis of 
theories and case studies. The draft model needed revisions, as we concluded particularly 
on the basis of the country conferences. The function of the model needed clarification, 
its representation should be more dynamic, the context should be emphasised much more 
strongly and the focus on outcomes derived from the effectiveness literature was 
considered too narrow. The model should also allow for more general societal goals to be 
pursued by schools, simply because schools are supposed to do so by the governments of 
their countries.  
Therefore we revised the model and decided to change its name to 'comprehensi ve 
framework', because we were not able to construct a model in the strict scientific sense. 
The state of the art in the international literature on improvement issues still makes it very 
hard to build a model which can predict success or failure of improv ement efforts. Also, 
the variety of context factors in the ESI countries makes it hard to fill the key concepts in 
a model with factors that apply for most countries.  
As a consequence, we have presented our framework as an abstract, basic picture which 
shows the main concepts and relations between concepts that play a part in improvement 
efforts in all ESI countries, albeit in different ways. We have put the improving school in 
the centre of the picture, embedded in the wider educational context of a count ry. The 
context exerts pressures to improve in various ways, offers resources and requires the 
achievement of certain educational goals. However, the expectations of the educational 
context must be accomplished in the schools. In schools, we must study the  improvement 
culture, improvement processes and improvement outcomes to find out why some efforts 
succeed and others fail.  
 
We have divided the concepts in the framework into more specific factors, which 
together constitute the main concept. We have prese nted an explanation per country per 
factor, because of the sometimes massive differences between countries. By this 
procedure we have tried to clarify elements of effective improvement practices in all 
countries by means of a similar set of factors and con cepts. Moreover, this procedure 
clearly shows similarities and differences between countries and their potential influence 
on improvement efforts.  
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The comprehensive framework shows that an improving school is firmly embedded in the 
educational context of a country. Schools and school improvement can never be studied 
apart from their educational context. As such, the improving school is always confronted 
with the main contextual concepts of pressure to improve, resources for improvement and 
educational goa ls, which exist in the educational context. Even when schools are free to 
decide about their improvement outcomes, these will always have to be in line with the 
wider educational goals that are determined in the context.  
The importance of the educational c ontext appears most prominently in internationally 
comparative studies such as the ESI project, but should also be incorporated in all within -
country studies of effective school improvement. From the perspective of school 
improvement, the influence of the context on the school is much more intensive than the 
influence of the school on the context. Still, schools will over time influence their context 
as well.  
The main contextual concepts of pressure to improve, resources for improvement and 
educational goals are overarching a wider number of factors.  
  
Table.   Factors within the main contextual concepts of the framework  
 
Pressure to improve  Resources/support for 

improvement  
Educational goals  
 

- market mechanisms  
- external evaluation and 

accountability  
- external agents  
- participation of society in 

education/societal changes/ 
educational policies which 
stimulate change  

- autonomy granted to schools  
- financial resources and 

favourable daily working 
conditions  

- local support  

- formal educational goals in 
terms of stude nt outcomes  

 

 
In the improving school, the concepts of the improvement culture in the school, the actual 
improvement processes and the improvement outcomes  are essential. The improvement 
culture is the background against which the processes are taking pl ace. The improvement 
outcomes are the goals that the improving school wants to achieve. The concepts of 
culture, processes and outcomes are all interrelated and will constantly influence each 
other. The culture will influence not only the processes, but th e outcomes of improvement 
as well. The processes obviously influence the improvement outcomes, but the processes 
will also change the improvement culture. The outcomes will influence the processes and 
also the improvement culture of the school. The interre lationships between these main 
concepts show that effective school improvement is an ongoing cyclical process without 
a clearly marked beginning or ending.  
The main school concepts of improvement culture, improvement processes, and 
improvement outcomes ar e overarching a wider number of factors.   
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Table.  Factors within the main school concepts of the framework  
 
Improvement culture  Improvement processes  Improvement outcomes  

 
- internal pressure to improve  
- autonomy used by schools  
- shared vision  
- willingness to  become a 

learning organisation/ a 
reflective practitioner  

- training and collegial 
collaboration  

- improvement history  
- ownership of improvement, 

commitment and motivation  
- leadership  
- staff stability 
- time for improvement  

- assessment of improvement 
needs 

- diagnosis of improvement 
needs 

- phrasing of detailed 
improvement goals  

- planning of improvement 
activities  

- implementation of 
improvement plans  

- evaluation  
- reflection 

- changes in the quality of the 
school 

- changes in the quality of the 
teachers 

- changes in the quality of 
student outcomes 
(knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes)  

 
The functions of the framework  
 
The comprehensive framework for effective school improvement is neither fully 
descriptive, nor fully prescriptive in character. Instead, it contains descriptive elemen ts 
such as the factors, which constitute the national educational context but also prescriptive 
elements. For example, the central place of the school in the framework is based on 
effectiveness and improvement theories and research that have shown that eff ective 
improvement requires school level processes. Although the importance of teachers and 
their work in classrooms is certainly acknowledged, individual teachers are generally not 
considered the main lever of change for effective whole  school improvement . Even when 
teachers succeed in achieving major changes in their classrooms with strong effects on 
student outcomes, this is not an example of effective school improvement as we have 
defined the concept.  
Although isolated teacher efforts can surely enhanc e student learning outcomes (the 
effectiveness criterion of ESI), they cannot really be expected to have a lasting impact on 
the school as an organisation (the improvement criterion of ESI). As a consequence, the 
most important level in the model is the sc hool level. For some countries, improvement 
efforts in secondary education or in large primary schools may also concern specific 
departments or other subsets of school staff. In that case, we suppose that the factors for 
the departments will be essentially  the same as the factors that we have depicted in the 
framework for the school. A second prescriptive element in the framework is the focus on 
student outcomes as important improvement outcomes. For improvement to be effective 
there must always be a link, at least at the conceptual level, with student outcomes 
pursued by the school.  
The comprehensive framework aims at three different target groups: practitioners, 
researchers and policymakers.  
- For practitioners, the framework can be useful in the design, p lanning and 

implementation of school improvement. The framework gives an overview of all 
factors that may promote or hinder effective school improvement and as such it can 
be used as a way of exploring educational practice. However, schools must translate 
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the factors in the framework to their own situation and tailor them to their own needs. 
The framework can never prescribe how a specific school in a specific country should 
act in order to achieve effective school improvement.  

- For researchers, the framewo rk is especially important for further research in the field 
of effective school improvement. The framework can be used to generate hypotheses 
and to select variables that should be investigated and further operationalised. It 
presents an overview of relev ant variables but does not specify criteria (such as how 
often school evaluation should take place to have an impact on improvement 
outcomes). The international dimension of the framework, reflected in the ample 
attention for the context factors, provides insight in the influences of these factors 
across countries but also within countries. In traditional improvement research, the 
educational context is often excluded. Its importance is rarely acknowledged and 
analysed. 

- Policymakers have to be aware that th e framework can never be used as a recipe for 
effective school improvement or as a ready -made toolbox for the implementation of 
improvement in schools. The framework merely clarifies which factors must be taken 
into consideration in the planning of improve ment processes in schools. It also shows 
which conditions must be taken into account, both at the context and the school 
levels. The framework may help policymakers to see how important school 
improvement is for student outcomes or how important the school  is as a meaningful 
unit for improvement. Also, the framework shows policymakers how strongly schools 
are influenced by the context. This implies that adequate context measures will often 
be needed in improvement efforts. Leaving the school to improve on i ts own will 
often not be a realistic option.  

The statements above make clear that the framework will always need interpretation 
whenever it is used, whether it is used for practice, research, or policy. Keeping this 
constraint in mind, the framework may h ave the following functions for practitioners, 
researchers, and policymakers:  
- it can start a debate and it can contribute to ongoing discussions about effective 

school improvement,  
- it can introduce new arguments in a debate and thereby assist in decision -making,  
- it can act as an eye -opener about improvement factors which are different in different 

countries,  
- it can be used as a tool for the planning, designing, implementation, evaluation, and 

reflection of improvement projects and research on effective sc hool improvement,  
- it can be used as an input in teacher training.  
The exact functions of the framework will, however, always be dependent on the context 
in which it is used and the persons who use it.  
We will now go into more detail about the policy impli cations of the ESI framework.  
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS  
 
The school as centre of improvement  
Effective school improvement requires school level processes aiming to enhance the 
quality of instruction in classrooms. Individual teachers can never promote lasting 
changes in the school. The school organisation may add or subtract value to that of its 
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individual members. In schools with little team collaboration, we might expect to find a 
large variation in the performance of pupils. In a well led and managed school t he 
chances of seeing less variation and greater consistency across the school are higher. In 
this way there is a 'school effect', adding value to that of individual teachers.  
The school as the central level for effective improvement is by no means self -evident in 
the participating countries. In some countries policymakers use effective school 
knowledge, which point at the importance of the school as organisation. Schools are held 
(more or less) accountable for results (to be controlled by the inspection; to  be published 
in newspapers and the internet) and the development of schools as learning organisations 
is fostered (e.g. peer coaching, team staff development, schools receiving ear -marked 
funds for staff development).  
 
In most countries the school as org anisation does not play a major role in effective school 
improvement. The teachers or the context are the most important units. Some examples 
show the relative low importance of the school as drive for ESI: teachers work 
independently (without a school pla n of common goals and methods); inspectors assess 
only teachers (not the schools); teachers are placed centrally at schools (which might 
reduce their involvement in school improvement); the principal's main function is 
administration (educational leadershi p is not fostered); the principal is elected for a short 
time period (in this way reducing his/her central role in managing school reform).  
The context level is the most important in one of the participating countries. Teachers are 
supposed to apply educat ional policies. In this situation schools and teachers are not 
supposed to initiate improvements on their own.  

 
The ESI model shows that an improving school is firmly embedded in the educational 
context of a country. The improving school is always confront ed with three main 
contextual factors: educational goals, pressure to improve and resources for 
improvement. Even when schools are free to decide about their improvement outcomes, 
these will always have to be in line with the wider educational goals that a re determined 
in the context. 
 
Educational goals  
The model stresses that improvement efforts will always have to fit within the national 
educational goals. How global or specific national goals should be is a matter of debate. 
The development of many, high ly specific, goals may result in complaints about 
overloaded curricula and has a tense relationship with school autonomy. Global goals do 
not function as frame factors for schools and teachers. National goals should be realistic 
and not too detailed, allow ing schools and teachers a certain autonomy in order to adapt 
goals to school's needs.  
  
Pressure to improve  
Schools often need some form of external pressure from the educational context to start 
improving. In the model four types of pressure are distingu ished. 
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a. Market mechanism  
The market refers to competition between schools. The idea is that competition will be 
an impetus for schools to improve. In an educational system where decentralisation 
leads to more autonomy for schools, competition between scho ols is likely to increase. 
The positive side is that the consumers (parents) will be better informed about the 
schools' quality. Participants also mention a lot of dangers of schools as a market 
place, such as parents preference for traditional schools, th e creation of white and 
black schools, inequality between schools. Policy makers should try to reduce the 
negative aspects of market mechanisms.  
 

b. External evaluation and accountability  
External evaluation generally concerns the measurement of student outco mes with a 
national validated test (related to national objectives). When schools are held 
accountable for their results in terms of student outcomes, and when these outcomes 
are made public, schools often feel the pressure to change student outcomes in a 
positive way. External evaluation is valued positively by scholars (not by teachers) but 
it can also lead to negative consequences (e.g. helping students with the test; approval 
of cheating) if sanctions are high (closing down of schools) or when evaluatio ns are 
not fair. Policymakers should facilitate external evaluations at regular school periods, 
present the evaluations in a fair way (value added) and use the information especially 
for the improvement of schools.  
 

c. External agents  
External agents such as inspectors, policy makers, educational consultants and 
researchers may push schools to improve by giving suggestions what and how to 
improve. Policymakers should encourage the existence of (high quality) external 
agents and their function as facilitators o f effective school improvement.  

 
d. Participation of society in education and societal changes  

The society influences schools in many ways and demands school improvement 
whenever necessary. These influences are often mediated by government policies 
responding to these influences. These influences are visible in for example changes in 
national educational objectives, ways of learning (learning to learn how to study), new 
themes (information technology), etc. Sometimes these changes are receiving wide 
support (ICT), but there is a limit to the amount of changes schools are willing to 
perform. Policymakers have to be careful not to overload schools with innovations.  

 
 
Resources (support) for improvement  
Material and non -material forms of support are essential for effective school 
improvement. In the ESI model three forms of support are distinguished:  
 
a. Autonomy granted to schools  

Autonomy of schools relates to several domains such as: educational goals, 
educational means, organisation (personnel, management, adminis tration) and 
finances. For effective school improvement some autonomy is necessary because 
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improvements which do not tailor to school's needs, are likely to fail. The success of 
autonomy depends to a large extent on the willingness and capacity of the scho ol team 
to (continuously) improve in the direction of a more effective school. Some forms of 
external control seems to be a requirement to stimulate schools to use their autonomy 
in a 'good' way.  
 

b. Financial resources and working conditions  
With sufficient financial resources and time, improvement will succeed more easily. 
Large classes, a large amount of teaching hours and instability of education policies do 
not contribute to the motivation to improve.  
 

c. Local support  
Local support refers to the support fro m parents, district officials, school 
administrations, and school boards.  

 
The general policy implications of the ESI model are elaborated in country specific 
consequences in the report.
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2.  Background and objectives of the project  
 
In the Effective School  Improvement project, we have built a framework for effective 
school improvement (ESI). The project aimed at developing a comprehensive theoretical 
framework that integrates concepts from theories in the field of school effectiveness and 
school improvement . Moreover, the framework is also built on useful concepts of other 
theories such as curriculum theories, behavioural theories, theories of organisation and 
organisational learning, and theories of choice.  
The theoretical perspective was not the exclusive  input for the construction of a 
framework. In the ESI project, an extensive analysis took place of about thirty 
improvement projects in the participating countries. The main findings of this analysis 
were also considered in the construction of the ESI fra mework. As a consequence, the 
final version of the framework is based on both theory and practice.  
In 1998 the ESI project partners discussed the possibilities of combining several 
theoretical traditions for the first time. At the end of that year, the con tributions of all 
partners were published in the report Effective School Improvement: State of the 
Art/Contribution to a Discussion , edited by Wijnand Hoeben (1998). In July 1999, all 
partners prepared papers about one or more theories that, according to t he grant request, 
were to be used for the ESI model (Work Package 3, workshop in Bilbao). The revised 
versions of these workshop papers were published in an ESI report ( Effective School 
Improvement: 1 st theoretical workshop/contributions from relevant trad itions, edited by 
Gerry Reezigt) in April 2000.  
The outline of the ESI framework was discussed during the ESI meeting in Bath in 
November 1999 (Work Package 7). The first concept was discussed extensively during 
the ESI meeting in April 2000 in Liège (Wor k Package 4). The framework was then 
revised and discussed in country conferences, which took place in October and November 
2000 in all participating countries of the project. The final version was developed during 
an ESI meeting in Lisbon in November 2000 .  
Initially, we set out to construct a model for effective school improvement. However, 
during the process we found out that we were not really able to build a model that could 
live up to all scientific qualifications which the term ‘model’ would imply. T herefore we 
prefer to talk about an ESI framework instead. The terms ‘framework’ and ‘model’ are 
both used. When we describe the first stages of our work, we use the term ‘model’. When 
we describe the final stages of the project we refer to the ESI framewo rk.  
 
In this chapter, we will first present background information for the construction of an 
ESI model (2.1). Then we will discuss the role of models in educational science (2.2) and 
finally we will outline general principles for the construction of an E SI model (2.3).  
 
2.1 Background information for the construction of an ESI model  
 
Earlier ESI reports (for example Hoeben, 1998) have outlined why an ESI model would 
be a valuable asset. In this chapter we will merely summarise the background notions 
behind this idea. Next we will mention the definition of effective school improvement 
that the ESI project has developed in the recent past. We need to keep this definition in 
mind when we discuss the construction of an ESI model.  
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The surplus value of an ESI mode l  
 
Effective school improvement is a major concern for both school effectiveness and 
school improvement theory and research. However, the paradigms of school effectiveness 
and school improvement have grown apart over the years, not only in their methodolo gy 
but also in their focus. While school effectiveness is strongly focusing on student 
outcomes and the characteristics of schools and classrooms that are associated with these 
outcomes without automatically looking at the processes that are needed to brin g changes 
about, school improvement is mainly concerned about changing the quality of teachers 
and schools without automatically looking at the consequences for student outcomes. In 
short, school effectiveness is trying to find out what is to be changed in  schools in order 
to become more effective while school improvement is trying to find out how schools can 
change in order to improve.  
The main principle of the ESI project is that stronger links between the two paradigms of 
school effectiveness and school  improvement will help both to profit from each other's 
strong points. The construction of an ESI model can be a first step in the integration of 
paradigms. A model can show the relationships between school effectiveness and school 
improvement in a meaning ful framework. It can be a starting point for the further 
development of theories about effective school improvement. In the future it may 
promote research that combines essential factors from both paradigms better than before.  
 
Definition of effective sch ool improvement  
 
In earlier reports the concept of effective school improvement was defined (Hopkins et 
al., 1994; Hoeben, 1998) as follows:  

 
Effective school improvement  refers to planned educational change that 
enhances student learning outcomes as well as the school's capacity for 
managing change.  
To evaluate effective school improvement, an effectiveness criterion  
(does the school achieve better student outcomes?) is needed as well as 
an improvement criterion  (does the school manage to change 
successfully from old to new conditions that are necessary for 
effectiveness?).  
 

The model for effective school improvement must allow us to explain why improvement 
efforts succeed or fail. It must make clear which factors promote or hinder effective 
school improvement.  
Hoeben (1998) takes the comprehensive model of educational effectiveness developed by 
Creemers (1994) as a point of departure for the construction of an ESI model. This 
effectiveness model summarises the main concepts of the school effectiveness kn owledge 
base and puts them in a meaningful order. In addition the model integrates effectiveness 
concepts with, among others, concepts of curriculum theories (especially at the classroom 
level) and theories of organisation (especially at the school level).  The comprehensive 
model however does not have an 'improvement part' and therefore cannot function as an 
ESI model. 
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2.2 The role of models in educational science  
 
Before we try to construct an ESI model, it seems useful to pay some attention to the role 
of models in educational science and the role of our model in the theoretical field that we 
are dealing with. This will force us to think about the actual potential of our model and it 
will also help us to focus on everything that our model cannot pretend to be .  
According to Scheerens (1992, p. 13), the concepts of 'theory' and 'model' are very often 
confused.  A theory explains relationships between phenomena and consists of a set of 
units (facts, concepts, and variables), a system of relationships among units  and 
interpretations about these relationships that are comprehensible and predict empirical 
events. A model specifies and visualises the theoretical phenomena in a simplified and 
reduced way . It shows the main concepts of the theory and sheds light on the ir 
interrelationships.  
In the ESI project we are drawing on more than one theory. Therefore we cannot simply 
take the main concepts of just one theory and visualise these. Instead, we will use our 
visualisation, the model, to integrate theoretical notions  derived from several domains 
and their interrelationships in a meaningful way. As such the construction of the ESI 
model is not a final step but a first step  of an eclectical nature in an ongoing process of 
theory development.  
Scheerens (1992) states that  school effectiveness theory development so far can be 
characterised as a relatively simple summarisation of empirical relationships. In the field 
of ESI this statement holds too. We have to keep in mind that up till now there is no long 
tradition in the d evelopment of theories and models about effective school improvement. 
The model that we try to construct therefore cannot pretend to be more than a 
summarisation and meaningful ordering of concepts and their interrelationships in the 
relatively new field o f effective school improvement.  Further research and further 
theoretical developments will change our model in the long run, make it more refined and 
more empirically valid as well.  
The state of the art in the field of ESI forces us to follow the inductive approach  to model 
development, as opposed to the deductive approach (Scheerens & Bosker, 1997). We do 
not have a well-outlined ESI theory from which we can deduct the phenomena that we 
want to include in our model. Instead, we will take concepts from seve ral theories and 
from the daily practice of school improvement efforts, and then build our model 
inductively out of these concepts. Models can be of a conceptual or a formal nature 
(Scheerens & Bosker, 1997). Conceptual models are characterised by the use of verbal 
descriptions, while formal models present mathematical equations. The ESI model that 
we will try to elaborate clearly is a conceptual model .  
In school effectiveness research and in school improvement as well, case studies have 
always been in the  forefront. This may easily lead to the impression that every school is 
unique in its attempts to change its situation in order to become more effective. When this 
line of reasoning would be followed consequently in the theoretical part of the ESI 
project, the construction of a model becomes impossible. The idea that every school is 
unique neglects the level of abstractness that models need for the explanation of 
phenomena that exceed the individual school and the individual case study. The same 
holds for the uniqueness of countries in the perspective of an internationally comparative 
project such as ESI. Educational systems, laws and regulations differ strongly from one 
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country to another. However, we assume that similarities can be described at a more 
abstract level from the observed differences.  
The ESI model must therefore necessarily focus on the common aspects  of ESI in schools 
in a variety of countries. Although the model certainly can generate ideas that may be 
useful for a unique school in a specifi c European country, it can never pretend to explain 
all the exact processes and outcomes in one singular school.  
 
2.3 General principles for the construction of an ESI model  
 
The preceding text made clear that the ESI model will not be build on just one theory . 
Instead, it tries to integrate concepts from several theories and from the analysis of case 
studies from all participating countries. To prevent the model from becoming merely a 
garbage can of ideas and concepts, we need some structuring principles. The following 
principles are proposed:  
 
The basic structure of the comprehensive effectiveness model will be used as a starting 
point for the ESI model.   
 
The ESI model will use the structure that also forms the basis of the comprehensive 
model of educational effectiveness (Creemers, 1994). By this we mean the overall 
multilevel structure with the three levels in addition to the student level: the context level, 
the school level, and the classroom/teacher level. Factors that are important for ESI will 
therefore be placed in one of these levels. For reasons of convenience we will not 
distinguish a separate department  level in this text, although improvement in secondary 
education will often concern specific departments and in such efforts the department may 
be more important than the school. In that case, we suppose that the factors for the 
departments will be essentially the same as the factors for the school.  

 
Overarching school improvement concepts will be defined at each level in the model.   
 
The comprehensiv e effectiveness model shows three overarching concepts within each 
level (quality, time, and opportunity). All concepts are supposed to be related to student 
outcomes. Characteristics of effective contexts, schools and classrooms are grouped 
under the headings of the overarching concepts. The main benefit of this approach is that 
mere lists of all kinds of factors that might be related to student outcomes are ordered 
conceptually in a meaningful way.  
The same procedure seems useful for the ESI model. Key o verarching concepts will 
therefore be defined that are similar for all levels, but can be specified and filled in with 
specific factors for each level separately. Factors that turn out to be important for ESI will 
be headed under one of these key overarchi ng concepts in one of the levels.  
The first step  will now be the selection of factors that are important for effective school 
improvement. The factors come from the theories that were mentioned above and the 
case studies analysis. Preferably, these factor s:  
• have shown empirical evidence in improvement settings. This criterion however will 

not be exclusively decisive because of the state of the art in ESI research.  
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• are alterable and observable. This means that more static and 'hidden' factors are not 
preferred, such as for example 'the personality of the teacher' or 'the latent curriculum 
of schools', although the potential role of such factors on effective school 
improvement is not denied.   

The second step  is then to regroup these factors under the headi ng of a restricted set of 
overarching key concepts at the context, school, or classroom/teacher level.  
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3. Scientific description of the project results and methodology  
 
In this section, we will present the results from the various analyses we conducted i n 
order to build the final ESI framework. First we discuss our findings from the analysis of 
theories (3.1) and the case studies analysis (3.2). Then we will focus on the educational 
effectiveness knowledge base to highlight the topic of intermediate outco mes, i.e. 
effective school and classroom/teacher characteristics (3.3) and give the first draft of our 
ESI model (3.4). This model was extensively reviewed and revised by testing it on 
existing datasets, discussing it in country conferences and by analysin g all comments in 
the final workshop of the ESI project (3.5). At the end of this chapter we will present the 
comprehensive framework for effective school improvement (3.6), which is the revision 
of the draft model.   
 
3.1 Contribution from theories to an ESI model 
 
The ESI model will be build on useful concepts of school effectiveness and school 
improvement theories, curriculum theories, behavioural theories, theories of organisation 
and organisational learning, and theories of choice.  
For the effectiveness i nput in the model, we will use recently developed models and other 
overviews of the school effectiveness knowledge base. School effectiveness theory is 
especially important in the perspective of the question as to which results effective school 
improvement processes should achieve. These results can be summarised as effective 
school and classroom/teacher characteristics as well as student outcomes in various 
domains. We will get back to school effectiveness theory later. The other theories are 
more specific  where the processes that schools need in order to achieve the desired 
outcomes are concerned.  
For our discussion of improvement theories we will use the ideas of Stoll and Wikeley 
that were offered during a first workshop of the ESI project in Groningen ( published in 
Hoeben, 1998). For the other theories we will use the papers of the ESI partners that were 
presented in the Bilbao workshop of 1999 as our starting point (published in Reezigt, 
2000).  
We will describe the main concepts and factors that each t heory, according to the ESI 
partners, has to offer in the field of effective school improvement. In these descriptions 
we do not pretend to cover the papers fully. Instead, we want to focus on the topics in the 
papers that are most closely related to our c urrent goal: the search for factors for an ESI 
model. These factors will then be summarised.  
 
3.1.1 School improvement theories  
 
Stoll and Wikeley (in Hoeben, 1998) make clear that school improvement efforts over the 
years have become more focused on effec tiveness issues, such as teaching and learning 
processes and student outcomes. Although school improvement may concern the school 
level or the teacher level (for example, school improvement can be directed at the school 
organisation or at classroom managem ent), its main goal must essentially be stated in 
terms of student outcomes. It may not be so very important where changes are actually 
initiated (for example, at the level of the central government, or at the level of the 
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individual school). It seems more  important whether a school is able to take charge of 
changes. A school must be ready for changes and show some signs of an ownership 
mentality.  
For school improvement to be successful, the issue of school culture should not be 
neglected. When the school structure (which is often an object of school improvement) is 
changing while the school culture does not change, the danger of short -lived and 
superficial changes is real. For school improvement to occur, characteristics of the school 
culture must be favou rable. Schools for example must have shared goals and feel 
responsible for success. Other requirements are collegiality, risk taking, mutual respect 
and support, openness and an attitude of lifelong learning.  
A possible link between school effectiveness an d school improvement may occur through 
the school development planning process. In the description of this process by Stoll and 
Wikeley, the concepts mentioned above (focus on effectiveness issues, readiness for 
change, ownership mentality and a favourable  school culture) all have their own place. A 
new dimension is provided by the four -stage cycle of needs assessment, planning, 
implementation, and evaluation that underlies all change processes. Attention is drawn to 
the fact that someone must start this cy cle and keep the school going as well during all 
the stages of the continuous cycle. In other words, someone must lead the improvement 
processes.  
The following ideas from improvement theories seem to be important for the ESI model:  
- Goals of improvement mu st be stated in terms of student outcomes  (or intermediate 

outcomes at the school or classroom level that can clearly be related to student 
outcomes), 

- Schools need to show a certain level of readiness for change , 
- Schools must feel at least some ownership  of the change processes,  
- Schools need to have a school culture that favours changes ,  
- For improvement to succeed, schools must go through a cycle of needs assessment, 

planning, implementation, and evaluation , 
- Schools need leadership , meaning that someone mu st be in charge of the change 

processes. 
 
3.1.2 Curriculum theories  
 
In the Bilbao workshop the Dutch, Italian and Portuguese ESI partners discussed 
curriculum theories.  
The influence of curricula on student outcomes has abundantly been demonstrated by 
effectiveness research. Characteristics of effective curricula (such as a clear ordering of 
goals, advance organisers etc.) are therefore generally incorporated in effectiveness 
models. For the school improvement part of the ESI model, the concept of the 
implementation of curricula is important. Even when documented curricula that teachers 
use in their classrooms live up to all the criteria for effectiveness, their effects may be 
small when the implementation is not optimal (see De Jong in Reezigt, 2000). Whe n 
teachers leave out too much subject matter or do not teach the full curriculum, and when 
teachers adapt the curriculum so strongly that the initial goals are changed, students 
cannot be expected to achieve the goals that the curriculum stands for. When t eachers of 
the same school do not attune their curricula they may hinder student learning.  
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The concept of curriculum is not only important at the classroom and the school level. In 
some countries national curricula are provided to schools that prescribe wh at should be 
taught to whom. In these countries the contents of the curriculum are outlined and 
sometimes also the way in which they are supposed to be taught (see Postiglione & 
Melchiori in Reezigt, 2000). Here too however the effectiveness of such curric ula will in 
the end strongly depend on their implementation by the teachers in classrooms and 
schools (see De Jong in Reezigt, 2000).   
According to Hoeben (1998) the role of curriculum theories in the construction of an ESI 
model is not restricted to the concepts of effective characteristics and implementation. 
For curricula to be effective, they must be designed as well as implemented as feedback 
systems. When teachers implement curricula, they must be aware of the goals that they 
try to achieve and they must evaluate whether they do achieve these goals or not. When 
they do not, they should adapt the curriculum. This type of adaptation in the 
implementation phase is effective, because it helps the teacher to keep focusing on the 
goals that students are sup posed to achieve.   
Postiglione and Melchiori (in Reezigt, 2000) draw attention to ideas about the curriculum 
as the social regulation of power and knowledge. The curriculum of schools can be 
regarded as a way in which a society constitutes power patterns and class hierarchies. 
Often this role of the curriculum is latent. They also make clear that the curriculum can 
be seen as a theory about the building of people's life. As a consequence, the outcomes of 
schools can not only be found in final exams, for ex ample. School effectiveness research 
therefore should not only deal with short -term outcomes, but it should also consider long -
term outcomes such as professional careers and lifelong learning.   
Lopes da Silva and Gois (in Reezigt, 2000) have analysed comm on perspectives that 
curriculum theories share with organisation theories. They do so because they feel that 
educational research that puts the school in the centre of attention has often wrongly 
neglected the field of curriculum and favoured the field of organisation theories. Two 
common aspects of curriculum and organisation theories are power relations and degree 
of openness. In analysing effective school improvement it may be important to look at the 
match between the organisation and the curriculum of schools. When a school changes its 
curriculum (for example, from a subject matter/discipline approach to a constructivist or 
child-centred approach), changes in the organisation of the school may be needed as well.  
The following ideas from curriculum theo ries seem to be important for the ESI model:  
- The concept of the implementation of essential elements  of curricula,  
- Curriculum implementation as a feedback system: goal setting and evaluation of goal 

achievement, 
- The latent role  of the curriculum as a regul ation of power and knowledge,  
- The importance of the curriculum for lifelong learning , 
- The relations between the curriculum and the organisation of the school: preferably 

there should be some form of cohesion between these.  
 
3.1.3 Behavioural theories  
 
In the Bilbao workshop the Italian and Belgian ESI partners discussed the importance of 
behavioural theories for effective school improvement.  
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In behavioural theories the chain of stimulus, response and external reinforcement has 
gradually been replaced by m ore complex theories such as the one developed by 
Vygotsky (Postiglione & Melchiori in Reezigt, 2000). These more recent theories focus, 
among others, on the importance of cultural means and self -reinforcement in human 
development. Behaviour, according to these theories, is not merely externally reinforced 
and conditioned, but constructed in a cultural and social setting. On the basis of ideas 
from these theories the culture of a school (rules, values and manners of behaviour) and 
the extent to which studen ts identify with this culture seems to influence student 
achievement. For individual students, their previous school experience and their current 
experiences with teachers will be important for their commitment and their progress.  
Three dimensions are esse ntial: the structure of goals and rewards, the role and power 
relations and the system for communicating results and evaluations. These dimensions 
are essential in processes of student learning, but they may concern improvement 
processes in schools as well . The same holds for the concept of motivation, which is 
important for successful learning. Motivation can be enhanced by active learning 
procedures (actively building up knowledge instead of passive acquisition) and 
evaluation procedures that are internal ly guided. For improving schools this might imply 
that an active behaviour of teachers (and other staff) and the use of self -evaluation 
procedures may be essential.  
According to Postiglione and Melchiori (in Reezigt, 2000), the concept of 'knowledge 
about knowledge' is the most important one for effective school improvement. By this 
they mean that schools, in addition to their professional knowledge of school subjects and 
organisational topics, must know and study the world of their students. Knowledge abo ut 
knowledge concerns five fields of study for schools: thematisation of the hidden and 
latent aspects of education, reflections about learning, dialogic knowledge about students, 
dialogic school management, and a broadened approach to evaluation.  
Demeuse, Schillings and Crahay (in Reezigt, 2000) have analysed traditional behavioural 
theories and find strong similarities with the production -oriented stages in the evolution 
of educational systems. Teachers function as knowledge distributors and methods of 
teaching and learning are uniform. The school organisation is bureaucratic and 
improvement is defined as a planned change in production means. The analysis does not 
include newer ideas about behaviour as presented by Postiglione and Melchiori. The 
feature that can be derived from their analysis however for effective school improvement 
is the emphasis on the teachers as the central actors in educational processes.  
The following ideas from behavioural theories seem to be important for the ESI model:  
- The school culture  (rules, values, manners of behaviour) influences achievement,  
- Previous school experiences  and contacts with teachers influence achievement,  
- Change processes in schools are influenced by the structure of goals and rewards , the 

role and power relat ions and the system for communicating results and evaluations , 
- Active behaviour  of teachers (and other staff) and the use of self-evaluation 

procedures are essential for improving schools,  
- Essential for effective school improvement is the school's knowledge about 

knowledge, 
- Teachers are central  in educational processes.  
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3.1.4 Theories of organisation, organisational learning and the learning 
organisation 

 
Most ESI partners have discussed the importance of theories of organisation (Spain, 
Portugal), organis ational learning and the learning organisation (Belgium, Finland and 
Greece) for effective school improvement.  
The Portuguese ESI partners (Lopes da Silva & Gois in Reezigt, 2000) have analysed the 
common perspectives that curriculum theories share with or ganisation theories. The 
organisation theories that they discuss are mainly the same as the theories that were 
presented by the Spanish team (see below). The main conclusion of the Portuguese 
analysis is the need for some degree of cohesion between the sch ool's curriculum and 
organisation (for more information see 4.2).  
The Belgian paper (see Demeuse et al. in Reezigt, 2000) defines learning organisations as 
innovation oriented because their aim is to increase capacities for change and 
adaptability. They r efer to the ideas of Dalin to explain the learning organisation. 
According to Dalin, management of change is crucial in a learning organisation. 
Improvement processes are a continuous undertaking, a part of the everyday school life 
instead of an isolated, rather unusual event.  
Very often schools have not yet reached the stage of a learning organisation. Dalin has 
made a typology of schools in the earlier stages. The first type is called the fragmented 
school, which means that there is no common understandi ng of needs and initiatives for 
change do not result from joint staff discussions. Changes in fragmented schools need a 
lot of external support. The second type is the project school. In these schools the 
innovative drive is coming from the management and the school leader. There is an 
innovation history in the school and development of common goals in still ongoing. The 
third type is the organic school and this is the type that strongly resembles a learning 
organisation. This school is open for internal an d external change initiatives. It knows its 
own strengths and weaknesses and it is able to cope with and to learn from improvement 
processes. The organic school creates its own innovation history and experience.  
In the paper from Nikkanen (in Reezigt, 200 0) the best possible environment for school 
improvement is the school as a learning organisation. A learning organisation encourages 
learning of its members both individually and as groups; it takes its internal and external 
clients into consideration; it is aware of its core competencies; processes of formulating, 
implementing, evaluating and improving are ongoing; and it improves its capacity to 
create its own future. The process through which an organisation develops these features 
(this may happen in sc hool improvement processes) is called organisational learning.  
The Greek paper (Kontogiannopoulou -Polydorides et al. in Reezigt, 2000) summarises 
the ideas of Senge concerning learning organisations. These organisations allow members 
to expand their capac ities, nurture new patterns of thinking and collective learning. Some 
characteristics are systems thinking (team members are aware of their 
interconnectedness), personal mastery (for the individual and the organisation), shared 
vision, team learning and me ntal models. The authors also describe the ideas of Dixon 
who defines organisational learning as the intentional use of learning processes at the 
individual, group and system level to continuously transform the organisation that is 
increasingly satisfying its stakeholders. In the cycle of learning, an organisation must take 
four steps: a widespread generation of information, integration of new information in the 
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organisational context, collective interpretation of the information, and authority to take 
action based on the interpreted meaning. According to the authors, the concept of a 
learning organisation is hardly applicable on schools in a centralised educational system 
such as the Greek system. Although individual learning of teachers may occur, 
organisational learning is not to be expected. The main conclusion for the ESI model 
seems to be that some degree of school autonomy is necessary for schools in order to be 
able to act as a learning organisation.  
The Spanish ESI partners have summarised theories o f organisation and they have tried to 
derive their main importance for effective school improvement. According to Muñoz -
Repiso et al. (in Reezigt, 2000), both school effectiveness and school improvement 
theories have already undergone influences of organis ational theories and have also 
influenced these theories in their turn. In school effectiveness theories, factors such as 
leadership, shared vision and goals, and collaboration and collegiality (among others) 
have been derived from organisational theories.  In school improvement theories, 
examples of elements of organisational theories are, among others, concepts such as 
school autonomy, the learning organisation school climate and staff development.  
The authors distinguish between several groups of organis ational theories. The rational 
and structural theories state that organisations must have targets, units and structures in 
the organisation are interrelated and control and assessment procedures are needed for the 
organisation to function. The theories, es pecially the systemic ones, show that an 
organisation such as a school is a complex and dynamical system that may be more or 
less open to the environment. The human resources theories are sometimes seen as 
opposed to the rational and structural theories (t hat tend to neglect the human factor), but 
they can also be considered as a valuable addition to these. The human resources theories 
pay attention to the importance of motivation and satisfaction of school personnel, the 
need for shared targets and decisio n-making, and educational leadership. Symbolic 
theories of organisation have drawn attention to the interpretations that individuals in 
schools make of their organisation. The ideas about the influence of the school culture are 
mainly derived from this gro up of theories. The political approach to organisations 
focuses on the power relations and the distribution of power in schools as well as on 
conflictive interests that may bring changes about. Finally contingency theories stand 
alone in their conviction t hat each organisation needs its own model. These theories do 
not pretend to explain general processes and outcomes in more than one organisation but 
rely heavily on the importance of variability in environmental influences and specific 
organisational respo nses to these.  
The organisational theories often seem to be incompatible at first sight in their ideas 
about how organisations such as schools function and produce. However, most of the 
theories deal with just some elements and specific functions of an or ganisation. Therefore 
an eclectic approach is useful because only then theories are allowed to show their 
complementary sides.  
Elements of organisational theories that must be reflected in an ESI model are the 
following according to the Spanish team:  
- Changing schools need leadership ; 
- They need a shared vision and shared goals  that they want to achieve;  
- Teachers must collaborate, be committed to change  and participate  in management 

and decision-making; 
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- Changes need clear planning and evaluation  by the school: an analysis of internal and 
external pressures to change, a diagnosis of the school, clear priorities to some 
actions, suitable strategies and a problem -centred orientation, evaluation of the 
improvement processes;  

- For changes to succeed, the school culture and climate  must be favourable (social 
cohesion, collegiality);  

- Schools must be willing to become a learning organisation  (training and staff 
development, engage in a self -regulative cycle);  

- There must be external support  (of parents, counsellors, ed ucational networks) and 
resources . 

From the other ESI papers that were summarised earlier, we take the following elements 
for the ESI model:  
- Improvement processes essentially should be part of everyday life in the school 

instead of isolated events;  
- Earlier experiences and the innovation history  of the school influence improvement 

processes; 
- The best setting for improvement processes is a learning organisation . A learning 

organisation encourages learning of its members both individually and as groups; it 
takes its internal and external clients into consideration; it is aware of its core 
competencies; processes of formulating, implementing, evaluating and improving are 
ongoing; and it improves its capacity to create its own future;  

- Schools need at least some autonomy in order to become learning organisations.  
 
3.1.5 Theories of choice  
 
Theories of choice and their importance for effective school improvement were discussed 
by the Dutch and Belgian ESI partners.  
Public choice theory focuses on external condition s that may reduce the ineffectiveness 
and inefficient functioning of public sector institutions such as schools (Scheerens in 
Reezigt, 2000). When market mechanisms are introduced (for example the freedom of 
parents to choose a school for their children, t he freedom of schools to hire their own 
personnel) the competition between schools will promote their effectiveness and 
efficiency. Schools will try harder to do the best they can. For school improvement to 
occur, public choice theory does not point at mec hanisms inside schools in the first place 
but at conditions outside of schools.  
A major problem in the consequences of public choice theory is that choices, for example 
choices of parents, will not always automatically be based on the quality in terms of the 
educational performance of schools. Schools may then be rewarded for characteristics 
that have nothing to do with their core task of educating students (Demeuse et al. in 
Reezigt, 2000). Evaluation and control mechanisms are needed to overcome this pro blem 
and to keep schools focused on their core task. In some countries where the autonomy of 
schools has grown recently these mechanisms have been established in the form of yearly 
publications about the outcomes of schools.  
Theories of choice in general presuppose positive effects of the introduction of market 
mechanisms in the educational system. Still, these mechanisms may also have negative 
consequences, especially from the perspective of public service and equity. For example, 
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when schools are allowed  to become more selective the accessibility of the educational 
system may be endangered for some groups of students and inclusive policies may be 
sabotaged. 
The following ideas from theories of choice seem to be important for the ESI model:  
- Market mechanis ms outside the school such as parental freedom of choice and 

community involvement may stimulate school improvement,  
- Schools need some autonomy  to be able to react adequately on external demands,  
- A system of evaluation and control  is needed to guard the ed ucational quality of 

schools.  
 
3.1.6 Summarisation of the factors derived from theories  
 
We have seen that most theories that we discussed have some factors to offer that may be 
included in an ESI model. These factors are summarised in Table 1. For reaso ns of clarity 
we have structured the factors within the levels that they represent (context, school, 
classroom), in accordance with the principles mentioned earlier.  
We stated that factors for the ESI model preferably must show some empirical evidence 
in improvement settings and they must be alterable and observable. Unfortunately, the 
empirical evidence of factors is generally still rather unclear. Therefore we cannot use 
this criterion very strictly. The other criterion of alterability and observability is easier to 
use. Most factors live up to this criterion.  
There are however four problematic factors at the school level. These are depicted in 
Table 1 by means of an asterisk. The factors 'latent role of the curriculum' and 
'knowledge about knowledge' do not really meet the criterion of alterability and 
observability. The factors 'importance of the curriculum for lifelong learning' and 
'cohesion between curriculum and school organisation' are in fact more in line with 
effectiveness characteristics of curri cula than with improvement factors. For these 
reasons we will leave these factors out of the ESI model.  
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Table 1 ESI factors and theories they were derived from (A: school improvement, 
B: curriculum, C: behavioural, D: organisation, E: public choice)  

 
 
 

A B C D E 

 
Context level factors  
 

     

Market mechanisms (parental choice, community involvement)      + 
External support (parents, counsellors, networks) and resources     +  
External evaluation and control      + 
 
School level factors  
 

     

School culture (that favours change)  +  + +  
School autonomy    + + 
Previous school improvement experience    + +  
Leadership  +   +  
Cycle of needs assessment, planning, implementation, evaluation (analysis of pressure, 
diagnosis, priorities, suitable strategie s, problem-centred orientation, evaluation)  

+   +  

Shared vision and shared goals     +  
School readiness for change  +     
Improvement goals in terms of student outcomes (or intermediate outcomes in terms of 
effective school or classroom characteristics)  

+     

Willingness to become a learning organisation (self -regulation)     +  
Staff development     +  
Improvement as a part of everyday life     +  
Teachers are central in improvement efforts    +   
School ownership of change processes  +     
Structure o f goals and rewards    +   
Role and power relations    +   
System for communicating results and evaluations    +   
Goal setting and evaluation of goal achievement   +    
Self-evaluation procedures    +   
* Latent role of the curriculum   +    
* Importance of the curriculum for lifelong learning   +    
* Cohesion between curriculum and school organisation   +    
* Knowledge about knowledge    +   
 
Classroom/Teacher level factors  
 

     

Teacher collaboration     +  
Teacher commitment to change     +  
Teacher participation in management and decision making     +  
Implementation of essential elements of curricula/innovations   +    
 
Five school level factors were mentioned in more than one theoretical field (previous 
school improvement experience,  school autono my, school culture, leadership, and the 
cycle of needs assessment, planning, implementation, and evaluation). Some school level 
factors are overlapping. For reasons of clarity, we suggest a regrouping of these school 
level factors. After that, six main fac tors are left. The list of factors that remains after this 
procedure is in Table 2.  
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Table 2 Regrouped ESI factors (derived from theories)  
 
 
Context  
 
- Market mechanisms (parental choice, community involvement)  
- External support (parents, counsellors, netw orks)/resources  
- External evaluation/control  
 
School  
 
- Previous school improvement/readiness for change  
- School autonomy 
- School ownership of change processes  
- Leadership  
- School culture that favours change:  

• Shared vision and shared goals,  
• Willingness to become  a learning organisation (staff development, self -regulation),  
• Improvement as a part of everyday life.  

- Cyclical improvement process of:  
• Assessment (analysis of internal and external pressures to change, diagnosis of the school),  
• Goal setting for improveme nt (goals in terms of student outcomes or intermediate outcomes in 

terms of effective school or classroom characteristics),  
• Planning of improvement processes (giving priorities to some activities above others, choosing 

suitable strategies, problem -centred orientation,  decisions about a structure of goals and 
rewards, definition of role and power relations, system for communicating results and 
evaluations),  

• Implementation of improvement (in which teachers are central),  
• Evaluation of goal achievement.  

 
Classroom/Teacher  
 
- Collaboration  
- Commitment to change  
- Participation (management, decision making)  
- Implementation  
 
 
3.2 Contribution from the case studies analysis to an ESI model  
 
The comparative case studies analysis in the ESI project is based on several case s tudies 
of improvement programmes per participating country. All ESI partners provided a 
number of programme descriptions (varying from two to ten different descriptions) on the 
basis of an evaluation framework developed in the ESI project. The similarities  and 
differences between these programmes were then analysed by means of a rating 
instrument. The ESI partners decided per country which programmes were to be included 
in the analysis.  
The analysis was undertaken in the first place to find the factors tha t promote or hinder 
effective school improvement in each specific country. The programme descriptions were 
used for this aim. Information about the educational systems per country was provided to 
put the findings from the programme descriptions in a wider perspective. In the second 
place the analysis should make clear whether these factors work in the same way in 
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different countries. Some of the findings in the analysis are important for the construction 
of an ESI model, especially because they may point at  other factors than the ones derived 
from theoretical domains or because they make clear how exactly some factors work in 
practice.  
A selection of case study findings will be highlighted from the perspective of the 
construction of an ESI model. These find ings refer to the types of improvement 
programmes that were studied, the types of improvement outcomes that were found, the 
importance of the educational context in different European countries, and finally the 
factors that supposedly promote or hinder eff ective school improvement.  
 
3.2.1 Types of improvement programmes  
 
The case studies have shown that there are predominantly three types of improvement 
programmes. These are mainly characterised by the initiator of improvement efforts (in 
the school or outside) and the perceived need for improvement (felt by the school or 
defined by others).  
- Bottom-up programmes: improvement programmes that are  fully initiated and 

executed by the school . This does not mean that support or help from external agents 
cannot occur, but the school is clearly in charge. There may be an external impetus as 
well (such as the obligation to live up to certain standards), but the focus of the 
improvement, the goals of improvement, and the actual form improvement activities 
take are solely decided upon by the school.  

- Top-down: improvement programmes that are forced upon the school . Agents outside 
the school (policy makers, innovators, and researchers) develop the programme and 
try to implement it in the school, without a clearly stated need or wish of the school to 
do so. The improvement approach is clearly top -down. Many improvement initiatives 
that are based on changes in educational laws are of this type.   

- Mixed: improvement programmes that are initially developed by external agents and 
subsequently voluntarily implemented in schools . In this case, schools may be able to 
choose between various improvement initiatives but in theory they are also free to 
decide not to participate in a programme. The improvement approach is mixed, 
because the improvement activities take their actual form as a collaboration of the 
school and others outside the school.  

There is no linear relation between the type of improvement and the educational system 
in a country. It would be far too simplistic to say that relatively decentralised countries 
will show bottom -up improvement, while relatively centralised countries will only show 
top-down improvement. In addition, countries that are transgressing from a centralised 
system to more decentralisation do not aut omatically show mixed approaches of school 
improvement. In theory, all types can occur in all countries, although of course the 
bottom-up approach will be found sooner in countries where schools have some freedom 
to make their own decisions. On the other h and, freedom of schools does not guarantee 
effective bottom -up improvement at all.  
The type of improvement that a school is involved in has consequences for the 
occurrence and the influence of some factors that were mentioned earlier. Factors such as 
readiness for change and school ownership of improvement are more obvious in bottom -
up approaches. Still these same factors are essential for top -down and mixed approaches 
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to improvement too, because they may explain the success of failure of these 
improvement efforts as well. Therefore the same factors may be used to describe different 
improvement situations.  
The types of improvement that we described therefore do not lead to totally different sets 
of factors that may explain effective school improvement, but the role that these factors 
play in a specific situation may vary however. It is important to keep this situatedness of 
improvement efforts in mind in interpreting the influence of the factors that will be 
included in the ESI model.  
 
3.2.2 Types of improve ment outcomes  
 
To evaluate effective school improvement, an effectiveness criterion must be applied as 
well as an improvement criterion. The effectiveness criterion refers to changes in the 
student outcomes in a broad domain of knowledge and skills as a re sult of improvement. 
The improvement criterion refers to changes in the school or classroom conditions that 
are necessary for effectiveness. These changes can be considered as 'intermediate 
outcomes' of improvement, while changes in student outcomes can be  seen as 'ultimate 
outcomes' of improvement. For school improvement efforts to be defined as effective, 
ideally both criteria should be met and both types of outcomes should be visible.  
The case studies show that in practice it is often very hard to find out whether both 
criteria are met and whether both types of outcomes are achieved in the programmes that 
were studied. Sometimes only information about the intermediate outcomes (such as 
better co-operation between teachers, and the implementation of a hig her quality 
curriculum or syllabus) is available. In this situation the effects on student outcomes 
remain unknown. Sometimes there are signs that planned changes in student outcomes 
did occur, while clear information about the actual improvement processes  and the 
implementation of innovative behaviours in schools and classrooms is lacking. In this 
case, the effects on student outcomes are clear but we cannot explain what exactly 
brought them about.  
Although improvement programmes do not always give full i nformation about the 
effectiveness and improvement criteria, the ESI model should still include both criteria in 
the form of intermediate outcomes at the school and classroom levels as well as the 
'ultimate' outcomes at the student level.  
 
3.2.3 The importance of the educational context in European countries  
 
A recurring issue in the discussions in the ESI project is the importance of the national 
educational context and its influence on school improvement. The crucial aspect of the 
context in the light o f improvement seems to be the autonomy of schools (granted and 
actually used) to decide about their own situation, including improvement plans and 
activities. The centralisation issue is very complicated, because centralisation can pertain 
to a wide variety of topics. As yet, it is not evident which topics are essential for effective 
school improvement.  
Schools in relatively decentralised countries have become increasingly autonomous in 
decisions about how they want to teach, the materials and textbooks th ey want to use, and 
how they want to spend their budget. In return, the central government, school boards or 



27 

local educational authorities hold schools increasingly accountable for the student 
outcomes. In these decentralised countries, schools are expecte d to pursue centrally 
determined goals in which knowledge and skills that all or at least most students need to 
achieve. School inspectors are visiting schools on a regular basis and use standardised 
instruments to measure educational quality.  
Schools therefore are not autonomous in their choice of the outcomes they want to 
achieve, because they have to deal with nationally defined goals. Still, they are relatively 
autonomous in their decisions about the processes to achieve these goals. In other 
countries such as Belgium schools are quite autonomous in the processes while they are 
not held accountable for outcomes either. According to the Belgian ESI partners, this 
situation may strongly impede improvement efforts in schools. In Greece, which is very 
centralised in many aspects of education (such as the centrally developed textbooks that 
are available for school subjects), schools are not held accountable either and the 
inspectorate does not exist any longer. In the Netherlands, schools are not free to hire  and 
fire their personnel but other decentralised countries have shown devolution of these 
competencies and some semi -centralised countries too give schools autonomy to decide 
about the acquisition of personnel.  
This short description makes clear that the  centralisation-decentralisation dimension 
needs to be specified for a set of domains in which schools may or may not have obtained 
autonomy, which pertains to the possibility to decide for themselves. In the literature 
about 'functional decentralisation' several domains are discerned which all seem to bear 
relevance for effective school improvement:  
- Educational goals (what to teach),  
- Educational means (how to teach),  
- Organisation, including management and administration,  
- Finances. 
What we can learn from th e case studies findings from the perspective of the construction 
of an ESI model is that factors such as 'autonomy' or 'freedom of schools' or 
'centralisation' are not formulated specific enough. It must be clear in the model that 
centralisation and autono my issues always point at specific domains in which schools 
can be more or less free to decide.  
 
3.2.4 Factors that promote or hinder effective school improvement according to 

the case studies analysis  
 
The case studies analysis has resulted in an overview  of 'lessons learnt' in all countries. 
The ESI team in each country described factors that supposedly promote or hinder 
effective school improvement. The main findings are summarised in Table 3 at the three 
levels (context, school, and classroom/teacher) t hat also are present in Tables 1 and 2. 
Sometimes the absence of a certain factor is seen as hindering for ESI, for example, a 
school principal who does not act as an educational leader (in the Netherlands). In this 
case, 'leadership' is depicted in Table 3 as an ESI promoting factor. The factors are 
ordered according to the number of countries that have mentioned them as influential for 
ESI.  
Table 3 shows that the factors derived from theories and the factors derived from the case 
studies analysis show co nsiderable overlap. The effects that factors are supposed to exert 
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are also in accordance with the theoretical expectancies, with the exception of market 
mechanisms. The new factors that were mentioned most often refer to practical 
constraints that may pro mote or hinder ESI efforts. All factors live up to the criteria of 
observability and alterability mentioned earlier. The empirical evidence, another criterion 
for inclusion in the ESI model, is not always convincing in an objective sense. However, 
we could not strictly apply this criterion to the theoretical factors either.  
Factors that promote ESI according to one country are generally seen as promoting as 
well in other countries. External pressure, external evaluation, leadership, and teacher 
motivation are clear examples. Staff instability is consistently regarded across countries 
as a factor that hinders ESI. There are only three factors that do not lead to similar 
judgements across all countries. These are the role of external agents (seen as important  
in most countries, but not in Spain), the role of parents and the community in 
improvement efforts (seen as important in two countries, but not in Spain) and the 
complexity of the improvement effort. While Spain found that a comprehensive 
innovation seems more successful, the Dutch opinion is that smaller improvement 
programmes with a clear focus in one or two domains of education will more likely lead 
to success. 
The case studies analysis has made clear that there are more factors than the theoretical 
ones that are important for ESI. These factors must be integrated in the ESI model as 
well.  
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Table 3 ESI factors for effective school improvement from the case studies 
analysis  
(+ means positive influence on ESI, - means negative influence on ESI, 0 means no 
influence on ESI; T means the importance of the factor was also found in the 
theoretical part of ESI, see also Table 2)  
(N: the Netherlands, F: Finland, B: Belgium, UK: United Kingdom, S: Spain, P: 
Portugal, I: Italy, G: Greece)  

 
 
 

T  N F B U
K 

S P I G 

 
Context level factors  
 

          

External agents involved in improvement programmes  Yes  +  + + 0 + + + 
External pressure to start improvement      +  + + + + +  
External evaluation of schools  Yes  +  + +   + + 
Market mechanisms  Yes    - -     
Decentralisation of decisions (content, teaching practice)           + 
 
School level factors  
 

          

Positive attitude towards change  Yes  + + + + +  +  
School culture, shared values, vision on education, mission  Yes  + + + + +    
School organisation that  facilitates improvement (time etc.)       + + + + + 
Leadership of the principal (or other staff members)  Yes  + +  + +    
Staff instability    -    - -  - 
Internal evaluation (assessment of students and teachers)  Yes  + +  +    + 
Goal setting (student o utcomes and/or intermediate goals)  Yes  + +  +     
Parental/community involvement in improvement programmes        0 + +  
Adequate planning of the improvement process  Yes   +   +    
Improvement embedded in overall school development    +   +     
Getting ready for change/tackle visible issues first      + +     
Complexity/comprehensiveness of the improvement 
programme 

  -    +    

Self-regulative improvement cycle  Yes      +    
Student participation in improvement efforts          +  
 
Classroom/Teacher l evel factors  
 

          

Teacher motivation and involvement/participation in processes 
and decisions  

Yes   + + + +  + + 

Teacher collaboration (in school, across schools)  Yes   +  +  + +  
Feedback on teacher behaviour    + +       
Teacher training/staff d evelopment      + +    
Implementation of essential elements of curricula/innovations  Yes     +  +   
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3.3 Intermediate outcomes: effective school and classroom/teacher characteristics  
 
Student outcomes can be considered the main effectiveness criterion  for effective school 
improvement, while changes in the school or classroom characteristics form the 
improvement criterion. For example, when students are not achieving optimally for a 
certain school subject, changes in the curriculum or in the classroom m anagement may be 
necessary. When teachers cannot manage to offer students the curriculum that they are 
supposed to, because of lack of time, changes in the school organisation may be 
necessary.  
In general, intermediate outcomes should always be related to  student outcomes. When 
changes in school and classroom/teacher characteristics are undertaken, it should be clear 
how these are expected to enhance student outcomes. The school effectiveness 
knowledge base makes clear which characteristics are essential i n this respect. Because 
most overviews revert to roughly the same set of (inter)national studies, the 
characteristics mentioned by different authors show substantial overlap. We will restrict 
ourselves to the main characteristics derived from these overvie ws. 
 
Effective school characteristics  
 
At the school level, the following effective characteristics are essential for student 
outcomes in a broad domain:  
• Achievement orientation and high expectations,  
• Professional leadership,  
• Consensus and cohesion among s taff, 
• Shared vision and goals,  
• Curriculum quality,  
• Opportunity to learn (for students and teachers), 
• School climate: orderly atmosphere,  
• School climate: effectiveness orientation and good internal relationships,  
• Evaluative potential,  
• Parental involvement/h ome-school partnership.  
 
Effective classroom/teacher characteristics  
 
At the classroom/teacher level, the following effective characteristics are essential for 
student outcomes in a broad domain:  
• High expectations of students,  
• Purposeful teaching,  
• Classroom climate,  
• Learning environment,  
• Effective learning time/concentrating on teaching and learning,  
• Structured instruction,  
• Independent learning,  
• Differentiation and grouping procedures,  
• Monitoring progress,  
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• Positive reinforcement and feedback.  
 
3.4 Draft version of an ESI model   
 
As was described earlier, the procedure for the construction of a model is the following:  
- As a first step, factors from theories and case studies that are important for ESI are 

selected. Preferably, these factors show empirical evidence and are observable and 
alterable.  

- As a second step, the factors are meaningfully regrouped under the heading of a 
restricted set of key concepts at the context, school, and classroom/teacher level.  

The sets of factors in Tables 1, 2 and 3 are the results of the first step. Now we will try to 
take the second step.  
Most improvement factors that we found are located at the school level. The theories and 
case studies we studied are dealing with school improvement efforts that focus at this 
level for changes in the educational processes and outcomes. Although the importance of 
teachers and their work in classrooms is certainly acknowledged, teachers are not 
considered the main lever of change for effective school improvement. Even when 
teachers succeed in achie ving major changes in their classrooms with strong effects on 
student outcomes, this is not an example of effective school improvement as we defined 
the concept. 
Although isolated teacher efforts can surely enhance student learning outcomes (the 
effectiveness criterion of ESI), they cannot really be expected to have a lasting impact on 
the school as an organisation (the improvement criterion of ESI). As a consequence, the 
most important level in the model is the school level and most concepts that constitut e 
ESI are at this level. For convenience we will not distinguish a separate department  level 
in this text, although improvement efforts in secondary education will often concern 
specific departments. In that case, we suppose that the factors for the depart ments will 
essentially the same as the factors for the school.  
However, this conclusion may yield conceptual problems for countries in which the 
school organisation is not strongly developed. The school level factors in the model may 
not adequately descri be the actual situation in schools in a centralised country as Greece, 
but also in a more decentralised country such as Belgium that does not actively stimulate 
schools to improve. It may be that some of the concepts that we describe at the school 
level in the model are in fact taking place at another level, for example, when the national 
government takes the initiative for improvement or when teachers decide that 
improvement is needed in their classrooms. Still, in these situations too the schools will 
ultimately have to be the essential centres of effective school improvement, even when 
the initiative for changes comes from the outside or is absent. When the school as an 
organisation does not actively engage in improvement efforts at least to some extent, 
improvement effects will be marginal and probably not lasting (in the case of enthusiastic 
or isolated teachers) or effects will not be found at all.  
 
3.4.1 Key concepts  
 
We suggest the following ESI key concepts under which the factors that we found may be 
grouped: 
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- Pressure to improve,  
- Goal setting for improvement,  
- Autonomy granted to schools/used by schools and teachers to decide about 

improvement, 
- Culture that favours improvement,  
- Readiness for improvement,  
- Cyclical improvement processes.  
We will first  discuss the meaning of these concepts from the perspective of the 
school/department level. After that we will look at the implications of these concepts for 
the context level and the teacher/classroom level.  
 
Key concepts at the school/department level  
 
Pressure to improve.  Theoretically, schools define their own improvement needs, design 
their improvement efforts and evaluate after some time whether their needs have been 
met. Theories about the school as a learning organisation often depict this kind of 
improvement (i.e. learning) processes. In this case, schools feel an internal pressure  to 
improve. 
In practice, we have seen that schools often need some form of external pressure  to start 
improving. This external pressure may stem from various sources:  
- Market mechanisms  (for example freedom of choice of schools for parents and 

students, involvement of the community in what happens in schools) that promote 
competition between schools. Competition is likely to intensify the need to make a 
good impression on the general public outside the school and, as a consequence, the 
need for school improvement. Although market mechanisms do not automatically 
lead to a better quality of school and negative consequences may occur, they can 
certainly offer an impetus for cha nge.   

- External evaluation  of the outcomes of the school. When schools are held 
accountable for their results in terms of student outcomes, and when these outcomes 
are made public, schools are more or less 'forced' to start improvement efforts. When 
a school can formally expect sanctions for failure, improvement will actually be 
forced upon the school by a higher authority to prevent further problems (such as the 
closing down of a school).  

- External agents. Schools may be pushed towards improvement by sugge stions from 
external agents such as educational consultants, inspectors, policy makers or 
scientists, who introduce new ideas and theories about education. For example, in 
recent years a lot of improvement efforts have come about in many countries that 
reflect ideas about school effectiveness. The same holds for theories about 
constructivist learning. Sometimes these ideas have been integrated in educational 
laws or standards that schools are supposed to meet. Schools, confronted with new 
ideas about educat ion or new laws, need to improve to keep in touch with these 
developments.  

 
Goal setting for improvement. Improvement efforts of schools ideally are focused on a 
clear set of goals that should be achieved in a certain period of time. When goals are 
vague or unclear for the school staff, improvement efforts are bound to fail. The goals for 
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effective school improvement are preferably derived from the educational effectiveness 
knowledge base. This means that schools that want to improve pursue:  
- Goals that are  directly phrased in terms of student outcomes . These student outcomes 

can reflect a wide range of knowledge, skills and attitudes and are not necessarily 
narrowed down to cognitive achievement only.  

- Goals that are phrased in terms of intermediate outcome s at the school or 
classroom/teacher level. This type of improvement goals concerns for example 
changes in the school organisation, teacher behaviour, or the materials used by 
students. In this type, student outcomes are the ultimate goal but the improveme nt 
efforts are focused on effective school and classroom/teacher characteristics that will 
enhance outcomes. Generally speaking, these characteristics promote time for 
learning, opportunity to learn, or the quality of educational processes in schools and 
classrooms. 

 
Autonomy used by schools to decide about improvement . The school improvement 
literature shows that in general at least some autonomy of schools is favourable for the 
success of improvement efforts. An improvement project developed outside the s chool, 
which is merely forced upon the school, is likely to fail. This is especially so when the 
project is not tailored to fit the school's needs, in consultation with the school. Even when 
some implementation occurs, which is already rather questionable in this context, 
consolidation of improvement in the long run is not very likely.  
 
We have seen that autonomy of schools can have to do with several domains: educational 
goals (what to teach), educational means (how to teach), organisation (including hirin g 
and firing personnel, management and administration), and finances. There is some 
evidence that full autonomy in all these domains does not necessarily promote 
improvement. The same statement however also holds for absence of autonomy in all 
domains. Effective school improvement will always have to concern the core business of 
schools, by which we mean student outcomes or intermediate outcomes. The core 
business is chiefly represented by the domains of educational means and organisation. 
The domains of educational goals and finances generally will involve actors above the 
school level, such as a school board, district officials or the national government. As a 
consequence, some autonomy of schools in the domains of educational means  and the 
school organisation seems most essential for school improvement.  
 
Culture that favours improvement . Schools with a favourable culture for improvement 
will easier start and continue improvement efforts than schools who avoid changes. A 
major factor that constitutes such a culture is a shared vision on education in the school  
that clarifies which goals the school tries to achieve and in what way they try to do so 
(the mission of the school), and which values are promoted or disputed. Without a clearly 
stated vision, school s cannot explain to others what they stand for. Also, they cannot 
track down which elements in the school are not in accordance with their vision and need 
to be changed or improved.   
Another factor of the school culture that favours improvement is the willingness to 
become (or stay) a learning organisation . Schools who sees themselves and their 
educational procedures as merely static and who are not willing to reflect on their 
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situation are not likely to start improving. In these schools, activities such a s training and 
coaching of staff will be rare. Schools who have a more dynamic view about themselves 
and who accept changes as a regular part of life show more characteristics of a learning 
organisation and will feel the need to improve more quickly. Train ing and coaching will 
be regarded as standard activities for the school staff.     
A related factor is the view on improvement. 'Static' schools will perceive improvement, 
as far as they will get engaged in improvement efforts at all, as an occasional task . 
Whenever some problem arises, something must be done to solve that problem. After 
that, business goes on as usual. More 'dynamic' schools will consider improvement as an 
ongoing process  and as a part of everyday life. Improvement efforts are continuous a nd 
embedded in a wider process of overall school development.  
 
Readiness for improvement . Improvement will be very hard when the school is not 
sufficiently ready to actually start and continue improving. Readiness refers to a general 
feeling in the school  that improvement is needed and must be undertaken as well as to the 
presence of essential conditions in the school.  
An important factor that influences readiness is the improvement history  of the school. 
Schools that have succeeded in bringing improvemen t about will easier start new efforts. 
Another factor is the feeling of ownership  of school improvement, which will be more 
common in schools that are able to influence or fully define the focus and the type of 
improvement that they will engage in.  
A condition that constitutes the readiness to improve is clarity about the leadership  of 
improvement efforts. Without leadership improvement efforts are bound to degenerate. 
Often the school principal is seen as the most appropriate person to be in charge, but t his 
depends to some extent on his or her professional role. Sometimes the school culture does 
not allow for a strong leader who clearly guides the other staff members. This may 
happen for example in countries such as the Netherlands, where the relations be tween 
principal and teachers are based on equality instead of functional hierarchical differences 
and teachers will not easily accept authoritarian behaviour of the principal. It is important 
however that someone (or a group of people) is qualified to take  the lead in improvement 
efforts of schools and subsequently is acknowledged as the leader.  
There are two more major conditions in the school organisation that constitute readiness 
to improve. First, some stability in the staff should be guaranteed. It is  not only inefficient 
but also often rather useless to start improving when the continuity of the improvement 
efforts are at stake because of staff turnover. Second, the school organisation should grant 
all staff members involved in improvement some additi onal time for their improvement 
activities, for example for consultations with colleagues or trainers. Improvement should 
be considered a professional task that cannot depend on the goodwill and spare time of 
the school staff. 
 
Cyclical improvement process es. Although improvement processes will rarely wind 
neatly from one stage to the next in the daily practice of schools, there are several stages 
to be discerned that must be gone through for a good course of events. These stages may 
sometimes overlap to so me extent or return repeatedly before the full cycle of 
improvement is at its end. Planning for example will often not be a one time activity that 
takes place relatively early in the improvement process, but instead planning activities 
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and adaptations of e arlier plans may be needed on a continuous basis. This is especially 
so for complex improvement efforts that involve many staff members and cover more 
than one school year.  
The cycle of improvement processes starts with a phase of needs assessment . Before a 
school can start improving, it must be clear why improvement is required in the first 
place and what the starting situation of the school is. Such an assessment can be made by 
representatives of the school (self -diagnosis, self-assessment) or by others,  in the form of 
an audit. The assessment phase ends when a diagnosis of the problems of the school that 
need to be solved is delivered. Sometimes the improvement processes are merely 
mandated by the educational context, for example by educational laws. How ever, then 
too needs assessment in the school is needed in order to fit the general requirements 
sufficiently to the particular needs of the school.  
The next phase concerns the phrasing of detailed goals  that the school wants to achieve 
in the improvement process. General goals (for example, higher achievement of students, 
a better attitude of students, and the introduction of information technology in the school) 
must be specified into more detailed goals and subsequent activities that are linked to 
these detailed goals. These can function as support for the persons involved in the 
improvement efforts. The goals must be phrased in terms of student outcomes or as 
intermediate goals that refer to effective school or classroom/teacher characteristics.   
The following phase concerns the planning of the actual improvement activities . In this 
phase, commitments must be made about the time needed for activities. Also, the 
person(s) in charge of the planning have to face:  
- decisions about priorities and the order of activities (tackling visible issues first, 

especially when the improvement undertaken is very complex),  
- strategies that will be applied (such as inservice training facilities for teachers, 

professional courses outside the school, or coaching by staff memb ers),  
- the (possible) contacts with external agents and the tasks of these agents in the school,   
- the (possible) appointment of internal agents and their tasks in the school,  
- the division of tasks among other persons in the school,  
- the use of incentives ( will there be specific rewards for persons involved in the 

improvement efforts),  
- the role and authority of persons involved in the improvement efforts, so that there 

will be no misunderstanding about these roles and the power relations in the school,  
- the role and influence of students, parents and the community in the improvement 

efforts, 
- the way in which results of the improvement efforts will be communicated to 

everyone involved during and after the improvement process.  
The implementation phase follows d irectly after the planning phase and may also 
influence the further planning of activities, when developments take another turn than 
was initially expected. The precise focus of implementation depends on the goals that the 
school wants to achieve in the im provement process. Generally speaking, the 
implementation phase is the most substantial phase in the cycle of improvement. When 
implementation does not occur, all preceding efforts have been in vain and the pursued 
goals will not be achieved. Also, the imp lementation phase will generally involve more 
persons in the school in improvement activities than the other phases do.  
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The final phase of the cyclical improvement process, that may form the input for a new 
cycle of improvement, is the evaluation  phase. In  this phase, the school assesses by 
means of self-evaluating procedures whether the goals of improvement have been 
achieved sufficiently. These procedures can also be performed by external agents, if this 
was defined in an earlier stage as one of their tas ks. 
 
In effective school improvement, the cyclical improvement processes will be co -
ordinated at the level of the school (or the department). In actual educational practice 
phases may sometimes be mainly executed at the context level (for example, when the  
national government sets goals and schools are obliged to follow) or the teacher level (for 
example, when the school level is not strongly developed and improvement is left to the 
initiative of teachers). In principle however we assume that effective scho ol improvement 
needs co-ordination at the school level in all phases of the cyclical processes.  
 
Key concepts at the context level  
 
Some concepts described above for the school level are in fact situated (at least partly) at 
the context level and refer to processes or actions of agencies above the school level such 
as the school board, the district, or the national government. These concepts are:  
- Pressure to improve . As far as the pressure to improve is external and originates 

somewhere outside the school, the factors under this concept are at the context level. 
This holds for the external pressure caused by market mechanisms, the external 
evaluation of schools, and external agents.  

- Goal setting for improvement . Not only schools can set goals for improvemen t, but 
agencies in the context of the school do so as well. Governments have often specified 
in some detail which knowledge, skills and attitudes students are supposed to learn in 
schools (student outcomes). School boards, inspectors or district representa tives may 
also interfere with the characteristics of schools and classrooms (intermediate goals).  

- Autonomy granted to schools to decide about improvement . This type of autonomy 
for schools (especially in the domains of educational means and the school 
organisation) must always formally be granted by agencies in the context of the 
school (school board, national government. For the context level, this means that 
decentralisation of authoritative powers must take place in the specified domains.  

The remaining key concepts (culture that favours improvement, readiness for 
improvement, and cyclical improvement processes) are not specifically related to the 
context level.  
 
Key concepts at the classroom/teacher level  
 
Earlier we have stated that the school is the c entral unit for effective school improvement. 
However, several key concepts that were outlined for the school need also to be 
'translated' to the classroom/teacher level. These are:  
- Autonomy used by teachers to decide about improvement . Earlier it was shown that 

some autonomy is needed for the success of schools in their improvement efforts. The 
same holds for teachers who are involved in school improvement. When 
improvement activities are merely forced upon them by the school staff, 
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implementation may not occur or just rudimentarily. Therefore, it is essential that 
teachers can participate in decision making processes with regard to school 
improvement.  

- Culture that favours improvement . For schools, it is important that they are willing to 
become or stay a learning organisation. In the same sense it is important for teachers 
who are involved in improvement that they are willing to perceive themselves as 
learners. This implies that they are willing to participate in training, coaching, and 
collaboration with other teachers whenever improvement efforts call for these forms 
of schooling.  

- Readiness for improvement . Improvement is more likely to succeed when schools 
have a sense of ownership. This is also true for teachers who are expected to 
participate in impro vement. Therefore, teachers must show at least some motivation 
and commitment to the improvement plans of the school. When commitment is not 
automatically present, the school should try to develop it after all before the 
improvement process goes on.  

- Cyclical improvement processes . Teachers are central in the implementation phase of 
most improvement processes. When they do not implement the essential elements of 
the improvement plans, effects are not to be expected. For successful implementation, 
regular feedback is necessary.    

 
The remaining key concepts (pressure to improve and goal setting for improvement) are 
not specifically related to the classroom/teacher level. This is not to say that teachers may 
not need pressure to improve or may not be particip ating in goal setting. Still, we think 
that the main external pressure (whenever needed) should be exerted on the school. Also, 
goal setting must be co -ordinated by the school. The potential activities that schools may 
perform to get teachers started and t o have them define, adapt or refine goals are headed 
under the key concepts of readiness and autonomy (see above).  
 
3.4.2  A model for effective school improvement  
 
The key concepts and the factors that belong to the key concepts can now be summarised 
in the form of an ESI model. We have defined the structure of the model (three levels: 
context, school, and classroom/teacher), we have outlined the key concepts and the 
factors at each level, and we have specified the outcomes of effective school 
improvement (intermediate outcomes at the school and classroom/teacher level versus 
student outcomes).  
The problem however is how the relationships between the key concepts at the several 
levels and across the levels must be pictured. The same holds for the factors.  The 
literature and the case study analysis both are not really conclusive about the relationships 
between factors that matter in effective school improvement. Therefore, we will not 
suggest this kind of relationships in detail at this stage of development  in the theory and 
research of effective school improvement. Still, some general principles that are helpful 
for the building of the model seem rather obvious:  
- The context level will directly influence the school level and the classroom/teacher 

level, while the opposite is not so. The classroom/teacher level may be influenced 
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directly by the context level, especially in countries where the school level does not 
play a very important role, but also indirectly (mediated by the school level).  

- The school level and the classroom/teacher level are reciprocally related. The 
concepts at the school level influence what happens in classrooms, but the teaching 
and learning processes will in their turn influence what happens at the school level.  

- The school level and th e classroom/teacher level will both influence the intermediate 
outcomes of effective school improvement (effective school and classroom/teacher 
characteristics). These outcomes may in their turn influence both levels.  

- The classroom/teacher level generally is the main level that influences student 
outcomes, although the school level may also directly influence student outcomes. 
These outcomes however may influence the classroom/teacher level in their turn, but 
also the school level (for example, the school d ecides to purchase a new curriculum 
when student achievement is low).   

- Effective school improvement may be mainly directed at intermediate outcomes 
(effective school and classroom characteristics), at student outcomes, or at both types 
of outcomes at the same time. When intermediate outcomes are the main focus, it 
should be clear how, in the end, these outcomes will enhance student outcomes. 
When student outcomes are the main focus, it should be clear whether changes in 
school and/or classroom characterist ics are necessary. Therefore, there should always 
be at least a conceptual reciprocal link between intermediate and student outcomes.  
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Figure 1 A model for effective school improvement  
 
Context 

  
School/department 

  
Classroom/teacher 

  

       
 
Pressure to improve 
• Market mechanisms 
• External evaluation 
• External agents 
 
Goal setting for  
improvement 
• Student outcomes 
• Intermediate 

outcomes 
 
Autonomy granted to 
schools 
• Educational means 
• School organisation 
 

 
Autonomy used by teachers to decide 
about improvement 
• Participation in decision making 

processes 
 
Culture that favours improvement  
• Willingness to learn: 

participation in training and 
coaching 

• Collaboration with colleagues 
and others 

 
Readiness for improvement  
• Motivation and commitment to 

improve 
 
Cyclical improvement processes 
• Implementation 
• Feedback 
 
 

 

  
Pressure to improve 
• Internal pressure 
 
Goal setting for  
improvement 
• Student outcomes 
• Intermediate outcomes 
 
Autonomy used by schools to decide 
about improvement 
• Educational means 
• School organisation 
 
Culture that favours improvement  
• Shared vision on education 
• Willingness to become a learning 

organisation 
• Improvement as an ongoing 

process 
 
Readiness for improvement 
• Improvement history 
• Ownership of improvement 
• Clarity about leadership 
• Staff stability 
• Time for improvement activities 
 
Cyclical improvement processes 
• Assessment/diagnosis 
• Phrasing of detailed improvement 

goals 
• Planning of improvement activities 
• Implementation 
• Evaluation 
 

 

 

  
Intermediate outcomes 
 
• Effective school characteristics:  
 

- achievement orientation and high 
expectations  

- professional leadership 
- consensus and cohesion among staff  
- shared vision and goals 
- curriculum quality 
- opportunity to learn (for students and 

teachers) 
- school climate  (orderly atmosphere, 

effectiveness orientation and good 
internal relationships)  

- evaluative potential 
- parental involvement/home-school 

partnership 
 
 

• Effective classroom characteristics:  
 

- high expectations of students 
- purposeful teaching 
- classroom climate 
- learning environment 
- effective learning time/concentrating 

on teaching and learning 
- structured instruction 
- independent learning 
- differentiation and grouping 

procedures 
- monitoring progress 
- positive reinforcement and feedback  
 

       

       
Student outcomes 
 
• Knowledge  
• Skills 
• Attitudes 
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3.5 Revision of the ESI model  
 
Now we will present findings from three separate sources that we will use in the revision 
of the ESI model. These three sources are:  
- the analysis of existing data (Work Package 5),  
- the country conferences (Work Package 10),  
- the final workshop on Effective school Improvement (Work Package 9).  
The main objective of the analysis of existing data (Work Package 5) was to confront the 
ESI model with data from effective improvement studies. These studies had not been 
analysed earlier in  the ESI project (they did not overlap with the ESI case studies of 
Work Package 7 (De Jong, 2000). By comparing the key concepts and the factors in the 
model with characteristics of these newly analysed studies, some information about the 
validity of the model would be obtained. Studies were selected that matched the 
effectiveness criterion (a clear focus on student outcomes) as well as the improvement 
criterion (distinct attention for change processes in schools in order to achieve the project 
outcomes). Preferably, the studies had to be externally evaluated and reported. Six studies 
from the United States and the United Kingdom were analysed by the Dutch and Belgian 
ESI members: Success for All, Roots and Wings, Accelerated Schools, Modern Red 
Schoolhouse, the Improving School Effectiveness Project, and the High Reliability 
School. To compare the studies a checklist was used that reflected the key concepts and 
the factors of the ESI model in an earlier version of April 2000 (De Jong et al., 2001).  
The second source that we will use to revise the model is the information gathered in the 
country conferences (Work Package 10). The draft model in the version of July 2000 (see 
foregoing text) was discussed intensively in all ESI -countries in the form of a countr y 
conference in October and November 2000 (see also De Jong, 2001). The main objectives 
of these conferences were to disseminate preliminary results of the project to researchers, 
practitioners and policymakers and especially to get feedback on the draft m odel in 
consideration of its revision. The ESI countries were free to decide about the format of 
their country conferences. The input for participants in the conferences was the draft 
model and the way in which it was developed. The joint information avail able for all 
countries was the text of the preceding text in this report: background information on 
effective school improvement and the role of a model, the contributions from the 
theoretical and the empirical analyses performed by the ESI members and fin ally the draft 
model itself. Some countries used the English version of this text; others translated the 
text in their own language. Some countries provided their participants solely with this 
text, others added other documents of the ESI project, such as earlier reports. Countries 
were free to decide about the amount of information for participants, as long as the joint 
text was given.  
To structure the feedback from conference participants, a short questionnaire was 
developed by the ESI team (see also De Jong, 2001). The questionnaire checked the 
opinions of participants about all variables in the model by asking how important the 
variables are for ESI (either in a positive or a negative sense), why they are important, 
how the variables are related, which variables are most important, and why. In addition, 
the questionnaire asked for suggestions about changes in the model, other variables etc. 
The questionnaire was optional in the conferences. Not all ESI countries used this 
instrument to gather information .  
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The third and final source for the revision of the ESI model is the output of the final ESI 
workshop of November 2000 (Work Package 9), which was organised when all country 
conferences had taken place. For four successive days the ESI members presented and 
discussed the country conference findings and tried to build the final version of the ESI 
model.  
 
3.5.1 The analysis of existing school improvement projects (Work Package 5)  
 
For the analysis, we needed effective school improvement programmes with dat a about 
improvement strategies and results on implementation and (preferably) student outcomes. 
We have selected six improvement programmes, four of which are from the United States 
(Success for All, Roots and Wings, Modern Red Schoolhouse, and Accelerated  Schools), 
one is from Scotland (the Improving School Effectiveness Project) and one is from 
England/Wales (the High Reliability Schools Programme). All programmes are still 
running. The programmes are considered 'effective school improvement programmes' 
because they deliberately intend to raise student achievement as well as the quality of 
school and teacher factors. All programmes have the basic subjects as their primary 
curricular focus. They all take between three and six years.  
The aim of studying the programmes was to test the validity of the draft model (version 
developed in the ESI project in the spring of 2000). In order to analyse the programmes; a 
checklist was developed which structured the analysis to encompass the project content, 
the context level, the school/teacher level, and the outcomes. Here, the findings for the 
context and the school/teacher level factors are most important. For more detail we refer 
to De Jong et al. (2001). The main findings are the following:  
- The main variables at the context level could be distinguished in all programmes.  No 

clear evidence could be found for the relevance of market mechanisms, simply 
because these do not apply in the programmes. External evaluation and external 
agents are clearly visible in the progra mmes though. Student outcomes of project 
schools are measured in all programmes. Pressure to improve is used in all externally 
driven programmes but the amount of pressure seems to be different. An additional 
context variable, resources (e.g. finances, mat erials, and personnel assistance), was 
suggested to be of importance for the facilitation of improvement processes. This 
seems to be a main factor because without external assistance improvement efforts 
are not clear, too difficult or too time consuming fo r school staff. 

- At the school level all suggested factors were available in the programme 
descriptions. The distinction between culture and readiness for improvement did not 
seem relevant, as these factors are strongly related. A shared vision on education  (as 
part of culture) is difficult to obtain without ownership and leadership (part of 
readiness). Willingness to learn (a culture component) and motivation and 
commitment to improve (a readiness aspect) are equally closely interrelated. The 
programmes use  different measures to increase internal pressure, e.g. a high 
participation commitment of the school staff (80%), high costs to be accepted as 
project school, staff development, extra personnel (facilitator; tutor), family support 
and a frequent assessmen t cycle. Measures are taken to ensure that teachers are 
willing to learn (schools receive training and support, meetings are scheduled during 
school days, there are procedures to minimise the workload of teachers). All 
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programmes are directed at the staff (or the community) in order to develop 
ownership and collaboration within schools. All staff members participate in the 
planning and curriculum development phases of the programme, with the staff 
implementing the plans and strategies. Schools can build upo n their previous 
improvement efforts and incorporate the best of their practices.  

- All programmes direct their improvement efforts towards changes in quality of the 
school and/or the teachers. The changed factors are derived from empirical studies in 
school and class effectiveness and acknowledge the importance of these factors in the 
draft ESI model. Conclusions about the outcomes of the projects are difficult. Studies 
are often correlational and do not allow for straight causal inferences between 
processes and outcomes. Many of the programmes are still running and do not yet 
allow for final interpretations.  

 
3.5.2 Main findings of the country conferences (Work Package 10)  
 
As we stated earlier, the ESI countries were free to decide about the format of thei r 
country conferences. Table 4 gives an overview of the format of the country conferences, 
the types of participants per country, and the number of questionnaires that were used for 
further analyses. Because not all participants returned questionnaires, th e number of 
completed questionnaires generally is somewhat lower than the number of consulted 
participants.  
The participants in the country conferences clearly cannot be seen as a random sample of 
all persons in a country who are involved in education in some way or another. Therefore, 
the findings per country cannot be interpreted as a general feeling in a certain country 
about the ESI model and its concepts and factors. Instead, the conferences are merely 
meant to generate ideas about the model that idea lly stem from a variety of persons (such 
as practitioners, researchers, and policy makers). In the short summaries per country, we 
will first describe the general remarks that were made about the model and the 
relationships between the blocks in the model.  Then we will depict the main comments 
on parts of the model (the context level, the school/department level, the 
classroom/teacher level, and the intermediate outcomes) and suggestions for additional 
factors that are not in the model now. We will inevitab ly concentrate on the main 
comments and leave the details out. These can be found in De Jong (2001).  
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Table 4 Design of the country conferences and participants per country  
 
Country Activities 

undertaken  
Type of participants consulted  Question- 

naires  
The Netherlands  One-day workshop 

+ ESI 
questionnaires  

Principals, representatives of school boards 
and teacher unions, school counsellors, 
inspectors, researchers, teacher trainers (n=22)  

N=22 

Finland Two-day workshop 
+ ESI 
questionnaires  

Principals and te achers who participated in 
ESI case studies, local policy makers, 
researchers (n=32)  

N=9 

Belgium (French 
Community)  

Three debate 
meetings 

Practitioners, policy makers, inspectors, 
researchers, representatives of parental 
organisations and unions  

N/A. 

United Kingdom  One-day conference 
+ ESI 
questionnaires  

Practitioners who participated in ESI case 
studies, school improvers, policy makers, 
academics, developers, students (n=15)  

N=12 

Spain Half-day congress 
symposium + 
Spanish 
(condensed) version 
of ESI 
questionnaire  

Educational researchers, inspectors, school 
principals, teachers (n=80)  

N=41 

Portugal Three one-day 
conferences  
+ ESI 
questionnaires  

Teachers who participated in ESI case studies 
and others, researchers, policy makers, 
inspectors (n=53)  

N=39 

Italy Five small group 
interviews  

Researchers, principals, teachers, policy 
makers (n=31)  

N/A. 

Greece Three small group 
interviews  

Teachers who participated in ESI case studies 
(n=10) 

N/A. 

 
The Netherlands  
 
General remarks. A problem that refers to all p arts of the model is the assumption that the 
factors will always work in the same way. This may not be realistic, because schools can 
be in very different situations (for example with regard to their improvement capacities). 
Factors may work differently fo r different schools and maybe they will not automatically 
always play a positive role. For example, external pressure to improve may be beneficial 
for a well-functioning school that just needed some push from outside. For a failing 
school that is strugglin g to survive from day to day, external pressure may be paralysing.  
There seems to be a kind of imbalance or a kind of tension in the model itself. The 
intermediate outcomes (effectiveness characteristics of schools and classrooms/teachers) 
give the impress ion that they are prescriptions on how to become a good school. At the 
same time, the school improvement factors (context, school, and classroom/teacher 
levels) are much more in line with ideas about the school as a learning organisation. Still, 
a learning organisation is supposed to set its own goals instead of working with recipes 
from others. 
There is an overlap between school and teacher level factors, which complicates the 
understanding of the model.  
Relationships in the model.  There is no direct line between the context and the student 
outcomes, although the context can certainly influence the outcomes (for example, by 
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setting goals). The line between context and school should be reciprocal. Furthermore, 
some relationships seem more decisive than other s do. The influence of the 
classroom/teacher level on student outcomes for example is more essential than the 
relationship between the school level and student outcomes. The model should reflect 
such differences in influences.  
The context level.  All factors in the model are certainly considered important but the 
importance of market mechanisms is not obvious. Some participants state that there is no 
real educational market in the Netherlands, because there are no sanctions for bad 
schools. Underperforming schools are not closed down, for example. Moreover, most 
parents and students do not really act as consumers. Most of the time they choose the 
school that is nearby. However, other participants state that there certainly are market 
mechanisms in the Nether lands because parents have a free school choice. These 
participants do not think highly of market mechanisms. They hold these mechanisms 
responsible for the division in 'black' (mainly immigrant students) and 'white' schools 
(mainly Dutch students) in the big cities, which they think is negative from the 
equality/equity point of view on education.  
External pressure to improve may be negative for low -performing schools, when the 
pressure is not combined with suggestions for improvement or counselling. With regard 
to external evaluation, participants think that this will only act as a pressure to improve 
when school results are actually published widely. Evaluation is only fair when indicators 
are evaluated for which schools can be held truly responsible. Ext ernal agents are not 
always so important. When the school hires them and when their jobs partly depend on 
the budget of the school, they cannot be supposed to be too critical. When they do not 
interact with individual teachers (for example by coaching teac hers during their lessons), 
their influence may be very small.   
Autonomy is only thought to be beneficial for schools and school improvement when 
they already have a good general quality and can act professionally.  
Additional factors concern policies wit h regard to the daily situation in which teachers 
have to work, for example with regard to their class sizes. Also, stability in educational 
policy is mentioned. In the Netherlands, schools are currently struggling with an 
unbalance between measures that s eem to reflect centralisation and measures that reflect 
principles of decentralisation.   
The school/department level.  The influence of the factors can often be positive or 
negative. This will strongly depend on the history of the school and its current si tuation. 
Improvement history for example may influence improvement efforts positively when the 
school has a positive history (successful efforts in the past). When the factor has a 
negative meaning for the school, its influence may be negative though.  
Additional factors concern a critical school board that may exert pressure to improve and 
motivation in the school staff for improvement.  
The classroom/teacher level.  No specific comments were made.  
The intermediate outcomes.  All are important, although paren tal involvement, 
independent learning and grouping procedures are considered less important.  
 
Finland 
 
General remarks.  The Finnish country conference participants think that the ESI model is 
promising. It seems to offer a good map of effective school impr ovement for 
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practitioners. However, the effectiveness part seems to dominate the model too much at 
the expense of the improvement part.  
Relationships in the model.  No specific comments were made, but the showed 
relationships were accepted and agreed.  
The context level.  Most factors clearly seem important. There is some discussion about 
market mechanisms. These may have dangerous effects as they can lead to inequality. 
They can foster improvement too, however. Although external agents may have 
influence, the y cannot bring about essential changes in schools. These ultimately have to 
be based within the school. However, even though action should start from within the 
school, external agents can help to start improvement better in the very beginning.  
There are several additional factors that are important for Finland. The first one is the role 
of the municipality, which is considerable in Finland but not represented in the model. 
The second factor is the role of teacher unions. These may strongly promote or hinde r 
improvement efforts in Finland. They can support staff stability and reduce the workload 
for teachers, thereby contributing to favourable conditions for improvement. The third 
factor is the role of information technology, which may influence education su bstantially 
in the near future not only at the context level but also at the other levels. The fourth 
factor regards resources for schools (such as budgets for educational means, availability 
of teachers/lack of teachers, national improvement projects) and  the economic state of a 
country.   
The school/department level.  Most factors are seen as important. Staff stability may 
promote or hinder improvement. Sometimes staff turnover may bring about new ideas 
that facilitate improvement initiatives.  
Additional factors are financial resources, leadership and managership performed by 
teachers, support of the principal for teachers, and student involvement in improvement 
efforts. 
The classroom/teacher level.  At this level, the role of students is not clearly specif ied. An 
additional factor is support from parents and the principal.  
The intermediate outcomes.  No specific comments were made.  
 
Belgium (French Community)  
 
General remarks.  The effort of the model to combine the school effectiveness and school 
improvement paradigms is fruitful, as well as the attention paid to all levels in the 
educational system. Still, some problems are to be solved.  
First, the model in its current form is not really descriptive or explanatory, but looks 
rather prescriptive. Practitione rs tend to read it as a model to be followed, not as a reading 
grid or an analysis tool.  
A second problem is the scope of the model. It must be flexible enough to be able to take 
into account quite distinct educational projects, within and across countrie s. Still, the 
model can never explain every improvement effort in every country and this should be 
made clear more strongly. The model tries to correspond with different countries and 
systems, but it should not be so general that it can say everything and its contrary at the 
same time. The model seems to assume that what is effective in one school or context, is 
also effective in another one, which unfortunately is not true.  
A third problem is the use that will be made of this model. It is not just a tool to be 
dropped by politicians in schools. It is not a recipe or a list of good practices to follow. It 
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can be a tool though that can assist in understanding and probably monitoring the 
educational system.  
Relationships in the model . No specific comments wer e made. 
The context level . Some factors are not appropriate for the Belgian educational system. 
Market mechanisms are not valued positively in Belgium. For example, free school 
choice may create homogenous student populations in schools, which is a threat to the 
concepts of equality and equity. Improvement can be perceived as a risky business for 
schools, which they will try to avoid when parents might prefer more traditional schools. 
As yet, schools are not externally evaluated in Belgium. An external agen t can only be 
successful when there is a group of internal agents or at least some cadre in the school 
responsible for sustaining improvement efforts that were started by external agents. In the 
Belgian system, such internal agents are not common and schoo ls are not used to address 
educational experts.  
The school/department level.  The school is the central unit in the model. For Belgium, 
this central role of the school is not obvious at all. Teachers and their classes are 
generally thought to be the most i mportant units. For example, inspectors assess teachers 
rather than schools. Also, teachers work independent of each other rather than in teams. 
Schools do not act as learning organisations. Leadership (by the principal) is not an 
obvious concept in Belgiu m, where teachers are still rather isolated and principals mainly 
have administrative tasks. The model does not take into account the local context of 
schools and the student population (socio -economic), even though these factors may 
influence improvement efforts and outcomes.  
The classroom/teacher level . No specific comments were made.  
The intermediate outcomes . The term 'intermediate outcomes' seems to suggest that these 
outcomes are not the really important ones. Concerning the outcomes (both intermedia te 
and student level), in Belgium some educational objectives are given for all schools (such 
as to enhance self-confidence and personal development of students, to warrant to all 
students equal opportunities of social emancipation). Improvement in Belgium  will 
therefore always have to fit in with these global objectives.  
 
United Kingdom  
 
General remarks . Participants in the country conference questioned the usefulness of the 
model. It cannot explain processes and outcomes for every kind of school. Also, m ost 
factors in the model can exert a positive or negative influence, depending on the current 
situation. This relates to the stage of the school and the current policy situation. The 
graphic representation of the model is too linear and not appealing for p ractitioners. The 
model should highlight the effectiveness criterion (outcomes) as well as the improvement 
criterion (managing to change, increasing capacity to change) but the focus seems to be 
on the effectiveness criterion. In the United Kingdom, studen ts as agents of their own 
learning is an important issue whereas students are not strongly present in the model .  
Relationships in the model : there should be a link between the context and the outcomes.  
The context level . The national context is very impo rtant in the United Kingdom. There is 
a climate of a pressure to improve (clear indicators are league tables, inspections, and 
performance-related pay) and accountability. The climate and the speed of change can be 
negative, because for some schools the pr essure may be too high. Nevertheless, the 
pressure to improve has been an incentive for many schools to focus more on teaching 
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and learning issues. The improvement agenda should be a matter of schools more than it 
is now, although some control for unwillin g schools is needed. According to practitioners 
the national focus on outcomes is a totally negative influence, while researchers and 
policy makers are more mixed in their feelings. Market mechanisms and external 
evaluation can have both positive and negat ive influences on schools. In recent years, the 
autonomy of schools has grown. They have greater control of their budgets, and decision 
making although this is balanced by greater central control and accountability.  
Additional context factors are the loca l community context and district -level support and 
resources, comparative performance tables and benchmarking data, and a climate of 
accountability and blame.  
The school/department level . In the United Kingdom, schools cannot be equated with 
departments as  some departments act autonomously within the school. As at the context 
level, the factors at this level may be positive or negative, depending on the response of 
schools and the stage they are at. For example, a negative improvement history may make 
it difficult to implement improvement processes at a later stage.  
Additional factors are effective leadership (not just clarity about leadership), resources 
and funding, the professional development of teachers, a dialogue with students, and 
being comfortable i n using school data, both quantitative and qualitative. This is an 
important issue in the perspective of self -evaluation.  
The classroom/teacher level . The name of this level is not particularly appropriate, 
because improvement is more about teacher behavi our than about classroom 
characteristics.  
Additional factors are the student/teacher interaction, leadership, and professional 
development needs.  
The intermediate outcomes . The role of students in their own learning and the dialogue 
with students should be added. 
 
Spain 
 
General remarks . The model received different reactions from persons who are familiar 
with school effectiveness theories and teachers. The first group thinks that the model is 
too technological, leans too much on school effectiveness and is too static to reflect the 
dynamics of school improvement. The attention paid to the classroom level is too small 
and the effectiveness factors at the classroom level do not have an improvement 
counterpart. The second group thinks that the model shows th e big gap between research 
and practice and does not reflect the complex daily practice. However, the majority of 
participants in the country conference consider the model valid for Spain and think that 
the model may help teachers to start change processes . Also, the model is useful for 
decision-making in educational policy. In general, the factors in the model will have a 
positive influence with the exception of market mechanisms.  
Relationships in the model . No specific comments were made.  
The context level. The Spanish education system is not influenced by market 
mechanisms. Therefore, for Spain it makes no sense to include this element in the model. 
Participants state that, even if this influence were possible, it would be very negative for 
education. External evaluation in general seems favourable. External agents are not 
favoured by all. In Spain there is no clear group of such agents, except for the inspection 
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whose role is debated. School autonomy is a very important element, but references to 
autonomy concerning both curriculum and should be included.  
Additional context factors, stable as well as dynamic, are needed. For instance, measures 
taken by administrations about the development of programmes, previous experience of 
change in the educational sy stem, working conditions of teachers and schools, promotion 
of team-work, motivation and training of management teams, and the participation of 
society in education.  
The school/department level . All factors are important, especially a shared vision and 
ownership of improvement. Clear leadership is also important. In the Spanish educational 
system, the existing democratic model to choose the school principal makes the 
management team to clearly assume the leadership role.  The place of the cyclical school 
improvement processes in the model is not satisfying  
An additional factor is parent participation. Parents are part of the maximum management 
body in the school; therefore, their participation should be included in the school level.  
School autonomy in the fie ld of curriculum and teacher management (for example, 
choices for training) is essential for school improvement and should be added  
The classroom/teacher level . For effective school improvement, the teacher factors are 
clearly the most important, more than  the school factors and the context factors. All 
factors in the model are important. The classroom and teacher characteristics are 
confounded. There is a clear lack of elements in the classroom level, which lead to the 
achievement of intermediate outcomes.   
Additional factors are teacher ownership of improvement and teacher involvement in the 
school.  
The intermediate outcomes . No specific comments were made.  
 
Portugal 
 
General remarks . Because of the different assumptions in the school effectiveness and 
school improvement traditions, the combination of both is difficult. School effectiveness 
is not very relevant for Portugal, where school autonomy is a recent development and 
accountability is not a strong political issue. Portuguese schools, although they h ave some 
autonomy now, still are not used to see themselves as organisational units. Improvement 
is mainly decided by individual teachers or groups of teachers and not at the school level. 
Even schools with an improvement history do not feel that they have  ownership of 
improvement processes. School improvement theories are more familiar for Portugal. 
However, some participants think that the model can be useful to introduce a stronger 
focus on intermediate and student outcomes in Portugal and to make school s more 
accountable for outcomes. For the participants in the country conference, it was not clear 
for whom the model is meant: for practitioners, researchers, or policy makers? Policy 
makers may misuse the model. In general, it was felt that the model is t oo static, too free 
of context, and too strongly built on cause -effects relationships.  
Relationships in the model . It was considered difficult to deal with the same factors at 
different levels.  
The context level . Market mechanisms formally are not very imp ortant at this moment in 
Portugal, although some schools are competitive because they suffer from a decline in 
enrolment as a consequence of low natality rates. Also, the concept can have a negative 
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impact. External evaluation and external agents are not s o important (although inspectors 
and researchers think otherwise about their roles).  
Additional context factors are the local context and local support, external financing and 
resources, the teacher career structure and inservice training needed for career  steps, and 
self-evaluation. 
The school/department level . Although most factors seem important, they are not so 
relevant in contemporary Portuguese schools. Internal pressure is not very important (yet) 
according to teachers. There is no tradition in this respect. The school environment and 
the student background in a school however can act as a pressure to change. Schools do 
not always have an improvement history by fear of risk taking and criticisms. Although 
some leadership by someone in the school is cl early important for effective school 
improvement, leadership by the principal is not so important in Portugal. School 
management is not a specific career in Portugal and school managers mainly have an 
administrative role. Staff stability is a problem, beca use teachers are centrally placed at 
schools. However, staff stability was not considered a problem by the schools invited to 
the country conference, because their staff is perhaps too stable.  
The classroom/teacher level . An additional factor might be teac her training.  
The intermediate outcomes . No specific comments were made.  
 
Italy 
 
General remarks . In Italy, the efforts to link school effectiveness and school improvement 
were appreciated, especially by researchers who think that school improvement must l ead 
to student achievement. Teachers however feel that the evaluation of school improvement 
must take place in the same terms as it is planned. Goals of school improvement are 
changing of the school climate, or better instructional contents. The school eff ectiveness 
criterion of student outcomes is not so relevant, the teachers think. In Italy, teachers and 
principals are not used to the idea of evaluation on the basis of student outcomes. They 
fear that tests may give a wrong impression of a student's inte lligence or development. 
Qualitative instruments are favoured and outcomes to be studies are wellbeing, 
satisfaction, creativity, and motivation. To evaluate schools, the teaching and learning 
processes must be studied in their opinion, for example procedu res to plan the work of 
teachers, parents' participation in the school, contacts with other educational institutes.  
The model fits the Italian educational situation (according to some persons) with regard 
to school autonomy. Schools can use the model as a guide for their own efforts. The 
model supplies conceptual tools for schools and decision -makers and can be used as a 
guide for the planning of improvement efforts in Italy, both at the central level 
(evaluation of schools, comparison of improvement effort s) and the school level (self -
evaluation). The teachers favour the self -evaluative principle and oppose the idea of 
external evaluation based on student outcomes.  
Relationships in the model . No specific comments were made.  
The context level . The notion of external pressure to start improvement is not appreciated 
in Italy, because it may reduce the freedom teachers are used to so far. Italian teachers are 
not comfortable with external agents, who are perceived as outsiders trying to invade the 
school. 
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The school/department level . In Italy, the improvement factors at the school level are 
considered the most useful for the further planning of improvement activities in schools. 
Especially a shared vision and a culture favourable for improvement are seen as 
important. The leadership issue is less important, because principals in Italy tend to be 
managers in the first place, not educational leaders.  
The classroom/teacher level . No specific comments were made.  
The intermediate outcomes . Concerning the outcomes, Ital y stresses the importance of 
criteria that transcend short -term educational outcomes. Skills that enhance lifelong 
learning and the vocational/professional career after compulsory schooling are examples. 
In this respect, contacts of schools with companies are essential.  
 
Greece 
 
General remarks . The Greek educational situation does not seem to fully support the 
model, mainly due to the importance assumed by the context level in Greece. Because of 
the centralised system, most relevant factors operate at this  level while the 
school/department level appears very weak. However, the factors of the model appear to 
operate differently in the public and the private school sectors of the system. When the 
model is actually empirically supported (in the public school s ector), this would suggest 
that changes in the Greek educational system may be needed to bring effective school 
improvement about.  
Relationships in the model . These do not adequately reflect the Greek situation.  
The context level.  In Greece, market mechanisms do not appear to affect the function of 
public schools, which serve 95 per cent of the student population. Parents and students 
have no freedom of choice and students are allocated to schools according to place of 
residence. This does not hold in the  private school sector, where schools compete with 
each other and parents and students have freedom of choice (of school). The ‘operational’ 
definition of effective improvement in Greece is associated with success in the university 
entry examinations. Pres sure to improve is reflected in pressure put on schools to achieve 
high success rates in these exams.  
Because the nationally distributed textbooks contain the contents for the exams, 
implementation of these textbooks (i.e. the curriculum) is the most impor tant task for 
teachers. The Ministry of Education sets both the outcomes and the curriculum. School 
improvement therefore also is strongly dependent on actions of the Ministry of 
Education, although teachers have some freedom to act as they want because th ere is no 
external supervision.  
Additional context factors in Greece are the society at large, which can act as an external 
agent, and the professional associations of teachers, which can enhance improvement.  
The school/department level . In Greece, many school and classroom factors of the model 
are in fact functional at the context level (such as improvement history, leadership, and 
ownership of improvement). Cyclical improvement processes can be found at the context 
level to some extent, but these are pas sed on to schools as top -down improvement 
programs. The pressure that schools feel to improve is derived from the aspirations of the 
surrounding community to provide their children with university education. The school as 
an organisation is not very strong  in Greece. Schools are not used to implement effective 
improvement programmes tailored to meet the school’s particular needs. However there 
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is a long history of school reform designed at the central level and equally applicable to 
all schools.  
In the public school sector, the authority of the school to regulate teaching practices is 
small and the school does not hire its own personnel (although there are differences 
between public and private schools in this respect). The principal merely has an 
administrative role. This is not the case in the private school sector where the 
owner/headteacher acts as a manager and has the ability to fire and hire personnel. Private 
schools are more in a position to see themselves as organisational units.  
The classroom/teac her level. In actual everyday practice, improvement efforts at the 
school and teacher level in Greece do not regard planned educational changes, but reflect 
instances of self-regulation that can be performed in the absence of supervision. This kind 
of improvement (which is not always explicitly considered as intentional improvement by 
teachers) mostly is executed by some teachers without involvement of the principal. In 
fact, the contribution of the school level is limited to the permission granted to teach ers to 
experiment with new teaching practices. Teachers generally define improvement efforts 
as the full and effective implementation of the national curriculum. When they deviate 
from the curriculum, it is mostly to teach the content in a way they feel is  better for their 
students. However, the goals they want to achieve by doing so are the goals of the 
national curriculum.  
Most pilot experimental projects of planned improvement are initiated by Ministry agents 
such as the Pedagogic Institute. Such projec ts allow teachers to experiment with new 
teaching practices. In this instance the contribution of the school level is limited to 
granting the teachers permission to participate in the programme/project.  
Some (public school) teachers are not interested in m ore autonomy to decide about 
education, although others would like more freedom in the teaching of the curriculum. 
There is no strong sense of being a team in Greek teachers of public schools, a fact 
largely due to teachers’ terms of employment. They remai n at the school mostly during 
their teaching hours, up to 21 hours per week, a fact that does not allow them to develop a 
spirit of collaboration.  
The intermediate outcomes . No specific comments were made (other than the ones 
already integrated in the tex t above).  
 
3.5.3 Main findings of the final ESI workshop (Work Package 9)  
 
In the Lisbon workshop of November 2000, the findings from the country conferences 
were discussed as well as more abstract issues concerning the function of the model, its 
representation, the importance of context, and outcomes of effective school improvement.  
 
The function of the model  
 
The model is aiming at three target groups: practitioners, researchers and policymakers. 
In the country conferences, there were questions about the  prescriptiveness versus the 
descriptiveness of the model. The character of the model has implications for the target 
groups. When the model is prescriptive, the factors that constitute the model should be 
read as a prescription or a recipe for effective s chool improvement. Only few participants 
in the country conferences actually advocate a prescriptive interpretation. For example, 
from a political point of view the model might help policymakers to focus on student 
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outcomes (Italy, Portugal) or on the scho ol as a meaningful unit for improvement 
(Greece, Belgium). Also, it could be used politically to point out to policymakers how 
strongly the context works and that not only schools are to blame (United Kingdom). 
Considering the state of the art in the resea rch however, such recipes are not realistic at 
all. Still, the model is not fully descriptive either. When it would have to be tailored to 
picture the countries in the project, every country would have a different model. Some 
factors in the model are prese nt in some countries, but absent in others. Some factors 
have a positive influence in some countries, but a negative one in others and the same 
phenomenon can also occur within countries.  
The model might have the following functions:  
- it can start a debate  and it can contribute to ongoing discussions about effective 

school improvement,  
- it can introduce arguments in a debate and thereby assist in decision -making,  
- it can act as an eye -opener about improvement factors which are different in different 

countries,  
- it can be used as a tool for the planning, designing, implementation, evaluation, and 

reflection of improvement projects and research on effective school improvement,  
- it can be used as input in teacher training.  
These functions can only be fulfilled i n different countries when the model allows some 
flexibility in the interpretation of the factors and their influences. As such, the model 
might best be described as a comprehensive framework for flexible use. This requires a 
rather abstract formulation of  the factors in the model, which then can be filled with more 
detailed examples for each country. Ideally, the project should also provide effective 
strategies related to the factors in the model. For example, when effective leadership is 
considered important, it should be outlined how to install effective leadership when it is 
not naturally present in a school or in an educational system.  
 
The representation of the model  
 
In the country conferences, the model was often considered too static. It is necessa ry to 
find a more dynamic way to picture the factors that constitute effective school 
improvement. It should be clear that we are dealing with flexible, dynamic, recursive, and 
revolving processes. Factors and levels are reciprocally related and cannot be depicted by 
linear cause -and-effect-relationships.  
 
The importance of the context  
 
Of all the levels with factors in the model (context, school/department, 
classroom/teacher), the context attracted by far the most attention. The model can 
contribute to cross-cultural issues, because it enables countries to see the contextual 
differences better, and to see the similarities. It may well be that the differences are more 
interesting than the similarities, especially in comparison with within -country models. In  
these latter models, the context level is often left out and as a consequence the major 
influences of the context on all other levels in the educational system are not analysed. 
The context level therefore is the background for all factors at the other le vels. 
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The outcomes of effective school improvement  
 
In the country conferences the focus on academic student outcomes as the major 
outcomes of effective school improvement was criticised. Schools pursue more student 
outcomes than academic ones and these should be represented in the model too. In 
addition, it should be noted that educational objectives (student outcomes) in some 
countries are strongly determined by the context level. The model suggests too much that 
the school can choose the outcomes. Even  when choices by the school are possible, the 
pursued outcomes will always have to be in line with the formal educational objectives. 
The model should also make clear that outcomes are defined by the project as the 'added 
value' of schools (outcomes correc ted for student intake measures).  
Student outcomes reflect the effectiveness criterion of effective school improvement. The 
model does not pay enough attention to the improvement criterion, the capacity of 
schools to manage change. Concepts that are linke d with the improvement criterion are 
schools as learning organisations and teachers as reflective practitioners.     
 
In short, the final version of the model should be a common framework on effective 
school improvement that countries can fill with relevan t factors and (if possible) 
strategies. The framework should be presented together with an overview of lessons 
learned per country and guidelines for the use of the model that are applicable for 
practitioners, researchers, and policy makers.  
 
3.5.4 Main conclusions for the revision of the ESI model  
 
In the presentation of the final ESI model, its function must be clarified. The appearance 
of the model has to change in order to make it look more dynamic. The model must make 
clear that the context factors are  the background for all other factors. Concerning the 
outcomes of effective school improvement, it must be emphasised that not only academic 
student outcomes are important but other student outcomes and changes in the school as 
well. The lists of factors i n the draft model must disappear, because these suggest 
prescriptiveness too strongly. The model must allow for a flexible use because of the 
differences across countries. With regard to the factors that were listed in the draft model, 
most factors were ac knowledged as important although their influence sometimes was the 
subject of discussion. Some factors must be added, at least for some countries. The 
problems concerning the school, department, classroom, and teacher levels in the model 
must be solved.  
 
3.6 A comprehensive framework for effective school improvement  
 
 We will now present the comprehensive framework for effective school improvement, 
which builds on the findings of the theoretical analysis, the case studies analysis of 
improvement projects in the  ESI project countries, the analysis of successful 
internationally acknowledged improvement projects, and the experiential knowledge 
gathered in the ESI country conferences on effective school improvement. Obviously the 
intensive discussions in the meeting s and workshops of the ESI members have also 
contributed strongly to the design and development of the comprehensive framework.  
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We have decided to use the term 'comprehensive framework' instead of 'model'. Because 
of the sometimes massive differences acros s countries, especially in their educational 
context, in the end it turned out to be virtually impossible to draw a general model that 
could be used in all ESI countries in the same way for the explanation of success or 
failure of improvement efforts. Alth ough we certainly have succeeded in defining and 
describing a set of factors at various levels in the educational system that are related to 
effective school improvement in most countries in some way, we cannot easily isolate 
factors that work in exactly t he same way in all countries. Even at a rather abstract level 
this turned out to be very hard to do. A complicating situation is that even when certain 
factors are supposed to influence effective school improvement in all countries at least to 
some extent,  their influence may vary from very positive to very negative. In addition, we 
have concluded that an effective school improvement model is not only difficult to draw 
across countries but also within countries because of the large differences between 
schools. Improvement may at least partly be a different process for successful schools 
and failing schools, for example.  
Moreover, the empirical evidence that we found on the factors that constitute effective or 
ineffective school improvement unfortunately is f ar from conclusive. On the basis of the 
case studies analysis we have identified factors that we assume are related to effective 
school improvement. Still, the state of the art in effective school improvement research 
forces us to be careful in our conclus ions about the importance of factors.  
Figure 2 shows the comprehensive framework for effective school improvement. We will 
first outline its main concepts and their interrelationships. Also, we will introduce the 
factors that are implied by the main conce pts. 
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Figure 2 Comprehensive framework for effective school improvement  
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The comprehensive framework shows that an improving school is firmly embedded in the 
educational context of a country. Schools and school improvement can never  be studied 
apart from their educational context. This is clearly indicated by the interrupted line 
around the improving school, which is central in the framework. As such, the improving 
school is always confronted with the main contextual concepts of pres sure to improve, 
resources for improvement and educational goals, which exist in the educational context. 
Even when schools are free to decide about their improvement outcomes, these will 
always have to be in line with the wider educational goals that are determined in the 
context. 
The importance of the educational context appears most prominently in internationally 
comparative studies such as the ESI project, but should also be incorporated in all within -
country studies of effective school improvement. Fro m the perspective of school 
improvement, the influence of the context on the school is much more intensive than the 
influence of the school on the context. Still, schools will over time influence their context 
as well.  
The main contextual concepts of pres sure to improve, resources for improvement and 
educational goals are overarching a wider number of factors, which we will discuss in 
more detail later. The factors are the following (see Table 5):  
 
Table 5 Factors within the main contextual concepts of the  framework  
 
Pressure to improve  Resources/support for 

improvement 
Educational goals  
 

- market mechanisms  
- external evaluation and 

accountability  
- external agents  
- participation of society in 

education/societal changes/ 
educational policies which 
stimulate chan ge  

- autonomy granted to schools  
- financial resources and 

favourable daily working 
conditions  

- local support  

- formal educational goals in 
terms of student outcomes  

 

 
In the improving school, the concepts of the improvement culture in the school, the actual 
improvement processes and the improvement outcomes are essential. The improvement 
culture is the background against which the processes are taking place. The improvement 
outcomes are the goals that the improving school wants to achieve. The concepts of 
culture, processes and outcomes are all interrelated and will constantly influence each 
other. The culture will influence not only the processes, but the outcomes of 
improvement as well. The processes obviously influence the improvement outcomes, but 
the processes will also change the improvement culture. The outcomes will influence the 
processes and also the improvement culture of the school. The interrelationships between 
these main concepts show that effective school improvement is an ongoing cyclical 
process without a clearly marked beginning or ending.  
The main school concepts of improvement culture, improvement processes, and 
improvement outcomes are overarching a wider number of factors, which we will discuss 
later. The factors are the following (see Ta ble 6): 
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Table 6 Factors within the main school concepts of the framework  
 
Improvement culture  Improvement processes  Improvement outcomes  

 
- internal pressure to improve  
- autonomy used by schools  
- shared vision  
- willingness to become a 

learning organisation/ a 
reflective practitioner  

- training and collegial 
collaboration  

- improvement history  
- ownership of improvement, 

commitment and motivation  
- leadership  
- staff stability 
- time for improvement  

- assessment of improvement 
needs 

- diagnosis of improvement 
needs 

- phrasing o f detailed 
improvement goals  

- planning of improvement 
activities  

- implementation of 
improvement plans  

- evaluation  
- reflection 

- changes in the quality of the 
school 

- changes in the quality of the 
teachers 

- changes in the quality of 
student outcomes 
(knowledge, s kills, and 
attitudes)  

 
 
3.6.1 Context factors  
 
The educational context influences the improving school continuously. For the start of 
improvement processes, the pressure to improve is the most important context concept. 
School improvement will always happ en within the constraints in resources that are given 
by the context. Therefore, the resources are the second context concept that we will 
discuss. Finally, the outcomes of school improvement will always have to be in line with 
the educational goals that a re set by the educational context. As such, the goals are the 
third context concept that influences school improvement. Wherever possible we will mix 
the introduction of the factors that fit in the main concepts with examples from the ESI 
countries.  
 
Pressure to improve 
 
Ideally, schools (as organisational units) define their own improvement needs, design 
their improvement efforts and evaluate after some time whether their needs have been 
met. Theories about the school as a learning organisation often depi ct this kind of 
improvement (i.e. learning) processes. In practice however, schools often need some 
form of external pressure from the educational context to start improving. Pressure may 
be very beneficial when schools are able to improve on their own but  have not chosen to. 
Pressure may be damaging however for schools that are not able to carry out 
improvement processes on their own and do not receive adequate support.  
The factors, which together constitute the concept of pressure to improve, are the 
following: 
- market mechanisms,  
- external evaluation and accountability,  
- external agents,  
- the participation of society in education and societal changes.  
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Market mechanisms  
Market mechanisms (for example freedom of choice of schools for parents and students, 
involvement of the community in what happens in schools) refer to competition between 
schools. Competition is likely to intensify the need to make a good impression on the 
general public outside the school and, as a consequence, the need for school 
improvement. Although market mechanisms do not automatically lead to a better quality 
of school and negative consequences may occur, they can offer an impetus for change. In 
the ESI project, market mechanisms (table 7) were the most debated and controversial 
factor.  
 
Table 7 Market mechanisms  
 
The Netherlands  The importance of market mechanisms is not obvious. Some state that there is no 

real educational market, because there are no sanctions for underperforming 
schools. They are not closed down, for example. Moreov er, most parents and 
students do not act as consumers. Most of the time they choose the school that is 
nearby. However, others state that there are market mechanisms because parents 
have a free school choice.  
Market mechanisms are not generally appreciate d, as they are held responsible 
for the division in 'black' (mainly immigrant students) and 'white' schools (mainly 
Dutch students) in the big cities, which is seen as negative from the 
equality/equity point of view on education.  

Finland Market mechanism s may have dangerous effects as they can lead to inequality. 
They can foster improvement too, however.  

Belgium(French 
Community)  

Market mechanisms are not valued positively. Free school choice may create 
homogenous student populations, which is a threat t o the concepts of equality and 
equity. Improvement can be perceived as a risky business which schools try to 
avoid when parents might prefer more traditional schools. A positive notion of 
market would imply that users (e.g. parents) are well informed, at l east about 
what the real quality of a school is, and about the processes needed to achieve 
this. However, this type of information is often lacking.  

United Kingdom  There is a strong climate of a pressure to improve  through competition for 
funding based on  open-enrolment in schools and the type of information 
(performance tables) available to parents in the process of making a choice. This 
climate and the speed of change can be negative, because for some schools the 
pressure is too high. Nevertheless, the p ressure to improve has been an incentive 
for many schools to focus more on teaching and learning issues. Market 
mechanisms therefore can have both positive and negative influences on school 
improvement.  

Spain The Spanish education system is not determined  by market mechanisms. Its 
presence could be a negative influence.  

Portugal Market mechanisms are not very important at this moment in Portugal. The 
concept may have a negative impact.  

Italy The notion of external pressure to start improvement is not app reciated in Italy, 
because it may reduce the freedom teachers are used to so far.  

Greece Market mechanisms do not influence the function of the public school sector 
(directly financed by the state). Parents and students do not have freedom of 
choice (of p ublic school) and place of residence is the decisive factor for the 
allocation of students to schools. This does not seem to be the case in private 
schools where market mechanisms play a role and freedom of choice is the case. 
In all cases pressure to impr ove is associated to success in the university entrance 
exams. 
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External evaluation and accountability  
 
External evaluation generally concerns the student outcomes of the school. When schools 
are held accountable for their results in terms of student outc omes, and when these 
outcomes are made public, schools are often more or less 'forced' to start improvement 
efforts. When a school can formally expect sanctions for failure, improvement will 
actually be forced upon the school by a higher authority to preve nt further problems (such 
as the closing down of a school). However, external evaluation must be fair. Discussions 
about league tables in the United Kingdom strongly suggest that value -added 
measurements of schools (the achievement output corrected for the  student input) are 
needed in order to compare the actual contributions of schools to student achievement 
(table 8). 
 
Table 8 External evaluation and accountability   
 
The Netherlands  External evaluation will only act as a pressure to improve when school re sults are 

published widely. This development has recently started, mainly because 
newspapers started to publish school results. The formal educational policy (by 
means of the inspectorate) merely followed these developments. Evaluation 
generally is only th ought fair when indicators are evaluated for which schools can 
be held truly responsible. In general, external evaluation is thought to be 
important for effective school improvement.  

Finland External evaluation is widely considered necessary and favourabl e. According to 
new school laws and regulations, the schools and institutions are expected to 
evaluate their functions and processes. Feedback for improvement is seen as 
natural. 

Belgium(French 
Community)  

As yet, schools are not externally evaluated in Be lgium, but through anonymous 
external evaluations for which outcomes are not published. These only aim at the 
beginning of cycles and not at the outcomes achieved at the end of cycles.  

United Kingdom  Schools are compared by means of inspection reports an d performance tables that 
are published. There is a climate of accountability and blame for schools that fail. 
At the teacher level performance -related pay raises further issues of 
accountability.  

Spain In Spain there is no general policy on external eval uation. When this kind of 
evaluation has been carried out, always previously accepted by the school itself, 
it has positively influenced the ESI processes.  

Portugal External evaluation does not act as a pressure to improve.  
Italy Teachers are not used to  evaluation on the basis of student outcomes. They think 

that school processes must be evaluated instead of outcomes.  
Greece There is no formal external evaluation system. Success rates in the university 

entry examinations provide an informal form of eval uation. 
 
External agents  
 
Schools may be pushed towards improvement by suggestions from external agents such 
as inspectors, policy makers, educational consultants or researchers, who introduce new 
ideas and theories about education. For example, in recent  years a lot of improvement 
efforts have come about in many countries that reflect ideas about school effectiveness. 
The same holds for theories about constructivist learning. Sometimes these ideas have 
been integrated in educational laws or standards that  schools are supposed to meet. 
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Schools, confronted with new ideas about education or new laws, need to improve to 
keep in touch with these developments (table 9).  
 
Table 9 External agents  
 
The Netherlands  External agents are not always important. When the school hires them and when 

their jobs partly depend on the budget of the school, they cannot be supposed to 
be too critical. When they do not interact with individual teachers (for example 
by coaching teachers during their lessons), their influence may be very small.   

Finland Although external agents may have influence, especially in the first stages of 
improvement, they cannot bring about essential changes in schools. These 
ultimately have to be based within the school.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

An external agent can only be successful when there is a group of internal agents 
or at least some cadre in the school responsible for sustaining improvement 
efforts that were started by external agents. In the current system, such internal 
agents are not commo n and schools are not used to address educational experts.  

United Kingdom  Government agents, such as the national inspectorate, can exert pressure of 
schools to improve.  Other external agents have no such power.  

Spain External agents are not generally s een as useful, since their role is not 
institutionalised except for the inspection whose role is debated. In those cases in 
which there has been an external agent, it has had a very positive influence on 
change processes.  

Portugal Teachers do not see ext ernal agents as important, although inspectors and 
researchers think otherwise about their roles.  

Italy Italian teachers are not comfortable with external agents, who are perceived as 
outsiders trying to invade the school.  

Greece There are no external ag ents such as inspectors. The Ministry of Education and 
its affiliated agents (such as the Pedagogical Institute) can be seen as external 
agents that design and initiate pilot improvement efforts.  

 
Participation of society in education and societal changes   
 
In general, schools are not isolated institutes. The society influences schools in many 
ways and demands school improvement whenever necessary. The essential goals of 
education for example are almost always established by the society at large and these 
change when the society changes. This can be seen especially clearly in vocational 
education, which continuously has to be in line with the requirements of the economic 
life in trade and industry. Economic welfare will influence schools as well as economic  
downswings. The development of information and communication technology (ICT) has 
not only altered teaching devices, but also the wider goals of education. Furthermore, the 
parents of students represent the influence of the society in a more direct way (t able 10). 
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Table 10 Participation of society in education and societal changes  
 
The Netherlands  Ideas about student learning have changed the design of education.  
Finland Information technology may influence education substantially in the near future.  
Belgium (French 
Community)  

General educational objectives and common competencies are given for all 
schools, under legal constraint.  

United Kingdom  Government policies, such as the introduction of a national curriculum and its 
related assessment, are oft en responses to the changing views of society.   
Globalisation issues, which focused on the need for a better skilled workforce, 
have led to benchmarking and target setting.  

Spain New social demands such as educational attention to immigrants, introductio n of 
ICT in the school, a new role of the school in the society, etc. play a crucial role 
for school improvement  

Portugal General goals centrally determined are seen as social expectations for schools.  
Italy - 
Greece The Ministry of Education sets both the outcomes and the curriculum. 

Improvement efforts (especially within the public sector) are strongly dependent 
on actions of the Ministry.  

 
Resources/support for improvement  
 
In order to make school improvement effective, resources and support made ava ilable in 
the educational context are very important. Without sufficient resources and support, 
schools are likely to experience troubles in their improvement efforts. Resources can be 
material, but there are also other resources and types of support that may be essential for 
effective school improvement. The factors that together constitute the concept of 
resources are the following:  
- autonomy granted to schools,  
- financial resources and favourable daily working conditions for teachers and schools,  
- local support.  
 
Autonomy granted to schools  
 
The school improvement literature shows that in general at least some autonomy of 
schools is favourable for the success of improvement efforts. For example, an 
improvement project developed outside the school, which is merely forced upon the 
school, is likely to fail. This is especially so when the project is not tailored to fit the 
school's needs, in consultation with the school. Even when some implementation occurs, 
which is already rather questionable in this context,  consolidation of improvement in the 
long run is not very likely. Autonomy of schools relates to several domains: educational 
goals (what to teach), educational means (how to teach), organisation (including hiring 
and firing personnel, management and admin istration), and finances. There is some 
evidence that full autonomy in all these domains does not necessarily promote 
improvement. The same statement however certainly holds for absence of autonomy in 
all domains (table 11).  
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Table 11 Autonomy granted to  schools 
 
The Netherlands   Autonomy is only thought to be beneficial for school improvement when schools 

already have a good general quality and can act professionally. If not, autonomy 
may hinder improvement efforts.  

Finland School autonomy is important and favourable for the success of improvement 
efforts of a school.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

As the Belgian educational system is based on freedom, schools (but the schools 
maintained by the French Community, which are formally under the direct 
authority of the Minister) benefit from a large autonomy and a public grant aid.  

United Kingdom  In recent years, the autonomy of schools has grown. They have greater control of 
their budgets, and decision making although this is balanced by greater central 
control and accountability.  

Spain Spain has scarce experience in school autonomy. Nevertheless, it is being very 
useful in the development of ESI processes and is very positively valued by 
teachers. 

Portugal School autonomy is important, but it has to be more f ully implemented.  
Italy - 
Greece By law there is no school autonomy in the domains of goals and means. Private 

schools have some autonomy in the domains of organisation and finances.  
 
 
Financial resources and favourable daily working conditions of teac hers and schools  
 
The improvement efforts of schools are heavily influenced by the daily working 
conditions of teachers and schools. With sufficient financial resources and time, 
improvement will succeed much more easily. An important factor is also the nu mber of 
available teachers in a country and in a school. When there is barely enough personnel for 
the necessary daily routines, improvement efforts will easily be suppressed. The daily 
workload of teachers, defined by for example their number of teaching hours and the size 
of the classes they have to teach, influences their motivation to improve. The stability of 
educational policies  is important in this respect too. School improvement can be 
enhanced by educational policies in the form of external pressur e on schools to change. 
However, when educational policies change too rapidly, schools may feel that they are 
forced from one type of improvement to another. Therefore, some stability in educational 
policies seems positive and necessary (table 12).  
 
Table 12 Resources and working conditions  
 
The Netherlands  The reduction of class size especially in the lower grades of primary education is 

supposed to enhance school improvement. With respect to stability of policies, 
schools are currently struggling with an unbalance between measures that reflect 
centralisation and measures that reflect principles of decentralisation.  

Finland Teacher unions may strongly promote or hinder improvement efforts, as they can 
support staff stability and reduce the workload for tea chers. This also holds for 
resources such as budgets for educational means, the availability of teachers/lack 
of teachers, and the existence of national improvement projects.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

- 

United Kingdom  The current shortage of teachers an d the problems with recruitment affects the 
ability of schools to focus on improvement. There is also concern about the 
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number of teachers leaving the profession.  
Spain Working conditions of teachers and schools are important. So, elements such as 

teachers’ stability, time for co -ordination of activities, and financial resources 
seem to be especially important if a successful process of change is intended.  

Portugal External financing and resources are important as well as the teacher career 
structure and inservice training needed for career steps.  

Italy - 
Greece Professional associations of (public school) teachers can enhance school 

improvement.  
 
Local support  
  
In addition to support as described above in terms of autonomy and resources, local 
support can be very important for effective school improvement. While the national 
support often sets the background for improvement, local support can influence the 
efforts of schools much more directly. Local support (table 13) includes the wider 
community of t he school, the parents of school students, district officials, school 
administrations, and school boards.  
 
Table 13 Local support  
 
The Netherlands  A critical school board or groups of parents may exert pressure to improve.  
Finland The role of the municipa lity is considerable.  
Belgium (French 
Community)  

There are three types of schools, depending on distinct organising bodies which 
can be in the immediate neighbourhood (small communities linked to one school 
only) or very far (large communities or schools maintained by the French 
Community). Relationships between schools and organising bodies are thus quite 
different. Moreover, these are either public (elected representatives) or private 
(but funded with public funds).  

United Kingdom  The local community co ntext and district -level support are important.  
Spain Administrations may take measures concerning the development of improvement 

programmes.  
Portugal The local context and local support (municipalities) are important for schools.  
Italy - 
Greece - 
 
Educational goals  
 
Although schools have to set specific goals for improvement, the context of the school 
generally sets the wider educational goals. Improvement efforts will always have to fit in 
with these goals. When the goals are globally formulated, t his will be much easier than 
when the educational goals are formulated in detail by the educational context (table 14).  
 
Table 14 Educational goals  
 
The Netherlands  There are core goals per school subject for primary and secondary education. 

These refer t o the outcomes that are expected of students, but sometimes also to 
ways of teaching.  

Finland The work of schools is always target -oriented and intentional. Improvement 
efforts have to fit in with the goals.  

Belgium (French Some educational ob jectives are given for all schools (such as to enhance self -
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Community)  confidence and personal development of students, to warrant to all students equal 
opportunities of social emancipation).  

United Kingdom  The government sets national, district and school level ta rgets that have to be 
achieved in core subject areas.  

Spain Establishing new objectives from a new educational regulation is a positive 
pressure for the development of ESI processes.  

Portugal National goals for all schools are considered to support scho ol evaluation.  
Italy The importance of long term educational outcomes is stressed. Skills that 

enhance lifelong learning and the vocational/professional career after compulsory 
schooling are examples.  

Greece The educational goals are set by the centrall y designed curriculum. Full and 
accurate implementation of the curriculum is seen as of paramount importance 
for success in the university entry examinations.  

 
3.6.2 School factors  
 
As was stated earlier, the central place of the school in the comprehens ive framework is 
based on effectiveness and improvement theories and research, which have shown that 
effective improvement requires school level processes. Teachers are generally considered 
an essential lever of change, because changes have to occur in the ir classrooms and their 
daily practices, but for effective school improvement individual teacher initiatives are not 
enough. Even when teachers succeed in achieving major changes in their classrooms with 
strong effects on student outcomes, this is not an e xample of effective school 
improvement as we have defined the concept. Although individual teacher efforts 
obviously can enhance student outcomes (the effectiveness criterion of ESI), they cannot 
really be expected to have a lasting impact on the school as  an organisation (the 
improvement criterion of ESI). Improvement efforts initiated by one teacher will 
generally disappear for example when the teacher changes schools, unless the school as 
an organisation sustains the efforts.  
With the term ‘the school l evel’ we do not mean that all improvement activities 
necessarily concern all members of a school staff. In practice, this will not happen very 
often, or it will only happen in small schools. Improvement efforts in secondary 
education or in larger primary s chools often concern specific departments or other subsets 
of school staff, for example a group of teachers working in the same grades. In that case, 
we assume that the factors for the departments or groups of teachers will be essentially 
the same as the factors that we have depicted in the framework for the school. For 
reasons of convenience however, we will refer consequently to the school level. The 
important notion that effective school improvement always requires improvement efforts 
by more than one pe rson is problematic for educational systems that have no strong 
tradition of school level improvement, even when teacher improvement activities may 
occur.  
In the discussion of the factors that constitute the concepts of improvement culture, 
improvement processes, and improvement outcomes we will focus on the school level. 
Implications for teachers will be mentioned from this perspective.  
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Improvement culture  
 
Schools with a favourable culture for improvement will start and continue improvement 
efforts more easily than schools who constantly try to avoid changes and are fearful of 
improvement. The improvement culture can be considered the background of all 
improvement processes in the school. Factors that constitute the culture are the following:  
- internal pressure to improve,  
- autonomy used by schools,  
- shared vision, 
- willingness to become a learning organisation/a reflective practitioner,  
- training and collegial collaboration,  
- improvement history,  
- ownership of improvement, commitment and motivation,  
- leadership, 
- staff stability,  
- time for improvement.  
 
Internal pressure to improve  
 
Schools can sometimes be forced into improvement by their educational context. 
However, schools can also decide on their own that they want to improve. For example, 
schools may find out that their teaching procedures are no longer suitable for their 
students, or schools want to improve the outcomes of students in a certain school subject. 
This often happens when the student population of a school changes . Students and 
parents, as well  as critical school boards, may give signs that improvement is needed. In 
this case, the pressure to improve and the motivation for improvement mainly come from 
within the school (table 15).  
 
Table 15 Internal pressure to improve  
 
The Netherlands  Internal pressure is often dependent on external stimuli for changes (for example 

budgets for training and school counselling).  
Finland For the success of a school’s improvement it is important that the pressure to 

improve mainly comes from within the school.  
Belgium (French 
Community)  

For some years, schools have been implementing compulsory dialogue meetings 
for which some time periods are allocated (primary education). Each school had 
to implement a consultative participating council gathering teaching staff 
members, parents and local actors (all schools).  

United Kingdom  Internal change agents can often be the catalyst for improvement, for example, a 
new principal or a review of examination data.  

Spain It seems evident that the main change engine is the school  itself noticing that it 
needs to improve. However, it is very difficult to have empirical evidence of this.  

Portugal Internal pressure is not very important. The school environment and the student 
background in a school however can act as a pressure to c hange. 

Italy - 
Greece Internal pressure may come from the environment of the school, parents and 

students who want to succeed in the university entry exams.  
 



 

 67

Autonomy used by schools  
 
Earlier it was stated that the educational context should grant scho ols at least some 
autonomy in order to carry out improvement. This implies however that schools can 
actually use their autonomy in improvement processes. Although this seems a logical 
step, in practice it is not. Sometimes schools are not fully aware of th e possibilities or 
they simply do not use their powers fully, for example when there is no effective leader. 
While autonomy is needed for the success of schools, the same holds for teachers. When 
improvement activities are merely forced upon them by the se nior staff, implementation 
may not occur or just rudimentarily. Therefore, it is essential that teachers can participate 
in decision-making processes with regard to school improvement (table 16).  
 
Table 16 Autonomy used by schools  
 
The Netherlands   Schools are recently becoming increasingly autonomous formally, but they still 

have to get used to their autonomy.  
Finland The participation of teachers in decision -making processes is necessary.  
Belgium (Fr.Comm)  - 
United Kingdom  Schools that successfully im plement improvement are those that have the 

capacity to work creatively within the parameters set by the external goals and to 
adapt those goals to meet their own purposes.  

Spain School autonomy in the field of school organisation, resources management, 
curriculum and teacher management is considered essential for school 
improvement.  

Portugal Schools, although they have some autonomy now, are not used to see themselves 
as organisational units.  

Italy  
Greece By law schools are granted no autonomy. In pr actice there is wide variation in 

way public schools function, due to lack of supervision and control. This 
however should not be seen as the result of planned action at the school level, but 
rather as the result of teacher’s initiative. Private schools se e themselves more as 
organisational units; a result due to the managerial role assumed by the 
owner/head teacher.  

 
Shared vision  
 
A shared vision on education in the school clarifies which goals the school tries to 
achieve and in what way they try to do s o, and which values are promoted or disputed. 
Without a clearly stated vision, schools cannot explain to others what they stand for. 
Also, they cannot track down which elements in the school are not in accordance with 
their vision and consequently need to be changed or improved. Preferably, the vision of 
the school is discussed with parents and students and also shared by them (table 17).  
 
Table 17 Shared vision 
 
The Netherlands  The development of a shared vision has been in the forefront of several Dutch 

improvement initiatives.  
Finland Schools need a good culture of discussion. One of the main disciplines of a 

learning organisation are shared visions. Because a learning school inevitably is 
an open organisation, discussions are shared with all individual s and groups that 
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are somehow co -operating. 
Belgium (French 
Community)  

Each school (public or not) has to define and to write a school project which is 
submitted to the Ministry.  

United Kingdom  Having a shared vision is important although it takes time t o achieve.  
Spain This element has proved to be very relevant in Spanish schools.  
Portugal The independence of teachers in their classrooms does not allow for the 

development of a shared vision.  
Italy  
Greece The school as a organisation is not a concep t that fits the Greek situation. 

Especially in the public school sector  there is no school vision.  
 
Willingness to become a learning organisation/ a reflective practitioner  
 
A major factor of the school culture that favours improvement is the willingness  to 
become (or stay) a learning organisation. Schools who see themselves and their 
educational procedures as merely static and who are not willing to reflect on their 
situation are not likely to start improving. In these schools, activities such as trainin g and 
coaching of staff will be rare. Schools who have a more dynamic view about themselves 
and who accept changes as a regular part of life show more characteristics of a learning 
organisation and will feel the need to improve more quickly. Training and p rofessional 
development will be regarded as standard activities for the school staff.  
Learning organisations cannot function without personnel who are convinced of the need 
for continuous professionalisation. Therefore schools need teachers who are willin g to 
become reflective practitioners (table 18).  
 
Table 18 Learning organisation/reflective practitioner  
 
The Netherlands  In general schools are not acting as learning organisations yet.  
Finland In order to fulfil their tasks and to survive schools must  become learning 

organisations whose members are reflective practitioners.  
Belgium (French 
Community)  

Schools usually do not act as learning organisations.  

United Kingdom  Organisational learning and professional development and important factors in 
English schools.  

Spain The idea of the learning organisation is not usual in the Spanish educational 
system. Nevertheless, data show its incipient relevance.  

Portugal Schools would like to become learning organisations, but they are not strong 
enough as orga nisational units to really allow it.  

Italy  
Greece The school as an organisational unit is not strong and there is no challenge (and 

limited willingness)  to become a learning organisation.  
 
Training and collegial collaboration  
 
For schools, it is impor tant that they are willing to become or stay a learning 
organisation. In the same sense it is important for teachers who are involved in 
improvement that they are willing to perceive themselves as learners. This implies that 
they are willing to participate  in training, development, and collaboration with other 
teachers whenever improvement efforts call for these forms of schooling (table 19).  
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Table 19 Training and collegial collaboration  
 
The Netherlands   In most schools teachers work independent of each other. There is more 

collaboration in primary schools than in secondary schools.  
Finland In a learning organisation as the school should be, it is always necessary that 

every individual learns more. Because of the growing challenges however 
individual lea rning is not enough. Staff members must learn how to learn from 
each other. Both individual and collegial learning are needed.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

Teachers work mainly independently of each other rather than in teams and they 
are individually inspe cted and controlled.  
 

United Kingdom  Whole school collaboration is more easily achieved in primary schools than in 
secondary schools.  

Spain The most successful ESI experiences are clearly those in which teachers have 
worked collegially.  

Portugal Teachers are not used to work in teams. School -based inservice training for 
teachers is very rare.  

Italy - 
Greece There is no strong sense of being a team in teachers. They are not used to 

collaboration.  
 
Improvement history  
 
Schools that have succeeded in br inging improvement about will easier start new efforts. 
On the other hand, for schools that are hardly used to improvement it is hard to find their 
way (table 20).  
 
Table 20 Improvement history  
 
The Netherlands  Improvement history may influence improvement  efforts positively when the 

school has a positive history (successful efforts in the past). When the factor has 
a negative meaning for the school, its influence may be negative though.  

Finland Information from the past and the present is needed to reali se and choose one of 
the possible alternatives to bridge the gap between the present and the future.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

- 

United Kingdom  A school’s improvement history may be a positive or negative influence. A 
positive previous experience is mo re likely to lead to further improvement efforts  

Spain In Spain, there are not many schools with an improvement tradition. But in those 
cases in which schools are used to carry out improvement processes, this element 
has proved to be especially relevant.  

Portugal An improvement history is not seen as an important condition to start 
improvement.  

Italy - 
Greece Improvements are designed at the central level and passed on to schools in the 

form of school reform, equally applicable to all schools. In this f orm 
improvement is a continuous process. However schools do not have a history of 
implementing improvement programs at the school level designed to meet 
particular school needs.  

 



 

 70

Ownership of improvement, commitment and motivation  
 
Ownership of school im provement refers to a feeling in the school that improvement is 
needed and surely must be undertaken, and that the activities that are planned are the 
right activities. Ownership will be more common in schools that are able to influence or 
fully define the  focus and the type of improvement that they will engage in. Improvement 
will be very hard when the school does not feel the necessity to actually start and 
continue improving. Ownership issues are strongly related to issues of commitment and 
motivation of the school staff. Teachers must show at least some motivation and 
commitment to the improvement plans of the school. When commitment is not 
automatically present, the school should try to develop it after all before the improvement 
process goes on (table 21).  
 
Table 21 Ownership 
 
The Netherlands  Although ownership seems important, in practice improvement sometimes starts 

before ownership has been established. This is because the decisions about 
improvement are not always taken by the persons who will have  to perform 
improvement activities.   

Finland It is widely known that performance (P) is the function of motivation, readiness 
and circumstances {P=f (MxRxC)}. If one of them is weak, performance is weak. 
If one of them is totally missing, performance is missing. In a learning school, 
every member must be committed and willing to act.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

- 

United Kingdom  Successful school improvement often happen in schools where time and energy 
have been spent on creating a climate of shared owne rship. 

Spain Teacher ownership and involvement in the school are important.  
Portugal Even schools with an improvement history do not really feel that they have 

ownership of improvement processes.  
Italy - 
Greece - 
 
Leadership 
 
Without leadership, impr ovement efforts are unlikely to succeed. Often the school 
principal is seen as the most appropriate leader, but this depends to some extent on his or 
her professional role. Sometimes the school culture simply does not allow for a strong 
leader who clearly guides the other staff members. This may happen for example in 
countries where the relationships between principal and teachers are based on equality 
and collegiality rather than functional hierarchical differences and teachers will not easily 
accept authoritarian behaviour of the principal. It is important however that at least one 
person or a cadre (a group of people) is qualified to take the lead in improvement efforts 
of schools and subsequently is clearly acknowledged as the leader (table 22).  
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Table 22 Leadership 
 
The Netherlands  Leadership is becoming more and more important in Dutch schools.  
Finland Leadership and management are both needed. The principal can be seen as a 

conductor in an orchestra. Sometimes he has to be more visible, sometimes he is 
more in the background.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

Leadership (by the principal) is not an obvious concept in Belgium, where 
teachers are still rather isolated and principals mainly have administrative tasks.  

United Kingdom  Leadership, particularly of  the principal, is seen as important. Improvement 
however is also generated by other staff members in an informal leadership role.  

Spain The democratic model in the election of the school principal makes him/her to be 
the natural leader of the school, wi th a high capacity to put energy into teachers. 
The management team has always had a core role in change processes.  

Portugal Although leadership by someone in the school is clearly important, leadership by 
the principal is not so important in Portugal, be cause principals have mainly 
administrative tasks.  

Italy Principals in Italy tend to be managers in the first place, not educational leaders.  
Greece Leadership of improvement efforts is exercised by the Ministry of Education. The 

principal has an admini strative role . 
 
Staff stability  
 
Some stability in the staff  should be guaranteed when schools are improving. It is not 
only inefficient but also often rather useless to start improving when the continuity of the 
improvement efforts is at stake because of  staff turnover. However, a static staff can also 
act as a block to improvement efforts (table 23).  
 
Table 23 Staff stability  
 
The Netherlands   - 
Finland Staff stability may promote or hinder improvement. Sometimes staff turnover 

may bring about new ideas  that facilitate improvement initiatives.  
 

Belgium (French 
Community)  

- 

United Kingdom  Staff stability can have a positive or negative influence.  A balance of new and 
more long standing staff is needed.  

Spain If there is not a minimum staff stability,  it is impossible to develop ESI processes.  
Portugal Staff stability was not seen as particularly important.  
Italy - 
Greece In the public school sector staff stability is a problem, because teachers are 

centrally placed at schools and are often moved. I n the private school sector staff 
is more stable, as the school has the ability to hire personnel.  

 
Time for improvement  
 
The school organisation should grant all staff members involved in improvement some 
additional time for their improvement activities,  for example for consultations with 
colleagues or trainers. Improvement should be considered a professional task that simply 
cannot depend on the goodwill and spare time of the school staff (table 24).  
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Table 24 Time for improvement  
 
The Netherlands  Sufficient time is important for the initiation and continuation of improvement. 

However, time for improvement will not guarantee the actual start of 
improvement efforts.  

Finland Improvement needs time. Short steps are necessary so that as few as possible give 
up trying.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

There are continued professional training sessions but usually teachers are not 
stood in, which is quite perturbing for the school organisation.  

United Kingdom  Time is definitely an issue for school improvement in En glish schools. There is 
concern that the pressure exerted on teachers by national policy decisions has a 
negative effect on improvement implementation.  

Spain It is necessary that people involved in ESI processes have additional time 
available.  

Portugal Time for improvement is not seen as important, because secondary school 
teachers can have class hours reduced in order to work in improvement projects.  

Italy  
Greece The time teachers spent in school is seen as crucial for improvement. The 

working conditi ons of public school teachers are a reason for spending limited 
time in schools. This is not the case in private schools.  

 
Improvement processes  
 
Some schools perceive improvement, in as far as they will get engaged in improvement 
efforts at all, as an oc casional task. Whenever some problem arises, something is done , 
but after that business goes on as usual. These schools hold a rather static view on 
improvement. More dynamic schools will consider improvement as an ongoing process 
and as a part of everyday  life. Improvement efforts are continuous, cyclical by nature, 
and embedded in a wider process of overall school development.  
Although improvement processes will rarely move neatly from one phase to the next 
there are clearly identifiable stages in any su ccessful improvement process . These stages 
may overlap or return repeatedly before the full cycle of improvement is at its end. 
Planning for example will often not be a one -time activity that takes place relatively early 
in the improvement process, but ins tead planning activities and adaptations of earlier 
plans may be needed on a continuous basis. This is especially so for complex 
improvement efforts that involve many staff members and cover more than one school 
year.  
- The cycle of improvement processes st arts with a phase of need assessment. Before a 

school can start improving, it must be clear why improvement is required in the first 
place and what the starting situation of the school is. Such an assessment can be made 
by representatives of the school (se lf-diagnosis, self-assessment) or by others, in the 
form of an audit.  

- The assessment phase ends when a diagnosis of the problems of the school that need 
to be solved is delivered. Sometimes the improvement processes are merely mandated 
by the educational context, for example by educational laws. However, then too needs 
assessment in the school is needed in order to fit the general requirements sufficiently 
to the particular needs of the school.  

- The next phase concerns the phrasing of detailed goals that th e school wants to 
achieve in the improvement process. General goals (for example, higher achievement 
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of students, a better attitude of students, and the introduction of information 
technology in the school) must be specified into more detailed goals and su bsequent 
activities that are linked to these detailed goals. These can function as support for the 
persons involved in the improvement efforts. The goals must be phrased in terms of 
student outcomes or as indicators of success e.g. school or teacher charac teristics that 
promote outcomes.  

- The next phase concerns the planning of the actual improvement activities. In this 
phase, commitments must be made about the time needed for activities. Also, the 
person(s) in charge of the planning have to face:  

• decisions about priorities and the order of activities (tackling visible issues 
first, especially when the improvement undertaken is very complex),  

• strategies that will be applied (such as inservice training facilities for teachers, 
professional courses outside the  school, or coaching by staff members),  

• the (possible) contacts with external agents and the tasks of these agents in the 
school,   

• the (possible) appointment of internal agents and their tasks in the school,  
• the division of tasks among other persons in t he school, 
• the use of incentives (will there be specific rewards for persons involved in 

the improvement efforts),  
• the role and authority of persons involved in the improvement efforts, so that 

there will be no misunderstanding about these roles and the po wer relations in 
the school, 

• the role and influence of students, parents and the community in the 
improvement efforts,  

• the way in which results of the improvement efforts will be communicated to 
everyone involved during and after the improvement process.  

- The implementation  phase follows directly after the planning phase and may also 
influence the further planning of activities, when developments take another turn than 
was initially expected. The precise focus of implementation depends on the goals that 
the school wants to achieve in the improvement process. Generally speaking, the 
implementation phase is the most substantial phase in the cycle of improvement. 
When implementation is not successful, all preceding efforts have been in vain and 
the pursued goal s will not be achieved. Also, the implementation phase will generally 
involve more persons in the school in improvement activities than the other phases 
do. Teachers are central in this phase. When they do not implement the essential 
elements of the improv ement plans, effects cannot be expected. For successful 
implementation, regular feedback is necessary.  

- The final phases of the cyclical improvement process, that may form the input for a 
new cycle of improvement, are evaluation and reflection. The school assesses by 
means of self-evaluating procedures whether the goals of improvement have been 
achieved sufficiently. External agents can also perform these procedures, if this was 
defined in an earlier stage as one of their tasks.  

In effective school improvem ent, the cyclical improvement processes will be co -
ordinated at the level of the school, the department or a subset of involved persons. In 
actual educational practice phases may sometimes be mainly executed at the context level 
(for example, when the nati onal government sets goals and schools are obliged to follow) 
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or the teacher level (for example, when the school level is not strongly developed and 
improvement is left to the initiative of teachers). In principle however we assume that 
effective school improvement needs co -ordination at the school level in all phases of the 
cyclical processes (table 25).  
 
Table 25 Improvement processes  
 
The Netherlands  Regularly school improvement is co -ordinated by persons outside the school, 

such as school counsellors. T his may not promote the sustainability of 
improvement.  

Finland When co-operating no one can have a journey free of charge. Everyone needs a 
ticket. Co-ordination in the cyclical processes is inevitably needed.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

- 

United Kingdo m There is a strong culture of school development planning in English schools and 
school self-evaluation is becoming increasingly important. This necessitates 
being comfortable in using school data, both quantitative and qualitative, 
including evidence of student voice.  

Spain A previous diagnosis, a detailed planning, an adequate implementation and the 
evaluation of the process of change are elements considered essential by teachers 
involved in change processes  

Portugal Involvement in cyclical improvement  processes, opportunity to learn and 
cohesion among staff members are seen as the main conditions for effective 
school improvement.  

Italy - 
Greece Improvement processes are found at the context level to some extent, but are only 

passed on to schools as t op-down improvement programs. Improvement efforts at 
the school and teacher level merely reflect instances of self -regulation that can be 
performed in the absence of supervision. This kind of improvement (which is not 
always explicitly considered as intent ional improvement by teachers) mostly is 
executed by some teachers without involvement of the principal.  

 
Improvement outcomes  
 
Improvement efforts of schools ideally focus on a clear set of goals that should be 
achieved in a certain period of time. When  goals are vague or unclear, improvement 
efforts are more bound to fail simply because it is not clear where they should lead to. 
The goals for effective school improvement should be stated in terms of student 
outcomes (the effectiveness criterion) or in t erms of school and teacher factors that are 
supposed to influence student outcomes positively (the improvement criterion). This 
means that schools that want to improve pursue:  
- Goals that are directly phrased in terms of student outcomes. These student outc omes 

reflect a wide range of knowledge, skills and attitudes and are not narrowed down to 
cognitive basic skills achievement only. For example, to enhance the role that 
students have in their own learning processes can be an improvement goal.  

- Goals that are phrased in terms of changes in the quality of  the school or the teachers. 
This type of improvement goals concerns for example changes in the school 
organisation, teacher behaviour, or the materials used by students. In this type, 
student outcomes still are the ultimate goal but the improvement efforts are focused 
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on effective school and classroom/teacher characteristics that will enhance outcomes 
(table 26).  

 
Table 26 Improvement outcomes  
 
The Netherlands  Goals in terms of student outcomes are becoming more common in improvement 

efforts. 
Finland Without a focus on outcomes, improvement processes can easily become 

entertainment and seeking of pleasure during school hours. The role of students 
has to be clear, perceivable and important to all of the teach ing and learning 
processes.  

Belgium (French 
Community)  

There are no data available to evaluate the system and its improvements. There 
are no national evaluations that might be used as tools.  

United Kingdom  Goals are important. Externally set goals need t o be worked with in order to meet 
the schools own goals of improvement.  

Spain - 
Portugal Learning environment, classroom climate, positive reinforcement and feedback 

are considered as particularly important.  
Italy - 
Greece - 
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4. Conclusions and poli cy implications  
 
As we stated earlier, we developed a draft model for effective school improvement based 
on an analysis of theories and case studies. The draft model needed revisions, as we 
concluded particularly on the basis of the country conferences. Th e function of the model 
needed clarification, its representation should be more dynamic, the context should be 
emphasised much more strongly and the focus on outcomes derived from the 
effectiveness literature was considered too narrow. The model should als o allow for more 
general societal goals to be pursued by schools, simply because schools are supposed to 
do so by the governments of their countries.  
Therefore we revised the model and decided to change its name to 'comprehensive 
framework', because we we re not able to construct a model in the strict scientific sense. 
The state of the art in the international literature on improvement issues still makes it 
very hard to build a model which can predict success or failure of improvement efforts. 
Also, the variety of context factors in the ESI countries makes it hard to fill the key 
concepts in a model with factors that apply for most countries.  
As a consequence, we have presented our framework as an abstract, basic picture which 
shows the main concepts and re lations between concepts that play a part in improvement 
efforts in all ESI countries, albeit in different ways. We have put the improving school in 
the centre of the picture, embedded in the wider educational context of a country. The 
context exerts pressures to improve in various ways, offers resources and requires the 
achievement of certain educational goals. However, the expectations of the educational 
context must be accomplished in the schools. In schools, we must study the improvement 
culture, improvement processes and improvement outcomes to find out why some efforts 
succeed and others fail.  
We have divided the concepts in the framework into more specific factors, which 
together constitute the main concept. We have presented an explanation per count ry per 
factor, because of the sometimes massive differences between countries. By this 
procedure we have tried to clarify elements of effective improvement practices in all 
countries by means of a similar set of factors and concepts. Moreover, this procedu re 
clearly shows similarities and differences between countries and their potential influence 
on improvement efforts.  
 
The functions of the framework  
 
The comprehensive framework for effective school improvement is neither fully 
descriptive, nor fully pre scriptive in character. Instead, it contains descriptive elements 
such as the factors, which constitute the national educational context but also prescriptive 
elements. For example, the central place of the school in the framework is based on 
effectiveness  and improvement theories and research that have shown that effective 
improvement requires school level processes. Although the importance of teachers and 
their work in classrooms is certainly acknowledged, individual teachers are generally not 
considered the main lever of change for effective whole  school improvement. Even when 
teachers succeed in achieving major changes in their classrooms with strong effects on 
student outcomes, this is not an example of effective school improvement as we have 
defined the concept.  
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Although isolated teacher efforts can surely enhance student learning outcomes (the 
effectiveness criterion of ESI), they cannot really be expected to have a lasting impact on 
the school as an organisation (the improvement criterion of ESI). As  a consequence, the 
most important level in the model is the school level. For some countries, improvement 
efforts in secondary education or in large primary schools may also concern specific 
departments or other subsets of school staff. In that case, we s uppose that the factors for 
the departments will be essentially the same as the factors that we have depicted in the 
framework for the school. A second prescriptive element in the framework is the focus on 
student outcomes as important improvement outcomes . For improvement to be effective 
there must always be a link, at least at the conceptual level, with student outcomes 
pursued by the school.  
The comprehensive framework aims at three different target groups: practitioners, 
researchers and policymakers.  
- For practitioners, the framework can be useful in the design, planning and 

implementation of school improvement. The framework gives an overview of all 
factors that may promote or hinder effective school improvement and as such it can 
be used as a way of e xploring educational practice. However, schools must translate 
the factors in the framework to their own situation and tailor them to their own needs. 
The framework can never prescribe how a specific school in a specific country should 
act in order to achieve effective school improvement.  

- For researchers, the framework is especially important for further research in the field 
of effective school improvement. The framework can be used to generate hypotheses 
and to select variables that should be investigate d and further operationalised. It 
presents an overview of relevant variables but does not specify criteria (such as how 
often school evaluation should take place to have an impact on improvement 
outcomes). The international dimension of the framework, refl ected in the ample 
attention for the context factors, provides insight in the influences of these factors 
across countries but also within countries. In traditional improvement research, the 
educational context is often excluded. Its importance is rarely a cknowledged and 
analysed. 

- Policymakers have to be aware that the framework can never be used as a recipe for 
effective school improvement or as a ready -made toolbox for the implementation of 
improvement in schools. The framework merely clarifies which fact ors must be taken 
into consideration in the planning of improvement processes in schools. It also shows 
which conditions must be taken into account, both at the context and the school 
levels. The framework may help policymakers to see how important school 
improvement is for student outcomes or how important the school is as a meaningful 
unit for improvement. Also, the framework shows policymakers how strongly schools 
are influenced by the context. This implies that adequate context measures will often 
be needed in improvement efforts. Leaving the school to improve on its own will 
often not be a realistic option.  

The statements above make clear that the framework will always need interpretation 
whenever it is used, whether it is used for practice, research, or policy. Keeping this 
constraint in mind, the framework may have the following functions for practitioners, 
researchers, and policymakers:  
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- it can start a debate and it can contribute to ongoing discussions about effective 
school improvement,  

- it can introduce new arguments in a debate and thereby assist in decision -making,  
- it can act as an eye -opener about improvement factors which are different in different 

countries,  
- it can be used as a tool for the planning, designing, implementation, evaluation, and 

reflection of improvement projects and research on effective school improvement,  
- it can be used as an input in teacher training.  
The exact functions of the framework will, however, always be dependent on the context 
in which it is used and the persons who  use it. 
We will now go into more detail about the policy implications of the ESI framework.  
 
Policy implications  
 
The school as centre of improvement  
Effective school improvement requires school level processes aiming to enhance the 
quality of instruction  in classrooms. Individual teachers can never promote lasting 
changes in the school. The school organisation may add or subtract value to that of its 
individual members. In schools with little team collaboration, we might expect to find a 
large variation in the performance of pupils. In a well led and managed school the 
chances of seeing less variation and greater consistency across the school are higher. In 
this way there is a 'school effect', adding value to that of individual teachers.  
The school as the central level for effective improvement is by no means self -evident in 
the participating countries. In some countries policymakers use effective school 
knowledge, which point at the importance of the school as organisation. Schools are held 
(more or less) accountable for results (to be controlled by the inspection; to be published 
in newspapers and the internet) and the development of schools as learning organisations 
is fostered (e.g. peer coaching, team staff development, schools receiving ear -marked 
funds for staff development).  
 
In most countries the school as organisation does not play a major role in effective school 
improvement. The teachers or the context are the most important units. Some examples 
show the relative low importance of the school as d rive for ESI: teachers work 
independently (without a school plan of common goals and methods); inspectors assess 
only teachers (not the schools); teachers are placed centrally at schools (which might 
reduce their involvement in school improvement); the pri ncipal's main function is 
administration (educational leadership is not fostered); the principal is elected for a short 
time period (in this way reducing his/her central role in managing school reform).  
The context level is the most important in one of the  participating countries. Teachers are 
supposed to apply educational policies. In this situation schools and teachers are not 
supposed to initiate improvements on their own.  

 
The ESI model shows that an improving school is firmly embedded in the educationa l 
context of a country. The improving school is always confronted with three main 
contextual factors: educational goals, pressure to improve and resources for 
improvement. Even when schools are free to decide about their improvement outcomes, 
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these will always have to be in line with the wider educational goals that are determined 
in the context. 
 
Educational goals  
The model stresses that improvement efforts will always have to fit within the national 
educational goals. How global or specific national goals  should be is a matter of debate. 
The development of many, highly specific, goals may result in complaints about 
overloaded curricula and has a tense relationship with school autonomy. Global goals do 
not function as frame factors for schools and teachers.  National goals should be realistic 
and not too detailed, allowing schools and teachers a certain autonomy in order to adapt 
goals to school's needs.  
  
Pressure to improve  
Schools often need some form of external pressure from the educational context to st art 
improving. In the model four types of pressure are distinguished.  
 
b. Market mechanism  

The market refers to competition between schools. The idea is that competition will be 
an impetus for schools to improve. In an educational system where decentralisatio n 
leads to more autonomy for schools, competition between schools is likely to increase. 
The positive side is that the consumers (parents) will be better informed about the 
schools' quality. Participants also mention a lot of dangers of schools as a market  
place, such as parents preference for traditional schools, the creation of white and 
black schools, inequality between schools. Policy makers should try to reduce the 
negative aspects of market mechanisms.  
 

d. External evaluation and accountability  
External evaluation generally concerns the measurement of student outcomes with a 
national validated test (related to national objectives). When schools are held 
accountable for their results in terms of student outcomes, and when these outcomes 
are made public, schools often feel the pressure to change student outcomes in a 
positive way. External evaluation is valued positively by scholars (not by teachers) but 
it can also lead to negative consequences (e.g. helping students with the test; approval 
of cheating) if sanctions are high (closing down of schools) or when evaluations are 
not fair. Policymakers should facilitate external evaluations at regular school periods, 
present the evaluations in a fair way (value added) and use the information especially 
for the improvement of schools.  
 

e. External agents  
External agents such as inspectors, policy makers, educational consultants and 
researchers may push schools to improve by giving suggestions what and how to 
improve. Policymakers should encourage the existence of (high  quality) external 
agents and their function as facilitators of effective school improvement.  
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d. Participation of society in education and societal changes  
The society influences schools in many ways and demands school improvement 
whenever necessary. These i nfluences are often mediated by government policies 
responding to these influences. These influences are visible in for example changes in 
national educational objectives, ways of learning (learning to learn how to study), new 
themes (information technolog y), etc. Sometimes these changes are receiving wide 
support (ICT), but there is a limit to the amount of changes schools are willing to 
perform. Policymakers have to be careful not to overload schools with innovations.  

 
 
Resources (support) for improvement  
Material and non -material forms of support are essential for effective school 
improvement. In the ESI model three forms of support are distinguished:  
 
d. Autonomy granted to schools  

Autonomy of schools relates to several domains such as: educational goals, 
educational means, organisation (personnel, management, administration) and 
finances. For effective school improvement some autonomy is necessary because 
improvements which do not tailor to school's needs, are likely to fail.  
 

e. Financial resources and workin g conditions  
With sufficient financial resources and time, improvement will succeed more easily. 
Large classes, a large amount of teaching hours and instability of education policies do 
not contribute to the motivation to improve.  
 

f. Local support  
Local support refers to the support from parents, district officials, school 
administrations, and school boards.  

 
 
Implications for policy makers in different countries  
 
The different country teams have been asked to draw conclusions for policy making if 
they compare the suggested context factors in the framework with the existing 
educational policies in their countries. They report the following implications.  
 
Belgium (French speaking Community)  
 
A monitoring service and a juridical frame are available in the French  Community of 
Belgium, which help it, at least theoretically, to make progress in the domain covered by 
the ESI project. The major part of the implementation of these services remain still 
perfectible. University services help, including in those fields, t o spread abroad, to 
support and to encourage initiatives which are, for a large majority of them, under the 
responsibility of schools themselves. The Belgian education system is indeed based on 
education freedom. It is thus usually proper to act on the per suasion mode, which leads 
sometimes to very important heaviness and delays. The ESI project fits with the general 
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options presently promoted by the education authorities and the most progressive 
currents. A particular effort will need to be made by the con cerned authorities and 
services, in order to manage to offer to schools the instruments necessary to the 
improvement of local practices. For instance, the number of external agents is still quite 
reduced. Till now, there are very few solutions to get those  external helps, as there are 
very few professional individuals trained in that field. Some particular training should be 
implemented and a real expertise net should be easily available for every school which 
asks for it. 
 
The notions of quality and improv ement of practices are still very vague for a great 
number of the system actors. The lack of communication in that field is sorely felt. The 
freedom of choice of the school does not favour a true will, among parents, to contribute 
to the improvement of the  school where their children were enlisted at a given moment, 
and a consumerist logic too often spoils the relationships between parents end teachers.  
 
Quality control made by objective but benevolent means is almost non -existent. It should 
be developed in  the current legislative frame by a reinforcement of the administration 
capacities in that field. The part of the inspection should also be questioned. This subject 
will undoubtedly be an inescapable area in the next years.  
 
Continuing training of teacher s, currently very orientated towards school disciplines and 
aimed at teachers as individuals also needs to be re -defined, in order to fit better to the 
spirit given by the legislative reforms and the acquired knowledge, included in the frame 
of the ESI pro ject. Related initial training is presently reviewed. It is reorganised in the 
perspective developed by the “Mission Decree” and is reinforced for future teachers of 
the upper secondary education.  
 
 
England 
 
Policy in England has been drawing on and adapti ng findings from research on school 
effectiveness and improvement for some years.  The results of this study will provide a 
useful addition to existing research knowledge with implications for policy in that the 
ESI comprehensive framework emphasises the c lose but dynamic relationship between 
context and capacity. Within the current policy climate of accountability, the current 
instrumental approach to school improvement favoured by policy makers tends to be at 
odds with this evidence.  The sole focus on st udent outcomes (and particularly a 
particularly narrow range at primary level) as a measure of school success inhibits 
schools at different stages of development from engaging with the improvement process 
and building on small successes.  The ESI project d emonstrates that real improvement 
takes time and needs to be nurtured and schools need this to be in their action plans for 
improvement rather than being decried for not attaining ultimate goals immediately.  The 
capacity for continuous improvement has to be built in relation to the school’s context, 
whether internal or external, political or cultural.   
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There was a real indication from the ESI project that control of the improvement/change 
agenda needs to come from within, and be retained in, the school e ven if the motivation 
for that change has come form external policy changes.  This is particularly important in 
the English policy context where there is a teacher recruitment problem: teaching is not 
viewed as a desirable profession by many at present.  E mpowerment is, therefore, a real 
issue for teachers working within an increasingly centralised system.  In England, the ESI 
project has also identified that there needs to be greater use of pupil voice in 
understanding the process of improvement and a role  for them in its development.  
 
Finland 
 
The components in the ESI model are considered worthwhile for Finland. In Finland 
equity is an important theme. For that reason the affects of market mechanism are 
considered more negative than positive. After the ec onomic crisis the role of 
municipalities has been more important. If municipalities have a different education 
policy, this can create undesirable differences between schools. Teacher unions can 
create positive effects (staff stability and reduction of wor kload) but also negative ones. 
External agents are not so important because teachers are highly trained (university 
degree). The role of information technology will be an important one for Finland in the 
near future. 
 
Greece 
 
The particularities in applyin g the ESI model in Greece need to focus mainly on 
contextualising each process and step, since the main feature of the Greek education 
system appears to be its centralized organization and function. The context level factors 
identified by the model appear to be fully functional, while the (public) school, as a unit 
(or level), appears quite “weak”.  One could argue that in the Greek educational culture 
(public) school improvement is primarily related to centrally planned and initiated 
educational reforms. I t is certainly anticipated as such, not always, but quite often.  
Given the above, a centrally initiated reform could allow public schools reorganization in 
a way that would make the school level factors identified by the ESI model functional. 
Assuming that  the Ministry of Education (MoE) is more than often willing to pursue 
reforms, changes, restructuring and the like, the following would be appropriate policy 
recommendations: 
In the Greek case both resources for improvement  and educational goals  are set and 
handled at the context level (i.e. the MoE). The research undertaken indicates that in 
order for the ESI model to function, it is imperative that schools are granted a higher 
degree of autonomy. This could be achieved through a variety of measures, such as: 
• It is rather important that at least part of the curriculum (say 10%) is “freed” in 

practice, by providing to the teachers both the means as well as the incentives to 
“invent” the additional activities for their own students and the environment of the 
school. The national curriculum should set specific educational goals for each grade 
and give incentives to the teachers to depart at least partially from the set content/task 
allocation. Such action would make it possible to tailor their teaching practice  to the 
needs of the specific pupil population of each school.  
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• It is significant to devise a procedure of both internal and external evaluation, in order 
to monitor schools’ outcomes. Internal evaluation could especially help the teachers 
to better unders tand how they could adapt their teaching practices in order to achieve 
the desired results. In this respect, the precise steering of an external change agent 
could direct the efforts of teachers in the desired way.  

• Change of teachers’ terms of employment. Teachers are presently employed for 18 
hrs/week and are paid rather low wages. The few hours they spend on the school 
premises combined with frequent transfers upon their own request from one school 
(or geographical area) to another, hampers the function o f the school as a unit and 
prevents the development of a common purpose among the school staff. Public 
School teachers’ reaction to their terms of employment formulates a climate not 
conducive to the improvement of teaching practice as motivation is lackin g. On the 
other hand such transfers are definitely contributing to the well -being of the teachers, 
since it is practiced on the basis of their own will.  

Pressure to improve  (at the context level) seems at present to be related to a definition of 
“school efficiency” which suggests a specific role for secondary education, the main 
purpose of which is to “prepare” pupils for the highly competitive university entry 
examinations. School’s main function is to provide the necessary skills and qualifications 
that will allow the pupils to compete successfully in the university entry examination. 
This pressure for school improvement is directed primarily towards the MoE and 
affiliated agencies (mainly the Pedagogic Institute) that are responsible for the design and 
the implementation of educational policy at the context level. It is, also directed at the 
school and the teacher level, especially as students move towards the end of basic 
education. 
As long as secondary education has this specific role it seems improbable  that social 
pressure will focus more actively, than it is now, towards effective school improvement 
(in the sense specified by the ESI model). This would presuppose a dissociation of 
success in secondary education and successful entry into the higher educ ation level. As 
long as replication of the content of the nationally distributed textbooks is a prerequisite 
for success in the Panhellenic university entry examinations, there will be pressure on the 
teachers to restrict their practice to the full impleme ntation of the national curriculum and 
on students to direct learning towards mastering of content knowledge.  
So, it seems inevitable that the most important recommendation addresses an issue which 
at first site is situated outside the obvious realm of the  school improvement thinking and 
practices. This recommendation addresses the question of the structure of the university 
entry examination and demands a change there, in terms of both content as well as 
teaching/evaluation approach. It requires the radica l re-visiting of the selection procedure. 
It is possible though that such a change, which happens often but keeps the same 
premises, will inevitable appear as a result of the drastic reduction of the numbers of 
students in the cohort (reduced births) , and , therefore, a complete change in the current 
fierce competition for university places.  
 
 
Italy 
 
The Italy education system is nowadays realising a deep transformation process, which 
involves both administration organisation structure and school organisati on structure, 
specially: administration, curriculum, teachers, etc. The most important principles which 
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have guided this transformation are the de -centralisation of system education and the 
autonomy of schools.  
The autonomy allows all schools to take many decisions in aspects concerning 
curriculum, financing and administrative organisation, time organisation, but not in 
human resources management. This higher degree of autonomy intends to consolidate the 
school as the basic educational unit.  
The ESI Model is important as a general model, with others, to improve the school 
internal evaluation; it fits with the general model promoted by the institution Cede too, in 
order to manage and to improve the school service.  
 
 
Portugal 
 
The educational reform going on in Portugal during the last decade has been particularly 
concerned by ensuring school democratisation and mainly to avoid early drop -outs, i.e., 
still during the nine years of compulsory education.  
The autonomy granted to schools by this reform have been slowly implemented mainly 
due to a long tradition of a very centralised educational system where teachers are 
centrally allocated, school leadership is limited by legislation and teachers culture. 
Curriculum is determined by national syllabi but classroom practices are considered to be 
the decision of individual teachers, whose advancement in the career is determined by in -
service training that, in spite, of some political recommendations is still a teachers' 
decision and not, in general, school centered.  
This situation explains how schools' change has been more stressed, in Portugal, than 
school's effectiveness.  
There are however some recent changes. Some developements of the reform, to be 
implemented next school year, give more responsabilities to schools on curriculum 
management at school level and classroom level. If this policy is still centered in school 
improvement, it reinforces schools'autonomy. There are, however, other evidences that 
show that school effectiveness is becoming a political and public  concern. 
At political level we can trace this trend by the importance given to the implemention of 
national tests for moinitoring purposes in Portuguese and Mathematics at the end of 
school "cycles". This policy initiated, two years go at the end, of Prim ary Education, has 
been extended, this school year, to the pupils at the end of 2d cycle of lower secondary , 
and will involve, next year, all pupils at the end of compulsory education (3d cycle). 
Other political decisions following this trend are, for ins tance, the new role given to 
inspection on school assessement and the implemention of a national agency that controls 
initial training in private and public Polytechnics and Universities.  
The interest of public opinion on school effectiveness can also be t raced by recent 
debates, largely diffused by the media, about giving or not more publicity to schools 
results, establishing school's rankings etc. It seems that there is a growing public pressure 
to move from the global information given about the system, to more detailed 
information about individual schools. Last month a national newspaper have published all 
inspection reports on the individual schools assessed last year, what is quite new in 
Portugal. 
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This background and these recent developments show the  importance of ESI project for 
Portuguese policy and the need to introduce a greater balance between the accent on 
school improvement school effectiveness, and to explore the relationships between 
effective improvement at school level and classroom level.  
The issue of improvement vs. effectiveness and if there is a real need of a greater concern 
with effectiveness in Portugal was also debated on Portuguese national conferences, 
mainly on the one held with policy decision makers and researchers. To held thr ee 
separate conferences with different publics - decision makers and researchers, teachers, 
and inspectors -  was a decision made by the Portuguese team intended to make the ESI 
approach more useful to the ongoing debate and future political decisions.  
 
 
The Netherlands  
 
Schools in the Netherlands are free to determine what is taught and how. The Ministry of 
Education, Culture and Science does, however, impose a great number of statutory 
standards to guarantee the quality of education. Since the 1980s, ther e has been a trend 
towards reducing the complexity and amount of regulations. Many central government 
powers have been transferred to the level of the school or local authority (municipality). 
In July 2001 the Ministry of Education, Culture & Science and o rganisations of school 
personnel agreed to give schools more freedom in relation to the content of education and 
personnel and management policy. The Ministry decides what student should have 
learned (goals) and the inspection checks whether schools accomp lish their tasks. Central 
government control is increasingly confined to the area of broad policy -making and to 
creating the right conditions for the provision of good quality education. This continuous 
trend towards decentralisation is received well by pr actitioners, but there are also warning 
about inefficiency and inequality between schools who are increasingly dependent of the 
financial policy of municipalities.  
 
What is the relationship between existing policy measures and the proposed context 
factors in the ESI framework?  
 
The school is the central level for checking the quality of education. The inspection 
checks all schools between 1999 and 2002 on 13 school based quality indicators. The 
school (or officially the school board) is responsible for the quality of education.  
 
External pressure  is believed to be important because especially low performing schools 
do not change from within and feedback and stimulation are necessary for reflection and 
continuity of change. The existing policy is directed at:  
 
Market mechanisms  
The policy of deregulation, decentralisation and autonomy leads to larger differences 
between schools. The government stimulates this variety which has advantages as well as 
disadvantages. Schools as a market place offer parents the pos sibility to choose a school 
according to their expectations. The existence of white and black schools can be 
considered a disadvantage of market policies. The government acknowledges the 
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disadvantages by means of financial regulations (schools with pupils from low SES and 
ethnic minorities receive more funds), national goal setting and by checking the quality of 
schools. Schools have to justify the choices they make and the work they deliver to the 
parents and the government. The inspection performs this ta sk. Whether these measures 
are sufficient to prevent or diminish inequality between schools remains to be seen.  
 
External evaluation and accountability  
External evaluation of the performance of individual schools is still a rather new 
development. The insp ection in primary and secondary education visits all schools 
between 1999 and 2002. Schools are assessed on 13 standards and the school reports are 
public (on the internet). The inspection has developed a system for fair comparisons 
between schools (value added). Low performing schools are stimulated to work on their 
perceived failures. In this sense the inspection has a dual role: accountability and quality 
enhancement. National tests are developed by the National Institute for Educational 
Testing (CITO). Experience in the Common Core Curriculum Reform (first phase 
secondary education) indicate that policy makers hesitate to force schools to use these 
tests. The amount of national tests performed during the life time of a student is (too) 
low. 
 
External agents 
From the external agents, the inspection is most powerful. The role of school counsellors 
is debated because their influence is quite different, depending on their quality and their 
skills in taking account of school's needs. Lately, schools received a  budget for staff 
development, so they are able to choose their own agents.  
 
The participation of society  
Many nationally initiated reforms are dropped at the schools. Practitioners complain that 
policy makers do not allow sufficient time for innovations. Also, many innovations are 
expected to be performed at the same time. This policy interacts with the work load of 
teachers which is one of the highest in Europe. Policy makers are encouraged to allow 
more time for innovations and less workload. The extra f inances spent in 2001 on 
education are, however, spent primarily at salaries, computers and school buildings.  
 
Resources/support for improvement  
The growing autonomy of schools is generally acclaimed. But the effective use of this 
autonomy depends on the m otivation and quality of the principal, the school team and the 
school boards. The lack of stability in educational policy, increased parents pressure and 
a high workload for teachers are not considered positive conditions for school 
improvement. Policy ma kers are recommended to reduce the workload of teachers.  
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5.  Dissemination and exploitation of results  
 
Dissemination and exploitation of results have been performed as a co -operating effort of 
different country teams and as an effort within the partic ipating countries.  
 
5.1 Dissemination as a joint effort of country teams  
 
Publications 
De Jong, R. & Stoll, L. (Ed.)(forthcoming). School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement in a European Context. Educational Research and Evaluation  (special 
issue). 
• De Jong, R. & Stoll, L. Introduction (pp. 1 -5) 
• Creemers, B.P.M. From School Effectiveness and School Improvement to Effective 

School Improvement: the Background of the Study (pp. 6 -25). 
• Wikeley, F., Stoll, L. & Lodge, C. Effective School Improvement: English Case 

Studies (pp. 26-60). 
• Murillo, F.J. Five Effective School Improvement Programmes in Spain: Description 

and Analysis (pp.61 -96). 
• De Jong, R. de., Houtveen, Th. & Westerhof, K.J. Effective Dutch School 

Improvement Programmes (pp. 97 -150).  
• Stoll, L., Wikeley, F. & Reezigt, G. Developing a Common Model? Comparing 

Effective School Improvement across European Countries (pp.  151 -172). 
 
Reezigt, G.J. & Wikeley, F. (in preparation). School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement: the ESI project. School Effectiveness a nd School Improvement (special 
issue) 
• Creemers, B.P.M. & Reezigt, G.J. Introduction.  
• Scheerens, J. & Demeuse, M. The theoretical analysis  
• Wikeley, F., Stoll, L., De Jong, R., Munoz -Repiso, M. & Murillo, F.J. The case 

studies analysis  
• Reezigt, G.J. & Creeme rs, B.P.M. The construction of the ESI framework.  
• Comments by a policymaker, a researcher and practitioner  
 
Creemers & Stoll will edit a book on ESI (Series: Context of Learning)  
 
Conferences 
The papers prepared for the special in Educational Research and Evaluation are 
presented at the ICSEI conference in Hongkong (January, 2000).  
 
A symposium on ESI will be planned and chaired by Stoll and Creemers for the 
International Congress for School Effectiveness and Improvement (ICSEI) in 
Copenhagen (January 2002) . 
 
Some members of the Spanish, the Portuguese and the Belgian teams will make, in 
French, a common communication, entitled: Un modèle pour l'amélioration des 
processus éducatifs conduisant à une plus grande efficacité des établissements scolaires 
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(DEMEUSE, M., GOIS, E., LOPES DA SILVA, M.I., MUNOZ REPISO, M.) during a 
symposium about the ESI project, in the frame of the 4e Congrès international de 
l'AECSE and of the European Conference on Educational Research (ECER 2001) in Lille 
(France) on the 5, 6, 7 an d 8 of September, 2001.  
 
During this symposium, coordinated by Marc DEMEUSE, the Belgian team will present 
a particular communication about one of the case analysis made in the frame of the ESI 
project: DE LANDSHEERE, V. & DEMEUSE, M. Pour une école sans é chec: implanter 
une innovation en partenariat, et après ?  
 
This symposium will welcome other contributions of the ESI team members, as well as 
other teams. 
 
 
5.2 Dissemination within countries  
 
The Belgium (French Community) Team  
 
ESI European team’s Belgian m embers have paid a particular attention to the adaptation, 
translation and diffusion of the results of the research work made in the frame of this 
project. In addition to the three national meetings organised in October 2000 with some 
actors of the French -speaking Belgian education system, some initiatives have been and 
are still organised, either in the form of meetings (conferences, symposiums, ...), or in the 
form of publications and electronic diffusion.  
 
* DEMEUSE, M. & DENOOZ, R. (translation and adap tation, 2000).Un modèle pour 
l'amélioration des pratiques éducatives conduisant à une plus grande efficacité des 
établissements scolaires.  Liège: Service de Pédagogie théorique et expérimentale 
(Theoretical and experimental Education Service, University of  Liège) , Serie "Etudes et 
Recherches". (53 pages)  
 
This document is the French version of the document developed in English by the European research team 
which works on the Effective School Improvement , and of which Belgian correspondents are Marc 
DEMEUSE and Régine DENOOZ  . This French translation and adaptation is introduced by a note related 
to the French translation, in order to facilitate the concept understanding.  
 
The French text of the document can be downloaded (.pdf. file) at the following addre ss: 
http://www.ulg.ac.be/pedaexpe/pub/pubdoc.html or ordered at the address : pedaexpe@ulg.ac.be with the 
following reference: 2000/4. This document was freely given to the amount of 150 exemplars to the guests 
of the three national meetings.  
 
* DEMEUSE, M. & DENOOZ, R. (2001). De l'accroissement de l'efficacité des pratiques 
éducatives: le cas du programme "Success for All" mis en œuvre par Robert Slavin et 
l'équipe de la Johns Hopkins University". Cahiers du SPE. 7-8. 
 
This paper is the translation of on e of the case studies published in English in DE JONG, R., DEMEUSE, 
M., DENOOZ, R., REEZIGT, G.J. (2001). Effective school improvement: Programmes in the United 
Kingdom and the United States of America. A re -analysis of school improvement programmes. Groningen: 
GION, Institute for Educational Research, University of Groningen. The Cahiers du SPE  are meant to 



 

 89

diffuse the scientific research led in the University to teachers, managers and policy decision makers. This 
text will also be available in electronic version as from the publication of the next issue of the review.  
 
 
* The text "A Framework for Effective School Improvement. Final report of the ESI 
project" by G.J. REEZIGT (Editor) will be translated and adapted into French by the 
Belgian team (DEMEUSE a nd MATOUL) in the year 2001, in order to be diffused in 
early 2002 at the latest.  
 
* Belgian members of the ESI team will also present the project and its outcomes during 
the second congress of education researchers (13 th and 14 th of March 2002) which is 
meant, among others, to make know to teachers and practitioners the different research 
works led in Belgium or which involves Belgian teams.  
 
 
The Dutch Team  
 
Publications 
Creemers, B.P.M., & Hoeben, W.Th.J.G. (1999). From effective schools and school 

improvement to effective school improvement.  Paper prepared for the AERA Annual 
Meeting, Montreal, Canada. Groningen: GION.  

Creemers, B.P.M. & Hoeben, W.Th.J.G. (1999). From macro reform to the effective 
classroom.  Paper prepared for the symposium 'Systematic reform' at the annual 
meeting of the International Congress for School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement (ICSEI), San Antonio (USA). Groningen (NL): GION.  

Creemers, B. & Jong, R. de (2000). Effective school improvement projects. Two case 
studies from th e Netherlands. in  Studies on researches in school effectiveness at 
primary stage. (pp. 342-355). New Delhi: National Council of Education and Training 
(NCERT), publication division.  

Reezigt, G. & De Jong, R. (forthcoming). Kenmerken van effectieve 
schoolverbeteringsprojecten (characteristics of effective school improvement 
projects). Onderwijskundig Lexicon.  

 
 
 
The English Team  
 
The English research team has several means of disseminating the research findings:  

Publications 

see the publications of the ESI t eam 
 
We also intend to publish some of the English case studies and the lessons learned from 
the wider project as examples of good practice, and are seeking a suitable publisher. 
These will be written in a form that is both accessible and relevant to pract itioners.  The 
team has a history of producing research summaries for practitioners.  
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Conferences and courses  

A symposium about the benefits of cross -national research projects, including ESI, is 
planned by Stoll (who is President of ICSEI) for the American  Educational Research 
Association Conference (April 2002).  
 
Findings have and will be disseminated within keynote addresses to national 
headteachers and Local Education Authority adviser conferences, including the Local 
Government Association annual confer ence in England (November 2001 – Stoll).  
Internationally, keynote addresses incorporating findings have and will include the 
European Council of the National Association of Independent Schools, Paris (March, 
2001 - Stoll) and the British Council Estonia I mprovement Project Conference (October 
2001 – Stoll) in Europe, as well as presentations to practitioners, policymakers and 
researchers in New Zealand (August 2001 – Stoll) and Taiwan (December, 2001 – Stoll). 
 
Findings are also drawn on in the English tea m’s work with English and international 
students studying for Masters degrees and Doctorates at the University of Bath and the 
University of London, and will increasingly be drawn on by academic colleagues as the 
forthcoming articles are published.  
 
Furthermore, workshops for practitioners, through the Centre for Leadership, Learning 
and change at the University of Bath will be developed.  
 

Policy evaluations  

Stoll has incorporated findings from the ESI project into the model she developed for the 
evaluation of the Government’s national pilot for their Key Stage 3 strategy for 11 -14 
year olds.  As this strategy is being rolled out into all secondary schools, the inclusion of 
the dimension of capacity in the evaluation is significant, and will allow Stoll and 
colleagues to look at schools at different levels of readiness to participate in 
improvement. 
 
ICSEI and British Educational Research Association School Improvement Special 
Interest Group  
 
Team members are closely associated with these organisations and wi ll be feeding 
findings into them, including a link that will be established on the ICSEI website.  
 
 
The Italian Team  
 
Most of results of Cede's project research are publicised for decision making in politics; 
as well the ESI project results are publicised.  
ESI Italian team members have paid a particular attention to the adaptation, translation 
and diffusion of the results of the research work made in the frame of this project.  
A special book  has been edit by Roberto Melchiori,  
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"Per accrescere l'efficacia d ell'istruzione - Il progetto di ricerca Effective school 
improvement, a cura di Roberto Melchiori, Milano, Franco Angeli, 2001.  
 
 
The Portuguese Team  
 
Publications 
• A text about ESI has been published in a Review adressed to teachers:  Silva, M. I & 

Gois, E. (2001). Melhoria Eficaz da Escola. In Noésis, nº 57, pp.77-78. 
• A more developed text centered on ESI approach, the development of ESI projects 

and its main lessons for the Portuguese situation is to be published at the end of 2001 
in the Review "Inovação". 

 
Conferences 
• National conferences were a first way to disseminate the products of ESI project.  

In order to do so, the text was translated to Portuguese. Silva, M.I & Gois, E. 
(translation and adaptaion, 2000). Um modelo de desenvolvimento da qualidade da 
escola. July 

• The translation and the concepts related to some key -terms where also discussed 
during these conferences. The case studies produced where used to illustrate the 
difficulties of ESI in Portugal.  

• At another national conference, organised by t he Institute of Educational Innovation 
at the end of the year, the ESI approach is also to be presented.  

• A symposium about ESI entitled: Un modèle pour l'amélioration des processus 
éducatifs conduisant à une plus grande efficacité des établissements scolai res , will be 
presented by some members of the Belgium, Spanish and Portuguese teans at the 
4ème Congrès (Demeuse, M; Gois, E, Silva, M.I.; Muñoz -Repiso, M). 

 
Support to schools  
The ESI framework is going to be presented and debated, next year in a project  including 
about 50 schools (primary, lower secondary and secondary) developed by the Institute for 
National Innovation and aiming to support schools in implementing self -evaluation 
devices. 
 
The Spanish Team  
 
Most of the researchers of the Spanish ESI tea m work in the Centre for Educational 
Research of the Ministry of Education, Culture and Sports of Spain. In fact, their job 
consists in offering information for decision making in politics, what places them in a 
privileged position to optimise the use of t he ESI project results.  
The actions developed by the Spanish team can be grouped into four categories 
concerning the use of information for decision -making; presentations; publications; and 
promotion of research activities.  
1. The process and results of the p roject have been very useful as support materials in the 

elaboration of different documents for political decision -making. The most remarkable 
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one is that they have been used in the preparatory Report of the Law on Quality in 
Education, which is being prep ared at present by the Spanish government  

2. The results of the ESI project have also been useful for different conferences  (such as 
the ones developed in Bogotá -Colombia-, La Paz and Cochabamba –Bolivia-, 
National Congress of Pedagogy in Madrid –Spain-) and courses in the University of 
the País Vasco, Asturias, Bilbao, etc.  

3. Different articles and books  on ESI have been published:  
§ Muñoz-Repiso, M. et al. (2001). Aportaciones de las Teorías de la Organización al 

nuevo movimiento teórico -práctico de Mejora de la Eficacia Escolar. Revista 
Española de Pedagogía , 218, 68-84. (Contributions of the Theories of 
Organisation to the Effective School Improvement new theoretical -practical 
movement). 

§ Muñoz-Repiso, M. y Murillo, F.J . (2001). Un balance provisional sobre la  calidad 
en educación. Eficacia Escolar y Mejora de la Escuela. Organización y Gestión 
Educativa, 3. (A provisional balance of quality in education. School Effectiveness 
and School Improvement ). 

§ Murillo, F.J  (Coord.) (2001). Mejora de la Eficacia Escolar. Tema del mes de 
Cuadernos de Pedagogía , 300, 47-74. (Effective School Improvement ). 

§ Muñoz-Repiso, M. et al. (2000). Mejora de la Eficacia Escolar: un estudio de casos. 
Madrid: CIDE. (Effective School Improvement: a cases study ). 

 Moreover, a book in Spanis h presenting the whole ESI research project is being 
prepared at present.  

 
4. Finally, the ESI project has also influenced the realisation of some activities aimed to 

promote new research projects:  
§ Creation and coordination of the Iberoamerican Network for R esearch on School 

Effectiveness and School Improvement (RIEME), among whose activities are a 
journal on SE and SI, the organization of a Master, etc.  

§ The coordination of the international research project “Towards a Model for 
Iberoamerican School Effectiv eness”, in which 8 research teams from Latin 
America and Spain are taking part.  
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