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ABSTRACT 

 

 The study was conducted using a qualitative case study design.  It examined the 

perceptions and responses of leadership to the National Education Inspectorate (NEI) 

inspection process in a selected high school in central Jamaica that had been found to be 

operating at an unsatisfactory level since March, 2011.  The assessment was done by 

collecting data from multiple sources, specifically structured and semi-structured 

interviews of the leadership of the institution to gain their perspectives, class observations 

and school documents.  In addition, interviews were conducted with other important 

stakeholders such as parents and students to ascertain their views on the issue being 

studied.  The findings of the study were then used to evaluate the impact of the NEI on 

the progress of the institution.  From the findings, eight recommendations have been 

made relating to practice, policy and further research. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 The monitoring of school performance is a critical educational priority across the 

world since there is a recognition and appreciation of the important role schools play in 

the development of any nation.  In Jamaica, the National Education Inspectorate (NEI) 

had been tasked with the responsibility of monitoring the overall performance of primary 

and secondary public schools since 2008.  It was mandated to submit reports to the 

schools that had been inspected, the Ministry of Education, and the parliament as to their 

findings and recommendations for improvement. 

This qualitative study was intended to provide insights into how the work of the 

NEI had impacted the performance of one high school in central Jamaica by ascertaining 

the school’s leadership’s perspectives on and response to the inspection process.  In 

addition, the study sought to evaluate how the inspection findings and recommendations 

had influenced the leadership responsibilities and roles as they relate to teaching and 

learning.  A close examination was also carried out to determine how the findings had 

influenced other stakeholders, namely, teachers, students and parents. 

Statement of the Problem 

Despite universal access to education at the early childhood, primary and the 

secondary levels, the performance of students was well below acceptable standards in 

Jamaica.  According to Davis (2004), data from the Ministry of Education in 2003 

revealed that less than one third of the students in grade one were ready for the primary 

level and that some 30% of primary school leavers were illiterate.  Those from the 
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secondary level followed the same path with approximately 20% of high school graduates 

leaving with the skills needed for employment or with qualifications to enter the tertiary 

level of the education system.  The data from the Ministry of Education in 2013 on the 

Caribbean Secondary Education Certificate (CSEC) analysis of the public schools’ 

performance indicated that the trend of poor performance has continued.  Of the 35,278 

students who sat for the CSEC examinations, 4,971 attained no subjects, 16,195 attained 

1-4 subjects and 14,112 (40%) passed 5-15 subjects.  Mathematics and English had the 

largest number of entries with percentage passes of 34.1 and 56.6 respectively.  

Mathematics and English, along with three other subjects, are required by most tertiary 

institutions as a minimum entry requirement.  Based on these data, it can therefore be 

concluded that more than 50% of students leaving the secondary system do not have the 

minimum entry requirements for post- secondary education.  Such a performance is cause 

for concern.   

Dwyer (2013) in her report as Chief Inspector concluded that, based on the 

inspections of 50% of the country’s 955 public educational institutions, the quality of 

school leadership was an important element in determining the overall effectiveness of 

schools in achieving good educational outputs.  The Chief Inspector lamented that the 

number of schools that had been rated as having good leadership was small.  Well known 

Jamaican educator Esther Tyson (2012) noted in her analysis of NEI reports, governance 

and leadership were deemed “satisfactory to good” and having both strong principals and 

supportive boards in only ten of the institutions inspected. Based on this appalling state of 

affairs, Tyson (2012) made a passionate plea to halt appointments of untrained board 
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members.  Fullan (2003) stated that leading schools require principals with the courage 

and capacity to build new cultures based on trusting relationships and a culture of 

disciplined inquiry and action.  He also noted that school leaders with these 

characteristics were in short supply. 

The need for accountability at all levels in the education system is paramount, and 

so it is critical that an in-depth assessment be conducted building on the work of the NEI 

to date.  This study, conducted in one school, was designed to provide some insights into 

the functioning of this organization.  Watson (1994) explained that every government that 

provides public education tries to ensure that the system is monitored in an effort to 

maintain high standards of academic achievement.  This study focused on how effective 

the advice that had been provided by the NEI was, by listening to the views of key 

stakeholders.  To date no study had been conducted since the NEI was established to 

evaluate the impact of a negative report on the overall performance and progress of any 

institution. 

Purpose 

The purpose of the study therefore, was to ascertain the impact of the National 

Education Inspectorate on the operation of a selected high school in central Jamaica and 

to evaluate the extent to which the NEI had influenced the perspectives of the senior 

managers’ of their functions and roles.  In addition, the study also gauged the principal’s 

perceptions of the inspection process and how this had affected curriculum management 

and ultimately student achievement.  Parents, students and teachers were also interviewed  
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to assess their perceptions on the inspection process and their views on the extent to 

which it had influenced the operation of the school.  

                                                       Research Questions 

 How did the principal of the school perceive the inspection process initially and 

five years after?  

 How did the inspection process influence the senior managers’ perspectives of 

their supervisory functions initially and five years after? 

 How did stakeholders such as parents and students feel about the report and the 

impact of the NEI on the school initially and five years after? 

 How did the inspection process impact curriculum management and teaching in 

the first year and five years after? 

 How did the school inspection mandates, as applied to curriculum management 

and teaching, affect student outcomes in the first year and five years after? 

Significance of the Study 

The examination of the activities of schools as a means of improving performance 

through increased accountability is a vital activity.  Naidoo (2004), in underscoring the 

importance of school inspection, explained that the evaluation of schools has become a 

key component of quality improvement policies and new strategic directions.  The need 

to evaluate schools must be seen in the context of the need for greater accountability, 

quality control and quality assurance.  To this end, it is hoped that this study can yield 

useful data that can be used to guide the NEI and the Ministry of Education in their quest 

to improve the quality of the education that the system offers. This was necessary to 

ensure that the recommendations and findings of the report form a critical platform for 
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school improvement.  In addition, the information gleaned can also assist the Ministry of 

Education to coordinate better its support for schools that had been inspected to ensure 

compliance and efficiency in the provision of quality education for students. 

It is further hoped that the study might provide vital information on the impact of 

the NEI to date on the particular school that was studied, from which important lessons 

can be learned.  It is hoped that the findings and consequent recommendations which 

have emanated from the study will serve as a guide to the school administrators in their 

efforts to plan for the improvement of quality education in the institution.  It is also 

expected that the findings will provide a catalyst for even larger surveys to bring insights 

to the varying and complex issues involved in school inspection. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

The guiding principles for the study were drawn from the theories of 

transformational leadership and appreciative inquiry.  Transformational leadership is an 

innovative leadership style that engages the minds and talents of people to benefit the 

entire organization.  Guthrie and Schuermann (2010) postulated that transformational 

leaders create an environment in which persons feel empowered to fulfil their needs and 

to become productive individuals in the organization.  This is achieved through the 

leader’s vision and his/her recognition of the value of all persons in the organization.  

Burns (1978) was the person who first articulated the concept of the transformational 

leader, and identified its four components:  

1. Idealized influence also known as charismatic leadership, focuses on the 

behavior of a leader whom people admire, grow to respect and identify with.  
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It is a leader who has the ability to convince people and to take a stance on 

issues based on clear values.  This charismatic leader is not afraid to “think 

outside the box”, and take risks. He possesses extraordinary capabilities, 

persistence and determination. 

2. Inspirational motivation emphasises the ability of the leader to articulate a 

shared vision that captures the imagination and support of people in the 

organization.  This is the leader who values the need for teamwork and team 

spirit.  In addition, such a leader is very optimistic about the future and the 

tasks to be accomplished and has the skills to create an atmosphere that 

challenges persons in the organization to set and maintain high standards 

about themselves and their work. 

3. Intellectual stimulation implies that the transformational leader creates an 

environment that encourages people in the organization to be creative and 

solicits their ideas to solve problems and increase productivity.  In so doing 

this leader allows people to think about problems in a new way. 

4. Individualized consideration means that the leader gives individual attention 

to workers’ needs.  In so doing, the leader recognizes that people in the 

organization are all different and seeks to promote two-way communication in 

dealing with issues.  As such, this transformational leader acts as a mentor and 

personal coach for people in the organization making use of opportunities to 

respect and celebrate the contributions of each person. 
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This leadership theory applies to this particular study in that it articulates principles 

that are important for effective organizational growth and development.  The school is no 

doubt a complex organization that must be guided by a clear vision and have expectations of 

a wide array of individuals under its influence, key of which are the students who have 

different needs and abilities and for whom the school has a responsibility to provide quality 

educational opportunities.  The leadership of the institution would need to take note of these 

principles in order to address the issues raised in the inspection report so as to start the 

change process and develop a culture of success.   

Appreciative inquiry is a relatively new theory developed in the 1980s.  According to 

Magruder-Watkins and Mohr (2001), the co- founders were David Cooperrider and Suresh 

Srivastva.  David Cooperrider was doing his doctorate in organizational behavior and was 

involved in an organizational analysis of the Cleveland Clinic.  At the clinic, employees 

were constantly experiencing negative episodes resulting in high levels of hopelessness.  

David Cooperrider was asked to analyse the problem and to identify possible solutions.  

During the data collection process, he found that there were many things that worked well in 

the organization and so, with administrative permission, he opted in his intervention to focus 

on these positive elements in the organization.  Participants were then engaged in a process 

that focused on factors that contributed to success when the organization was operating 

efficiently. 

Cooperrider and Srivastva (1987) clearly distinguished appreciative inquiry from 

other traditional problem solving approaches to organizational analysis and development.  
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They contended that traditional approaches focus on identifying problems, analysing causes, 

evaluating possible solutions and planning action.  Appreciative inquiry, in contrast to other 

approaches, placed emphasis on starting with what worked in the organization, envisioning 

what might be, engaging in dialogue about what should be, and creating what will be.  It is 

critical according to the theory that leaders recognize and value differences within the 

organization and ask questions about the present and future of the organization that can 

positively influence the employees so that the organization becomes what it seeks to 

emphasize. 

In later work, Cooperrider and Whitney (2005) identified four steps in the 

appreciative inquiry process which is based on four Ds.  These are discovery, dream, design, 

and destiny.  The discovery stage involves participants focusing on the processes in the 

organization that have been working and identifying what the vision of the organization is.  

In the dream phase, employees are engaged in a visioning process where they seek to 

envision the efficient optimal performance organization.  The design component seeks to 

assimilate the ideas of the team through planning and prioritizing so as to create the optimal 

performance organization they envision.  The final stage is destiny.  It focuses on where the 

organization will go and the path it will travel.  As such, this is the point at which the plan of 

action is implemented and requires the support of all in order to build optimal performance 

so that organizational goals can be realized. 

The appreciative inquiry theory complements the transformational leadership theory 

and provides for a good theoretical frame to guide the research process.  Both were 
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developed to address organizational problems but recognize the need not just to focus on the 

problem but the needs of all of the employees and to value their worth and contribution to 

the organization.  These same principles that emphasize team work and cooperation will be 

necessary for the institution that will be studied to embrace if the team members wish to 

create an optimal high performing school that will maintain high academic standards by 

focusing on strengths and working together to address weaknesses. 
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CHAPTER 2 

OVERVIEW OF SCHOOL INSPECTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

History of School Inspection 

The practice of school inspection has reportedly had historical roots in France 

under the regime of Napoleon at the end of the 18th century and then later broadened to 

other European countries (Grauwe, 2007).  It is worth noting that countries all over the 

world have been taking steps to raise the standard of education through monitoring and 

evaluation.  Despite this global interest in improving students’ achievement and school 

improvement, monitoring the quality of education that schools provide is not a recent 

phenomenon.  Grubb (2002) postulated that external inspection of schools began in 1839 

with school evaluations referred to as Her Majesty’s Inspections.  The main aim at the 

time was for these inspections to determine how to improve schools and to verify and 

justify the expenditure of funds invested in these schools.  Inspection, therefore, seemed 

to be an instrument used by governments to gauge the performance of public education 

for the public good.  Webb and Vulliamy (1996) and Learmonth (2000) pointed out that 

school inspection as practiced in the U.K. was introduced in the Education Act of 1965.  

This Act created the Office of the Standard in Education (OFSTED) for schools in 

England and Wales in an effort to reduce the role of the local authorities in supporting 

and monitoring schools.  It operated under the supervision of Her Majesty’s Chief 

Inspector as a non-ministerial agency for the inspection of schools.   

London (2004) stated that, despite the fact that school inspection has been part of 

the debate in public education for some time now, it was intensified in church affiliated 
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institutions in the United Kingdom.  This discussion then trickled down to colonies under 

British authority as they sought to shape, establish and influence the education provisions 

in these colonies.   

Ball (2008) argued that establishment of Office of the Standard in Education 

(OFSTED) can be seen as the deliberate involvement of the private sector in education.  

This is the case as the work of OFSTED is characterized by a business model which 

seeks to evaluate inputs and outputs of schools based on established standards and 

performance indicators.  Whitty (2008) describes the private sector involvement in the 

educational sector as the introduction of a market force approach in evaluating education 

quality of schools.  The inspection model in England and Wales, according to Ehren and 

Visscher (2008), sees inspectors carrying out systematic visits to school.  These visits 

include class observation after which the findings of inspections are made public.  In 

addition, the schools are obligated to create action plans to address areas of concern 

which ultimately should result in school improvement. 

OFSTED (2014) indicated that their main responsibilities are to inspect and 

regulate services that offer care to children, as well as education and training, with a view 

of improving these services.  In addition, they have reported to the parliament on the 

quality of service standards and progress in the various institutions inspected.  OFSTED 

(2004) highlighted that while Britain does not want to eliminate school inspection, they 

have been taking steps to give more authority to and to express greater confidence in 

schools by placing greater emphasis on self-evaluation as the very essence of the 

inspection process.  Part of the 2014-2015 priorities of OFSTED is to strengthen the 
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regional structure and mechanism to improve knowledge and improve the relationship 

with regional partners. Such a priority underscores the need for constant evaluation of the 

inspection processes, in order to move to a more inclusive and supportive environment. 

           Cladingbowl (2014) has asked a critical question about the future of OFSTED:  

What next for school inspection?  This question apparently has emerged from the 

growing debates about how inspections are carried out, what inspectors are looking for, 

and what they are not looking for in teaching.  According to Cladingbowl, despite the 

raging debates and critical analysis of OFSTED, no one can argue that the entity has not 

raised the expectation of schools in England.  Such a discourse highlights the 

complexities and differing views about inspection and how it should be conducted.  Such 

debates are in no way unique to England.  Cladingbowl concluded that much has changed 

in schools since the inception of OFSTED in 1992.  Two of the most significant changes 

include greater autonomy and financial control. 

What is School Inspection? 

The focus of school inspection generally encompasses key areas that impact the 

overall performance of the school and students.  McBeath, Meuret, Schratz, and Jakobsen 

(1999) identified some of the main domains that usually form part of any school 

inspection.  These include:  learning processes at both the classroom and whole-school 

levels, learning outcomes, and the school environment.  Consequently, school inspection 

is concerned with students’ academic, personal and social development as well as their 

safety while they are in the learning environment.  In addition, school inspection also 

focuses on the relationship among the school, parents, and the community.  
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Wilcox (2000) defined school inspection as a process of evaluating the quality of 

services and programs an institution provides.  Richards (2001) argued that school 

inspection is about making judgement on the value and significance of school activities 

observed and data collected. As such, school inspection is much more than evaluating 

schools against government directives but instead is a developmental process to help 

teachers improve their standards of teaching.  

Types of School Inspection Model 

There are other accountability matrices in education from the classical evolving 

inspection model.  This is the case according to Scheerens and Bosker (1997) as 

stakeholders have various expectations for schools and as such, support the use of 

different standards to evaluate schools.  Some of these include decentralisation of 

authority, and a market driven policy.  The decentralisation approach focuses on giving 

the local authority more freedom in planning and providing education experiences.  In 

support of leadership closer to the local environment, Dimmock and Walker (2005) 

asserted that “Leadership is a culturally and contextually bounded process.  This means it 

is inextricably intertwined with its larger environment - at levels ranging from the 

organizational, to local community through to larger society” (p. 3).  As such, leadership 

is affected by its cultural realities and the general environment in which it is practised.  

This kind of leadership is promoted by governments that regard local leadership as better 

able to deal with local educational issues.  Mbelle (2008) and Galliani, Gertler, and 

Schargrodsky (2008) argued that governments are increasingly embracing this policy as it 

is believed that the local authority and communities have a better grasp of needs and 
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characteristics than the central authority.  This devolution of authority is practiced in 

Tanzania and other African countries.    

The market driven accountability framework is best observed in the United States, 

United Kingdom, and Australia.  This approach gives parents and students the right and 

power to choose which school to patronise.  This is usually based on the performance of 

chosen schools.  

Reasons for School Inspection 

The International Institute for Educational Planning (1997) indicated that it has 

noted changes in how inspection shifted from a support and control model to a more 

transparent open approach – a shift from focussing on the work of teachers to school 

inspection, inclusiveness in evaluation and focusing on school-based supervision, 

resulting in a more robust supervision of schools to promote ethical practices that have 

the need of students as their focus.  Kamuyu (2001), in examining the purpose of school 

inspection, highlighted several reasons for this type of evaluation to take place.  These 

include an overview of the general school performance based on performance indicators, 

reporting findings to the institutions for study, and planning of improvement strategies.  

To this end, information collected also identifies the strengths and weaknesses of teachers 

so that the appropriate measures can be taken to enhance and support teachers. 

MacBeath and McGlynn (2002) expressed the view that school inspection, as an 

external evaluation mechanism, should complement the school’s internal assessment and 

evaluation in an effort to maintain quality educational standards.  School inspection can 

be considered as that critical assessment of schools which provides a platform for 
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improving educational attainment and a guide to policy development and implementation 

relating to resource allocation and management, curriculum revision, design and 

implementation, as well as improving discipline in schools.  Matthews and Sammons 

(2004) conducted a “self-assessment” of OFSTED’s impact on education quality and 

standards.  This report done for the Education Employment Committee on OFSTED 

stated that: 

The school inspection framework was widely praised in evidence  

to our enquiry as a valuable tool for school development and  

evaluation.  The National Union of Teachers believed that the  

inspection framework provided a valuable checklist for school  

improvement, not least for schools to use themselves. (p. 21) 

 

According to the report, there is a recognition by different stakeholders that the 

work of OFSTED does provide, if not directly, a framework that schools can use to 

benchmark their performance.  In the report, Matthews and Sammons (2004) noted that 

between 2000 and 2003 inspectors judged improvement in 25% of schools as “very 

good” or “excellent”, and “good or better” in 67% of primary and secondary schools and 

55% of special schools.  On the other hand, 8% of primary and secondary and 12% of 

special schools were judged as experiencing insufficient improvement or were 

deteriorating.  Matthews and Sammons (2004) noted that while schools may put their best 

efforts forward during inspection, it is highly unlikely that this would ensure the 

sustainment of improvement from one inspection to another.  

 According to OFSTED (2004), Table 1 below shows that approximately twice as 

many schools have higher results a year after their inspection than have lower results.  

The ratio is somewhat higher, as expected, after a longer interval.  It is clear, therefore, 
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that the majority of schools do not show a performance dip after inspection and that in 

general, results tend to be rising year after year.  It should be noted that the analysis does 

not take into account the size of any changes, but just whether results were above or 

below those in different years. 

  

Table 1.   Comparative Results - Before and After Inspection. 

 

Year before to 1 year 

   

Year before to 2 years after 

 

                  Number  

  Year      of School    Above          Below         Equal 

 

   Above               

  

  Below 

 

  Equal 

 

1993/94 

1994/95 

1995/96 

1996/97 

1997/98 

1998/99 

1999/00 

2000/01 

2001/02 

453        63.6%         30.6%         5.8% 

421        56.1%         38.2%         5.7% 

413        58.1%         34.2%         7.7% 

486        62.0%         37.1%         0.9% 

358        65.9%         33.1%         0.9% 

417        67.3%         32.4%         0.3% 

357        58.9%         39.8%         1.3% 

362        61.8%          7.7%          0.5% 

332        63.8%         35.2%         1.0% 

  70.8%         24.4%         4.8% 

  60.9%         33.9%         5.2% 

  69.6%         29.7%         0.7% 

  69.2%         29.4%         1.4% 

  68.5%         30.2%         1.3% 

  69.8%         29.5%         0.6% 

  64.0%         35.5%         0.5% 

  63.2%         36.0%         0.9% 

 

 

Note: OFSTED (2004). Improvement through inspection: an evaluation of the impact of 

Ofsted’s work. (p. 30). 

 

Rosenthal (2004) and Jacob (2005) noted that the available literature on the 

impact of inspection on students’ achievement is inconclusive.  As such, little attention 

may be placed on the significance of this event.  Proponents of external inspection 
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believe that it should provide information that can be used to improve the business of the 

school.  Therefore, if the leadership of the school is sceptical of the process, little gain 

may be realized.   

De Wolf and Janssens (2007) observed that in countries across the world, 

including many in Europe, inspection is used to provide accountability and improve the 

quality of education offered by schools.  Aghenta (2006) postulated that national 

development is inextricably linked to the skills and levels of education of the available 

human resource.  Nwangwu (2007) in agreeing with Aghenta (2006), contended that the 

competencies and skills of a nation are directly connected to the kind of curriculum and 

what students learn at school.  As such, it is not surprising that inspectorates and 

governments would be interested to ascertain the precise impact of inspections.  

Nkinyangi (2006) and Michelle (2007) wrote that the government sets targets to be 

achieved by the education system to meet curriculum standards and accordingly 

inspection allows for control in the environment in which education is provided.  School 

inspection, therefore, seeks to provide an operational framework for teachers to conform 

to national curriculum standards (Michelle, 2007).  Winter and De Ridder (2010) and 

Jansen and Smits (2011) contended that regardless of this need to know the impact of 

inspection, there is limited information on its impact on improving the quality of 

education but such information is important in a time when governments have to 

prioritize and account for public spending.  According to Klaber, Mellon, and Melville 

(2010), school inspection and educational supervision provide for a competitive 

advantage in the changing educational environment.  Additionally, it can be argued that 
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monitoring educational practices in schools and providing support for improvement could 

create a more productive and just society (Nkumbi, Warioba & Komba, 2006; 

Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007).  

Expected Results of School Inspection 

  School inspection allows for comparisons to be made about the performance of 

schools against established standards. In so doing, it provides a platform for the public to 

judge which schools are most compliant with established standards.  Nevo (2002) argued 

that such an evaluation can be very narrow in scope and may focus on similarities at the 

expense of taking note of the specific local needs and unique features of individual 

schools.  School inspection has the potential to put administrators and teachers under 

pressure, as they can fear sanctions and public vilifications if it is shown that their 

schools fail to meet established standards.  Dobert, Klieme, and Sroka (2004) postulated 

that inspection of schools is seen as triggering “suffering and distress to both those being 

assessed and the assessors” (p. 295).  The perception of school inspection can possibly be 

changed if the process is effective and the necessary support is provided to the school 

during and after the event. 

Hamilton, Berends, and Stecher (2005) opined that school inspection is designed 

with three main objectives, namely provision of: incentives for staff to improve their 

performance, technical assistance to help schools attain set standards, and robust 

information to guide school improvement.  In practice these are not always easy tasks. 

Inspection, as an external accountability school improvement strategy, most often places 

emphasis on control and compliance to established policies.  Leithwood, Steinbach, and 
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Jantzi (2002) have argued that this perspective focuses too much on compliance at the 

expense of improvement.  The failure of reforms in school accountability and education 

in general, can be connected to the teachers’ and principals’ level of support.  If the 

school officials do not see the benefits of the reform efforts, or if the cost is too excessive 

to them, they will develop what Datnow and Castellano (2000) and Leithwood and Jantzi 

(2000) referred to as a “culture of compliance” at the expense of creativity.  The data that 

emerge from the inspection can also pose a challenge for schools.   

Zimmerman and Dibenedetto (2008) asserted that schools may find it difficult to 

dissect such summative data into tools that can be used to take decisions for the 

improvement of their educational outputs.  This may be the case as feedback will also 

need specific information and skills to make them useful and, ultimately, enable 

accountability.  Resistance to ways of improving quality is also another issue.  Scheerens, 

Amelsvoort, and Donoughue (1999) and OECD (2007) explained that teachers and the 

local educational authorities may resist accountability schemes.  They are often very 

anxious about evaluation procedures and the impact of these on their autonomy.   

Grauwe (2008) contended that there is minimal research into the effectiveness of 

supervision systems on the operation of schools.  Despite this, several anecdotes are 

available on these processes from teachers and administrators across different 

jurisdictions.  Pelletier (2005) explained that the failure of supervision to impact the 

education system is what led to its elimination in Quebec during the 1960’s.  Grauwe 

(2008) explained that this lack of impact is a result of a number of factors, ranging from 

the conflict between mandated service to the provision of resources.  In addition, very 
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often as the number of schools increase, there is not a commensurate increase in the 

resource capacity of the agencies.  Grauwe (2008) argued that it is in this context that 

countries across the world have recently undertaken reforms in their monitoring 

mechanism ranging from decentralization and local autonomy to a more formal 

accountability structure of external evaluation.  There has been reform that focused on 

bolstering internal school monitoring processes and shifting the focus from professional 

assessment to include the public and parents’ involvement. 

Faubert (2009) highlighted the effect of school inspection on teacher workload, 

administrative staff, use and state of infrastructure, and staff management.  According to 

Eurydice (2004), this phase of inspection seeks to gauge the compliance level of the 

school to policies and procedures.  This is critical as students’ performance can only be 

effectively evaluated when it is judged against established standards. 

Grauwe (2007) is of the view that when administrators and teachers are engaged 

and given information before the actual inspection, they view inspectors in a supporting 

role, rather than as people coming to judge their work.  It is, therefore, critical that there 

be an atmosphere between teachers and inspectors that is free from fear.  Leeuw (2002) 

explained this environment to be a balance between “give and take” and a “you too and 

me too” relationship.  This means that inspectors will need to strike a balance between 

what they observe and the explanations they give as they seek to develop a professional 

relationship with the teachers and administrators.  Such an environment allows for greater 

productivity and provides for a better opportunity for inspection to achieve its ultimate 

end, that of assessing the quality education through quality teaching and learning. 
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The need to have robust and clear feedback from inspection reports cannot be 

overstated. Dobert, Klieme, and Sroka (2004), in support of this view, cited inspection 

activities in France that are often criticized for lack of clarity and effect on schools.  

Having received inspection reports, schools also need financial and other technical 

assistance to support implementation and improvement.  Bowen, Rose, and Ware (2006) 

in confirming this point, made reference to the No Child Left Behind Act as an 

accountability framework which has left a number of schools with the awesome task of 

improving students’ performance without the funding for programs and other support.  

Ball (2004) is of the view that the market driven and commodity packaging of education 

produces serious inequitable results as it widens the gap between children who are poor 

and those who are from affluent circumstances.  

In the United States, there is high reliance on test scores embedded in the No 

Child Left Behind Act.  This Act aims at improving students’ learning, but seems to 

provide a threating environment that carries heavy sanctions if the schools do not perform 

well on test scores.  Elmore (2005), and Giles, Jacobson, Johnson, and Ylimaki (2007) 

argued that there is evidence to suggest that principals have used the test score 

accountability approach coupled with sanctions for underperformance to improve schools 

in the United States of America.  As such, this approach, while limited in scope, can be 

used to improve students’ learning.    
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School Inspection Audiences and Reactions 

Schools’ Reaction to School Inspection 

As inspection puts schools under pressure to perform and improve, it also creates 

the potential for corrupt practices to take place in an effort to get a passing grade from the 

inspectors. For example, Koretz (2005) pointed out that some teachers teach to the test 

resulting in a narrowing of the curriculum (Stecher, 2002).  Chiang (2009) contended that 

as schools aim to meet policymakers’ intents, they sometimes find “creative” ways of 

ensuring that students’ performance improves.  In addition, teachers operating in such an 

accountability framework may produce inflated grades and increase the number of 

students classified for placements in special education.   

Thrupp (1998) explained that the naming and shaming of schools doing poorly 

can prevent acceptance and implementation of feedback.  In other words, this approach 

can support a negative perspective and attitude towards the entire inspection process, 

especially in cases where principal and staff do not feel secure.  Sedikides and Gregg 

(2008) posited that persons who are insecure about themselves may react to external 

feedback with fear and ultimately resistance. Stark (1998) identified three critical phases 

in a failing school making improvements.  The first phase is for the school to 

acknowledge failure.  This means understanding adequately not only the message of 

failure from the inspectors but also the underlying weaknesses of the institution.  The 

second phase is implementation.  This phase requires strong leadership and an 

organizational will that has the capacity to engage in renewal.  The final stage in this 
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process is progression towards excellence.  It focuses on building self-esteem and staff 

pride in the school’s achievement. 

Whether to release the inspection reports to the public is open for discussion.  

Visscher, Karsten, de Jong, and Bosker (2000) and Rowe (2005) considered the public 

release of inspection reports as controversial and the debate is still on whether the reports 

should be used internally by school administrators or whether they should be placed on 

the public platform. Haegeland, Kirkeboen, Raaum, and Salvanes (2004), on the other 

hand, argued that publication of inspection reports can in fact help to improve school 

performance.  This may be the case, as such reports can help to mobilize parents and 

government to play an active part in ensuring that improvements take place within these 

schools as to allow for parents to make school selection from an informed position.  To 

this end, the public release of school performance can have a positive impact on school 

operation and ultimately students’ performance. 

Principals’ Reaction to School Inspection 

The views of the principal of any school that has been inspected is critical in any 

examination of the impact of the inspection on school operation (Forsyth, 2004; Gaziel, 

2003; Price, 2012; Schratz, 2003).  Vollmeyer and Rheinberg (2005) and Hattie and 

Timperley (2007) contended that inspection is supposed to provide feedback that will 

facilitate learning and development of the entire school community.  The acceptance of 

this feedback is usually the basis for shaping the attitude of principals and other 

stakeholders towards inspection.  Hattie and Timperley (2007), Shute (2008), and Fengler 

(2010) contended that successful feedback must be objective, solution oriented and make 
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reference to specific behavior.  Thrupp (1998) and Perryman (2010) asserted that school 

inspection and feedback carry internal importance to school administrators.  Scanlon 

(1999) indicated from a National Foundation for Education Research, commissioned by 

the National Union of Teachers to examine the impact of OFSTED on “failing schools”, 

found that principals were usually of a more positive attitude towards inspection than 

teachers.  In underscoring the significance of leadership and communication, Nicolaidou 

and Ainscow (2002) argued that the principals’ style and abilities are crucial in turning 

around a failing school.  

From a social and psychological perspective, studies have found that people are 

generally not accepting of negative feedback (Eva, Armson, Holmboe, Lockyer, Loney, 

Mann, & Sargeant, 2012; Semmer & Jacobshagen, 2010).  People view negative 

feedback as an attack on who they are, as well as their work and as such, tend to resist 

these negative reports or conclusions.  According to Miron and Brehm (2006), and Helzer 

and Dunning (2012) the issue of subjectivity also contributes to this reaction to negative 

reports.  External evaluators come to the job with their own stereotypes and prejudicial 

biases which may affect their judgement and ultimately how their feedback is received by 

school leadership.  However, Duval and Silvia (2009) argued people have the ability to 

reflect on their mistakes and learn from them.  As such, individuals can self-assess, and 

change.  The conclusion can, therefore, be that principals are not necessarily all against 

receiving and assessing criticisms and formulating plans to address them.  Ball (2008) 

further posited that principals may have reservations about inspection feedback because 

of the standardized instruments used to evaluate schools.  Such instruments are not 
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always accepted by those who are being evaluated.  This may be the case as each 

institution is unique and so a standardised instrument is not likely to give a fair 

representation of the institution 

Bitan, Haep, and Steins (2013) reported on a study of the attitudes of some fifty 

principals to inspection in a German federal state.  The data revealed that some 42% of 

the participants generally accepted the inspection process and feedback while 32% 

expressed negative opinions.  Principals who held negative attitudes towards inspection 

cited a number of reasons.  These include increased work linked to the preparation of 

reports and other documents required, use of questionable instruments to evaluate schools 

and being very time consuming.  

Bitan, Haep, and Steins (2013) noted that these negative perspectives were voiced 

by principals who had a positive attitude toward external inspection of schools.  This 

study, however, must be understood in the context of the structure and organization of 

inspection in Germany which focuses on being supportive and developmental.  This 

approach is not necessarily the case in all jurisdictions.  However, for countries such as 

Jamaica and England inspection is about holding schools accountable. 

Teachers’ Reaction to School Inspection 

According to Bennett and Kavanagh (1996) in a study of the perspectives of 

assistant teachers in Irish primary schools on whole school inspection, it was revealed 

that most teachers had a positive reaction to inspection, as most of the comments from the 

inspectors were positive and affirming of their practice.  This is not to say that the 

inspectors and some teachers were not critical of issues in the school.  For example, some 
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teachers were concerned about the tone in which inspectors communicated their 

criticisms and felt that they were not diplomatic enough. Concerns were also raised by 

teachers about inspection being primarily limited to class observation at the expense of 

curriculum management.  On occasions where curriculum matters were addressed, they 

were restricted to mathematics and English.  Despite a generally positive report, the study 

revealed minimal changes in school operation based on the recommendations of the 

inspectors.  More than 50% of the assistant teachers indicated that the process was of 

little value to them.  A significant number of teachers also indicated that they had made 

great effort to refine teaching plans, create teaching aids and improve classroom 

aesthetics for the inspectors’ visit.  Chapman’s (2001) study into how inspections affect 

the behavior change of teachers in the United Kingdom revealed that feedback from 

inspectors resulted in 20% of teachers in five secondary schools indicating that they had 

been prompted to reflect on and change aspects of their teaching.   

Ehren and Visscher (2006) contended that inspectors provide information that can 

be used to raise the quality of education standards.  Ehren and Visscher (2008) 

highlighted the need for positive relationships between inspectors, school and teachers.  

This is important to support a productive disclosure about the varying issues in the 

inspection process.   

 Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) in a study conducted in Ontario to ascertain what 

motivates teachers and administrators in the implementation of government performance 

reform, found that such a system has the ability to reduce the commitment of teachers to 

teaching and that their goals shifted to money and improving the school’s ranking.  These 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Leithwood%2C+Kenneth
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Jantzi%2C+Doris
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shifts in goals and commitment to teaching are as a result of public scrutiny of test scores 

and teachers’ single focus on improving these scores.  Reback (2007) has found that 

improved students’ performance could be attributed to the accountability systems in the 

United States as schools sought to improve their ranking; a ranking based on the number 

of students who passed standardized tests.  As such, teachers tended to focus on the 

slower students at the expense of better performing students.  External evaluation of 

schools can also affect the motivation and overall effectiveness of teachers.   

Students’ Reaction to School Inspection 

The importance of gauging the impact of inspection on students’ achievement 

cannot be overstated as at the very heart of school improvement there must be 

improvement in students’ learning.  Luginbubl, Webbink, and De Wolf (2009) found in 

his study of the Dutch inspectorate that its impact on students’ test scores was limited and 

was not always statistically significant.  However, McCrone, Rudd, Blenkinsopp, Wade, 

Rutt and Yeshanew (2007) expressed the view that inspection does positively impact 

schools’ improvement generally.  

In a study on the quality of basic education of five African countries (Burundi, 

Eritrea, Kenya, Uganda and Rwanda), Nkinyangi (2006) found that school inspectors 

approached the inspection process as problem- finders and so were limited in their 

support capacity.  School inspection is primarily focused on improving the standard and 

quality of education schools offer.  As such, the focus is on students’ learning; that is, the 

skills, knowledge and attitude the students acquire.  To this end, class observation forms 
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a very vital part of the inspectors’ workload.  They ought to spend time observing 

students’ work, reading lesson plans and viewing teaching. 

The study carried out by Matete (2009) indicated that school inspection positively 

affected teaching and learning.  Approximately 90% of the teachers who participated in 

the study shared the view that the inspection process had helped them to improve in their 

execution of lessons.  Additionally, 94% of the teachers considered the inspection reports 

useful in improving the teaching and learning environment.  Such reports outline the 

strengths, weaknesses and challenges facing the schools.  As such, administration can use 

them to make informed decisions in order to improve the quality of education provided 

by institutions. 

The literature presented is inconclusive as it relates to the direct impact on 

providing quality teaching and learning.  Inspection, however, does affect the thinking 

and general perspectives of teachers and administrators in reviewing their approaches to 

their responsibilities and roles.  To this end, the perspectives of these key stakeholders 

have implications for the manner in which they respond to the inspection process. 

  Learmonth (2000) posited that “We have a responsibility to provide all children 

with the best possible education and inspection is an important source of information 

about how successful this aim is being achieved” (p. 6).  Coombe, Kelly, and Carr-Hill 

(2006), in concurring with Learmonth (2000), explained that teaching and learning 

impact students’ attitudes, skills and knowledge that will make for a better society.  

Despite this claim and the large volume of research on school improvement, there is not 

enough data available to establish a direct relationship between students’ performance 



 

29 

 

and inspection.  Where data are available, it is difficult to determine the precise impact of 

inspection on students’ performance as there are usually several initiatives taking place at 

the school, and nationally, more or less at the same time.   

Parents’ Reaction to School Inspection 

Eccles and Harold (1993) posited that there is available research to underscore the 

positive effects of the involvement of parents on the learning and development of 

students. According to Henderson and Berla (1994), “the most accurate predictor of a 

student’s achievement in school is not income or social status but the extent to which that 

student’s family is able to: Create a home environment that encourages learning, express 

high (but not unrealistic) expectations for their children's achievement and future careers, 

and become involved in their children's education at school and in the community” (p. 

160). 

Tabberer (1995) indicated that a study to gauge the perception of parents on the 

work and impact of OFSTED produced mixed results.  The study was conducted by the 

National Foundation for Education Research, with a total of 7108 participants.  More 

than three quarters of the parents indicated that they were kept informed throughout the 

inspection process.  A total of 88% also felt that they got advance notice to pre-inspection 

meetings while nine out of ten parents found the summary of inspection reports fairly 

easy to understand.  Despite these positive reviews, approximately 60% of parents noted 

that they were unsure if inspection contributes to improving the quality of education 

schools provide.  There were, however, some parents who felt that, over time, inspection 

will in fact help to improve the quality of education. As a consequence, they called for 
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greater support from the authorities to see to the implementation of the recommendations 

made by inspectors and use of simple language and less jargons in inspection reports.  

Marsh (2015) reported that a survey conducted of 1,067 parents in England indicated that 

parents wanted more inspection of schools.  One parent who was the global co-founder of 

Techno Teachers Consultancy, posited that the work of OFSTED was what has been 

giving parents a voice in education.  Parents, therefore, have a significant role to play at 

all level of the inspection process.  As such, schools should seek to engage them in a 

most meaningful way before and after the inspection.   

Schools’ Accountability Outcomes 

Sammons (2006) indicated that most countries across the world have come to 

respect the United Kingdom’s education system and the work of OFSTED which has 

resulted in the improvement in mathematics and English.  Tymms, Coe, and Merrell 

(2005) and Sammons (2006) contended that the steady improvement in mathematics and 

English is due to the work of OFSTED, but also, as a result of the investment in 

education, staff development, and reduction in poverty.  Ehren and Visscher (2008) 

argued that the systematic inspection process that ensures that teachers and 

administration follow their strategic plans for teaching and learning are what must also be 

credited for the observed improvement.   

Despite this reality, there are emerging data to show that school accountability 

measures that focus on the threat of sanctions, have helped to improve the performance of 

students in the short run in low- performing schools.  Jacob (2005) found a similar 

situation in Chicago where the threat of schools going on probation resulted in improved 
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test scores of students.  Such accountability threats have also affected teaching strategies 

and school management.  Figlio and Rouse (2006) indicated that studies of low-

performing schools in Florida have shown that students’ test scores have increased.  

Figlio and Rouse (2006) in a study of principals whose schools were “under threat” found 

that they took steps to increase planning and instructional time, and instituted targeted 

professional development activities to improve the instructional competence of teachers.  

These initiatives were all aimed at increasing students’ performance.  

Jacob (2003), on the other hand, found in Chicago a decrease in budgetary 

allocation to the fine arts and in the ratio of teachers’ aides.  There was, however, a 

noticeable increase in the number of supervisors of teachers especially in low- 

performing schools.  Muijs and Harris (2006), in a qualitative study using a purposive 

sample from ten schools deemed to have teacher leaders who were considered to be 

making significant contributions, found that initiatives coming from government for 

teacher implementation were hampering the growth and development of teachers and put 

senior leaders under grave pressure.  As such, the top/down approach to this reform did 

not work with these educational leaders. 

Ehren and Visscher (2008) pointed out that the schools with the better academic 

performance are the ones that will likely be selected by students and parents.  School 

leaders are, therefore, challenged to package and market their schools in the way business 

enterprises operate.  In addition, they will have to think about and put in place strategies 

and procedures to cater to the needs of the clients they serve including students, parents 

and the community.  Inherent in this business oriented model is the disparity it reinforces 
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between the children from poor socio-economic backgrounds in sharp contrast to the 

privileged children and families.  

School Supervision and Middle Managers 

Supervision practices have shifted significantly from a directing and controlling 

formula to a more democratic and clinical focus.  Neagley and Evans (1980) argued that 

modern supervision is democratic in nature: 

Modern supervision is considered as any service for teachers that 

eventually results in improving instruction, learning, and the curriculum. It 

consists of positive, dynamic, democratic actions designed to improve 

instruction through continued growth of all concerned individuals- the 

child, the teacher, the supervisor, the administrator and the parent or other 

lay person. (p. 20) 

 

According to Vann (1996), “OFSTED sees the development of middle managers 

as a critical issue….Many OFSTED reports contain comments about the need for key 

review of the job descriptions, of responsibility post-holders and middle managers in 

particular, to achieve greater effectiveness within schools” (p. 4).  The calls contained in 

the OFSTED report further underscore the central role middle managers play in school 

effectiveness and the need for their roles to change and adjustments based on the needs of 

the institution.   

Middle managers, according to Armstrong (1993) and Wood (1993), are 

sandwiched between two groups, the authority above and those below whom they 

supervise.  Bennett (1995) postulated that “middle management [is the] tier of authority 

which tries to coordinate the day to day work of teachers in the various sub-units and 

integrate them into the overall totality of the school” (p. 104).  In Jamaica, middle 
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managers include heads of departments, grade supervisors, vice principals, and deans of 

discipline among other posts of special responsibility.  

Dunham (1995), in highlighting the important role of middle managers, indicated 

that “it is important for middle managers to understand fully the complexity of their roles, 

one which has changed and developed rapidly over the past few years.  It is a highly 

skilled role which usually involves a large managerial component with a heavy teaching 

load” (p. 142).  Consequently, middle managers are critical to team building within 

schools in order to provide the best education possible.  Bell (1992) suggested that 

middle managers need to work strategically on ensuring the team functions in order to 

effectively contribute to the institution.  Nyagura and Reece (1992) explained that it is 

difficult for one person to carry out the role of supervisor and administrator.  Glatthorn 

(2004) concurred with Oghuvbu (2001) in seeing supervision as a process of enabling the 

professional growth of teachers through meaningful feedback about their practice and in 

so doing, helping them to improve.  Bolin and Pansiri as cited in Bays (2001), postulated 

that supervision is concerned with improving the quality of teaching and learning 

activities in the classroom for the ultimate benefit of all learners 

 The available literature suggests that the responsibilities and role of middle 

managers are very complex and significant to schools providing quality education for all 

students.  These responsibilities are academic, administrative, and managerial in nature.  

Consequently, for a school that has been inspected by the NEI to be successful in the 

implementation of recommendations, middle managers will have a key role to play since 
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they are seen as the coordinating force within the school with wide areas of 

responsibilities. 

Once a school has been externally inspected and reports have been produced, the 

task is for the principal and other senior managers to begin implementing the 

recommendations.  Sullivan and Glanz (2000), in concurring with Stoops (1985), noted 

that supervision as inspection was the major method of managing and monitoring of 

schools in the 19th century.  Hoerr (2008) contended that supervision as inspection is still 

a phenomenon in many schools today.  Many administrators are not up to date with 

theoretical advances in the field and they continue to see supervision as a controlling fact-

finding mission rather that a collegial, democratic process. Supervision is not always an 

easy task for middle managers.  Gaziel (2007), and Maphosa and Mubika (2008) 

suggested that it is very difficult, if not impossible, to draw the line between supervisory 

and administrative activities which is the situation in which heads usually find 

themselves, as the roles overlap.  Holland and Adams (2002) are of the opinion that heads 

and administrators tend to operate as administrators dealing with ideas and processes 

rather than supervisors managing people in order to achieve their ultimate goal of quality 

education provision. 

Musungu and Nasongo (2008) argued that teachers do not like to be supervised by 

their heads as they see them as “watch dogs” and view supervision as a threat.  Kapfunde 

(1990) and Madziyire (2010) articulated that teachers are usually very anxious about 

supervision as they view it as an investigation and do not think it is worthwhile.  In a 

UNESCO (2007) report it was argued that researchers have indicated that improved 
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educational quality can come from schools through the use of school supervisors who are 

more with their students and the learning environment.  This improvement is precisely 

the main objective of the inspection process in Jamaica and in other countries across the 

world.  In the field of education, the debate is ongoing as to the precise definition of 

supervision.   

Oghuvbu (2001) pointed out that the supervisor needs to “inspect”- which is a fact 

finding mission, and ‘supervise’- which is developing a positive relationship between 

themselves and teachers in order to address areas of concern and achieve the ultimate 

goal of better instruction for students’ success.  In a real sense, Firth (2007) in expanding 

the views on supervision, articulated that it provides useful information on teaching 

behavior not just for capable teachers but also for all teachers in an effort for them to 

improve their teaching performance.  Glickman, Gordon and Ross-Gordon (2004) 

suggested that supervisors must, therefore, be well trained and have the knowledge to 

provide proper guidance and support to those they supervised.   

The literature presented is inadequate as it relates to the direct impact of 

inspection in enhancing quality teaching and learning.  Inspection, however, does affect 

the manner in which teachers and administrators perceived their responsibilities and 

roles.  To this end, the perspectives of these key stakeholders have implications for the 

manner in which they respond to the inspection process. 

This study, therefore, can provide important information to add to the existing 

literature in the field of study on how key stakeholders view the work of NEI from a 

Jamaican perspective.  It is expected that the perspectives derived from the study will 
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guide policymakers in making decisions about school inspection.  In addition, it is hoped 

that other schools designated as unsatisfactory by the NEI will also learn from the 

experiences of the school being studied.  
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CHAPTER 3 

HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF INSPECTION IN JAMAICA 

Inspection of schools in Jamaica is not a new phenomenon at the primary and 

secondary levels of the education system.  It can be traced to the early 19th century 

around the time of the administration of the British Negro Education Grant in 1833 for 

the education of former slaves who were freed after the abolition of slavery.  Whyte 

(1983) recorded that after the passing of the Emancipation Act in the British Parliament, 

a provision to provide morals, and religious education was stipulated in the bill.  Colonies 

in the Caribbean received funds based on the size of the territory.  Jamaica received in 

excess of 18,357,500 Pounds.  While colonies received this funding, it was not clear 

whether the missionaries or the Assembly would administer the funds.   The Assembly 

did not have the means to do it, while the church was already involved in education and 

had started setting up schools across the island.  The British government asked Rev. J. 

Sterling from St Kitts to evaluate the education provision in the British West Indies.  He 

did his assessment and made several recommendations to the British Government on the 

curriculum, financing, quality of teachers and leadership in the schools and what other 

items were needed.  Rev. Sterling, therefore, could be seen as the first inspector of 

schools in Jamaica.   

The change from the Representative Government to Crown Colony Government 

came with several reforms (Whyte, 1983).  One key reform took place in 1867 when 

payment by results was introduced in the schools.  With payment by results came the 

need for school inspectors to visit schools and examine students each year for one day in 
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six or seven classes in eight subject areas.  It should be noted that some of these reports 

were published in The Daily Gleaner and were a matter for public record.  This 

examination by the inspectors was intended to evaluate the quantity and quality of work 

done by the students.  Teachers were expected to emphasize what were termed “chief 

subjects.”  These included reading, writing from dictation and arithmetic.  Schools were 

given performance designations or ranking based on their performance, as first class 56 

and over, second class 44 - 55, third class 32 - 43 and below 32 not classified.                              

In 1898, another major assessment of the Jamaican education system, the Lumb 

Commission, was carried out after thirty years of financial support to schools based on 

educational results.  This assessment took place after a Royal Commission published a 

report indicating dissatisfaction with the increase in education expenditure and the high 

level of illiteracy.  The Lumb Commission was mandated to prepare a report for the 

government on the suitability of the education system and to make suggestions as to how 

the economy could maintain the system. Several recommendations were made to 

restructure the primary school curriculum, but not to the satisfaction of a number of 

members of the Legislative Council.  In 1911, Piggott, an English Inspector of schools, 

visited Jamaica to inspect secondary schools and to make the necessary recommendations 

to improve their efficiency.  His recommendations ranged from improvement of 

curriculum through revisions to better governance of these institutions.   

The Hon. T. T. Cawley in 1926, being aware of the criticism of the primary 

education and provisions, made a motion for a Select Committee on Education: 
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That in view of the expressed dissatisfaction with the existing system of  

Elementary Education in Jamaica, and the apparent need of a more  

practical curriculum which would embody Technical and continuation 

schools thereby fitting boys and girls of the Colony whose only avenue of 

education is the Elementary School, to their proper place as citizens and to 

enable them to earn a competent living. (p. 24)  

 

  The Committee carried out its research and came up with findings through 

inspection of schools and interviewing people from the Education Department, the Board 

of Education, and managers of school boards.   

While the focus of much of the inspection activity has been on primary schools, 

several high schools were established to provide education for the wealthy.  In the 1930s, 

a Royal Commission under Lord Moyne was appointed.  Chief among its mandates was a 

memorandum on elementary education in Jamaica.  The commission recommended two 

major reforms: 1) “simplification” and “Caribbeanizing” the curriculum, and 2) 

classifying schools as either Primary or Junior Secondary.  In addition, it recommended 

that supervisory officers should be employed in the Department of Education which had 

key responsibility for school administration. 

As the education system evolved with political independence and the 

establishment of ministerial control of education in the 1950s, the process of school 

inspection progressed.  Former Chief Education Officer, Mr Wesley Barrett, stated in 

January 2003, in The Guidelines for Conduct of Panel Inspections in Jamaica Schools, 

that the main focus of school inspection today was to enable improvement and 

effectiveness of schools.  These goals are not much different from those under the 

Representative and Crown Colony Governments of the past.  What has significantly 
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changed is the inspection process moving from panel inspection to the present approach 

by the NEI. 

According to the Ministry of Education’s Handbook on Panel Inspection (2002), 

this process was coordinated by the office of the Deputy Chief Education Officer for the 

entire island with the assistance of education officers from the Ministry’s Regional 

Offices.  All public and private schools are eligible for inspection of their performance on 

quality of teaching, quality of learning environment, quality of leadership and adequacy 

of social and cultural provisions.  Schools are rated using a five point scale ranging from 

“Very Weak” to “Very Good.”  Inspection of schools is done with a panel of inspectors 

headed by a team leader who is usually an education officer.  The team is usually 

comprised of experienced individuals with specific expertise in education.  Schools have 

access to the inspection indicators and so are very aware of what inspectors are coming to 

observe. 

In 2004, the National Task Force on Education Reform in Jamaica presented its 

report to the government with an action plan with the ultimate objective of creating a 

world-class education system.  One of the major recommendations was the establishment 

of a Quality Assurance entity to evaluate and report on the quality of education provision 

and accountability in the education system.  In 2008 the Ministry of Education prepared 

the policy and completed the legal requirements for the creation of this independent 

quality assurance agency, the NEI.    

The responsibilities and roles of the NEI are grounded in the provisions of the 

Education Act of 1965.  This legislation gives the Minister of Education the authority to 
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cause any educational institution to be inspected at such intervals as he/she may think fit 

by persons authorised by him/her.  It also allows the Minister to authorize a special 

inspection of any such institution as needed.  Operating under this legislative 

arrangement, the NEI assesses primary and secondary schools on the quality of education 

looking at the following eight inspection indicators: leadership and management, 

teaching, student performance, student academic progress, student personal and social 

development, use of human and material resources, curriculum enhancement and student 

safety, health and well-being.  The inspection is carried out by trained and certified 

inspectors who spend three to five days at the school.  A report of the findings is made 

available to the school and the Ministry of Education within six weeks.  The Chief 

Inspector also makes an annual report to Parliament on the state of education that the 

education system is providing.  This gives the public an opportunity to make its own 

evaluation on the quality of the education provisions.   

The Paradox of the Jamaican Education System 

School inspection, therefore, has a long history in the education system, having 

been influenced by the British education model for centuries.  Jamaica can be described 

as the leader of school inspection in the Caribbean.  There is no doubt that there have 

been failures, but there are also obvious successes of the process in guiding policy 

development and transformation in the education system.  Chief Education Officer, 

Wesley Barrett (2003), in affirming this position, observed that the long and robust 

history of school/panel inspection has served the country well as a major tool in 

advancing learning achievement and school accountability, despite the changes that have 
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taken place during the 1960s and 1990s in structure and modalities.  Although these 

changes have taken place over almost 200 years, the focus has not been shifted and, in 

fact, the objectives for all the different forms of inspection bear strong similarities.  

Despite this well-developed system of school inspection, significant improvement in 

students’ achievement has remained elusive and has become a deep concern to 

stakeholders.  School inspection is, therefore, not the single bullet that can bring about 

the revolution that is needed to continue this process of transformation of education to 

meet the demands of the twenty - first century.   

Other countries in the region, however, have developed similar systems of 

accountability as Jamaica.  The influence of Great Britain’s school inspection approach 

has not only affected the methodology many Caribbean countries have adopted to 

evaluate school effectiveness, but indeed its impact can be described as being global.  

Many countries across the world have developed their school evaluation systems based 

on the tenets of the British model.  Details of these inspection models can be found in  

Appendix A. 

Education Reform and the National Education Inspectorate 

Jamaica gained political independence in August, 1962.  This was a time of great 

national pride for the masses.  However, the people of Jamaica had started the process of 

taking full control of their educational fortunes in 1953 with the establishment of a 

Ministry of Education under the leadership of an elected Representative Government.  

The formation of this Ministry replaced the then Director of Education who administered 

an education system that reported to the British Government and not the people of 
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Jamaica.  Noted Educator, Professor Errol Miller, in a paper titled Education Reform in 

Independent Jamaica, indicated that 1953 was a significant period that marked major 

reforms in education in Jamaica.  Miller identified some of the significant reform themes 

to be: nation building, school based management, legal framework, expansion of access, 

tertiary education and special education.  These reforms were also accompanied by 

extensive curriculum changes over many decades.  Whyte (1983) has outlined the 

changes that have taken place in the curriculum from the 1700s, moving away from 

merely the teaching of scripture, reading, singing of hymns and knowledge of Biblical 

Geography to history, general science, music, Spanish and a number of other disciplines.  

The curriculum expansion was propelled by the growth in secondary schools which 

started in 1694.  These schools were established to provide education for the white 

population and as such the curriculum was similar to that of Britain.   

Over the last five years, several Caribbean countries have undertaken reforms of 

their education systems.  Hutton (2008) noted that countries such as Guyana, Cayman 

Islands, and Trinidad and Tobago have all engaged in some degree of education reform.  

These educational reforms are usually associated with the development of goals and are 

part of a broader frame of public sector transformation.  Information gathered from the 

Ministry of Education Strategic Plan, Trinidad and Tobago (2002) highlighted some 

main reasons for the education reform the country undertook to include the need for the 

development of the national human resources which is translated in a focus on access, 

quality and sustainable policy development.  These reforms are similar to those of 

countries such as Guyana and Jamaica. 
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The most significant and most comprehensive education agenda that has taken 

place in Jamaica started in 2002 and concluded in 2004.  In 2004, the Government of 

Jamaica, under the leadership of the then Prime Minister, the Honourable P. J. Patterson, 

appointed a task force to evaluate the current state of the education system.  Resulting 

from this study was an action plan to create a world- class education system that would 

prepare Jamaican citizens to compete in the global economy.  The driving force behind 

this undertaking was the deep concern at all levels of the society about the performance 

of students, at all levels.  The dismal failure of a significant number of schools in most 

recent times has been noted and publicly discussed despite high enrolment rates and 

significant curriculum reforms.  

The UNESCO 2000 report on the World Conference on Education for All (EFA) 

held in Jomtien in the year 1990, indicated that Jamaica committed itself to the universal 

Declaration of Human Rights and the Convention on the Rights of the Child, which 

declared that all children, young people and adults have the human right to benefit from 

an education that will meet their basic learning needs in the best and fullest sense of the 

term, an education that includes learning to know, to do, to live together and to be.   

The vision articulated at the Jomtien world conference was re-affirmed in the 

Dakar Framework for Action, which represented the support and commitment of the 

global community to pursue strategies that will cater to the basic learning needs of every 

child, youth and adult in the present and future generation.  The framework stipulated that 

starting from early childhood, students will require access to high quality educational 

opportunities that are responsive to their needs and are equitable and gender neutral.  The 
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right to education imposes an obligation upon states to ensure that all citizens have the 

opportunity to meet their basic learning needs.  Accordingly, primary education should be 

free, compulsory, and of good quality.  The indispensable role of the state in education 

must be supplemented and supported by bold and comprehensive educational 

partnerships at all levels of society.  Education for all implies the involvement and 

commitment of all to education. 

According to data from the Ministry of Education’s Task Force Report on 

Educational Reform (2004), the Jamaican education system caters to approximately 

800,000 students in public and private institutions, from early childhood to the tertiary 

level.  In addition to the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Education had the largest 

expenditure of approximately 30 billion dollars.  Despite this injection of capital into the 

education system, students’ performance in national and regional assessments are far 

from satisfactory. 

The report made several recommendations, one of which was the establishment of 

a national quality assurance authority to address the issues of performance and 

accountability across the education system.  As a result, the National Education 

Inspectorate (NEI) was established as an independent agency of the Ministry of 

Education in 2008 and reports directly to parliament through the Chief Executive Officer.  

Its core functions are to provide regular assessment of students’ performance as they 

progress through primary and secondary schools.  In addition, recommendations are to be 

made in order to improve quality provisions made for students’ learning and 

development.  As such, the role of the NEI can be summarized as aiming to provide 
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“good education” as is envisioned by the country through capacity building and 

collaboration.  Capacity building is the ability of educational institutions to enhance the 

professional learning of teachers and transform reform into a system of accountability 

that is student oriented.  Information from the 2013 report of the NEI has indicated that 

the entity has completed inspection for approximately 600 schools of the 911 public 

educational institutions.  Since the establishment of the Inspectorate in 2008, no study has 

been done about its impact on the education system in relation to its mandate.   

The Inspection Process in Jamaica 

 The NEI school inspection starts with a preliminary visit to the school to be 

inspected from a senior staff or school’s lead inspector.  According to the NEI (2012), the 

visit is to: 

1. Through personal face-to-face contact, begin to establish a relationship of trust 

with senior members of the staff of each school and to build confidence in the 

integrity and professionalism of the NEI. 

2. Collect from each school, in either electronic or hard copy format, the 

documentation requested in the letter notifying it of the date of inspection. 

3.  Provide information about NEI inspection processes and to answer detailed 

questions about them and the arrangements that schools have been requested to 

  make. 

4. Through conversation with members of its staff, to gather initial information 

about each school to assist lead inspectors in preparing pre inspection briefings 

and to provide contextual information for inspection teams. 
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This kind of relationship building as supported by the literature is an important element 

of the inspection process as this establishes legitimacy and creates an environment of 

support rather than fearfulness and blame-casting. 

 During the actual inspection process, the inspectors focus much of their attention 

on classroom and general school observations and meeting with students, parents, 

teachers and administrators.  Each day, the inspectors meet to discuss their observations.  

On the final day of the inspection, the inspectors meet to consider their findings and make 

preliminary judgements based on the eight inspection indicators which are: 

1. How effectively is the school led and managed by the Board, the principal 

and senior management team and middle leadership?  

2. How effectively does the teaching support the students´ learning?  

3. How well do students perform in national and/or regional tests and 

assessments? (For infants: in relation to age-related expectations)  

4. How much progress do students make in relation to their starting points?  

5. How good is the students´ personal and social development?  

6. How effectively does the school use the human and material resources at 

its disposal to help the students achieve as well as they can?  

7. How well do the curriculum and any enhancement programs meet the 

needs of the students?  

8. How well does the school ensure everyone’s security, health, safety and 

wellbeing?  
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 At the exit meeting, the inspection team meet to give oral feedback on their observation 

to the principal and other senior staff.  A report is then written and submitted to the NEI 

which then will factor in the quantitative data that have been collected.  At this point, the 

report can be confirmed on its first draft, or revised.  The final version of the report is 

then sent to the institution for verification.  If there are no major discrepancies, the report 

is then made public. 

Functions and Roles of Senior Managers in the Jamaican Education System 

In the Jamaican education system, the management structure is hierarchical with 

the principal as head and chief administrator.  The second tier leadership is made up of 

middle managers to include vice principals and teachers who are appointed to special 

posts of responsibility by the board of management.  James-Reid (2001) explained that 

the board of management is a creation of the Education Act of 1965, which is presided 

over by a chairman who is answerable to the Minister of Education.  The board has as its 

most important mandate that of ensuring proper expenditure of funds, the hiring and 

appointment of staff, and of ensuring general discipline within the school. 

The principal as Chief Executive Officer of the school is responsible for the day-

to-day operation.  The Education Regulation of 1980 outlines the duties of the principal 

that include the responsibility for:  curriculum management, staff deployment; record 

keeping for staff, students and accounts; alignment of school programs with the national 

education objectives; evaluation and preparation of reports on all members of staff; 

recommending to board the promotion or appointment of staff; supervising instruction 
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with the assistance of the vice principal; planning and executing of professional 

development activities among others.  

The responsibilities and roles for the vice principal are not clearly outlined in the 

Education Regulation 1980.  The Regulation, however, states that the vice principal shall 

perform related administrative duties as assigned by the principal, to include teaching.  In 

addition, during short absences of the principal, the vice principal is expected to perform 

the duties of the principal.  The Education Regulation 1980 also sets guidelines for the 

responsibilities and roles for teachers who are appointed to special posts of responsibility.  

They are expected to take up administrative and supervisory related duties, in addition to 

normal teaching duties.  These duties outlined for the senior managers are intended to 

ensure the smooth operation of schools with the main objective of student development.   
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY 

Rationale for Qualitative Design 

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000) made the point that selection of a research 

design should be guided by the goals of the research.  According to Mushi (2002), 

qualitative research is by nature exploratory and so allows the researcher to enter the 

study with an open mind.  Creswell (2009) defined qualitative design as a means for 

exploring and understanding the meaning individuals or groups attribute to a social or 

human problem. This method provided robust and “rich” data to be collected from 

diverse sources using structured and semi-structured interviews and document analysis to 

give better understanding.  According to Blake and White (2010), this approach allows 

the researcher to investigate and analyse interactions between the factors that explain 

present situations or which influences change.  

Description of Study Location 

 The school selected for the study is a co-educational public secondary institution 

in a farming community of North Western Manchester, Jamaica and is approximately 16 

kilometers from Mandeville, the Capital of Manchester.  The school, started in 1950, 

represents an amalgamation of former three elementary schools (Weir Pen, Bentink and 

Endeavour) and has been through numerous transitions and changes. 

 In 1974 the Ministry of Education added vocational programs as an experiment 

for grades 10 and 11.  This lasted for twenty-four years.  On September 1, 1998 the 

experimental school was formally decomposed by the Ministry of Education into two 
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distinct schools; a primary schools and a comprehensive high which received full high 

school status in 2000.  This school served approximately forty communities.  In addition, 

its operation was guided by the core values of high expectations, accountability, and 

commitment.  

 In partnership with the community and other stakeholders, the school was 

committed to educating and training young people in an environment conducive to 

working and learning in order to become worthwhile citizens.  Through attracting, 

retaining, and developing a competent cadre of teachers and support staff, the school was 

committed to enhancing the academic, social, and technical skills of students towards the 

achievement of excellence.  The school saw itself to be an “A” school in teaching and 

learning, with highly motivated stakeholders and well- rounded, disciplined students.  

Paradoxically, despite having highly qualified staff, the school received a failing grade 

from the NEI.  As might be expected the teachers were not in agreement with this rating.  

There were no significant commercial activities in the community.  Most of the 

land was held as bauxite reserves by WINDALCO and JAMALCO companies.  The 

majority of the parents made their living through small farming, although this traditional 

income generating activity had decreased significantly over the last few years.  The 

general area around the school was mostly without piped water supply and experienced 

with high unemployment and a drifting youth population.  The education level of most of 

the parents ranged from basic education to secondary school level.  Crime was relatively 

low in this area which was a factor that could support development. 
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 Approximately 60% of the school was housed in old decrepit buildings made 

from board or shipping containers modified for housing purposes.  These buildings posed 

not only a fire hazard, but they also added nothing to the aesthetics and comfort of the 

students for classes.  Over the years the school’s board of management had creatively 

used shipping containers, Food for the Poor housing donations, small Ministry of 

Education grants along with community building skills and labor in order to improve the 

physical amenities which provided office space, staff room, library, commissary, 

bathrooms, classrooms and storage area.  The school also had computer, literacy, home 

economics and science laboratories.  A classroom was converted into an e-learning 

laboratory.  Although these efforts had helped, the school had outgrown its current 

location and was badly in need of the new expected plant in order to successfully fulfil its 

mandate. 

The staff comprised of 38 teachers, 8 middle managers and 14 support staff who 

were highly motivated, and adequately qualified although 4% of the teaching staff had 

qualification outside of a trained teacher diploma.  The enrolment was 716 students of 

whom 352 were boys and 364 girls. The board of management met twice every term and 

an active PTA met once a term.  The school prided itself as one of the high schools in 

Jamaica that had a strong impact on its community. Community members were allowed 

the use of school facilities for special occasions such as the hosting of programs including 

Annual Health and Parent Day and Annual Jamaica Day Celebrations.  In addition, the 

school also organized an annual community Christmas tree lighting ceremony in the town 

square at no cost to the community. Periodically, students, teachers and other members of 
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staff attended corporate worship at the churches in the community.  The school band was 

frequently invited to participate in various functions across the parish.  The community 

relied heavily on the use of school furniture for special community functions.  The school 

also operated an evening institute which provided opportunities for young adults 

especially in order for them to advance their education. 

 The school continued to perform creditably in the area of football and had 

successfully reached the second round of the DaCosta Cup Football competition twice in 

its brief history. Participation in Boys’ and Girls’ Championships had also garnered 

success.  In 2008 the school won its first medal, a silver in the 5000m event.  Netball, 

cricket and girl’s football were other areas in which the school was making good 

progress.  In addition, the school offered a wide range of co-curricular activities including 

Scouts, Girl Guides, Math Club, Jamaica Automotive Association, and Red Cross.    

The NEI, in executing its mandate, inspected this high school during the period 

March 22-24, 2011 with the report being issued June 7, 2011.  Based on the eight 

inspection indicators that were used to measure the school’s performance, an overall 

rating of “Unsatisfactory” was given with leadership and management getting a rating of 

“Satisfactory.” 

According to the NEI report (2011) the following were identified as strengths: 

1. The principal was found to be well respected in the school community and was a 

good self-evaluator who acknowledged his weaknesses and took suggestions for 

improvement readily.   

2. Practical and vocational educational provisions were found to be effective. 
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3. The members of the board were very involved in the operation of the school. 

4. Through effective leadership, the school was able to construct a reading 

department. 

5. The Mutual Building Society Foundation played an integral role in supervising 

the school under the Centre of Excellence Program. 

 The NEI highlighting the strengths of the school provided confirmation that 

school inspection was not only about identifying weaknesses but also recognizing those 

items that were working well for the institution.  This is a position in line with the 

principles of Cooperrider and Srivastva’s (1987) Theory of Appreciative Inquiry which 

focuses on the strengths of the organization rather than merely tabulating the faults.  

Areas of concern were:  

1. Re-training of staff and use of professional development activities to enhance 

teachers’ skills in the teaching of mathematics. 

2. Senior staff to support and ensure that teachers plan appropriately to meet 

students’ needs. 

3. Improve the quality of teaching by ensuring that effective use of resources by 

staff and the creation of a stimulating learning environment as well as regular 

reviewing of curriculum to ensure relevance. 

4. Management to work with the Ministry of Education to address security issues. 

5. Collaboration is needed between Dean of Discipline and Guidance Counsellors to 

effectively address the issue of attendance and punctuality. 
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6. Management must make a concerted effort to unify the staff to work as a team for 

the sole purpose of improving students’ achievement and holding all stakeholders 

accountable. 

7. The school to prepare an action plan to address the recommendations which 

should be submitted to the NEI and the Ministry of Education Regional Office 

within two months after receiving the report. 

Based on the recommendations outlined, it appeared that strong, collaborative, 

inspirational and motivational leadership of principal and senior leaders will be required 

in order to positively respond to the recommendations.  Guthrie and Schuermann (2010) 

argued that transformational leaders create an environment in which persons feel 

empowered to become productive individuals in the organization.  A team effort is 

needed along with a shared vision of building the institution through recognition of 

talents and participation of all stakeholders.  (See Appendix B for further information on 

NEI report on school and procedures). 

This site was selected because of its accessibility and because it was the only 

school in central Jamaica receiving a failing grade.  The purposively selected sample 

consisted of the principal of the failing school, the education officer assigned to the 

school by the Ministry of Education, a total of fourteen teachers who were at the school 

at the time of the inspection, eight senior managers, five parents and six student council 

members.  These individuals were all chosen because of the positions occupied and the 

critical information they were able to provide for the study. 

 



 

56 

 

Data Collection and Instruments 

In order to collect data for the study, several sources and instruments were used. 

According to Yin (2003) qualitative case study involves the collection of data from 

multiple sources to include documents, observation and interviews.  In the data 

collection, Yin’s (2003) case study protocol was employed.  This is based on three 

principles, namely, using multiple sources, using a case study database – a formal 

assembly of evidence; and establishing a chain of evidence that connects research 

questions, data collection and ultimate findings. 

All interviews conducted were recorded with the participants’ consent.  A 

comprehensive transcript was then generated from the interviews.  Wherever possible, 

these interviews were conducted in a private quiet place.  This data collection process 

was chosen because it allowed for in-depth data to be collected.  Fontana and Frey (1994) 

opine that interviews of this nature allow for greater interaction between the researcher 

and the participants in the study.  Bryman (2004) argues that if a researcher wants to 

know more about people and their experiences, then they should talk to them.  The 

interview, therefore, facilitated the researcher getting to know the participants better and 

understanding their situation based on their experiences.  Mushi (2002) points out that 

interviews allow the researcher to enter into the perspectives of participants and to 

understand better the meaning they attach to those experiences.    

 Documents for analysis were requested.  These included students’ performance 

records in school-based and national examinations for the past five years, strategic and 

action plans, minutes of board and staff meetings, the log books of principal and vice 
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principals, and a selection of teachers’ lesson plans.  This documentary evidence served 

to fact check information received from interviews and observations.  Patton (1990) 

postulates that documentary evidence does not only provide important information for the 

issue at hand, but can point to the need for deeper and wider enquiry.      

 Twenty class observations were carried out in order to collect data on 

teaching/leaning episodes, particularly in mathematics and English, in addition to 

science, social studies and technical and vocational areas.  Mathematics and English were 

focused on as they usually form a critical part of academic progress of schools both by 

the NEI and other entities that rank school performance in Jamaica.  Class observation 

was critical in order to get a better understanding of the teaching methods employed by 

teachers and staff/student relationships.  All information collected was kept confidential 

and participants were required to read and sign an informed consent form.  Throughout 

the data collection process, detailed field notes were kept of events as they unfolded.   

A Likert scale questionnaire instrument was used to gauge the perception of 

teachers as to the extent to which the inspection process affected their approach to 

teaching and curriculum management (see Appendix H).  Only teachers who experienced 

the inspection process were selected to complete the questionnaire schedules.  It was felt 

that the administration of this questionnaire captured a broader cross-section of views on 

the subject matter and teachers felt freer to provide their opinions (See Appendices C, D, 

E, F, G, H, I). 
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Justification for use of Instruments 

In this type of research, researchers engage directly and completely with the 

context being observed.  Lankshear and Knobel (2004) recommend that in participant 

observation research, researchers tell people when they are being observed and studied, to 

ensure no deception is involved in the research. 

According to Creswell (2002), a questionnaire is a data-gathering device that 

elicits from a respondent answers to questions presented in a specific order.  A 

questionnaire carries certain advantages.  It is flexible and adaptable to a variety of 

research designs.  Respondents may also be more truthful than they would be in a 

personal interview, particularly in addressing controversial issues.  A questionnaire takes 

little time to be completed, and can be responded to at the convenience of the respondents 

but it suffers from lack of depth and reactivity.  A large population can be assessed 

quickly.  Its use provides an inexpensive way to gather data from a potentially large 

number of respondents. Before the questionnaire was distributed, the items were pilot 

tested with a small group of individuals with similar characteristics to the intended 

sample.  Don (2000) states that a pilot test is a trial run of an evaluation instrument for 

the purposes of correcting any problem before it is implemented or used on a larger scale.  

Taylor-Powell (2000) points out that pilot-testing a questionnaire will help a researcher to 

find out if it provides the data needed and the length of time it takes to complete the 

questionnaire.  Once the results of the pilot-test were available, minor adjustments were 

made and the final instruments administered.   
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 Kvale (1996) defines qualitative interviews as an interview, whose purpose is to 

gather descriptions of the life-world of the interviewee with respect to interpretation of 

the meaning of the described phenomena prior to scientific explanations.  Interviews, 

therefore, provide the opportunity to generate detailed information about an event, 

program or person that would not otherwise be possible to obtain by means of 

observation or artefact collection.  Some other uses of interviews are to: generate content 

about an event from an insider’s perspective, capture beliefs, and values, on the part of 

the interview and collect personal oral narratives about teaching and learning.  

Carspecken (1996) notes that participants often say things in interviews that they would 

not speak about in everyday conversation.  The interviewer’s interest in what 

interviewees are saying encourages the latter to “speak freely.”  Interviews can be as 

structured or unstructured as needed.  Structured interviews are best suited to research 

requiring information from many people because the format of the interview enables 

relatively easy comparisons to be drawn across responses to each question.  Unstructured 

interviews do not use prepared lists of questions.  They aim to collect as much 

information as possible while confining respondents to particular themes or topics.  In the 

case of this study structured interviews were conducted with relevant stakeholders 

identified around particular themes such as satisfaction with the inspectorate and 

response to recommendations to the inspection report.  Data were collected from six 

groups of individuals (School principal, education officers, senior managers, teachers, 

parents, and students).  Each data collection protocol had questions customized to the 

needs and interests of those in that category as outlined in tables 2 to 8.   
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Table 2.  Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Principal.  

The questions asked of the principal fell into six categories, each of which captured a 

different aspect of the principal’s reaction to the inspection process and findings. Further, 

each category also affected what was done. See Appendix C for the complete interview 

schedule.  

 

Table 2.  Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Principal 

 

 

Questionnaire Items    Purpose 

 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 

 

 

 

 

6, 7, 8 

 

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 

14, 15 

 

16, 17, 18 

 

These provided biographical data on the Principal of the school in which 

the study was conducted.  They related to years of experience in 

education, length of time he has been at the school; his preparation for 

the principalship.  (time as principal, and special preparation); and age.  

These items were found to relate to other variables such as the impact on 

management or level of satisfaction with the inspectorate. 

These dealt with how satisfied the principal was with the inspection 

process. 

These provided data on how management reacted to the inspection and 

the impact the report had on the day to day management responsibilities 

of principal, Board and senior management. 

These provided information on what follow-up work, had been 

embarked on consequent to the recommendations. 
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Table 2.  (continued). 

 

 

Questionnaire Items    Purpose 

 

 

19, 20 

 

21, 22, 23 

 

These two questions generated data on how the principal assessed 

staff response to recommendations. 

These questions were designed to capture any views on feelings 

that were not accounted for in questions 6 to 20. 

 

 

Table 3. Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Education Officer. 

The questions asked of the education officer fell into five categories each of which 

captured a different aspect of the monitoring and support coming from the Ministry of 

Education in the implementation of the recommendations of the NEI.  See Appendix D 

for the complete interview schedule.   
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Table 3: Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Education Officer 

 

 

Interview Items       Purpose 

 

 

 

Table 4. Interview Schedule and Purpose for Senior Managers.  

 

The questions asked of the senior managers fell into six categories, each of which 

captured a different aspect of the senior managers’ reaction to the inspection process and 

findings.   Further, each category also affected what was done.  See Appendix E for the 

complete interview schedule.  

 

1,2,3,4 

 

 

 

 

5 

6, 7 

 

8, 9 

 

10, 11, 12 

Biographical data providing information on years in education; 

length of time as education officer; the level of education; and age 

range.  These items, for example, were helpful in clarifying 

questions such as the relationship between the length of time as an 

education officer and support they can offer. 

Fairness of report 

Provided information on type of communication used by 

inspectorate 

These two questions provided answers to whether recommendations 

were being implemented, and how. 

Provided data on progress in the school, teachers’ approaches and 

managerial interest observed because of the inspection. 
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Table 4.  Interview Schedule and Purpose for Senior Managers 

 

 

Interview Items                              Purpose 

 

 

1, 2, 3 

 

 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6, 7 

 

8, 9 

 

10 

 

Provided biographical data giving the length of time at school,  

duties preferred, and status at inspection period. 

Accuracy of report 

Value of this inspectorate 

The effort of the inspection on the school’s progress 

What the school had done in response to recommendations 

Relationship with inspectorate 

  

 

Table 5.  Questionnaire Schedule and Purpose for the Teachers.  

The questions asked of the teachers fell into five categories, each of which captured a 

different aspect of the teachers’ reaction to the inspection process and findings.  Further, 

each category also affected what was done and its impact on their practice. See Appendix 

F for the complete questionnaire schedule.  

 

 

 

  



 

64 

 

Table 5.  Questionnaire Schedule and Purpose for the Teachers 

 

 

Questionnaire Items 

 

Purpose 

 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6, 7, 8 

 

 

9, 10 

 

 

11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 

 

 

 

17 

 

Demography – These provided biographical data on teachers, 

relating to years of teaching experience; length of time, 

teaching at this particular school; the level of education; 

grade/s taught; age range.  These items provided data as to 

whether age, for example, could be related to the level of 

satisfaction with inspectorate. 

These items provided data on teachers’ level of satisfaction 

with inspectorate.  For example, could the level of preparation 

be related to the level of satisfaction. 

The items provided information on the level of preparation 

such as whether this was a “show” for the day, or was it the 

professional style in the way the teacher was always prepared. 

Designed to provide data on the impact the report had on 

planning to each, and improvement due to report of the 

inspection, and a new approach to the curriculum because of 

Recommendations. 

An open-ended question which provided opportunity for 

comments on the impact the report has had on teachers’ 

classroom teaching. 
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Table 6: Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Parents.  

The questions asked of the students fell into four categories, each of which captured a 

different aspect of the parents’ reaction to the inspection process and findings.  Further, 

each category also affected what was done and how this had impacted their learning 

experiences.  See Appendix G for the complete interview schedule.  

 

Table 6.  Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Parents.  

 

 

Interview 

Items 

 

 

Purpose 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 

 

 

 

6, 7 

 

8, 9 

 

10, 11, 12, 13 

 

 

Biographical data which provided information on the length of 

time associated with the school, child’s grade, parent’s 

employment, the level of education and age.  These generated 

useful data, for example, with respect to the level of satisfaction 

with school and length of time associated with the school. 

Knowledge with respect to the purpose of the NEI and 

discussion of report and recommendations. 

Provided information on satisfaction with the implementation of 

recommendations. 

Provided data on satisfaction with school, and improvement if 

any, since the inspection 

Table 7.   Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Students.  

The questions asked of the students fell into four categories, each of which captured a 

different aspect of the students’ reaction to the inspection process and findings. Further, 
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each category also affected what was done and how this had impacted their learning 

experiences.  See Appendix H for the complete interview schedule.  

Table 7.   Interview Schedule and Purpose for the Students 

 

Interview 

Items                              Purpose                           

 

1, 2, 3 

4, 5 

 

6, 7, 8  

 

 

9, 10, 11 

 

Provided biographical data 

Awareness of findings of the inspectorate and how students felt 

about the report 

Institutional pride as experienced by students – level of pride, the 

extent of happiness, and what they would like to change about their 

school. 

Staff/student relationship, how helpful were their teachers and staff 

interest in student success.      

 

 

In order to allow for meaningful analysis of the data generated from respondents, 

particular questions/interview items were designed to yield data in support of each of the 

five major research questions.  

Table 8 below illustrates the relationship in the alignment of sets of questionnaire items 

with their corresponding research questions. 
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Table 8.   Alignment of Research Questions and Sources for Answers 

Research Questions  Sources for Answers  

 

1. How did the principal of the school perceive the          

inspection process initially and five years after?  

 

Principal’s Interview Schedule 

Questions 6, 7, 8 and  

Possibly 21, 22, 23. 

 

2. How did the inspection process influence the  

senior managers’ perspectives of their  

supervisory functions initially and five years after? 

. 

3.  How did stakeholders such as parents and students  

feel about the report and the impact of the NEI on the 

 school initially and five years after? 

 

4. How did the inspection process impact 

curriculum management and teaching in the first 

year and five years after 

 

 

 

Other Senior Manager’s Interview 

Schedule Questions 5, 6, and 7. 

 

 

Parents’ Interview Schedule. 

Questions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12  

and 13. 

 

Students Interview Schedule 

Questions 4 and 6 Teachers 

Questionnaires 

Questions 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 

and 17 
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Table 8.  (continued). 

Research Questions  Sources for Answers  

 

 

5. How did the school inspection mandates, as they  

applied to curriculum management and teaching, 

affect student outcomes in the first year and five  

years after? 

 

Teachers Questionnaires 

Questions 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 

 

 

Principal’s Questionnaires 

Questions 16, 17 and 18 

 

Education Officers’ Interview 

Schedule 

Questions 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12. 

 

Other Senior Members of Staff 

Questions 8 and 9 

 

Data Analysis 

The data generated from the interviews were transcribed verbatim and coding 

schemes constructed using a thematic approach form by which comparisons and trends 

were gathered and noted in writing.  The transcript was then emailed to the respondents 

for review and comments.  The interview data from the various respondents was coded 

using Creswell’s (2007) open coding to identify emerging themes and coding procedure 

were used to further refine the data. Questionnaires data was primarily analysed using 
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SPSS.  Simple descriptive statistics were used to summarize data.  Data that did not 

readily fit in established categories were accounted for and reported. 

Methods of Verification 

Campbell and Stanley (1963) are of the view that there are two types of validity: 

internal and external.  Internal validity refers to the extent to which the study and its 

findings are “accurate” and “truthful.”  External validity involves judging the extent to 

which findings can be extended to other similar populations, conditions and settings (i.e. 

generalized). 

In order to ensure that “rich” and valid data were collected, the necessary steps 

were taken to mitigate against validity threats to the study.  Cohen, Manion, and 

Morrison (2007) argue that validity has many forms in qualitative data.  As such, the best 

way to ensure validity is to ensure the collection of in-depth, wide-scope and rich data 

from multiple sources.  Threats to validity can occur throughout the process of data 

collection and analysis.  Therefore, the response validation technique was used when 

conducting interviews to ask respondents to indicate if the questions asked captured their 

views correctly.  While at the site, adequate time was spent observing and recording 

multiple times, so as to reach conclusions that are based on facts and not inferences.  To 

further enhance the validity of the study, interviewing of several respondents was 

conducted, and asking similar questions about relevant issues to the study in addition to 

observing and collecting documentary evidence as a means of fact-checking and 

protecting against biases.  In any study, it is always possible that discrepant data may 
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appear which may prove to be supporting or contradictory.  Efforts were made to 

examine all data collected and reported as these emerged. 

According to Wiersma (1999) reliability can be understood in terms of 

consistency, stability (or lack of variation) and “replication”.  The general idea of 

reliability is that if the same thing was done under the same (or equivalent) conditions 

with the same (or equivalent) subjects it will produce the same results.  To ensure a 

study’s validity it is important to do such things as collect one’s data the same way with 

Person A as with Person Z and to ensure that an interview question means the same thing 

to Person A as it does to Person Z.  External reliability is evaluated according to the 

extent to which it is possible for other researchers to replicate the study in the same or in 

similar settings.  In other words, if a research study is externally reliable, a researcher 

using the same methods, conditions and so forth should obtain the same results as those 

in prior study.   

Ethical Issues 

The basic but critical ethical principle in research is to bring or cause no harm to 

the participants.  Bryman (2004) and Cosby (2007) concur that ethical issues are 

particularly critical in social research.  As such, all participants interviewed gave their 

consent by signing the informed consent form.  Due to the nature of the topic that was 

studied, all information and sources were kept confidential in order to avoid 

misunderstanding or imposition of any personal or professional penalties.  In addition, 

where necessary, code keys were used to protect the identity of participants.  All efforts 

were made to ensure that personal biases and views about the role of leadership and that 
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being a trained Inspector of Schools did not influence the process of data collection and 

analysis. 

Relation to Theory and Literature 

This study focused on how the NEI had influenced the perspectives of senior 

managers’ on their functions and roles at a selected high school that received a rating of 

“Unsatisfactory” and the resulting effects on teaching and learning at the institution.  The 

study sought to see how an educational reform initiative can impact the operation of this 

school. There exists a growing body of literature surrounding the use of inspection to 

evaluate quality of education, with the view of enhancing teaching and learning across 

the globe, in countries such as Kenya, Pakistan, the Caribbean, England, among others.  

The success of inspection, however, must be viewed in light of the functions and roles of 

key stakeholders who are responsible for the daily operation of schools.  To this end, it is 

important to consider the role of leadership to advance successful educational reforms 

such as the work of the NEI.   

This study, therefore, added to the literature relating to the work of this reform 

initiative in Jamaica, using the experiences of a selected high school.  Schlechty (1990) is 

of the view that key to school reforms is that of effective leadership.  The study, 

therefore, was intended to add to the available literature on the critical role for 

transformational leadership that is appreciative of the positives and builds consensus 

around a shared vision.  While school leadership is important to school success the study 

also sheds light on the role of the Ministry of Education in contributing to the successful 

implementation of reforms such as the NEI in Jamaica.  It is hoped that important lessons 
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can be learned to improve the influence of the NEI on the education system and also 

provide information that can be used as a guide to steer other reform initiatives that may 

be on their way.  Ultimately, outcomes of this study will not just be useful to policy 

makers and stakeholders in Jamaica, but it is hoped that other countries can use them as 

experiences from which they too can learn. 

Time Line and Procedure for Data Collection 

As was expected, this process lasted for approximately six months starting in April 

2016.  In order for it to be successful and to ensure reliability and validity of the findings, 

these guidelines were followed: the principal and relevant ministry of education 

personnel were written to, so as to explain the purpose of the research and to solicit their 

consent to participate in the study. In addition, arrangements for interviews, 

administration of questionnaire and class observation were made with all participants. 

Documentary evidence was collected as well as data from interviews was transcribed. 

Finally, the data collected from the various sources was organized, analysed and 

interpreted using the research questions as a guide and made the necessary links with the 

review of literature.   
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 

The data presented are aligned with the major research questions that have guided 

the study using a thematic approach.  These themes have emerged from the data collected 

from the various participants in the study. The aim of the study was to examine the 

perceptions and response of the leadership of the school to the NEI report and inspection 

process both initially and five years later. In order to achieve these objectives, data were 

collected from multiple sources through the use of different data collection techniques.  

As indicated earlier, this is a case study designed to investigate the perception of the 

principal, teachers and other stakeholders, relative to their reactions to an NEI report of a 

rural secondary school. See Table 9 for characteristics of the focal groups involved in the 

investigation. 

Table 9.  Demographic Characteristic Subjects 
 

        Senior Managers  Teachers  Parents  

  

 

Education 

 Bachelors 7  11  

 Masters 1  3    

 

Gender       

 Males 2   3     4 

 Female 6 11      1               
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The principal who has been leading the school since 2012 was interviewed using 

structured and semi-structured interview schedules. In addition, a total of eight senior 

managers, five females and three males, were also interviewed using structured and semi-

structured schedules.  These middle managers had various responsibilities ranging from 

heads of department for mathematics, English, and science to be in charge of grade 

supervision and cafeteria operations.  Five of the senior managers were carrying out their 

duties for more than a decade with the exception of the heads of department for science, 

mathematics and science who were in their positions for five years or less. In addition, 

they were also relatively younger than their other counterparts with ages ranging from 

30-45. The other members who were of the senior core were in their fifties and, in fact, 

one would be retiring in a few months at the time of the interview. The instrument used 

was organized into six categories, which sought to solicit the senior managers’ reactions 

and response to the NEI report. Similar interviews were also conducted with parents (four 

females and one male) as well as students in order to gage their reactions immediately 

following the inspection and five years after. The instruments both had four categories of 

questions.  A total of fourteen teachers who have been working at the school at the time 

of the inspection completed a questionnaire with 16 Likert scale items and one open 

ended question, designed to primarily get the teachers’ initial response to the inspection 

and how it affected their teaching and curriculum management.  The education officer 

supervising the school for the past two years was also interviewed with an instrument that 

has questions divided into five categories, aimed at gaging the level of monitoring and 

support the Ministry of Education has been providing to the school. 
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As part of collecting data for the study, school records and documents such as 

board minutes, staff meeting minutes, lesson plans, students’ note books and the strategic 

plan were carefully examined.  A total of 20 class observations were also done in order to 

ascertain the teaching methodologies being used primarily in mathematics and English. 

These were the areas that were singled out for close examination by the NEI. Of the 

twenty-one class observations completed, eight were in mathematics, five in English and 

the other eight spread across the science and technical subjects. The observations were 

done for all subjects, from grades seven to eleven. This was important in order to identify 

if there were differences in how teaching and curriculum management were done based 

on grade levels. 

Reaction to Report 

Research Question 1:  How did the Principal of the School Perceive the Inspection 

Process Initially and Five Years After? 

 

At the time of the inspection, the present principal was the Dean of Discipline and 

so worked closely with the then principal, staff, parents and students as members of 

senior management. Consequently, he was part of the inspection experience and vividly 

explained the denial and shock that enveloped the administration and staff after receiving 

the report.  There was an ethos of dejection, failure, and division among staff and 

administrators concerning the findings and conclusions of the report.  As Dean of 

Discipline at the time, he was devastated with the results.   He did not believe the 

school’s performance was fairly represented in the report as was the case with other 
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members of staff.  He felt at the time much has been done in the area of discipline at the 

school under his watch.  In his own words: 

I was rated the best Dean of Discipline in the Ministry of Education, 

region 5 and saw where discipline failed and I know there were other 

schools that were coming to me for help and when their school was 

inspected, discipline was up there, so for me, it was a bit disappointing 

but it was a wake-up call for me. 

 

The objectivity of the inspection report came under scrutiny, particularly in 

relation to the satisfactory grade given to leadership and management while the school 

was designated overall to be unsatisfactory. The senior members of staff saw this as a 

contradiction since it is leadership and management that drive the school’s success. They 

further expressed feelings of dejection, anger, despondency and denial not only among 

themselves but also with members of the board and the principal at the time. 

 In the Principal’s own words: 

It was a wake-up call for senior management and others.  It became a 

demotivation to teachers who were working hard over the years, putting in 

the effort, however, the inspection report gave them a different 

perspective.  They felt the school did better than what the report said.  The 

senior management team was split down the middle, some became 

motivated as a result of the inspection.  You saw them with a new zeal, 

they had a new interest where students’ academic performances were 

concerned.  Others were demotivated, basically gave up they were just 

willing to do enough to go by. 

 

The principal took a business-like approach to improving the overall standard of 

performance of the school.  He was determined to ensure that the school made 

improvements based on the recommendations in the NEI report.  As such, time was spent 

looking at the inputs, processes and the output of the school’s operation.  The principal 

outlined: 
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I took a business-like approach to the whole leadership, so I was always 

the first one in and the last one out in the evenings.  I was always the 

principal who would be talking to teachers in an informal and formal 

settings, trying to find out from them how things are going and how I can 

assist. I operated an open door policy.  Persons have a free access to the 

principal to share concerns. 

  

This zeal to ensure improvement in the school prompted the principal to accept 

responsibility for the school's reported failures as the accountable officer.  As such, there 

was a commitment to implement the recommendations of the NEI. In order to achieve 

this objective, he had to work hard to make a psychological shift in his own mind and as 

well, the minds of members of staff. This was critical and important if the school was 

going to move forward that as principal he lead from the front.   In the principal’s own 

words: 

I have taken full responsibility for whatever rating we received from the 

NEI, even though initially, I was not the principal when the NEI came but 

I was a member of staff then and had influence that could impact some of 

the changes that could have taken place.  So, I took responsibility then, 

after assuming the position of principal.   I put it squarely on my shoulders 

to ensure that the by recommendation was put in place. 

 

The principal and his team started the process of transformation with the 

development of a strategic plan in 2012.  The process of strategizing based on the 

findings of the report had helped to move the school community out of the doom and 

gloom mourning phase.  It gave members of staff an opportunity to examine more closely 

the report and the evidence supporting the findings. This period of thorough examination 

was important as not many of the staff members had taken the time to look at the 

evidence provided by inspectors in arriving at the findings.  From close examination of 

the strategic plan, the school is about mid-way through meeting its operational objectives.  
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The plan outlined their strengths, weakness and strategies to improve the operation of the 

institution within a specified time frame.  The principal indicated that since his 

appointment, he has taken note that the NEI report has impacted the overall management 

of the school.  In addition, staff has recognized that there was a change in the leadership 

and leadership style.  They noticed that there was a new leader who was prepared to 

listen to their concerns and work with the team for greater efficiency in the best interest 

of the students and the school. It was evident from my interaction with staff that they 

were not satisfied with the leadership provided at the time of inspection. It appeared to be 

“top down” and so lacked inclusivity, while alienating a significant number of staff 

members. 

The principal stated: 

Accountability was an issue. We ensure that an accountability matrix was 

put in place.  We ensured that departments had the requisite resources that 

they required.  We ensured that the discipline policy, for example, was on 

par with what teachers were expecting.  So all we did basically was to ensure 

teachers know that the administration was in support of what they were 

doing, once it was for the advancement of students. 

 

The perspectives of key stakeholders have dramatically shifted at the time of data 

collection from a state of gloom and questioning of the accuracy of the report to a 

position of exuding confidence and support for the work of the NEI. The principal felt 

ecstatic at the strides the school has made over the years. While not the only reason, it 

was felt by the principal that the NEI has significantly improved the fortunes of the 

institution. The principal in affirming the importance of the NEI stated: 

The NEI is extremely important and I will tell you why. No organization, 

no institution whatsoever can function without analysis, without evaluation, 
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without scrutiny and that is what the NEI is all about. I think the NEI’s 

report and NEI’s intervention in schools can only grow schools from 

strength to strength so we need that school evaluation in order to move 

forward. 

 

The principal, when pressed about the initial reaction of disappointment and 

questioning the accuracy of the report, now lauds the importance of the NEI. It is not 

unusual that organization as the NEI may have some level of bias or prejudice in the way 

it carries out its duties, but this in no way negates the importance of the external scrutiny 

the NEI provides. 

The initial negative perception of the NEI is not entirely surprising. A close 

examination of inspection across the world has revealed that principals tend to react in 

disbelief and are even sometimes dismissive of inspection reports that do not present their 

schools in a positive light.  Bitan, Haep, and Steins (2013) noted in a study that negative 

perspectives were voiced by principals who had a positive attitude toward external 

inspection of schools.  This seems to be the case with the principal of this school who 

initially had a negative attitude towards the report but in the end still affirmed the 

importance of having this external review.  As principal of the institution, if he remained 

in the despair and denial of the report, it would have been difficult to get his senior staff 

and other stakeholders on board to rise above the turbulent tides created by the report and 

to seek out measures as to how as a team they can take the school to safer harbour.  
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Research Question 2: How did the Inspection Process Influence the Senior Managers’ 

Perspectives of Their Supervisory Functions Initially and Five Years After? 

The senior managers all felt that the reason the school received the unsatisfactory 

grade was largely due to the lack of preparation for the inspection. They indicated that 

they were unaware of the eight areas that the inspection would be focused on. There was 

grave uncertainty on the path of all teachers as to what was expected of them. They were 

all afraid of the inspectors and as such were not operating in their normal mode. This fear 

translated into an almost false pretence on the path of some teachers as they attempted to 

integrate technology into their teaching, something they have not been doing and as a 

result were unable to execute during inspection. One senior member echoed: “We were 

told by management not to talk to the inspectors. It made us nervous and apprehensive. It 

was an unpleasant situation and very stressful as we did not know what to expect.”   

Table 10 below shows the level of preparation teachers had for the inspection. 

Table 10.   Preparation for Inspection 

     Question                 Respondents’ Response. 

 

 

 

 

 

1. I made special arrangement 

in teaching for the 

Inspection. 

  

2. I was aware of what the  

         inspection team was looking  

        for.  

 

Strongly    Agree      Disagree      Strongly       No Opinion     Total 

Agree                                             Disagree  

 

2(14%)       3(21%)      7 (50%)       1(7%)             1 (7%)         14 

 

 

1(7%)         3 (21%)     5(35%)        2(14%)           3(21%)        14 

Source:  Teachers’ Questionnaire Schedule 
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In all, thirty-five percent of the teachers indicated that they made special 

arrangements in teaching at the time of the inspection, while fifty-seven percent 

conducted their teaching as usual.  It is also important to note that forty-nine percent of 

the teachers noted they were unaware of the expectations of the inspection team. 

The matter of what should be included in the evaluation also came up for scrutiny 

by senior managers.  They felt that too much emphasis was placed on mathematics and 

English, almost to the exclusion of other subject areas.  It was their conclusion that if 

equal emphasis was given to all subjects, the school would have faired better in the report 

as it relates to students’ achievement.  They were also concerned that no consideration 

was given to the low performing students they got in grade seven and the value added to 

them after five years.  Many of the students who were placed at the school were reading 

far below their grade levels.  In effect, this seems to be a real concern of theirs as the 

inspection process paid little or no attention to the value added education provided by the 

school.  As such, this is one of the reasons they have casted doubt concerning the 

accuracy of the report in representing a true picture of the school.  Consequently, the 

senior management were among those who expressed serious reservation to accepting the 

report.  They saw the report as casting judgement on their stewardship over the many 

years of service to the school and the teaching profession.  On the other hand, the 

younger members of the senior management were more open to take an objective look on 

the report.  As such, while acknowledging concerns about the inspection process and 

findings, they felt the report should also be used as a tool to evaluate the quality of 
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service that the school was providing and use the results to plan for greater improvement.  

All the senior members expressed concerns about the short notice they got to prepare and 

present documents to the inspectors.  They felt it was time consuming and took away 

time they should be spending with students in the classroom. 

According to the principal and staff members, the members of the board of 

management were also unhappy with the results and, as such, the report took center stage 

at the first board meeting after its publication.  The then principal, who was a trained 

school inspector, sought to provide reasons for the results of the inspection.  These 

reasons all aimed at blaming the teachers for not professionally carrying out their duties.  

What was clear is that the board had taken note that the management got a passing grade 

and so it was the teachers who have failed and in effect casting the principal leadership 

into question.  One senior staff noted that the chairman was angry and chastised them for 

not doing well and for failing the principal.  

The report lead to significant changes in the middle management structure of the 

school.  Two members of the senior management lost their jobs as heads of departments.  

The principal indicated that the Board of Management took the decision to change the 

head of departments for English and mathematics, the two subjects that were closely 

scrutinized in the inspection and found to be falling far below expected standards.  There 

was also redeployment of staff teaching upper school (grades 10 & 11) and lower school 

(grades 7 – 9) in the areas of math and English.  The deployment saw persons with a 

bachelor of education degrees in mathematics and English taking on leadership in 

teaching and leadership of the departments.  Senior staff indicated that the inspection 
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process had positively affected the way in which they now approach their responsibilities.  

They are more keen on supervision of the teaching staff to ensure that the different 

learning needs of students are being addressed in the classrooms.  In addition, they have 

all taken the necessary steps to enhance data gathering and improve on their 

documentation systems.  It was quite a pleasing task for them to talk about the clinical 

approach they are now taking to the job.  They clearly do not want a repeat of the same 

results when next they are re-inspected.  It was harkening to see and experience the level 

of confidence they exuded.  They no doubt felt empowered about what is expected of 

them as senior managers.  This greater understanding and appreciation they have received 

from more involvement in the management of the school through ownership of their 

different responsibilities than initially and the investment the school has been making in 

the provision of professional workshops.  Senior members indicated that the work of the 

NEI is vital as an external quality assurance body.  They felt that the inspection process 

has allowed the entire school to look inwards and take important steps to improve its 

services to students.  One senior member posted: “Accountability is important in our 

education system and even though I may not be in agreement with everything done by the 

NEI, we cannot discount its importance.” 

The reaction the teachers have years after the inspection is no different from other 

stakeholders.  The NEI reports have positively affected how they teach, how they manage 

the curriculum and has helped them in reflecting on their practice.  The education officer 

also concluded that the NEI’s work has positively affected the school and has helped the 

school to reflect and make plans for improvement.  The Officer noted: “Since the 
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publication of the NEI report, the school is now in high demand for parents and students. 

This was never usually the case four years ago.” 

The transformation in the perspectives of the senior managers was remarkable and 

so positively affected the way in which they viewed and approached their responsibilities.  

The shift from dejection and feelings of disappoint to acceptance and purposeful resolve 

to change the course of the school has contributed to a vibrant future for the institution.  

Senior managers, through the positive leadership of the principal, took an in-depth 

assessment of the report and sought to build on its strengths and worked to address areas 

of concerns.  The leadership provided by the principal is best defined by Schuermann 

(2010) who postulated that transformational leaders create an environment in which 

persons feel empowered to fulfil their needs and to become productive individuals in the 

organization.  This was not an easy task but it certainly has assisted in improvements in 

the academic performance of the students, the supervisory competency of the senior 

managers and created a teaching and working environment focused on students’ 

achievement.  It was clear that these changes, while they maybe occasioned by the 

findings of the NEI report, were also made possible by teachers and a leadership team 

who were committed to erase the negative press and perception that has haunted the 

school since the publication of the report.   

Research Question 3: How did Stakeholders such as Parents and Students Feel About the 

Report and the Impact of the NEI on the School Initially and Five Years After? 

 Like the school’s administration and staff, parents indicated that it was 

disappointing news to hear that the school got such a poor grade.  They were not 
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particularly pleased with the findings of the NEI.  Parents generally do not want to 

associate themselves with a failing school. As such, they were as despondent and shocked 

as the school community.  They felt the teachers were not doing enough to engage the 

students and that was a major explanation for the poor performance of the school.  The 

expression of disappointment was not only said in words but also evident in the facial 

displays and general body language.  One parent indicated. “Well, of course, we felt 

down and a bit of poor feeling took us over.” 

The students also noted that they were not happy with the findings of the report.  

Like parents, they like to be associated with a school that has a good academic record.  It 

was not an exciting time for the students and, in fact, many were upset at the poor 

showing of their school as presented in the report. Students being unhappy was quite 

understandable as the education landscape where the public perceptions of schools’ 

performance are deemed important and so no student wants to be associated with a failing 

school. 

The students indicated that they became aware of the results from the NEI from 

the principal speaking about it at assembly.  The discussion at the time entailed a number 

of things to be done in order for improvement to take place.  These include safety and 

security, students’ conduct and improvement in students’ academic achievement.  

Students’ love for their school was supported by their admiration for the care and 

supportive environment provided by the teachers and the principal.  They were grateful 

that they could speak to their principal just about any time, once available.  This 

improvement in discipline expressed by the students was evident during the period of 
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data collection.  The school was orderly and business-like. The team spirit was evident 

among the stakeholders, which no doubt has contributed to the improvement the school 

has been experiencing. 

The parents indicated that they were not directly informed of the result.  In 

essence, they gathered the information from ease-dropping on teachers’ discussions about 

the report.  This lack of information was unacceptable to the parents who felt they were 

kept in the dark about the entire inspection episode.  The role of parents in all aspects of 

school operation must not be underestimated and parents have the ability to significantly 

affect students’ behavior, attitude and ultimately their success. One parent explained it in 

this manner.  “We got the information, sketchy that the school didn’t meet standards.  We 

did not hear it on the radio like what happened with other schools.” 

Parents were all expressing satisfaction and confidence in the direction and 

improvements the school has been making since the inspection.  Parents all seemed 

optimistic about the prospect of their institution and happy about the work of the NEI. 

Students likewise are proud with the direction in which their school is going and the steps 

taken to enhance the operation of the school over the years.  Both parents and students 

expressed confidence in the principal’s ability to successful guide the transformation 

process.  They felt he was committed to the task as evidenced in the changes that have 

taken place to date.  Such commitment of the principal to the change process is a key 

ingredient in leading and getting others to follow, which this principal has been able to 

achieve.  In the words of one parent and student respectively: 
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Although my child hasn’t graduated as yet, I think I see where there is an 

improvement since the inspection. I noticed that as the bell goes, most  

students and teachers are in classes on time. We are without a dean of 

discipline and there have not been any report of fights or of the gang. I 

think discipline is fairly good at the school. 

 

 It is, therefore, evident that parents and students like other stakeholders had 

similar reactions to the report.  They were unhappy and did not want to be associated 

with failure. They are, however, now very pleased with the progress the school has made 

and are very optimistic that this trend will continue.  This confidence and optimism in the 

school emanated from the quality leadership and supportive environment that teachers 

provide for students.  A significant number of teachers have indicated that the NEI report 

has, in fact, caused them to review their teaching methods and adopt more students 

centred strategies in executing their lessons. 

Research Question 4:  How did the Inspection Process Impact the Curriculum 

Management and Teaching in the First Year and Five Years After? 

The teaching staff disappointment and shock with the report were extreme.  In the 

questionnaire completed, a total of forty-two percent of teachers questioned the accuracy 

of the report.  Similarly, forty-two percent of the staff also felt the report accurately 

represented the operation of the school at the time, while fourteen percent had no opinion.  

Table 11 below shows the teachers’ level of satisfaction with the inspectorate. 
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Table 11.  Satisfaction with Inspectorate 

 

Questions 

 

Respondents 

 

 

 

1.  

2. 1. Overall I was satisfied with 

the inspection process. 

 

3. 2.  Overall I was satisfied 

with the finding of the 

inspectorate. 

3.  The inspection report 

accurately represents the 

operation of the school at  

the time. 

Strongly     Agree     Strongly      Disagree         No          Total 

  Agree                     Disagree                             Opinion             

 

 

2(14%)      4(28%)      4(28%)       3 (21%)        1(7%)          14 

 

 

2 (14%)      5(35%)      3(21%)       3 (21%)        1(7%)         14 

   

 

 

 

2(14%)       4(28%)      4(28%)       2(14%)         (14%)        14 

 

 Source:  Teachers’ Questionnaire schedule 

 

A total of forty-nine percent of the teachers indicated that they were satisfied with 

the report, while twenty-eight per cent strongly disagreed and seven per cent had no 

opinion.  The principal noted that many teachers felt ashamed and believed that the report 

questioned their professional competencies.  The education officer, who has been 

supervising the school since 2013, noted that teachers did not welcome the failure news 

from the NEI.  This shock and dismissal of the report by the teachers was not surprising 

since the administration of the school and other stakeholders were placing the blame at 
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the feet of the teachers.  In addition, they felt their professional competencies were being 

questioned and, as such, they were not prepared to accept the findings.  This gloomy 

mood changed overtime to one of high level of enthusiasm among staff who worked hard 

and pulled their collective thoughts and experiences together under the guidance of 

principal and senior staff in an effort to enhance the fortune of the school. 

The degree of impact of the NEI’s report on curriculum management and teaching 

is not precisely conclusive by all the stakeholders at the school.  This is the case as there  

are several other factors beyond the inspection report that may have contributed to 

enhance the curriculum and teaching.  Despite this, there was enough evidence to suggest 

that the NEI’s report did affect the management of the curriculum.  This was evident in 

lesson observations and the enthusiasm levels of teachers and students in their 

engagement and discussions.  The principal summed it up this way: 

The NEI has impacted the curriculum, however, not at the level at which I 

would have wanted it to have impacted. By this, I mean, I am still getting 

some of the negative behaviors that were there prior to and immediately 

after the inspection. But that is human nature, we are dealing with humans.  

You are not going to get everybody to conform. However, it has impacted 

to an extent that is significant enough to show incremental growth in 

mathematics and English. 

 

Some of the curriculum adaptations that took place involved the re-allocation of 

contact hours from the technical vocational areas to mathematics and English.  The 

school also developed a diagnostic test for all students entering grade seven instead of 

relying on their grades coming from their grade six transitional test.  This diagnostic test 

assists teachers in ascertaining the level at which students were performing and so placed 

teachers in a more advantageous position to address students’ learning needs.  
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Adjustments were also made to the number and kind of subjects that students 

were able to do at grade 11, to include Spanish, technical, and vocational subjects in the 

Caribbean Secondary Education Certificate (CSEC).  Reading intervention programs, 

which have been acclaimed and lauded by parents, were instituted for students who were 

reading below the required level based on the school’s diagnostic test.  Another 

significant curriculum development was that of students starting the CSEC courses for 

most subjects in grade nine.  Normally, these courses would run for two years, starting in 

grade ten. As a result of this initiative, students now have more time to interact with their 

teachers and course material in a number of subject areas.  A mathematics and English 

internal school competition was instituted to build the competency of students in these 

areas.  This was an initiative that got parents’ support since they indicated that they were 

made to believe that these two subjects needed great improvement according to the NEI’s 

report.  Senior managers also indicated that they have been involved in well-planned, 

structured and targeted professional development workshops for the teachers all aimed at 

improving their competencies in their respective areas of teaching. 

Class observations conducted revealed that teachers and students have a healthy 

exchange in the teaching/learning experiences.  There was an atmosphere of respect, 

which facilitates insightful exchange and interaction between students and teachers.  For 

the most part, teachers used questioning, role-play, and real life experiences to engage 

students.  In a large majority of the classes, students were noticeably making progress 

based on the level of work completed, teachers’ feedback and efforts made to cater to the 

varying learning styles and abilities in the classes.  Eighty percent of teachers gave 
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individual attention to students who were in need of such assistance while the other 

students remained on task.  This is how students described staff-student interaction in the 

classroom:  

The relationship is like mother and a daughter or mother and a son or like a 

father and son or father and a daughter. It’s like you are at home with your 

parents. Teachers give us the opportunity to learn from our peers, role 

playing as well as the experiences we are going through. 

 

Seventy-one percent of the teachers indicated that they used student centered 

strategies to engage students since the NEI report.  In addition, eighty-four percent 

suggested they have modified the curriculum and reflected on their teaching methods 

with a view to making adjustments to meet students learning needs (See Table 8). 

A detailed examination of lesson plans also revealed that teachers have taken the 

time to plan for students’ varying needs.  The plans were also marked by senior managers 

with such responsibility and contained relevant feedback to teachers in the form of 

commendations for good initiatives on areas in the plans as well as suggested strategies 

that could aid in making the plan more effective.  This is reflective of the strategic 

position the administration has taken since the NEI report to improve teaching and 

learning, to include the training and empowerment of senior members of staff.  The 

principal has indicated that:  

Senior management have been doing more lesson observations. So on 

average, we are doing at least three or more lesson observations per week 

on teaching and lesson planning. We also have what we call common 

planning time where teachers would sit together and plan lessons together 

based on departments. We have a common lesson plan that everybody uses, 

so that also help to improve teaching and learning.  
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Students’ achievements are closely linked to curriculum management and 

teaching.  The NEI places great importance on how schools perform against the national 

average in CSEC, particularly in mathematics and English.  The principal indicated that 

since taking up his position in 2012, the performance in mathematics has been showing 

steady improvement while English has been fluctuating.  Of significance, according to 

the principal, is the steady increase in the number of students being entered for the 

examination.  This is important, as it is an indication that teaching in mathematics and 

English have improved and as a result, more students are adjudged to have the necessary 

competencies to be entered for these examinations.  

Table 12.  below shows the Caribbean Secondary Examination Certificate (CSEC)  

 

Analysis from 2010 – 2015. 

 

 

Table 12.  CSEC Results Analysis 2010-2015 

Description 

2010-11 2011-12 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 

Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Number of students in Grade 

11 cohort 142  140  132  127  142  

Number of students sitting 

CSEC Examinations 113 81% 122 87% 127 96% 122 96% 135 95% 

Number of students sitting 

CXC English Language 72 51% 94 67% 102 73% 85 67% 110 77% 
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Table 12.  (continued). 

Description 

2010-11 2011-12 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 

Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Number of students attaining 

a grade of I – III in English 

Language 44 31% 42 30% 43 31% 50 39% 58 41% 

Number of students sitting 

CSEC Mathematics 68 49% 102 73% 65 46% 90 71% 110 77% 

Number of students attaining 

a grade of I –III in 

Mathematics 19 14% 8 6% 10 8% 22 17% 33 23% 

Number of students sitting 1 

– 4 subjects 47 34% 50 36% 43 31% 43 34% 59 42% 

Number of students sitting 

more than 4 subjects 66 47% 72 51% 81 58% 81 64% 47 33% 

Number of students passing 

at least one subject 47 34% 21 15% 45 32% 45 35%  0% 

Number of students passing 

more than two subjects 48 34% 37 26% 64 46% 64 50%  0% 

Number of students passing 

more than five subjects 

including Math & English 7 5% 4 3% 4 3% 4 3% 27 19% 

 

Source: Caribbean Examination Council 

 

The table revealed that over the five-year period following the inspection, despite 

fluctuations in students’ performance and the number of students who have been entered 

to sit CSEC, the achievement has been moving in the right direction with incremental 
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increase in students’ performance.  Mathematics has moved from a fourteen percent pass 

rate in 2010 to twenty-three percent in 2015 while English moved from thirty-one percent 

to forty-one percent respectively.  In addition, students passing more than five subjects to 

include mathematics and English has moved from five percent in 2010 to nineteen 

percent in 2015. Equally, the number of students attaining passing grades had increased.  

The matter of improvement in mathematics and English performances has not 

escaped the notice of the parents and students. The students indicated that more students 

are graduating from the school with greater passes in CSEC, which was not always the 

case.  One parent indicated that you have students sitting eight subjects and leaving with 

six passes.  This improvement in students’ performance is attributed to the extra efforts 

teachers have been making.  The principal has suggested that:  

We had a situation where teachers who would not make time for students 

are now doing it since the NEI report. Persons working at the institution, 

now realizing that this institution impacts me and I also impact on the  

institution. So the report from the NEI when it came back unsatisfactory, 

a lot of persons were ashamed to now be associated with the school but had 

nothing else to do but to stay here and work to ensure that the stigma 

attached to the school based on the report was changed because of the 

performance of students. I am seeing where persons were interested to see 

students succeed. There has been a concerted effort about seventy-five to 

eighty percent of my teachers have been going above and beyond the call 

of duty to ensure students perform well.  

 

The education officer posited that improvement in mathematics and English 

should not only be measured, based on external examination, but also in terms of the 

value that has been added to students who may not have achieved passes in CSEC.  The 

NEI often missed this value added component as their judgement on school performance 

is heavily based on national students’ achievement on national examinations.  
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Despite data showing steady improvement of the school, the education officer noted 

that this should not be viewed solely as a reflection of the work of the NEI.   

According to the officer:  

The NEI directly and probably indirectly affects the progress of the school. 

The school driven by its vision, mission, strong principal, board of 

management and supportive staff. The NEI seems to have spurred them to 

work harder based on the recommendations made. 

 

 

Table 13.  Follow-up to Report 

 Respondents Responses 

 

 Strongly 

Agree 

 

Agree 

 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

No 

Opinion 

 

Total 

1.  The inspection report has 

positively affected my teaching 

 

2(14%) 

 

7(50%) 

 

2(14%) 

 

2(14%) 

 

1(7%) 

 

14 

2.  The inspection report has caused 

me to reflect on my teaching. 

 

2(14%) 

 

7(50%) 

 

2(14%) 

 

2(14%) 

 

1(7%) 

 

14 

3.  I have implemented more 

student-centered strategies since the 

inspection 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

8(57%) 

 

 

4(28%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

- 

 

 

14 

4.  I seek at all times in my planning 

and teaching to  for every need of 

the students. 

 

4(28%) 

 

 

8(57%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

- 

 

 

14 

 

5.  I have made adjustments 

modifications to the curriculum in 

order to meet objectives. 

 

2(14%) 

 

 

9(64%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

14 

 

 

6.  Students/ overall performance is 

showing progress because of the 

findings and recommendations of 

the inspectorate. 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

9(64%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

2(14%) 

 

 

1(7%) 

 

 

14 
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Senior managers attributed the improvement in CSEC and teacher performance to 

improved management and teacher supervision.  They were very proud to share that the 

performance in some subjects was on par with the high performing schools in Jamaica, 

with pass rates ranging between eighty to one hundred percent.  One senior manager 

indicated that, “when we talk about improvement, the bottom line is that our school is  

obtaining passes as the traditional high schools and our students are doing better since the 

inspection. Many are getting scholarships into tertiary institutions.” 

There is no doubt that the NEI report affected the manner in which the staff 

approached curriculum management and teaching.  Several adaptations to the curriculum 

were made to cater to students with special needs and, therefore, improved the level of 

access students had to the curriculum.  Teachers, in general, made an effort to evaluate 

the way in which they were teaching and made adjustments as necessary.  This has 

assisted in raising the standard of teaching and ultimately students’ achievement both in 

internal and external examinations.  This positive development in the teaching and 

management of the curriculum was not surprising as it was evident at the school the 

desire in teachers to get pass the unexpected and shocking report from the NEI. 

Research Question 5:  How did the School Inspection Mandates, as Applied to 

 

Curriculum Management and Teaching, Affect Student Outcomes in the First Year and 

Five Years After? 

Critical to the impact of the NEI report is the extent to which the 

recommendations outlined in the report are addressed by the school’s administration.  

Particular focus was placed on the recommendations relating to curriculum management 
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and teaching.  The school had taken steps to address achievement in mathematics and 

English by appointing personnel to head the departments with the requisite content and 

leadership skills, effective planning and supervision of staff.  Within these departments, 

teachers had common planning time which allows for sharing of ideas among staff as 

how to approach difficult concepts while at the same time, employing students centred 

teaching strategies. 

The administration of the school also gave support in the form of purchasing 

relevant resources both electronic and print to support these programs.  These resources 

helped to create a print rich learning environment and hands on experience for students 

operating at different levels of competences in these subjects.  These initiatives were 

further supported by targeted workshops for teachers of mathematics and English as well 

as the school’s participation in a ministry of education’s intervention program, operation 

turn around.  The steps taken by the administration to improve mathematics and English 

were also replicated in other departments.  It was a whole school approach that focused 

on assessing students’ progress using formative evaluating techniques.  These initiatives 

taken by the school were evident in class observations, lesson plans, the school’s strategic 

plan and the performance of students in both internal and external examination.  

What is clear therefore is the fact that the school did seriously consider the 

recommendations made in the report and took the necessary steps to address them.  These 

steps were outlined in the strategic plan of the school that was closely monitored by the 

principal as the primary driver of the change process.  This approach by the school 

underscored the important role of the principal in guiding the response to the report in 
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moving from failure to success. Today, all stakeholders are proud of the progress that the 

institution has been making both socially and academically.  

Ministry of Education (MOE) Support 

As part of the inspection process, once a school has received its report from the 

NEI, it is expected that the MOE both directly and indirectly through the education 

officer assigned to the school, provide support in the implementation of the 

recommendations.  The ministry’s support can be described as inadequate.  The officer 

had a meeting with the staff and administration immediately after receiving the report.  

However, there has been no sustained effort to ensure these recommendations are 

implemented.  

The principal indicated that the school has received support from the MOE for 

mathematics and English in the form of operation turn around, a competition designed for 

schools performing below standards in these subject areas.  The education officer also 

confirmed the support of the Ministry of Education in this respect.  According to the 

principal:  

In terms of support, it was more of a technical support that the ministry 

gave us. In terms of resources, infrastructure and teaching aids, we did not 

get that support. We got support from the private sector with the Mutual 

Building Society foundation centers of excellence program. This program 

provides resources and training for parents, board, teachers, and students. 

 

The education officer also mentioned that the Ministry of Education intervened in 

the operation of the school in the areas of English, leadership, and management of 

behavior.  This however, was not collaborated by school officials who expressed concern 

about the limited support from the Ministry of Education.  One senior member of staff 
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indicated that this lack of support could be partly due to the large number of schools one 

officer has to supervise.  The officer in question had fourteen schools to supervise and 

despite all good will, found it difficult to visit school on a regular basis.  It is not difficult 

to imagine the negative implications this situation has on the supervision of schools in 

general but more so on as school deemed a failing institution.  Such a school would need 

close monitoring and guidance that unfortunately would not be possible under the present 

work load of the education officer.  According to the officer:  

Supervision is not just visiting the school. I try to develop a good 

relationship with the principal and use the technology to communicate,  

whether text, email or telephone calls. The job is very demanding and  

so due to the exigencies of the job, visit to the school might happen once 

 per month.  
 

The officer, in recognizing the importance of clinical supervision, concluded that 

supervision of the school is indeed inadequate.  Despite this inadequacy, the officer felt 

that the use of information communication technology and relying on reports from the 

school, the Ministry of Education has been making good effort to support the school 

operation.  According to the officer, the development of the school improvement plan, 

which outlined the strategic priority of the school each year, has been getting support 

from the Ministry of Education.  One example is the fencing of the school compound.  

This plan took into consideration the recommendations in the NEI’s report as well as 

other strategic priorities of the Ministry of Education.  The education officer is of the 

opinion that infrastructure is a critical area that the Ministry of Education will need to 

address at the school.  The officer concluded that:  

The biggest challenge at the school is infrastructure. I am looking at the 

holistic picture of students and teachers being comfortable in their 
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environment and having adequate resources. The school is challenged by 

inadequate furniture, the building is leaking and classroom shortage. If 

you are in an environment that is not ideal, naturally, the results might not  

be the way you want it to be. In spite of this I have seen where the school 

has risen above all these challenges. 

 

The support to the school from the Ministry of Education in response to the 

mandates in the report, was very inadequate.  The education officer clearly was 

overwhelmed with the number of schools to be supervised and so was unable to give the 

close monitoring needed to guide the implementation of the recommendations in the 

report relating to teaching and curriculum management.  This lack of sustained support 

was a point of contention of the education officer and the leadership team at the school.  

This persistent lack of support no doubt affected the pace at which the school responded 

to the report.  This is the case as the presence and guidance of the officer on this journey 

of transformation was obviously missing 

Discussion 

The NEI’s report and recommendations have affected perspectives on the 

supervision of the curriculum, teaching, academic achievement and management of the 

school since 2008.  Several changes and improvement have taken place at the institution.  

The impact of the NEI is largely due to the role played by the principal and the gradual 

change in his perspective to reaction to the NEI report.  Forsyth (2004), Gaziel (2003), 

Price (2012), and Schratz (2003) noted that the views of the principal of any school that 

has been inspected is critical in any examination of the impact of the inspection on school 

operation.  Vollmeyer and Rheinberg (2005) and Hattie and Timperley (2007) contended 

that inspection is supposed to provide feedback that will facilitate learning and 
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development of the entire school community.  The acceptance of this feedback is usually 

the basis for shaping the attitude of principals and other stakeholders towards inspection.  

 The data collected have revealed that the principle perspective overtime has 

shifted from a position of scepticism, doubt, and denial to a state of purposeful resolve to 

objectively interrogate the findings and recommendations of the report.  It was also 

important that the principal, as the chief executive officer of the school, took charge of 

the process of reflection and indeed responsibility for the findings of the report.  His 

action demonstrated a high level of professional maturity and great understanding of the 

purpose of inspection in accordance with MacBeath and McGlynn (2002) who expressed 

the view that school inspection, as an external evaluation mechanism, should complement 

the school’s internal assessment and evaluation in an effort to maintain quality 

educational standards.  This approach of the principal to examine the report within the 

context of finding new measures to improve and maintain quality educational standards 

has led to a revival of hope in the middle managers and other members of staff.  The 

principal did not just revive hope in the stakeholders but embarked on a journey that saw 

the development of a strategic plan that came out of the reflection on the strengths and 

weaknesses of the institution.  He took an appreciative approach that did not only focus 

on what was wrong at the school but also on those things that they were going well.  The 

inspection report spurred the principal into action which was not an unusual reaction.  

Figlio and Rouse (2006) in a study of principals whose schools were “under threat” found 

that they took steps to increase planning and instructional time, and instituted targeted  
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professional development activities to improve the instructional competence of teachers.  

These initiatives were all aimed at increasing students’ performance. 

          The principal and the team went through Cooperrider and Whitney’s (2005) four 

steps in the appreciative inquiry process to include discovery, dream, design, and destiny.  

The discovery stage involves participants focusing on the processes in the organization 

that have been working and identifying what the vision of the organization is.  In the 

dream phase, employees are engaged in a visioning process where they seek to envision 

the efficient optimal performance organization.  The design component seeks to 

assimilate the ideas of the team through planning and prioritizing so as to create the 

optimal performance organization they envision.  The final stage is destiny.  It focuses on 

where the organization will go and the path it will travel.  As such, this is the point at 

which the plan of action is implemented and requires the support of all in order to build 

optimal performance so that organizational goals can be realized.  This process of 

visioning has certainly resulted in positive results on the morale of staff, on improved 

understanding of the requirements of the staff, and on students’ achievement.  

The senior managers also went through a process of conversion moving from 

dejection to conditional acceptance of the report.  Thrupp (1998) explained that the 

naming and shaming of schools doing poorly can prevent acceptance and implementation 

of feedback.  This naming and shaming of the school did, in fact, affect the acceptance of 

the report by stakeholders.  As such, senior managers struggled with the fact that the 

inspectors did not place enough emphasis on other subject areas outside of mathematics 

and English such as vocational and technical subjects where performance was 
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commendable.  It was felt that if such consideration was taken then the school would 

have fared much better.  Nevo (2002) in supporting the perception of key stakeholders 

noted that inspection can be very narrow in scope and may focus on similarities at the 

expense of taking note of the specific local needs and unique features of individual 

schools.  School inspection has the potential to put administrators and teachers under 

pressure, as they can fear sanctions and public vilifications if it is shown that their 

schools fail to meet established standards.  Despite this initial reservation, the senior 

managers, guided by the principal, changed their approach to their responsibilities and 

became more clinical about the manner in which they supervised their staff and carried 

out other administrative duties.  The senior managers became more appreciative of 

Bennett’s (1995) views on their roles “middle management [is the] tier of authority which 

tries to coordinate the day to day work of teachers in the various sub-units and integrate 

them into the overall totality of the school” (p. 104). 

The use of data became critical in making and assessing decisions the senior 

managers made about various aspects of their job.  This new approach to work came 

through organized education and training workshops and support by the principal in 

providing the necessary moral and material support.  The senior managers, with this new 

tactical skills and greater understanding of their complex role, have assisted greatly in the 

management of the curriculum, instruction and teacher development.  Neagley and Evans 

(1980) argued that this approach by these senior managers is best described as modern 

supervision that is democratic in nature: 
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Modern supervision is considered as any service for teachers that 

eventually results in improving instruction, learning, and the curriculum. It 

consists of positive, dynamic, democratic actions designed to improve 

instruction through continued growth of all concerned individuals- the 

child, the teacher, the supervisor, the administrator and the parent or other 

lay person. (p. 20)  

 

A very fundamental aspect of the revolution that took place within the ranks of 

the senior staff was that of feeling empowered to carry out their duties.  This 

empowerment came through the education and training they received concerning their 

job function and the latitude the principal allowed for in the execution of their duties.  As 

such, the improved educational standards of the school have much to do with the work of 

the middle managers.  These middle managers aptly represented Bell’s (1992) views that 

middle managers need to work strategically on ensuring the team functions in order to 

effectively contribute to the institution. This strategic alliance and teamwork was evident 

in the learning community the senior managers developed among themselves to share 

ideas and best practices. 

The improved performance of the school as it relates to curriculum management 

and teaching is not at all surprising.  This improvement can be sustained if the school 

seeks to have greater involvement of parents in the operation of the school.  Eccles and 

Harold (1993) posited that there is available research to underscore the positive effects of 

the involvement of parents on the learning and development of students. From all 

indications, parents were not kept informed during and after the inspection process.  It 

should be noted that parents’ perceptions of the process are very important and can 

indeed affect the progress of the school.  It would appear that the administration, after 
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receiving the poor report, did not know how to approach parents or were fearful as to 

their reaction.  Ehren and Visscher (2008) pointed out that the schools with the better 

academic performance are the ones that will likely be selected by students and parents. 

This fear of having an exodus of students from the school was real as, in fact, a few 

parents did remove their children in response to the report.  Despite this fear of parents’ 

reaction, the school can learn from the work of OFSTED.  Tabberer (1995) indicated that 

a study to gauge the perception of parents on the work and impact of OFSTED produced 

mixed results.  More than three quarters of the parents indicated that they were kept 

informed throughout the inspection process. It is, therefore, imperative to note that 

inspection is a useful tool to give parents a voice in the educational decisions concerning 

their children. 

 Giving parents and indeed the public a voice in the operation of public schools is 

still up for debate and discussion.  Visscher, Karsten, de Jong, and Bosker (2000) and 

Rowe (2005) considered the public release of inspection reports as controversial and the 

debate is still on as to whether the reports should be used internally by school 

administrators or whether they should be made public.  Haegeland, Kirkeboen, Raaum, 

and Salvanes (2004), on the other hand, argued that publication of inspection reports can, 

in fact, help to improve school performance.  This may be the case, as such reports can 

help to mobilize parents and government to play an active part in ensuring that 

improvements take place within these schools as to allow for parents to make school 

selection from an informed position.  To this end, the public release of school 
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performance can have a positive impact on school operation and ultimately students’ 

performance. 

Class observations and external examination results all pointed to improvement in 

teaching and learning. As such, what is very clear is the fact that the inspection process 

did cause a significant number of teachers to reflect and review their teaching. This, 

however, came about after raising serious questions about the fairness of the report and 

the demoralizing effect it had on them.  In a study carried out by Matete (2009) it was 

shown that school inspection positively affected teaching and learning.  Despite this 

apparent improvement in the students’ achievement, it was difficult to conclude that the 

inspection was the sole reason for this result.  This is the case as schools, in general, are 

very complex and dynamic organizations and as, such, it is understood that other 

initiatives of individuals or groups could also have impacted students’ achievement. Such 

examples could be the Mutual Building Society Centre of Excellent Program at the 

school as well as teachers who have gained further qualifications over the period of time 

under review, which could all have impacted teaching and learning at the school.  

The need for greater support from the Ministry of Education came across firmly 

from the principal and staff. Despite the education officer’s assertions that the ministry 

does provide support, it was clearly insufficient to effectively support the school.  The 

reality is that the principal and the senior managers could have done more if they got the 

requisite supervision and guidance from the officer.  It, therefore, is necessary that steps 

be taken by the ministry to evaluate the role of education officers in supporting schools 

and the extent to which they can do so with the current work load. 
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Some of the main themes, therefore, coming out of the study include: rejection of 

report, administrative support, and accountability.  What came across clearly is that the 

entire school community went through a psychological trauma which resulted in a 

rejection of the report primarily on the grounds of their perceived lack of objectivity.  

This seems to be a normal reaction according to the available literature.  In highlighting 

the significance of objectivity and individuals’ reactions, Miron and Brehm (2006), and 

Helzer and Dunning (2012) noted that the issue of subjectivity also contributes to this 

reaction to negative reports.  External evaluators come to the job with their own 

stereotypes and biases which may affect their judgement and ultimately how their 

feedback is received by school leadership.  This was indeed the case at the school but 

with time the stakeholders shifted their perceptions and that contributed to the standards 

for the school to be improved.  Duval and Silvia (2009), in underscoring impact of self-

reflection, stated that people have the ability to reflect on their mistakes and learn from 

them.  As such, individuals can self-assess, and change.   

Administrative support played a crucial role in the school community reflections 

and the positive changes that ensued.  The principal did not only provide moral support, 

but sought to provide the necessary resources and training opportunities, all aimed at 

building the competencies of senior managers and staff.  This administrative support was 

also evident in the kind of collegial collaboration but at the same time, clinical approach 

they took to their roles and responsibilities. Connected to this administrative support is 

that of transformative leadership provided by the principal and senior managers.  It was 

this kind of leadership that contributed to the swing from rejection to positive actions that 
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contributed to the implementations of recommendations contained in the report.  Burns 

(1978) postulated that transformational leadership is characterized by inspirational 

motivation and intellectual stimulation which implies the transformational leader creates 

an environment that encourages people in the organization to be creative and solicits their 

ideas to solve problems and increase productivity.  In so doing this leader allows people 

to think about problems in a new way. This was the kind of leadership the principal and 

senior managers were able to provide the school as they themselves underwent their 

conversion experience. 

De Wolf and Janssens (2007) observed that in countries across the world, 

including many in Europe, inspection is used to provide accountability and improve the 

quality of education offered by schools.  Accountability at the school was an important 

factor that emanated as a response to the report.  This was the case despite the initial state 

of denial that enveloped the stakeholders.  This accountability manifested itself in the 

leadership of the school, redeployment of teachers and replacement with staff who were 

thought to be better able to carry out assigned tasks. Senior managers had to account for 

the performance of their departments.  The mathematics and English departments came 

under greater scrutiny by the principal.  The practice of documentation and use of data to 

drive administrative decisions was a main feature of the accountability matrix. 

Summary and Conclusion 

Ehren and Visscher (2006) contended that inspectors provide information that can 

be used to raise the quality of education standards.  It was clear that the school 

community, despite the initial reservation and period of denial, used the feedback in the 
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report to take critical steps that have assisted in improving the educational standards of 

the school and has positively affected the perceptions of the principal and senior 

managers’ approach to their roles and responsibilities 

From a social and psychological perspective, studies have found that people are 

generally not accepting of negative feedback (Eva, Armson, Holmboe, Lockyer, Loney, 

Mann, & Sargeant, 2012; Semmer & Jacobshagen, 2010). This was the case with 

stakeholders at the school.  They, however, made it through the period of drought to 

spring time. According to Miron and Brehm (2006), and Helzer and Dunning (2012) the 

issue of subjectivity is a contributing factor to this reaction to negative reports.  Along 

with other issues, subjectivity was a deep concern to teachers and the principal.  They, 

however, with the leadership of principal, looked inwards and using the report as a guide, 

took the necessary steps to making the school better.  As such, what has been made clear 

concerning the response of the school is the important role of transformative and the 

appreciative enquiry approaches to leadership and ultimately producing positive results. 

 This qualitative single case study which sought to gauge the perceptions of the 

principal, senior managers and other stakeholders of the school, has yielded significant 

results relative to the research questions and the theoretical framework which provided a 

lens through which the reactions to the research were viewed.  The transformative and the 

appreciative enquiry approach which are embodied by creative thinking, the ability to 

influence others, and the reaffirmation of the positives of the school, all played a 

significant role in improving the fortunes of the institution.  These findings will no doubt 
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contribute to the discussions in the field as well as guide policy at the levels of schools 

and Ministry of Education.  
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CHAPTER 6 

              CONCLUSION 

 

The purpose of the study was to examine the perceptions and responses of the 

leadership and other stakeholders to the NEI report initially and then five years later.  In 

addition, the investigation sought to gauge the impact the perceptions of the key 

stakeholders had on school operations primarily on student outcomes, curriculum 

management and teaching.  The following research questions were used to guide the 

research: 

 How did the principal of the school perceive the inspection process initially and 

five years after?  

 How did the inspection process influence the senior managers’ perspectives of 

their supervisory functions initially and five years after? 

 How did stakeholders such as parents and students feel about the report and the 

impact of the NEI on the school initially and five years after? 

 How did the inspection process impact curriculum management and teaching in 

the first year and five years after? 

 How does the school inspection mandates, as they applied to curriculum 

management and teaching, affect student outcomes in the first year and five years 

after? 
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Summary of Major Findings 

There were three findings relating to the principals initial and then five years later 

perception of the inspection process.  First, the principal initially was in denial and 

harbored doubts about the accuracy of the report.  This position gradually changed as he 

began to take a dispassionate approach in the evaluation of the report with the view of 

using the recommendations to improve the quality of education the school provided.  

Second, the principal took a lead role in the transformation process which involved 

enacting the recommendations in the report.  This resulted in a change in the perceptions 

of staff as to their roles and responsibilities.  Lastly, the process of change became 

anchored in the development of a strategic plan which gave direction to the subsequent 

transformation by highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of the institution.  Thus, 

while there was initial scepticism of the inspection process, an appreciation of its utility 

developed over time. 

There were three findings relating to the senior mangers’ perceptions of the 

inspection results initially and then five years later.  First, the senior managers, after 

receiving the report, felt dejected and disappointed.  They questioned the fairness of the 

report and could not understand how leadership and management got a passing grade but 

the school failed.  Second, the report also impacted the manner in which senior staff 

viewed their roles and responsibilities. This had an effect overtime, as the managers 

became more knowledgeable and confident about their roles.  In addition, they developed 

an appreciation for the use of data to make critical teaching and learning decisions.  

Third, the report spurred the leadership and staff into action to engage in a process of self 



 

113 

 

and system evaluation which resulted in changes in deployment of personnel, targeted 

training for staff, review of teaching approaches and introduced curriculum enhancement 

programs.  This resulted in classes that were very engaging with students focused on 

learning. 

In curriculum, the senior staff concluded that the NEI played an important role in 

enhancing accountability in the education system, although they might not have been in 

full agreement with the findings, its importance cannot be discounted. 

This research found that the parents and students had two reactions to the 

inspection report.  First they were disappointed and in disbelief concerning the findings 

of the report.  This gradually changed to a feeling of great optimism as the leadership 

team enacted programs that improved the fortunes of the school.  Second, they felt that 

the communication with them concerning the entire inspection process was inadequate.  

This might have contributed to the initial response of parents. 

The inspection report affected curriculum management and teaching in several 

ways.  Targeted intervention programs were instituted for mathematics and English in 

response to the NEI report which have contributed to improved performance of students 

in both internal and external exams in these subject areas overtime.  Teaching hours were 

also reallocated from the technical and vocational areas to mathematics and English.  

Unfortunately, these changes made in light of the inspection report did not result in 

conclusive effects on student performance. This is the case as several extraneous 

variables outside of the inspection report may have affected students’ performance. The 

report also influenced incremental changes in planning, supervision of teaching and the 
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curriculum, implementation of formative assessment, techniques and the “repackaging” 

of subjects for students to include Spanish and technical and vocational subjects in grades 

ten and eleven. In addition, steps were taken for students to start the Caribbean Secondary 

Education Certificate (CSEC) syllabi at grade 9. This allowed students to spend more 

time in their studies over a period of three years, instead of two. Also, the administration 

established a common planning time for teachers, which allowed them to share ideas, and 

in effect created small leaning communities.  The use of a diagnostic test for students 

entering the school at grade seven provided vital information so teachers could respond to 

students’ learning needs.  There was also a reading intervention program instituted to 

assist students who were diagnosed as having reading deficiencies.  Further, as part of the 

curriculum management, the principal took the necessary steps to provide relevant 

instrumental resources to support the curriculum.  Lastly, this was accomplished despite 

the fact that MoE support for the school in responding to the recommendations in the 

report was inadequate.  This was primarily because the education officer had several  

schools to supervise and so was unable to devote the quality time required for the school. 

Recommendations 

There are eight recommendations that derived from this research.  First, principals 

whose schools have been inspected must take a lead role in leading the change process.  

Thus, principals need to appreciate the enormous impact that their leadership and 

attitudes toward the inspection process can have on the response and perceptions of other 

stakeholders.  Second, all principals should get formal training in appreciative inquiry as 

a change management initiative. This will assist the school community in better affirming 
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its strengths and seek to build on identifying the school’s strength rather than only 

dwelling exclusively on the negatives.  Third, individuals who are being promoted to 

senior management positions must first receive training in their roles and responsibilities.  

This is necessary if they are to effectively carry out their duties.  Fourth, parents who 

have children enrolled in of schools being inspected must be included in the process, 

especially during pre and post inspection phases.  Thus, they will have a better 

understanding of what the process involves and how they can make their voices be heard.  

Fifth, the MoE should consider expanding the role of the NEI to include the 

responsibility of supporting targeted interventions in schools based on inspection 

findings, especially the development of a strategic plan to respond to the 

recommendations contained in the report.  Six, education officers must be mandated to 

monitor the implementation of the plan and give feedback yearly to the Chief Inspector of 

Schools via the Regional Director of each educational region.  This would mean that 

consideration must be given to the number of schools assigned to education officers.  

Seven, the MoE must consider providing the necessary monetary and other support to 

schools as is suggested by the inspection report.  Lastly, The NEI must ensure that there 

are no inconsistencies in their overall rating of schools and individual inspection 

indicators.  

Further Research 

There is need for further research on the perception, response and subsequent impact of 

the NEI on the quality of education schools provide.  For example, this study was unable 

to gauge the precise impact of the inspection process on students’ performance.  This is a 
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critical area that requires more in-depth and long-term study to identify the different 

factors that influence students’ performance, so as to provide a more accurate assessment 

of the impact of the NEI on students’ performance.  

This study sought to gain insight into one case of the stakeholders’ perceptions of 

the NEI and how the leadership responded to the report.  It certainly would be a good 

idea to get the perspectives from other schools that have been inspected and were deemed 

failing. Such research, whether quantitative or qualitative, would provide a more 

comprehensive picture of how leadership perceives and responds, based on their own 

circumstances and uniqueness to the process.  Another possible area of study could be to 

examine how the attitude, experience and educational attainment of inspectors influence 

the perceptions and reactions of key stakeholders to inspection reports.  This is 

particularly important as these attributes of inspectors have the ability to solicit negative 

responses from key stakeholders, if they have no confidence in the approach and 

competence of inspectors. 

Limitations of the Study 

Since this qualitative study was limited to one school its findings cannot be 

generalized. The newly appointed principal of the institution, formerly the Dean of 

Discipline, a post he held at the time of inspection, was not involved in the 

implementation of the recommendations in the report immediately after the inspection.  

This situation, therefore, may have affected the depth of information that the principal 

provided on the inspection report and this can have influenced the overall outcome of the 

study. 
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The study involved the participation of a number of other stakeholders such as 

senior teachers, other staff, parent representatives and students.  It is possible that they 

were all aware that the study was being conducted and so may have had discussions on 

the matter.  As such, responses to questions may have been planned.  While all steps have 

been taken to triangulate the data collected, it was still possible that participants may not 

have told all they know or be fully transparent in their responses to questions.  Such a 

situation may also have affected the findings and conclusions of the study. 

Summary 

Despite these limitations to the study, the findings are relevant to the field of 

study and have practical significance to the school studied.  They certainly provided 

insights on the issues being examined.  For example, principals of similar schools that 

have been inspected and received failing reports can learn from this particular school.  

The principal certainly demonstrated how critical the attitude and guidance of the 

principal is to bring about a shift from being cast down to one of triumph.  The 

individuals he led literally took the cue from him and so they have been seeing the fruits 

of their labor. 

In addition, the study highlighted the important role senior managers must play to 

effect institutional policies in order to provide quality education for students.  In so doing, 

it underscores the need for training for senior managers so that they can be empowered to 

carry out their duties.  The findings of the study to guide policies at both the local school 

level and in the Ministry of Education.  It came across clearly in the study that the 

inspection report did spur the school community into action, after initially experiencing 
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period of denial.  As such, the MoE can establish a closer partnership with NEI in order 

to support better schools to respond positively to the recommendations. 

Finally, the findings of the research have added to the literature in the field of 

study within the Jamaican context.  This is the first study undertaken since the inception 

of the NEI as to its impact and how key stakeholders view and respond to its work.  

Therefore, this case study is a trail blazer, with the ability to encourage further studies 

and to result in reflections of school leaders, other stakeholders and the functionaries of 

the NEI.   
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SCHOOL INSPECTION IN THE WIDER CARIBBEAN CONTEXT 

Like Jamaica, school inspection is not a recent phenomenon in the English 

Speaking Caribbean and has been part of our pre and post-colonial educational 

experiences and development.  Across the Caribbean region school inspection is 

sometimes referred to as school supervision, school assessment or school evaluation.  

Regardless of the name used, the ultimate aim is for school improvement, with a focus on 

students’ achievement.  

The development of inspection systems in small state territories is challenged by 

economic and social differences when compared to inspection systems in developed 

countries. Small scale inspection systems are not miniature versions of large-scale 

systems: as with education in small territories, which have an ecology of their own (cf. 

Commonwealth Secretariat 1986, 6).  Paul (2000) indicated that in small states, school 

inspection may be limited or just does not exist due to their small size and being too 

expensive to be supported by their economies.  According to Grauwe (2007), formal 

education is public education and independence is what precipitated inspection 

procedures in Africa and other developing countries.  The challenge has been for these 

countries to have inspection services keeping up with the growth of the schools. 

         Crossley and Holmes (2001) in Morrison (2009), pointed out that although some 

small states do not have inspection systems, many do in fact have similar systems of 

schools accountability.  Despite this, few have systems that utilize external inspectors for 

example, commissioned inspections from overseas entities or a combination of external 

and internal inspectors.  While the external approach adds legitimacy and credibility to 
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the inspection process, it runs the risk of escaping an understanding of local culture and 

situations which may affect the validity of the process, as well as resulting findings and 

recommendations.   

Morrison (2009) made the point that the structure of inspection systems in small 

states varies from infrequent visits to schools to ensuring that schools meet legal targets.  

In some instances, supervision is done by senior staff and principals as well as a 

comprehensive inspection as in the case of the Cayman Islands.  Rodrigues (2004) argued 

that the Cayman Islands inspectorate has helped to enhance school improvement and 

accountability. 

The model of inspection utilised in the Cayman Islands is based on the United 

Kingdom’s OFSTED Inspection Framework.  The development of the inspection model 

and process was done through extensive consultation with the main players in the 

education system and as such it can be seen as a “people initiative” rather than a 

governmental directive.  The Handbook for the Cayman Islands Inspectorate (2003) 

outlined clearly the process involved in school inspections -which includes training for 

schools, utilizing external and internal inspectors, as well as making judgements about 

schools based on self-assessment and external checks and balances.  The inspectorate 

operates on a six-year cycle with a monitoring inspection visit three years after the 

inspection to ascertain the level of progress in the dealing with areas of concern in the 

initial expectation report.  Depending on the findings from the visit, the inspection period 

may be shortened or extended. Once a school has been inspected, the report is made 

public and the school is required to develop an action plan to address areas of weakness.  
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In such cases, the inspectorate provides professional development training for teachers 

and leaders in the school community. 

The Inspection Unit in Cayman Islands became dormant over the years and steps 

were taken to revive it in 2014.  According to the Cayman Compass dated June 26, 2014, 

budget and staffing issues had affected the efficiency of the Inspection Unit.  The name 

of the Unit was changed to the Education Quality Assurance Unit which came to a full 

“stop” in 2014 when its only remaining staff retired.  The June 2014 the article further 

explained that in the current budget funding had been provided to revive the Unit.  Since 

the establishment of the Unit in 2006, Ms Mary Rodrigues, Chief Officer of Education  

reported in the Cayman Compass that two high schools had been inspected in 2010 and 

the other in January 2013.  In addition, three private schools and twenty- four early 

childhood care and education centres had been inspected. Premier Alden McLaughlin is 

also reported in the said Cayman Compass as calling for the revived unit to be 

independent of the Ministry of Education.  

 The Ministry of Education Trinidad and Tobago (2006) reported that despite not 

having adequate staff, which had led to personnel becoming overwhelmed with 

workload, and lack of adequate training opportunities for inspectors, the Division of 

School Supervision was reported to be carrying out its main function in providing 

professional training and development for staff, thus enhancing school accountability and 

improvement. 

 London (2004) explained that school inspection had its genesis in Trinidad and 

Tobago from the 1930s.  Since then, several changes have taken place in terminology and 
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approach.  For example, “supervision” has been replaced with “inspection” and the new 

supervisory model places emphasis on openness in the inspection process, expression of 

confidence in classroom teachers and embracing of a more highly collegial framework.  

Another important element of change that is worth noting is the shift from using technical 

language in the reports to a kind of vocabulary that is clear, precise and providing more 

meaningful feedback to both teachers and administration.  Following the political 

independence in 1962, Trinidad and Tobago sought to institute this new approach in the 

inspection of schools as a counter to the bureaucratic, inspector centred, punitive, 

unreasonable and unjustifiably judgemental pre-independence inspection model.  

 St. Vincent and the Grenadines is another small state that undertook the 

establishment of a school inspection unit in September 2013.  Hinds (2005) is of the view 

that in the Eastern Caribbean, St. Vincent and the Grenadines has undertaken the lead 

role in developing a school inspection unit.  The consultants for the team came from 

Jamaica and included Jamaica’s first Chief Inspector, Mrs Elaine Foster-Allen.  The 

School Inspection and Supervision (SIS) Handbook (2012) outlined that the core purpose 

of the inspection unit is to provide support to primary and secondary schools in an effort 

to improve the quality of educational provision for the students of St. Vincent and the 

Grenadines.  

 According to the handbook, the mandate of the School Inspection and Supervision 

(SIS) Unit, is to make an assessment of the standards attained by the students in primary 

and secondary schools at key points in their education and to report on how well they 

perform or improve as they progress through their school and learning lives.  The unit is 
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also charged with the responsibility to make recommendations to support improvement in 

the quality of the provision and outcomes for all learners and to provide follow-up, aimed 

at ensuring that measures are put in place by the relevant Ministry of Education personnel 

for support of the inspected schools based on the recommendations that were made.  

The inspections undertaken by the Unit are expected to contribute to raising the 

levels of student attainment by assessing and reporting on: the quality of teaching, the 

quality of students’ response, the extent to which students have access to the curriculum, 

the quality of leadership and management of the learning environment in the school or 

learning institution, and the quality of relationships engendered by the leadership team 

with stakeholders in the education process. The Unit will identify in its initial inspections, 

the improvements that a school will need to make to improve standards and quality.  In 

subsequent reports, it will also make an analysis of the implementation of inspection 

findings and their impact.  The Unit has responsibility to inspect all primary and 

secondary schools.  It will also carry out thematic and subject inspections and evaluate 

national and local initiatives as requested by the Minister of Education.  The cycle of 

inspecting schools will be determined by the Chief Education Officer and/or as requested 

by the Minister of Education. 

In addition, the Unit has the mandate to gather, analyse and interpret the data 

generated from all of its inspections, evaluation and survey work and thus be in an 

informed position to provide policy advice (to the Minister of Education) through the 

Chief Education Officer, who will report to Parliament on the standards achieved and the 

quality of education provided in St. Vincent and the Grenadines.  The Unit is expected to 
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systematically issue reports, recommendations, advice and assistance to principals, school 

boards, school management teams, teachers and other education professionals about 

effective practice, based on the accumulation of evidence from the school inspections.   

Mirroring the Jamaican National Inspectorate, the School Inspection and Supervision 

Handbook (2012) identified eight areas of focus: 

i. How effectively the school is led and managed by the Board, the Principal and 

Senior Management Team. 

ii. How effectively does the teaching support the students´ learning? 

iii. How well do students perform in national and/or regional tests and assessments? 

(For kindergarten: in relation to age-related expectations) 

iv. How much progress do students make in relation to their starting points? 

v. How well are students progressing in their personal and social development? 

vi. How effectively does the school use the human and material resources at its 

disposal to help the students achieve their true potential? 

vii. How well do the curriculum and any enhancement programs meet the needs of the 

students? 

viii. How well does the school ensure everyone’s safety, security, health, and 

wellbeing? 

 The School will then be judged on a five- point scale ranging from exceptionally 

high quality performance or provision, good, satisfactory to failing school. The various 

judgement points are further explained as follows:  
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1. Exceptionally high quality of performance or provision. 

2. Good: represents the expected level for every school in St. Vincent & the 

Grenadines. Achieving this level in all aspects of its performance and 

provision should be a realistic goal for every school.  

3. Satisfactory is the minimum level of acceptability required for St. Vincent & 

the Grenadines. All key aspects of performance and provision in every school 

should reach or exceed this level. Action on the recommendation is required.  

4. Unsatisfactory on the other hand is a quality not yet at the level acceptable for 

schools in St. Vincent & the Grenadines. Schools are expected to take urgent 

measures to improve the quality of any aspect of their performance or 

provision that is judged at this level. Action on the inspectors’ 

recommendations for improvement is mandatory.  

5. Failing: quality is very low. Schools are expected to take immediate action to 

improve the quality of any aspect of their performance or provision that is 

judged at this level. Action on the inspectors’ recommendations for 

improvement is mandatory. 

  As the inspection evolution takes place in the Caribbean, the Organization of 

Eastern Caribbean States in 1995, produced what was termed a model education bill for 

its members to give a framework to guide the development of their inspection entity. 

(1) The Chief Education Officer, an Education Officer, or a public Education Bill 

educational institutions. Officer authorized in writing by the Chief Education Officer or 

any other person authorized in writing by the Minister shall, at such times and in the 
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manner prescribed, inspect public schools, assist private schools, and private educational 

institutions. 

(2)  Any person who, pursuant to subsection (1) above inspects an educational institution 

shall give such assistance and guidance to the teachers employed at the institution as 

might promote the good conduct and efficiency of the institution;  

advise the principal of the institution on matters relating to its welfare and development; 

and give to the Minister, the Board of Management, or, in the case of a private 

educational institution, the proprietor, a report on the institution. 

The principal of a public school, an assisted private school and the proprietor or 

principal of a private educational institution shall keep the institution open at all times 

during school hours to visits and inspections.  

Inspection in other Jurisdictions 

Australia 

Kogan (1988) and Learmonth (2000) described schools’ accountability into three 

(3) dimensions: contractual, moral and professional. Contractual accountability is 

concerned about meeting the expectations of the system while moral accountability 

focuses on satisfying the requirements of parents and students. Professional 

Accountability on the other hand, places premium on meeting personal expectations, as 

well as, those of ones colleagues.  The Australian system of School accountability can be 

best understood in this three dimensional framework, possible the most important of all 

three since it provides for self-beliefs to be challenged and changed, resulting in 

improved achievements of students.  
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Australia Education system like other Commonwealth Countries, is heavily 

influenced by the British System of Education.  As such, its monitoring and 

accountability processes for school is only now shifting in recent times form external 

reviews to one that embraces self-evaluation and review, coupled with external 

verification. In the same context, Gurr (2007) explained that the education in Australia is 

a very complex process shared between the different levels of government and private 

institutions.  Private provision of education in Australia is estimated to stand at 20%, 

mainly supported by the Catholic Church.  

As such, while constitutionally, the provision of education is the responsibility of 

the state and territorial governments, this has been coming under increase influence of the 

private providers, as well as, the Commonwealth Government.  In Australia, there are 

different states and accountability systems.  Gurr (2007) explained that there are several 

accountability models in the different states and territories in Australia for example, the 

Victorian and Western Australia schools.   The Victorian school inspection has a 

differentiated self-review and independent external validation with contractual 

accountability focus.  According to the Director General, Sharyn O’Neill of the 

Department of Education and Training, since 2006, Western Australia Public Schools 

have taken steps to improve school accountability.  The Director General, stated that:  

 

 

“I believe that public schools in Western Australia are among the most 

 accountable anywhere. I am confident that, as we further refine our  

 approach, the high quality of Western Australian public education 

 will be demonstrated in an even clearer way.  
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It was clear from the review that our accountability model, based around  

school self- assessment and external validation, is sound. 

In fact other countries have been moving away from traditional school 

inspection models towards the Western Australian approach. So in terms  

of our policy setting, we are ahead of the game” (O’Neill 2006 para. 4 & 9). 

 

 This new approach to school accountability in Western Australia and which is the 

case in the Victorian schools, is well supported by the national teachers union. In an 

article which appeared in The Australian on December 14, 2009, the Nation Union of 

Teachers are expressing support for external inspection of schools.  AEU federal 

president Angelo Gavrielatos told The Australian:  

  “the union was keen to end any perception it opposed  

accountability and wanted to play its part in developing  

a rigorous school improvement and accountability  

regime.  Gavrielatos said the measures should include 

external reviews by a panel of experts that would 

visit schools them to improve their effectiveness” 

 

 "Schools have much to learn from a form of external 

 review. We are not intimidated by this form of review, 

" he said.  "In fact, we welcome the opportunity to  

 work with peers and other education experts.”  

 It challenges us, helping us grow in our endeavour to 

 improve the outcomes of our students."  

 Mr Gavrielatos said the government's reporting system  

 was misleading and damaging and indicated a "deficit  

 model of thinking, a culture of blame-shifting", rather 

 than a culture in which every teacher, parent and 

 government accepted responsibilities. "School and 

 teacher accountability is essential, " he said. 

“Accountability measures should be aimed at creating 

 the preconditions that allow for constant  

 evaluation and improvement in all schools" (Gavrielatos 2009 para. 2-7) 

 

 Clearly the teachers’ union see the importance of accountability at all levels of the 

education system and are in support of such activities.  They are however, concerned 
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about how the inspection process is carried out so as to ensure instead of shifting blame, 

the energy is place on how to improve the system. 

Botswana 

 In Botswana, Grauwe (2001) explained that school inspectors’ main duties are to 

visit schools and collect data on how to improve teaching and learning.  These inspectors 

are usually members of committees and panels with responsibility for teacher training, 

examinations and curriculum development.  Grauwe (2001) further articulated that the 

school inspection reports like Jamaica, is made available for different stakeholders who 

now have responsibility to take the necessary steps to respond to concerns raised.  While 

it is significant to inspect schools and publish reports, equally, it is important that schools 

get support to take the next steps in order to improve the teaching and learning 

environment.  To this end, Grauwe (2007) indicated that in Botswana each school 

established a stall development committee to carry out needs assessment and develop 

localized programs for school based training.  This usually is carried out by in house or 

external expertise.  This model of self-evaluation and local staff development is a feature 

of the inspection model practiced in the Caribbean and in other territories. 

Finland 

 Finland unlike countries, such as, England and Wales, is moving away from that 

inspection model control to one that emphasises trust and confidence in teachers and 

administrators.  Finland has no national inspection for primary school.  Webb and 

Vulliamy (1996) explained that the former system of school inspection was transferred to 

local authority from the 1970’s.  MacBeath (2006) highlighted that the government of 
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Finland continues to struggle with accountability for the effective use of funds.  To this 

end, the government is seeking ways to improve accountability.  Gaynor (1998) posited 

that the National Board of Education has been exploring mechanisms to get external 

evaluation of schools in order to gauge the impact of reforms and established 

standards/benchmarks to assess the performance of schools. 
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APPENDIX B 

INSPECTION REPORT ON STUDY SITE 
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APPENDIX C 

           INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PRINCIPAL 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PRINCIPAL   

A. BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 

1. Years of experience in education. ________________________________ 

2. Length of time as principal of this school __________________________ 

3. Please indicate your level of education (Teacher’s Diploma, Bachelor’s, 

 Master’s, Doctorate)   

4. Were you trained for the Principalship? If this is so, what type of training 

 were you given? 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

   ________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. In which age range do you fall?   

20 - 25 years  

26 - 30 years 

31 - 35 years 

36 - 40 years 

over 40 years   

 

B. LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH INSPECTORATE  

6. Describe your level of satisfaction with the inspection process. 

       Highly satisfied   Satisfied          Some-what satisfied         Not satisfied  

 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

7.  Describe your level of satisfaction with the findings of the inspectorate. 

       Highly satisfied   Satisfied          Some-what satisfied         Not satisfied  

 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 
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8. Are you satisfied with the approach used by the inspection team?  

       Highly satisfied   Satisfied          Some-what satisfied         Not satisfied  

 

Please elaborate on your response. 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

C.  IMPACT ON MANAGEMENT  

9. How has the inspection process influenced senior management’s perspective 

of their functions and roles? 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________ 

 

10. The Board of Management plays a key role in the operation of your school. 

What level of support have you been getting from the board?  

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

11. How have the findings of the report affected your overall management of 

the institution? 

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

12. As the Accountable Officer, what level of responsibility, if any, do you 

assume for the rating given to the institution? 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________ 

 

13. How have the findings of the report informed the day-to-day operation of 

senior members of staff? 



 

193 

 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

14. How would you describe the support from the Ministry of Education? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

15. How has the inspection process impacted curriculum management and 

teaching? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

D. FOLLOW-UP WORK TO REPORT  

16. Have you and your board developed an Action Plan as required by the 

Ministry of Education and as pointed out in the report of the inspection? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

17. Can you share four adaption and modification efforts that have been 

undertaken since publication of the report?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

18. Can you elaborate on four of the main management responses that have been 

made in relation to recommendations in the report? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________ 

 

E. GENERAL STAFF REPONSES  

 

19. Describe briefly the acceptance of the report by senior staff. 
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_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

20. Can you as principal report on efforts to upgrade the institution, in response to 

the report (on the part of staff, teachers, students, board, community).  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

F. GENERAL  

21. Do you think the examination process was objective? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

22. Do you consider the work of the National Education Inspectorate important to 

improving the educational fortunes of the students in the system?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

23. Is there any information or views on the inspection process you would like to 

share and how you and your members of staff have responded to the findings 

and recommendations?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

  



 

195 

 

APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR EDUCATION OFFICER 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR EDUCATION OFFICER 

 

A. BIOGRAPHICAL DATA  

1. Years of experiences in education ___________________________________ 

2. Length of time as an education officer________________________________ 

3. Level of education (Teacher’ Diploma, Bachelors’ Master’s, Doctorate)  

4. In which age range do you fall?   20-25 years  

26-30 years 

31-35 years 

36-40 years 

over 40 years   

 

B. FAIRNESS OF REPORT  

5. Do you think the inspectorate report fairly represented the performance of the 

school at the time it was done?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

C. COMMUNICATION  

6. Do you think that the findings and recommendations concerning teaching and 

learning were clearly communicated? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

D. SUPPORT  

7. Do you think that the Ministry of Education has been providing adequate 

support to the Board and staff in implementing the recommendations?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 
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8. To what extent have you been able to monitor and guide the implementation 

of the recommendations?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

E. IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS  

9. What curriculum adaptations are you aware of as being implemented in 

response to the NEI findings and recommendations?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

F. CHALLENGES  

10. What are the challenges, if any, to the progress of the implementation of the 

recommendations?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

G. EFFECTS OF RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

11. Do you think that the students’ overall progress has improved because of the 

inspection?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

12. Do you think that the teachers’ teaching approaches have become more 

student-centered since the inspection?  
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_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

13. Have you noticed any change in the way senior managers have been 

approaching their responsibilities and roles since the inspection?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR SENIOR MANAGERS  
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR SENIOR MANAGERS  

A. BIOGRAPHICAL DATA  

1. Length of time employed at this school ________ years.  

 

2. Main duties you perform.  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

3. Were you all senior members of staff at the time of the inspection?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Age range of members 20-25 years  

26-30 years  

36-40 years  

41-45 years  

over 45 years  

 

5. What is the nature of your employment?   

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

B. ACCURACY OF INSPECTION  

6. Do you think the inspectorate report represented the school accurately?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

C. VALUE OF THE INSPECTORATE  

7. Do you think the inspection of schools is good or do you feel it is an 

unnecessary initiative? Give reasons for you answer 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 
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D. EFFECTS OF THE INSPECTORATE  

8. To what extent has the inspection process resulted in your reviewing your 

responsibilities and roles?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

9. Do you think that the findings of the inspectorate have affected the quality of 

teaching and learning at the school? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

E. FOLLOW-UP  

10. What initiatives, is any, has the school undertaken to improve students’ 

performance as a response to the report?  

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

11. Approximately what percentage of the recommendations in the report have 

been implemented? 

 

 

F. RELATIONSHIP WITH INSPECTORATE  

12. Describe your experience with the National Education Inspectorate (NEI)? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX F 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

 

A. BIOGRAPHICAL DATA  

1. Please circle one of the following years of experience in teaching.     

1-5 years   

6-10 years 

11-15 years 

16-20 years  

over 20 years 

 

2. Length of time as this school.   1-5 years  

6-10 years 

11-15 years 

16-20 years  

over 20 years 

 

3. Please indicate your level of education. Diploma 

          Bachelor’s  

           Master’s 

           Doctorate 

                   Other (Name)______________________ 

 

4. Indicate the grade you were teaching during the inspection period. ____________  

 

5.   In which age range do you fall?  18-25 years  

     26-30 years 

31-35 years 

36-40 years  

over 40 years   
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B. LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH INSPECTORATE  

  

  Strongly     Agree    Disagree     Strongly        No  

   Agree                                           Disagree       Opinion      

6. Overall I was satisfied with the 

 the inspection process.           

 

7. Overall I was satisfied with the  

findings of the Inspectorate.            

  

8. The inspection report accurately 

represents the operation of the 

school at the time.             

 

C. MY OWN PREPARATION FOR INSPECTION   

 

9. I made special arrangements in  

teaching the inspection.         
 

10.  I was aware of what the inspection  

team was looking for.       

 

D. FOLLOW-UP TO REPORT   

 

11. The inspection report has  
positively affected my teaching.       

 

12. The inspection report has caused  
me to reflect on my teaching with  

a view to making changes.        
 

13. I have implemented more  

student-centered strategies  

since the inspection.          



14. I seek at all times in my planning 

and teaching to cater for the  
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varying needs of students.        
 

15.  I have made adjustments/ 

modifications to the 

curriculum in order to meet 

objectives.          
 

16. Students overall performance 

is showing progress because of 

the findings and recommendations 

of the inspectorate.         

 

E. GENERAL  

General comments on the inspection process and how it impacts my teaching. 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX G 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PARENTS 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PARENTS 

 

A. BIOGRAPHICAL DATA  

1. Length of association with the school ________ years. 

2. In what grade(s) is/are your child/children? ________ 

3. What is the nature of your 

employment/profession?__________________________________________ 

4. Level of education (Primary, Secondary, Tertiary).  

5. In which age range do you fall?   

25-30 years  

     31-35 years 

36-40 years 

41-45 years   

B.  KNOWLEDGE OF WORK OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION 

      INSPECTORATE  

 

6. Have you even participated in any discussion at the school concerning the 

National Education Inspectorate (NEI)?_____________________________ 

 

7. To what extent do parents discuss the findings and recommendations at Parent 

Teachers Association meetings? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

C.  SATISFACTION WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

8. Do you think enough is being done by the school to implement the 

recommendations of the NEI? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

9. Are you generally happy about the academic progress of the students, since the 

inspection? Give reasons. 
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_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 

D. SATISFACTION WITH SCHOOL  

 

10. Has the school improved since the inspection took place?  Give reasons for 

your response. 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

11. What are some of the programs that have been institutionalized since the 

inspection, to help in improving students’ performance? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

12. Are parents generally happy to have their children attending the school? 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

13. Would you recommend other parents to send their children to the school? Give 

reasons. 

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX H 

 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR STUDENTS  
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR STUDENTS 

 

A.  BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 

 

1. What is your grade placement? _________. 

 

2. What is your age? ______ years.  

 

3. How long have you been attending this school? ______year/years.  

 

B.  AWARENESS OF INSPECTORATE ROLES  

 

4. Are you aware of the findings of the inspection and the recommendations made 

for your school? 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. How do you feel about the findings of the report? 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

C.  INSTITUTIONAL PRIDE  

 

6. Do you feel proud to be a student at this institution? Give reasons for your 

answer. 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. Are your peers generally happy to be students at this school? 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 
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8. If you could change one thing about this school, what would that be, and why? 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

D. TEACHER – STUDENT RELATIONSHIP  

9. In your opinion, are your teachers generally accommodating to the well-being and 

success of students?  

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Do you think the teachers of this school cater for the learning needs of all the 

students?  

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

11. What are some of the interesting and motivational activities in which teachers 

engage students?    
__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

212 

 

 

 
APPENDIX I 

 

CLASS OBSERVATION SCHEDULE 
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CLASS OBSERVATION SCHEDULE 

 

CLASS: __________     SUBJECT:__________________   

 

TEACHER:_________________ 

 

TOPIC:__________________________________ DATE:___________  

 

TIME:____________ 

 

 

AREAS OF FOCUS COMMENTS 

 

Introduction 

 

 

 

 

 

Content Coverage  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Teaching Strategies and 

Resources  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Curriculum Adaptation  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Classroom 

Environment and 

Interaction  

 

 

 

 

 

Assessment   

 

 

 

 

 


