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This report presents case study findings and Bulgarian experience in application of a 

polycentric inspection, implemented within the framework of the ‘Polycentric inspection of 

networks of schools’ project, financed under Key Action 2 Strategic partnerships, European 

program Erasmus+. This is a 3 years research project, accomplished in partnership by four 

research teams from England, Netherlands, Ireland and Bulgaria.    

Project’s main purpose for Bulgaria was to test a new model for inspection, innovative for the 

Bulgarian inspection practice – inspection of network of schools, conceptualized in the 

framework of the project as form of ‘polycentric inspection’. 

Within the project’s framework a successful cooperation of three different types of 

institutions was achieved – schools, inspectorate and university, united by a common wish 

and mission to improve quality of education and school management in Bulgaria.  

Faculty of Education at Sofia University ‘St. Kliment Ohridski’ coordinated the project for 

Bulgaria. Regional Inspectorate of Education – Sofia-city was invited to be a project partner. 

10 schools from Sofia also joined the project voluntarily and established a network  for  

cooperating and testing the new inspection model.   

The project in Sofia was of implemented in 3 phases: preliminary (preparation), realization 

and finalization. During the first phase (09.2014–08.2015), a network of schools was 

established and conditions for testing the innovative for Bulgaria model of inspection were 

created through regular meetings of all partners, sharing of good schooling practices, 

reflecting on common issues the schools are facing, cooperation for creating common know-

how, trainings for professional development, and planning next phase activities.  

During the second phase (09.2015–08.2016), a model for polycentric inspection of the 

network of schools in Sofia was tested and implemented in 3 steps: self-evaluation of the 

schools within the network; peer-evaluation of the schools within the network; inspection of 

Sofia school network by the Sofia Inspectorate of Education. 

During the third phase of the project (09.2016–08.2017), schools within the network 

continued to cooperate for improving the quality of education they provide by sharing good 

practices, and for creating common know-how. Self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and 

polycentric inspection results were presented to other principals, schools, Inspectorates, and to 

the Ministry of Education as a successful know-how and an innovative practice, promoting 

cooperation of all users and stakeholders and contributing to the improvement of quality of 

education in the region. In January 2017 the 10 Sofia schools decided to establish a legal 

entity  – ‘Network for innovations in education’ – and hereby to achieve legitimacy of their 

activities after the ending of the project.   
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The case study research was implemented  in four steps: after self-evaluation and before peer-

evaluation, after peer-evaluation and before inspection, after the inspection of the network, 8 

months after the polycentric inspection. The research methods include: action research, 

interviews, questionnaires, observation, focus groups, documents analysis/desk research. The 

sample includes inspectors, principals, teachers, parents and students. A number of country 

specific instruments were developed and implemented.  

In the framework and timeframe of the project three innovative for Bulgaria practices have 

been successfully implemented: self-evaluation of schools in a network, peer-evaluation of 

schools in a network, polycentric inspection of schools working in a network. Among other 

positives and benefits of tested polycentric model of inspection could be outlined the 

following: cooperation of schools, Inspectorate and university in a network for school 

management and school education improvement with the involvement of all stakeholders 

(teachers, students, parents); the network developed common products and an innovative for 

Bulgaria know-how for school evaluation; process of learning through cooperation in a 

network, which enriches management and evaluation competencies of all participants;  

improved model and positive practices for parental involvement, based on the results of 

school self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection in the network; all decisions in the 

network have been reached by discussions and consensus of all partners.  

Case study findings  indentified mostly positives of the implemented polycentric inspection in 

Sofia and lots of benefits for all participants. Developed and tested self-evaluation, peer-

evaluation and inspection frameworks, procedures, and instruments as well the good practices 

in parental involvement could be adapted and implemented by other schools and Regional 

Inspectorates for improvement of school management and education system. 

Case study findings  and project results for Bulgaria were presented to various addressees and 

stakeholders and were disseminated to number of national and international forums. Lots of 

principals and Inspectorates expressed interest to the results and willingness to test the know-

how and implement the innovative practices in their districts and regions. That would provide 

opportunities for sustainability of these practices and knowledge so they eventually will 

become a common practice and hopefully  be integrated in the educational legislation. 
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Dynamic changes in modern Bulgarian society set a number of significant challenges to the 

educational system, related to young people’s education and preparation for social and 

professional realization. Resent changes in the education legislation in Bulgaria (Pre-school 

and school education act, enforced in August, 2016) aim at providing an optimal environment 

for development and education of youngsters. School organization is one of the focuses of the 

reform, as it is supposed to fulfill educational goals, set in the legislation. School structures 

and their functioning is subject of a special interest and more often attention is paid to the 

quality of education, schools provide. That’s why, issues like quality of education, school 

effectiveness, and school management raise the interest of both researchers and professionals. 

As school are mostly financed by the government (state or local), and considering the fact that 

it has a substantial impact on values, knowledge and abilities of next generations, there will 

always be different forms of monitoring, control, inspection, and evaluation of schools’ work. 

Questions regarding the forms these processes take, their effectiveness and relation to society 

and educational system needs become more and more significant (Janssens and Amelsvoort, 

2008).  

This report presents Bulgarian experience in application of an innovative model for inspection 

– a polycentric one, implemented within the framework of ‘Polycentric inspection of 

networks of schools’ project, financed under Key Action 2 Strategic partnerships,  European 

program Erasmus+. This is a 3 years long research project, accomplished in partnership by 4 

research teams from England, Netherlands, Ireland and Bulgaria.    

Polycentric inspection of networks of schools is an innovative approach to the specific 

process of school quality evaluation. Polycentric approach can be implemented in different 

forms in various social and regulation settings. Bulgarian experience in the application of this 

model provides an opportunity for reconsidering existing procedures and practices for school 

inspection and evaluation, and for realization of more up to date inspections, relevant to the 

current conditions and needs of the practice.  

Considering the need of new forms and methods for inspection that would reflect the 

polycentric character of education system and contribute to the development and 

improvement of educational networks, the mentioned above an international project was 

initiated. The project started in September 2014 with main goal ‘to develop and test 

polycentric models for school inspections and to study mechanisms and context of their 

impact’ (Extended summary of the project activities, http://www.schoolinspections.eu/) and to 

provide opportunity to validate and support the improvement of schools and networks, and to 

support decision-making processes considering local context and needs. The project seeks for 

answers of the following research questions regarding polycentric inspections:  

 What role can school inspectors have, and which working methods can they use in 

enabling/facilitating improvement/innovation and complex problem solving in networks of 

teachers and schools? 

 What roles and working methods of Inspectorates of Education are effective in promoting 

improvement/innovation and complex problem-solving in schools? 

 How are these roles and working methods related to the structure and context of the 

education system in which they function; how can they be transferred to other contexts and 

systems? 

http://www.schoolinspections.eu/
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Project’s main purpose for Bulgaria was to test a new model of inspection, innovative for the 

Bulgarian inspection practice – inspection of network of schools, conceptualized in the 

framework of the project as form of ‘polycentric inspection’. 

Within the project framework a successful cooperation of three different types of institutions 

was achieved–schools, inspectorate and university, united by a common wish and mission to 

improve quality of education and school management in Bulgaria.  

Faculty of Education at Sofia University ‘St. Kliment Ohridski’ coordinated the project for 

Bulgaria with research team Associate Professor Dr. Rossitsa Simeonova (principal 

investigator and project manager for Bulgaria) and Associate Professor Dr. Yonka Parvanova   

(researcher). Regional Inspectorate of Education – Sofia-city was invited as a project partner,  

presented by Dr. Vanya Kastreva, chief inspector. The Inspectorate invited 10 schools from 

Sofia to join the project and to establish  a network for cooperation. All schools decided to 

join the network voluntarily and to become part of an innovative practice for Bulgaria.  

The project in Sofia was of implemented in 3 phases: preliminary (preparation), realization 

and finalization. During the first phase (09.2014–08.2015), a network of schools was 

established and conditions for testing the innovative for Bulgaria model of inspection were 

created through regular meetings of all partners, sharing of good schooling practices, 

reflecting on similar issues the schools are facing, cooperation for creating common know-

how, trainings for professional development, and planning next phase activities.  

During the second phase (09.2015–08.2016), a model for polycentric inspection of the 

network of schools in Sofia was tested and implemented in 3 steps: self-evaluation of the 

schools within the network; peer-evaluation of the schools within the network; inspection of 

the school network by Sofia Inspectorate of Education. 

During the third phase of the project (09.2016–08.2017), schools within the network 

continued to cooperate for improving the quality of education they provide by sharing good 

practices, and for creating common know-how. Self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and 

polycentric inspection results were and will be further presented to other principals, schools, 

Inspectorates, and to the Ministry of Education as a successful know-how and an innovative 

practice, promoting cooperation of all users and stakeholders and contributing to the 

improvement of quality of education in the region. In January 2017 the 10 Sofia schools 

decided to establish a legal entity – “Network for innovations in education”–and such to 

achieve legitimacy of their activities after the ending of the project.   

The case study research was implemented  in 4 steps: after self-evaluation and before peer-

evaluation, after peer-evaluation and before inspection, after the inspection of the network, 8 

months after the polycentric inspection. The research methods include: action research, 

interviews, questionnaires, observation, focus groups, documents analysis/desk research. The 

sample includes inspectors, principals, teachers, parents and students. A number of country 

specific instruments were developed and implemented. For more details see the chapter 

Methodology and Appendices.  
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Administrative and financial decentralization of school education system, which have been 

going on for the past ten years in Bulgaria, set a number of research questions, related to the 

changing position of school in the present socio-economic reality. School’s traditional 

function of providing education, in compliance with state educational standards, started to 

transform in a complex and comprehensive function of finding the intersection between 

national standards, parents’ and students’ expectations and needs, and the efficient spending 

of public resources which provide for and make possible public education system. While 

getting some level of autonomy in administrative and financial aspect, schools also accepted 

the relevant accountability for the results they achieve, and this inevitably set the question 

about the evaluation of those results and the evaluation of school as a whole. More often than 

before, the society is interested in the way the schools actually work and the recent studies are 

focused on schools’ ability to provide (in accordance with the law) a quality education for all 

students.  

Within such a context, questions regarding school accountability and the ways school is 

evaluated become even more important. Even though, for now, the success of schools is 

judged by students’ academic achievements and by the number of students it is able to attract, 

more and more often a point of view, focused upon quality of education as a total construct, 

emerges when school evaluation has been discussed.  

School evaluation and evaluation of school’s activities has been the focus of an extensive 

body of researches (Vanhoof and Van Petegem, 2007, 2008, 2010; Nevo, 2001; Janssens, 

Gonnie and Amelsvoort, 2008). Some researchers study evaluation criteria and indicators, and 

evaluation tools, trying to find what and how have been evaluated in school organization 

(McNamara and O’Hara, 2005; Vanhoof et al., 2009). The aim of school evaluation and the 

use of the evaluation results have also been a frequent modality in school evaluation research, 

setting questions like whether evaluation results should be public and how their availability 

and accessibility influences school’s improvement and progress. Some researches analyze the 

complex nature of evaluation as a whole, with all its elements and characteristics (Evaluation 

of schools providing compulsory education in Europe, Eurydice 2004, School evaluation for 

quality improvement, 2002; Fauber, 2009). 

Usually, school evaluation is being studied in two basic forms, depending on who the 

evaluator is–internal (self-evaluation) and external (evaluation by bodies and groups who are 

not part of the school). Relationships and correlations between those two types of evaluations 

are usually sought along with their individual and/or complex impact upon the school and 

school effectiveness.  

External evaluation refers to ‘evaluation undertaken by person not directly involved in the 

activities of the schools being evaluated’ (Evaluation of schools providing compulsory 

education in Europe, Eurydice 2004:11). School internal evaluation (or self-evaluation) is 

done by “persons or groups of persons who are directly involved in the activities of the school 

(such as the school head or its teaching and administrative staff or pupils), or directly affected 

by these activities (as in the case of parents and people in the local community). All of them 

may be grouped under the heading of ‘school community“ (ibid.). Internal evaluation can be 
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described as a ‘process of purposive evaluation of school practices which provides insights 

into the educational experienced of students, as more than those measured by test data’ 

(Simons, 2013, cited in Nelson, Ehren and Godfrey, 2015). 

Peer-evaluation/ peer-review is a form of external school evaluation which can be 

undertaken by teachers or evaluation teams from different schools, including school 

managers, teachers and other specialists. Such type of external evaluation is often perceived 

more positively in  comparison to inspection, as evaluated parties see a lot of benefits for their 

professional development and are usually highly satisfied by the its supportive format.  

Inspection emerges as a specific form of control and external evaluation of school 

organizations. In its basic form, it can be defined as a formally regulated external evaluation 

of a school (as a whole or of some of its aspects/activities) aiming at ensuring school’s 

accountability and responsibility in keeping preliminary set standards, and at analyzing 

quality of education provided. Public education, financed and provided with public money, 

has to be monitored and analyzed about the way those resources are used and ensure the 

fulfillment of educational goals.  

Inspection can be defined as ‘a process of preparation of a complete, independent expert 

evaluation of quality of education a kindergarten or a school provides at particular time of 

their activity and defining guidelines for improvement’ (Pre-school and school education Act, 

article 273, paragraph 1). The main purpose of inspection is to determine the level to which 

state educational standards are fulfilled by an educational institution and to evaluate its 

strengths and those aspects needing improvement (Regulations for inspection of kindergartens 

and schools, December 2016). It is exactly the evaluation, analysis, and improvement of 

quality of education that serve as main ideas behind an inspection approach, expected to 

transform the formal, bureaucratic form of control into a proactive, supportive framework that 

provide schools with support and feedback about their achievements, successes and with 

guidelines for improvement. Although the impact of inspections (direct or indirect) on the 

quality of education is still discussed (Gustafsson et al., 2015; Ehren et al., 2013) and impact 

mechanisms are difficult to find and describe, there is no doubt that school inspections, no 

matter in which form, are the main form of external evaluation of the quality of education 

individual school provides.  

Development of public structures and their interrelations and interactions for the past decades 

emerges from the need to find solutions to various social issues which are often determined by 

numerous factors and as a result  –  it is difficult to be resolved by a single body or structure. 

The tendency for broadening the scope of stakeholders involved in decision-making, 

especially in public services, naturally leads to the tendency of decentralization in public 

power-structures and this is especially evident in education systems.   

In Europe, decentralization of school systems, as a result of decentralization of public 

administration, along with increased autonomy of schools, gradually leads to development of 

network of schools and other participants which support the decision-making process and 

quality improvement at ‘network’ level (Hooge et al. 2012, cited in Ehren et al., 2016). Joint 

decision-making and cooperation between schools and other participants in the network are 

expected to create an educational system in which schools can effectively react and respond to 
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dynamically changing local context, to learn from each other, and to create a capacity to deal 

with changing external environment.   

Network is usually defined as ‘groups or systems of interconnected people or organizations 

(including schools) whose aims and purposes include the improvement of learning and 

aspects of well-being known to affect learning’ (Hadfield et al., 2006: 5, cited in Networks of 

Schools Theory, Research and Methodology, 2014: 3). Unlike a system or an organogram in 

which the main focus is on the formal structure and vertical and horizontal rights and 

responsibilities of each element, in the network the focus is on relationships between its 

participants, and information flow. In the network, relations are not hierarchical but rather 

concern information exchange, cooperation, and common goals emerging from common 

characteristics or from the geographic location of the network participants (Network 

performance and its determinants, 2014; Networks of Schools Theory, Research and 

Methodology, 2014).  

Gradually, the tendency of studying network capacity for solving different issues and for 

more effective functioning of organizations leads to the emergence of a ‘polycentric’ mode of 

structure and functioning in different social areas, including education. ‘Polycentric’ refers to 

social systems which have multiple ‘centers’ for decision making which are relatively 

independent of each other.  Within such an approach, separate participants have significant 

roles in defining, regulating and shaping school quality and quality of education it provides 

(Ostrom et al., 1961, cited in Ehren et al., 2016). Within polycentric regulation regimes, state 

is not the only center of authority and other participants join it, and their interaction is 

regulated by complex and interrelated relationships.  

Considering complex nature of education and its dependence of various local, national and 

global factors, more and more often researchers and professionals aim their interest at creation 

and regulation of networks of schools which networks to optimize education and to provide 

effective and efficient use of public resources. Networks in education or networks of schools 

are relatively new subjects of analysis and study, but this interest emerges from the practical 

need the networks to be known and understood adequately and to fully use their potential. 

According to Muijs et al., (2010, cited in Networks of Schools Theory, Research and 

Methodology, 2014), networks in education can be described according to the following 

criteria:  

o Goals and activities 

o Timescale 

o Voluntarism or coercion 

o Power relations 

o Network density 

o External involvement – are there any participants which are not educational organizations 

and what are they. 

o Geographical spread. 

Examples of functioning networks of schools are the networks for inclusive education in the 

Netherlands (Janssens and Maassen, 2015), multi-academy trusts in England, and learning 

communities in Northern Ireland which are clusters of schools united by the idea for 
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improving education in a specific region and for raising academic achievements of students in 

a specific social context (Ehren et al., 2016; Brown et al., 2015). 

The variety of networks in education cannot be fully described and classified. Networks of 

schools emerge, develop and transform under the influence of various factors, conditions, 

reasons, and needs which should be satisfied in a specific context or with a limited resources. 

But the existence of networks in education in different forms is a fact and this defines the 

necessity to keep in mind decentralization processes in educational systems and its influence 

over educational inspectorates. There is no doubt that this reality influences the approaches, 

the form, and the realization of inspections. Inspections start to gradually transform from 

‘monocentric’ to ‘polycentric’ mode in which the inspection is no longer focused only on the  

individual school but also considers its interaction with other schools and partners in a 

specific network and examines the functioning, and the effects of the network on schools’ 

activity and quality of education they provide.  

The ‘polycentric inspection’ is based on the concept that schools can improve not only when 

pressured by external inspections but also within a collaboration between groups of schools, 

communities, and the inspectorate through a process of a collaborative evaluation. From a 

polycentric perspective, school inspections can be seen as external evaluations of schools and 

of independent networks of different actors who use knowledge, information and other 

resources to influence schools  (Ehren et al., 2016). Those external evaluations are undertaken 

by officials outside the school with a mandate from a national/local authority, and they take 

into account:  

1. The perspective on school quality from the schools and the various stakeholders in the 

network with the purpose of: 

o providing feedback to schools and stakeholders 

o the dissemination of good practices, and 

o a shared agenda for change. 

2. The quality of collaboration between schools and stakeholders in the network. 

3. The coordination of visits to all schools and stakeholders in the network.  

Some main characteristics of a polycentric inspection include (but are not limited to) (Ehren, 

et al., 2016): 

• agenda (e.g. standards) for inspection is (also) set by schools and stakeholders with the 

purpose of analyzing, validating and disseminating good practices of how to improve student 

achievement (describing why the good practice worked for the host school, how the host 

school created process knowledge -‘this is how we did it’-, and making explicit the theory 

underpinning practice -‘these are the principles underpinning why we did it and what we did’) 

• inspection framework includes standards to evaluate network activities and effective 

cooperation between schools/stakeholders (looking at power balances and checks and 

balances and openness to external stakeholders and knowledge) 

• inspection schedules include visits to all schools/stakeholders at the same time 
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• inspection feedback is given to all schools/stakeholders in an open forum and agreements 

are made about a shared agenda for change; feedback is targeted to, and adapted to relevant 

actors 

• consequences and interventions go beyond sanctions and rewards of individual schools 

and include intelligent techniques (e.g. information sharing, persuasion, targeted monitoring) 

to improve the functioning of the network (both in terms of structural and relational 

contingencies, such as strength and density of ties, quality of knowledge sharing) 

The outlined characteristics of the polycentric inspection clearly describe the transformation 

of inspection and its methods from the traditional individual school evaluation towards an 

inspection which can better fit in a polycentric system with networks of schools. This also 

suggests the application of a more flexible and interpretative approach for validation of good 

practices, achieved in a local context or within a collaboration between network participants, 

along with a deeper interaction between the inspectors and those inspected, and this 

interaction would serve as a foundation for more informed and collaborative decision-making 

at different stages of the inspection cycle.  
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School inspectors were introduced in Bulgaria for the first time in 1878 as officials, 

subordinated to the Secretary of Education, responsible for executing control, external 

evaluation  and support of schools and teachers in respective regions of the country.   

At the time of the implementation of the polycentric inspection of the school network in 

Sofia,  school inspections in Bulgaria have been implemented by Regional Inspectorates of 

Education,  spread in the 28 regions of the country. They were regional bodies governed by 

the Ministry of education. Inspectors (officially titled experts) made several types of 

inspections, stated in the Regulations for the structure and functioning of the Regional 

Inspectorates of Education. Those inspections (checks) were: full/total, thematic and ongoing 

(article 16, paragraph 1). Full inspections of a single school   refer to the overall activity and 

results of a particular school and they are made once in every few years. Thematic 

inspections refer to a particular aspect of the education schools provide (for example – math 

education in secondary school, education for children with special needs, etc.) and they can be 

done not only in an individual school but in a number of schools in the region simultaneously. 

Thematic inspections aim at examine the level and tendencies in development of certain 

aspect of school education in the region. Ongoing  inspections refer to the activity of a school 

principal or a teacher. When a complaint or a signal is presented to the Inspectorate, it is 

obligated to check the school and see whether any regulations have been violated. Signals can 

be made by parents, any other citizen and interested party. Each inspection should end with a 

statement report about what has been found and, in some cases, with precepts for the school 

in order to eliminate the violations, if such had been found. These documents are officially 

recorded/filed in the school’s book for revisions and the principal is obligated to act upon 

them. A follow-up check at the school is made later and sanctions can be imposed if the 

precepts were not followed. Main inspection methods include checking school 

documentation, classroom observation, discussion with school principal or the inspected 

teacher, and, rarely – discussion with other stakeholders (students, parents) or analysis of 

other sources of information. Inspections are planned on a yearly basis with the Inspectorate’s 

Year plan. Each inspection should start with an order issued by the Chief of the Inspectorate. 

The experts who implemented the inspection deliver a statement report that is presented to the 

school principal and a report to the chief of the inspectorate with the inspection results. Each 

Inspectorate prepares Year report-analysis for its activity which is presented to the Secretary 

of education at the end of each school year.  

Beside their control function, the Inspectorates also have a supportive function – they should 

support schools, principals, and teachers in their professional and career development by 

providing trainings, seminars, workshops, and mediating school cooperation for the exchange 

of good school practices. For example, this happens through the Community-consultative 

council—a consultative body established in some inspectorates and chaired by the chief 

inspector. These councils have regular meetings to share good practices with representatives 

of NGO sector, school principals, representatives of the Ministry of Education, and other 

interested parties and during those meetings they discuss relevant problems of school 

education in the region, possible solutions and joint actions.  

At the time of testing the model for polycentric inspection, there were no standards for 

external inspection or a  framework that regulates all the elements of the inspection 
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procedures like the ones existing in other European countries (for example OFSTED’s in 

England). Between 2007 and 2013 within the project BG051PO001–3.2.05 Improving the 

system for inspection in education implemented by the Ministry of Education such a 

framework has been developed and tested  with national standards in 1000 schools around the 

country. This framework showed good possibilities for implementation but was not 

legitimized through issuing of relevant regulations, experiment without normative 

consequences.   

A new Preschool and school education Act  has been enforced since 1
st
 of August 2016. It 

changed inspection system quite a bit and this system had become a part of quality 

management in education, along with school self-evaluation which became obligatory for all 

schools. In the Act, inspection is defined as a ‘process of developing a total, independent 

expert evaluation of the quality of education a kindergarten or a school provides at a certain 

time of its activity and defining guidelines for improvement’. The law requires the 

establishment of a National Inspectorate of Education subordinated to the Council of 

Ministers and to implement only total inspections of a single school/kindergarten. So far (July 

2017) this inspectorate has not been established yet. The head of the national inspectorate will 

be appointed by the Prime Minister and will develop, test, and improve criteria and indicators 

for evaluation of educational institutions. These criteria and indicators will be public and 

available on the inspectorate’s internet site.  Total inspections of an individual schools are 

expected to be performed by internal and external inspectors – internal being employees of 

the National Inspectorate and externals being appointed for each inspection.  Inspection 

results will be presented to the school principal and to the relevant chief of the Regional 

Department of Education (former Regional Inspectorates of Education). The National 

Inspectorate is also responsible for preparing analysis of the quality of education at a certain 

period at a certain region or in the country as a whole which will be presented to the Secretary 

of Education, and will also publish a summary for the evaluations and guidelines for 

improvement in different areas of inspection.  

The law also requires the head of the National Inspectorate of Education officially to inform 

the relevant Regional Department of Education in the following cases: the inspection finds 

violation of the law; a certain support to the school is needed for the implementation of 

inspection’s guidelines for improvement; the level of teaching and learning in the school does 

not provide access to quality education and measures for improvement are needed.   

During the timeframe of the project two new policy documents addressing school 

inspections were in process of development in Bulgaria and issued at the end of 2016 and 

early 2017, after the experimenting the polycentric model in Sofia. The first new document 

is the Regulations for kindergartens and schools inspection,  issued by the Secretary of 

Education and enforced in December 2016. It specifies the requirements of the Pre-school and 

School Education Act regarding the full single school inspections to be implemented by the 

National Inspectorate of  Education every five years. According to this regulation ‘the aim of 

the inspection is to determine the level of accomplishment of the state educational standards 

and to formulate an evaluation of the strengths of the educational institutions’ activities and 

of the aspects that need improvement’. It is stated that inspection consists of three interrelated 

activities: 1) gathering information about school’s or kindergarten’s activities based on a 
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specific indicators; 2) evaluation – comparing gathered data with the criteria set by the 

National Inspectorate; 3) support –  providing recommendations for improvement of 

inspected school or kindergarten. During the first stage of inspection  information is gathered 

through observation, document analysis, inquiry of  opinions of students, parents and other 

stakeholders, school’s internet site and school’s portfolio.  

According this regulations, object of inspection are all areas of activity of a certain school or a 

kindergarten. Areas of inspection include the educational process and the management of the 

institution. Subject of inspection are all activities performed by the institution and the results it 

has achieved. Inspection criteria are quality standards used for evaluation of the educational 

institution and inspection indicators show the extent to which inspection criteria are 

accomplished.  

The full inspection starts with an order issued by the head of the National Inspectorate where 

the chief, the team and the timeframe of the inspection are defined. The inspection has three 

stages–preparatory, implementation and finalization. It is pointed out that the  inspection 

considers the impact of the external context of the inspected  educational institution.  

The new inspection regulations state that an overall evaluation of the quality of education of a 

kindergarten or a school provides will be formulated as a mean (average) of the marks given 

to   all inspected areas. Each area mark  is calculated an average of all criteria  in it, and the 

level of accomplishment of each criteria is set as a percentage of presence or absence of each 

indicator. The final evaluation for the performance of the school/kindergarten is defined by 

transforming the percentages received into a qualitative mark. In case the inspection results 

are under 30 per cent the school performance is categorized as ‘unsatisfactory’, between 30 up 

to 50 % it is ‘satisfactory’, between 50 and up to 75% as ‘good’, and above 75% as ‘very 

good’ performance. In case the final evaluation received is ‘unsatisfactory’, a new inspection 

is performed within 6 months up to one year after the previous inspection.  

The presented overview of the new inspection regulations could be concluded with 

discussion of its positives and weaknesses, in comparison with old legislation and good 

European practices. Advantages: the main elements of inspection are now explicitly set – 

essence, aim, object, subject, procedure, scale values; definitions of main terms are present in 

the document; all stakeholders’ opinions and the influence of the external context are to be 

taken into account for the inspection conclusions. Constraints: the scope of the two 

compulsory areas of inspection does not comprise the variety of activities within the schools; 

inspection procedure is not specified in order to support evaluation teams with set principles 

and guidelines for investigating all stakeholders’ opinions (school leadership team, teachers, 

students, parents), and for gathering relevant and objective information; there is no 

requirement for the inspection report to be made public and to be presented to all stakeholders 

(it is only obligatory to be presented to the principal and to the Regional Department of  

Education); no mandatory structure or elements of the inspection report are stated and there is 

no mechanism for taking into account principal’s point of view in case he/she disagrees with 

the inspection conclusions; there are no details regarding whether and how the National 

Inspectorate will be engaged with supporting the inspected institution after recommendations 

for improvements are given.  
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Although a broad scope of experts were invited by the Ministry of Education and participated 

in working groups and discussions for development of this new school inspection regulations–

school and kindergarten principals, representatives of principals’ and teachers’ unions, non-

governmental and private education sector representatives, and academics–the final version of 

the document reflects primarily the Ministry’s vision for educational reform, including school 

inspection.  

The second new legislation document related to school inspections issued by the Ministry of 

Education and enforced in February 2017 is Regulations for the structure and functions of 

the regional departments of education. The Regional Departments of Education  (RDE) are 

regional bodies of the Ministry of Education. They are the former Regional Inspectorates of 

Education (RIE) and their authority and functions do not differ significantly by the ones RIE 

have had. Their authority is even broadened and specified which could be considered as a 

positive trend. The main difference is related to school inspection. The term ‘inspection’ does 

not appear anywhere in the document, instead it refers to control and checks which can be two 

types: thematic and ongoing planned in the RDE  Year plan. Beside thematic and ongoing 

checks RDE also perform checks assigned by the Ministry and are obligated to act upon any 

signals or complaints. In that case they have to provide an answer to those who filed the 

signal or complaint. The check procedure is identical with the one, described above and 

includes all the elements (documents for the procedure and findings, timeframe, consequences 

in case violation of legislation and mandatory recommendations are given, etc.) 

Department of organizational and methodical activity and control within RDE’s main 

function is to coordinate, organize, control, and support the implementation of legislation in 

the system of preschool and school education. The procedure for providing methodical 

support to the schools  is described in details which is a positive teacher of this new 

document. The methodological support is provided with the aim to ensure the fulfillment of 

the obligatory recommendations given: to a principal or a teacher by an expert from RDE or 

the Ministry of Education; as a result of control done by a principal; as a result of a teacher’s 

appraisal. Methodical support is provided through consultations, trainings, sharing good 

practices, or other forms and also through participation of experts from RDE in school classes 

and/or different activities for inclusive education.  

Considering the new Regulations for the structure and functions of the regional departments 

of education some flaws  can be pointed out. First, there are no specific definitions of what 

thematic and ongoing checks mean, what their scope or content is. One could presume that 

this gap in the regulations is due to the well known practice so far and it is rely to the 

experience of the RDE exerts, as most of them are former RIE experts. Second, the RDE are 

obligated to a year report, but it is not specified  its content and to whom it should be 

presented (most probably to the Ministry of Educations, as it has been so far). It is also not 

clear what information this report should contain (in the ‘old’ document it was specified – 

information about the checks made throughout the year, summary and conclusions about their 

results,  suggestions for changes in the practice or in the legislation). Third, but expected, no 

checks of  networks of schools are foreseen due to the lack of relevant regulations regarding 

networks of schools or inspection of networks of schools.  



 

24 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

By the time of testing the model in Sofia within the framework of the project, there was no 

practice of a polycentric inspection (inspections of networks of schools) or relevant 

regulations in Bulgaria. There are few functioning school associations where  schools 

cooperate and share good practices, for example some associations of vocational schools, 

private schools or the  Association of Cambridge schools (mostly municipal schools) which 

provide English language education following the Cambridge language teaching 

methodology.  These  associations have not been inspected so far due to lack of relevant 

inspection regulations.  Thematic inspections, described above and a well-known practice in 

Bulgaria, can be viewed as a pre-form of polycentric inspection. A number of schools in a 

region, chosen by the Inspectorate, are inspected, although they don’t work in a network but 

often some of them cooperate in different forms (projects, good practices sharing, etc.). 

Inspection results and recommendations are given to the individual schools and not to the 

group of inspected schools, but based on the overall findings proposals for improvements  at 

regional level are provided to the Ministry of Education in the year report-analysis. Thus the 

thematic inspections can be seen as one of the instruments for evaluation, analysis and 

improvement of school education at regional and subsequently to the national level.  

Self-evaluation and peer-evaluation of network of schools were not regulated in the 

legislation so far and those implemented in the framework of the project were and still are 

innovative practices for Bulgaria. The new Preschool and school education Act as mentioned 

above states that school self-evaluation is to be obligatory for all schools and more details are 

specified in the Regulations for managing quality in the (educational) institutions enforced in 

December 2016) but it only refers to the individual schools.  

The presented analysis of the legislation addressing school inspection in Bulgaria lead to the 

conclusion that inspection system is currently being reformed through introduction of some 

new regulations but its practical applications are yet to be seen. In some aspects, Bulgaria will 

be in line with more developed European countries (through establishment of national 

standards for inspection, creation of National Inspectorate, taking into account all 

stakeholders’ opinion, implementation of various inspection methods, inspection results being 

made public), but in other aspects it is still not in tune with some of the modern approaches.  

New promising practices from Bulgaria and other European countries, for example 

inspections of network of schools, were not included in the new legislation and  thus a chance 

for introducing more innovative approaches to school inspection were missed at this point.  

Unfortunately, none of the innovative practices tested in Sofia within the framework of the 

project were included, although they proved to have positive effects and were disseminated 

and promoted at various national and international forums (see Chapter 6).   
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Research framework of the project refers to three dimensions: 

 Inspection methodology–frameworks and tools for inspections of formal and non-formal 

network of schools, used by the inspectorates. This dimension involves the collection and 

analysis of empirical data and making judgments about quality of education (quality of 

schools and of educational networks) 

 Valuing and judgment–involves the making of value judgments about the quality of some 

object, situation or process. It is about how Inspectorates of Education value and judge the 

quality of educational networks: which criteria do they use, and how do they come to an 

overall judgement on the quality of networks, and how are stakeholders (e.g. schools, school 

governing bodies) involved in deciding on those criteria?  

  User involvement – involving stakeholders (e.g. parents, school staff, school governing 

bodies, local authorities) in developing frameworks for their inspections of educational 

networks, as well as in the actual inspections itself. Involvement can range from consultations 

on frameworks and  quality standards for the evaluation of networks, incorporating  standards 

set by networks in their inspection frameworks, setting the agenda for the inspection with 

stakeholders in the network, interviewing stakeholders during an inspection to learn about the 

quality of educational networks, to discussing and  deciding on outcomes and consequences 

of inspections of educational networks. 

Those three dimensions of inspection are taken into account for the development of 

interactive map with examples of inspections of educational networks across Europe (see 

www.map.schoolinspections.eu). 

In accordance with the project goals, 5 main variables have been developed for the case 

study, that are used to analyze inspection and inspection results regarding individual schools 

and the inspected network:  

 Evaluation practices – presence of internal evaluation/self-evaluation, peer-evaluation, 

individual school inspection and inspection of network of schools, inspection frameworks, 

criteria and indicators for quality that are used in the inspection.  

 Relationships, collaboration, structure of the network – types and characteristics of the 

network, relationships, communication, and level of sharing between network participants, 

elements, knowledge, and practices that are being shared in the network. 

 Network-level outcomes (shared resources, know-how, new practices) – effects of 

collaboration in the network for its participants and for the network as a whole.  

 Potential dysfunctional effects – group thinking, competition, and power- struggle in the 

network. 

 External context of the network – socio-economic characteristics of the environment, 

interaction with subjects outside of the network, interaction with local authorities, etc.  

Each one of these variables includes specific aspects and elements used for data gathering and 

analysis of all four cases, studied in the project. Methods for data gathering include 

observation of peer-evaluation and inspections of schools in the network, interviews with 

principals of the schools in the network, interviews with inspectors who have done the 

inspections, questionnaires for teachers and parents regarding the inspection, the expectation 

they have about it, and inspections results for both schools and for the network as a whole.  

http://www.map.schoolinspections.eu/
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Based on this model for analysis, research teams in all countries, participating in the project, 

implemented a study of inspection practices, focusing on their polycentric features, elements 

and context. Findings from each country provide an opportunity for a comparative analysis 

and formulation of conclusions about the research questions set in the project.  

Research methodology 

In Bulgaria, research was made not only as a case study but also as an action research, as  

testing of the polycentric inspection model took place in the actual work setting of the schools 

and the Inspectorate with the methodological support and coordination of activities done by 

the research team from Sofia University.  

In order to accomplish the project goals in Bulgaria, the research team applied research 

instruments developed within the research framework, presented above, and its 5 variables. 

Example questionnaires for inspectors and principals, developed by the international project 

team, have been adapted to Bulgarian context and upgraded.  Additionally, for the purposes of 

self-evaluation of schools in the network, the Bulgarian research team developed 

questionnaires for data gathering information from all stakeholders. These questionnaires 

were based on the standards and indicators included in the Framework for self-evaluation and 

peer-evaluation of parent-school interaction, developed by the network. 

In particular, the following research methods and instruments were developed and 

implemented in Sofia: 

 Interviews with principals of schools in the network – after self-evaluation and before 

peer-evaluation, after peer-evaluation and before the inspection, immediately after the 

inspection and 8 months after the inspection (see Appendices  7, 10, 15, 18).  

 Questionnaire for teachers in the network – for the purposes of self-evaluation (between 90 

up to 100% of teachers in each school filled in the self-evaluation questionnaire).  

 Questionnaire for teachers – after self-evaluation and before peer-evaluation, after peer-

evaluation and before the inspection, immediately after the inspection and 8 months after 

the inspection (see Appendices 8, 11, 16, 19).  

 Questionnaire for evaluation teams, who participated in school peer-evaluation – after 

peer-evaluation and before inspection of the network (see Appendix 10). 

 Questionnaire for parents – for the purposes of self-evaluation (between 30 up to 80%  of 

parents in each school filled in the self-evaluation questionnaire) and 8 months after the 

inspection (see Appendix 20). 

 Questionnaire for self-evaluation of school management team and teachers – for the 

purposes of self-evaluation of schools in the network. 

 Questionnaire for students – for the purposes of self-evaluation of schools in the network 

(between 30 up to 80%  of all students in each school  filled in a questionnaire) 

 Interviews with inspectors from the Inspectorate who implemented the polycentric 

inspection – before the inspection, immediately after the inspection and 8 months after the 

inspection (see Appendices 12, 14, 17). 

 Observation – researchers from Sofia University observed the peer-evaluation and 

inspection processes in the network and was present at all network partners meetings 
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throughout the project (where all discussions and joint decisions making took place) (see 

Appendices 9 and 13). 

 Focus-groups and group interviews with principals and inspectors – for discussing results 

at each project phase and the benefits for all participants.  

 

Methodology of inspection 

The criteria for selecting schools and establishing the Sofia network were the following: the 

network to include different type of schools (primary, secondary); to include both high 

performing schools and schools needing improvement; schools to be located in different areas 

of Sofia and not to be in direct competition (for students or resources); professional qualities 

of schools’ principals (experienced professional and younger ones motivated to test 

innovative practices).  

During the first phase of the project the schools within the network met regularly for sharing 

good practices on topics and issues of common interest regarding provided education, mainly 

on: education for students with special needs/disabilities, teachers in-service training and 

professional development, extracurricular and extra school activities, school-parents 

interaction and cooperation. Other activities were designing tests for evaluating students’ 

knowledge at different educational levels, training seminars (school self-evaluation, school 

strategy development, etc.). Different school hosted each of the network meetings. Sofia 

Regional Inspectorate of  Education representatives and researchers from Sofia University 

participated in each network meeting, providing expertise and methodological support. Sofia 

University coordinated all meetings and network activities. This phase was crucial for 

building up partnership attitude and sense of belonging to the network. 

During the second phase of the project a model of polycentric inspection of Sofia network of 

schools was tested, implemented into 3 steps:  self-evaluation of the schools within the 

network, peer-evaluation of the schools within the network, inspection of the network by 

Sofia Inspectorate of Education. First, the inspection topic was chosen by the network––

school-parents’ interaction and cooperation – and Framework for self-evaluation and peer-

evaluation of the schools within the network was designed (see Appendix 1). The National 

Association of head teachers in England (NAHT)’s School review guidebook was used as a 

methodological basis. The framework includes: subject/topic of the evaluation, definition for 

quality of school parents cooperation, 4 standards, indicators, sources of information,  

methods, instruments and scale for valuing and judging  school performance of the chosen 

schooling area and 6 appendices (questionnaires for gathering information from all 

stakeholders and standardized report forms). Efforts for involving Sofia Inspectorate into the 

framework development were made, but due to tense discussions, eventually the final version 

of the framework was developed only by the schools in the network and consulted by the 

university research team. 

Self-evaluation of the schools in the network was implemented in January 2016. Results for 

each school were summarized in report (see Appendix 2). The self-evaluation procedure and 

results (benefits, difficulties), were discussed on a joint meeting of Bulgarian partners and 

peer-evaluation activities were planned (9.02.2016).  
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Peer-evaluation of the schools within the Sofia network as a second step of the 

implementation phase of the project was planned and realized for 2 weeks period upon agreed 

by all partners schedule (29.02-12.03.2016).  Each school was visited for a day by evaluation 

team, consisting representatives of two other schools – principal, deputy principal and/or 1-2 

teachers. The evaluation team had the self-evaluation report of the evaluated school prior to 

the school visit as preliminary valuing data and as a basis for gathering evaluation data during 

the visits. The peer-evaluation methods used were: meetings and discussions with school 

leadership team, teachers, students (representatives of student councils/parliaments) and 

parents/school board of trusties, inquiry of school records and documentation. Based on the 

evaluation data gathered and taking into account self-evaluation data, the peer-evaluation 

team prepared peer-evaluation report in standardized form agreed by the network (see 

Appendix 3). Peer-evaluation findings, benefits and positive effects were discussed and 

recognized by all Bulgarian partners on a closure meeting (28.03.2016) and inspection of the 

network activities were planned.  

Inspection of the Sofia network of schools took place within a two weeks period (11-

22.04.2016) by schedule agreed by all participants. The inspection was implemented by a 

team of five inspectors, coordinated by the deputy chief inspector of Sofia Inspectorate.  For 

the purposes of the inspection the team designed an Inspection Framework (see Appendix 4) 

specifically on the school-parents cooperation topic, building up on the Framework for self-

evaluation and peer-evaluation created by the network, by adding and revising its elements. 

NAHT School review guidebook was used as a methodological source as well. Documents in 

standard form for the inspection procedure and for recording results were also developed. 

These documents were based on those applied for the inspection of a single school in Bulgaria 

but some of them adapted and elaborated for the purposes of the polycentric inspection: order 

for inspection issued by the head of the inspectorate, procedure, schedule, written statement 

with findings provided to the school, report to the written statement to the principal with  

inspection findings for a single school (see Appendix 5) and report to the head of the 

inspectorate for inspection findings about the network (see Appendix 6). Inspection procedure 

and methods were the same as for the peer-evaluation – meetings and discussions with school 

management team, teachers, parents, students, school documentation checking. The 

inspection of each school was done by two inspectors for a day.  

The inspection framework was not discussed with the school from the network but consulted 

with the university research team. The framework was presented to the network on a 

preliminary meeting prior to school visits (28.03.2016). Prior to the inspectors visit the 

principals were asked to provide self-evaluation and peer-evaluation reports, School 

development  and School year plan to the Inspectorate as preliminary information to be taken 

into account when valuating and making judgments for individual school performance. 

Written statement with findings for each school was provided to the principal, with evaluation 

of the level of achievement of each standard in the framework and overall judgment for the 

quality of school-parents cooperation.  Both the written statement and the report with findings 

for the network consists judgment about the level of concurrence of self-, peer-evaluation and 

inspection findings on a single school and network level, and also recommendations for 

improvements given to each school and to the network. Written statements were provided to 

the principals and they were able to comment on the judgments. Inspection findings presented 
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in the inspection report were discussed on a closure meeting of the Bulgarian partners 

(8.06.2016). During the meeting Sofia inspectorate expressed readiness to assist and support 

schools and the network in their efforts targeted to the recommendations provided by the 

inspection team.    

Inspection team recommendations to the network were discussed on a follow up meeting of 

the principals and research team (June 11-12, 2016). Inspectors were not able to participate 

due to other engagements. Priority areas for improvement of school-parents cooperation were 

outlined as intersections of self-, peer-evaluation and inspection findings. Measures and 

activities for improvements were planned for the next school year, matching the third phase of 

the project (09.2016–08.2017).   

User involvement  

For the purposes of the network inspection, the schools and the inspectorate negotiated and 

agreed on the period of inspection and dates of the visits. The principals knew what kind of 

information and data they need to provide prior and during the inspection visit and are 

familiar with the procedure, standards and methods to be used for gathering information and 

for valuating and judging – all written down in the Framework for inspection, introduced to 

the principals prior to the inspection. All relevant users participated in provision of evaluation 

data. It was gathered by school records and documentation and through meetings and 

discussions with the school leadership team, teachers and representatives of parents and 

students. 

Valuing and judgement 

Judgements about individual school in the network and the network itself are based on the 

framework for inspection developed by the Inspectorate consisting the following elements: 

subject/topic of the inspection, definition for quality school-parents cooperation, 4 standards, 

indicators, sources of information, inspection methods, period of inspection, norms and value 

scale for valuing the standards and making judgments for the overall quality. 4-value scale 

was used: unsatisfactory,  good, very good, excellent performance;  low, good, very good, 

excellent quality.  

 

The sample of Bulgarian case study includes a team of 6 inspectors form Sofia Regional 

Inspectorate of Education, 10 schools in the Sofia network, their principals, some teachers and 

parents in the schools. Summary information about the sample and the research methods used 

at each four research stages are presented in Table 1.  

Additional information about the sample and the research instruments used is provided in the 

paragraphs presenting each research stage findings.   
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Table 1: Sample and methodology summary 

 

SAMPLE/ 

  

Respondents 

in the network 

 

PHASES AND METHODS 

During  self-

evaluation 

After self-

evaluation and 

before peer-

evaluation 

During the peer-

review 

After peer-

evaluation and 

before inspection 

of school network 

During the 

inspection 

After polycentric 

inspection 

8 months after 

polycentric 

inspection 

Timeframe January 2016 End of January 

and beginning of 

February 2016 

29.02-12.03.2016 End of March 

2016 

11-22.04.2016 May – June 2016 January – 

February 2017 

6 Inspectors 
 

Interviews 

(+ video with 

Deputy chief 

inspector 

9.02.2016) 

 

Observation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviews  

Observation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviews 

 

Group interview 

(2 videos 

24.06.2016) 

Interviews (4) 

 

Group interview 

(audio, 

30.03.2017) 

10 Principals 

 

Questionnaires 

 + leadership teams  

(32 respondents) 

 

Interview 

 

Focus group 

(video, 9.02.2016) 

Interviews 

 

Focus group 

(28.03.2016) 

Interviews   

 

Focus group 

 (2 videos, 

10-11.06.2016) 

Interviews  (7) 

 

 

 

Peer-evaluation 

teams 

  Questionnaire  

(26 respondents) 

  

Teachers  

 

 

Questionnaire 

(433 respondents) 

 

Questionnaire 

 (220 respondents) 

Questionnaire 

 (158 respondents) 

 

Questionnaire 

 (142 respondents) 

Questionnaire 

 (197 respondents) 

 

Parents 

 

Questionnaire 

(2592 respondents) 

 

   Questionnaire 

 (386 respondents) 

 

Students 

 

Questionnaire 

(3048 respondents) 

 

    

Desk research/ 

Documents 

analysis 

Framework for 

self- and peer-

evaluation 

Analysis of school 

Self-evaluation 

reports 

Focus group 

minutes 

Peer-evaluation 

reports   

Observation 

minutes 

Polycentric 

inspection 

reports and  

protocols 

Written reports by 

principals to the 

Inspectorate – with 

measures 
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records and 

documents* 

Students 

achievements  

Diagnosis of 

school culture and 

effectiveness  

Framework for 

peer-evaluation 

 

 

Observation notes 

 

Focus group 

minutes 

Framework for 

polycentric 

inspection  

 

 

Observation notes 

 

Observation 

minutes 

Focus group 

minutes 

School and 

network 

improvement 

measures/plans 

undertaken in 

response to 

inspection  

recommendations 

(April 2017) 

 

* i.e School development strategy, School year plan, other mandatory documents required by educational legislation 

Color legend: 

Red – instruments designed by PINS research team and adapted for Bulgarian context 

Violet – instruments designed by Sofia University (SU) research team  

Blue - instruments designed by Sofia network with methodological support of SU research team 

Green – instruments designed by Sofia Regional Inspectorate of Education 
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Chapter 5 

CASE STUDY FINDINGS 
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5.1. FINDINGS AFTER SELF-EVALUATION AND BEFORE PEER-EVALUATION  

 

5.1.1 Methodology and sample 

This phase of the research aimed at finding the conditions and state of schools, and the 

effectiveness of the network which was created within the right after the implemented self-

evaluation of schools and before the forthcoming peer-evaluation in the network on parental 

involvement – about 15 months after the creation of the network.  

Research methodology includes structured interviews with principals of the 10 schools in the 

network and a questionnaire for teachers from these schools. The questionnaire for school 

principals (see Appendix 7) and the questionnaire for teachers (see Appendix 8) are based on 

the variables in the project’ research framework and were elaborated and adapted to Bulgarian 

context. This piece of the study was implemented two weeks after school self-evaluation on 

parental involvement and two weeks before peer-evaluation on the same topic among schools 

in the network.  

A total of 10 principals were interviewed, 9 women and one man. 90% of the 220 teachers 

who filled in the questionnaire are women. Over 70% of all teachers are class tutors and 

which means they have more frequent contacts and interactions with parents. Most of the 

teachers teach at primary level (42%), followed by a group teaching at lower secondary level 

(35%), and the least part teaches at upper secondary level (23%).  

 

5.1.2 Defining the network 

Structure and goals of the network 

Case study findings outline three main goals of the network  and most of the principals 

agreed upon them – development and testing the models for self and peer-evaluation, sharing 

good practices, experimenting the polycentric inspection as an innovative practice in 

Bulgarian educational system. It is impressive that 71% of the teachers are familiar with 

network’s goals,   19% of teachers are partially familiar with them and only 10% stated that 

they don’t know what the network goals are.  

While school principals define evaluation and inspection as a main goal for the network, for 

teachers it is more in the background and for them the cooperation, communication, and 

sharing good practices are the leading goals as they can support the improvement of quality of 

education in the schools.  

Schools joined the network and the project mostly due to the invitation they received by the 

Regional Inspectorate of Education (according to 8 principals). Main motive for joining the 

network is the opportunity presented by the Inspectorate which makes school teams to feel 

chosen as such invitation is a sort of an appreciation of their work. As additional motive for 

participation two principals point out their previous involvement in inspection as part of a 

project implemented by the Ministry of Education (mentioned in Chapter 3). Main 

expectations of school principals for their participation in the network and in the project are 



 

35 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

related to sharing and exchanging good practices which will support school’s activities and 

will provide opportunity for improving their managerial competency and culture. These 

expectations influence the perceptions of the goals of the school network, as stated by the 

interviewees.  

The desire of principals to be innovators and to participate in creating and experimenting 

something new for Bulgarian educational reality emerged during the interviews. It was 

confirmed by their evaluation of other schools’ motivation to participate: half of the principals 

state that some of network members want to be part of it due to the challenge to do something 

new.  

Regarding topics and areas of cooperation between network participants, the prevalent 

opinion among principals is that they are related to self-evaluation and to areas of cooperation 

defined by the network itself––working with children with special needs, working with 

parents, in-service training/continuous education of pedagogical staff, etc. (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Topics and areas of cooperation among network participants  

(teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

As shown on Figure 1, most of the teachers state as a main area of cooperation ‘working with 

parents’. This confirms the suggestion that the processes of self-evaluation, peer-evaluation, 

and inspection in this field have affected the perception of teachers about network’s main 

goals and activities. As other priority areas for cooperation teachers also consider peer-

evaluation, the evaluation of students’ achievements, self-evaluation, and inspection. These 
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data show that the work on polycentric inspection in the network is recognized by the teachers 

as a topic for joint efforts but, as a whole, the areas on which schools share ideas and good 

practices are prevalent.  

Regarding network structure interviewed principals were asked to comment the network 

size and the role geographic proximity, values and cultural similarities play for its 

development. Most of the principals (7) believe that the network consist an optimal number of 

participants and two of them don’t give clear answers. To support their views, principals point 

out that the current number of participants ensures variety in the network and supports its 

functioning. In the meantime, geographic proximity, along with values and cultural similarity 

of partners support the identification of common problems despite the variety of contexts in 

which schools operate, and common values provide an opportunity for reaching joint 

decisions.  

According to principals currently the network doesn’t have enough resources to perform its 

work and such resources are mainly provided by school budgets. The expressed opinion is 

expected as the network is not formal by law, which is also pointed out by the school heads.  

More principals (6) say that the network has internal but no external legitimacy. Participation 

of the inspectorate provides some sort of external legitimacy but there are no regulations for 

the official structuring of the network. As a consequence of that – no resources are provided 

for the network that can be used for its activities. Actually schools have been additionally 

work loaded and used their own resources for network activities.  

School principals perceive the network as a solid entity without internal differentiation in 

subgroups. Such a differentiation they feel exists only regarding the performance of certain 

activities by certain participants or teams in the network. In non-formal aspect, principals see 

the network as a complete organism in which all members work toward the achievement of 

common goals. According to school leaders there are some opportunities for professional 

development in the network but no opportunities for career development (perceived in a 

narrow sense as promotion opportunities). This results are to be expected having in mind non-

formal type of the network and the lack of relevant regulations for its formal structure.  

The network youth leads to unclarity regarding some aspects of its work. The network has 

been created for a certain timeframe and clear goals which, at this stage of its existence, don’t 

have to be reformulated. This is supported by the fact that principals see the network as 

dynamically changing in knowledge gained and experience shared, not in structure, goals, and 

membership.  As main changes in the network, 15 months after its creation, principals 

recognize the raised level of trust and interaction, cooperation, sharing, and mutual 

enrichment. This is a positive fact and  also a key condition for effective work of any network 

– the dynamics of change in interaction between partners, mutually beneficial relations, and 

raising levels of trust and cooperation.  

Regarding management structure and decision-making, the interviews with principals 

outline few tendencies. First, management structure is considered suitable by school 

principals (9 out of 10). In addition, there are different opinions whether enough attention has 

been paid to decision-making in the network and the management of the network itself as 

principals’ answers differ to a great deal. One third of them believe that enough attention is 
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paid to the management of the network. In the meantime, there is a feeling that the question 

itself is not clear for them, especially regarding network internal management. Second, 

principals perceive the process of decision-making positively. Most of the interviewees think 

that decisions are reached with consensus, after discussions, and taking into account all 

opinions, so it is even informal to some extent. There are no written or verbal agreements 

about decision-making procedure and this is a consequence of the status of the network being 

no formally structured nor normatively regulated. As a result of lack of such agreements, the 

management of the network is perceived as non-formal or self-management, something that is 

not directly stated but is implied.  

Interactions and cooperation in the network 

Interactions and cooperation in the network at this phase of the study are really good. Six of 

the principals state that they have had contacts and have worked together before the creation 

of the network, mainly in their roles of school managers. Only three of them have worked 

together in other projects. Sharing experience and cooperation were more informal in nature. 

On one hand principals share that their previous contacts assist the communication in the 

network as they create a sense of trust and ease. On the other hand the absence of former 

teams had been working on previous projects prevents creation of subgroups or contradictory 

groups within the network.  

Majority of the principals (8) think that Sofia University plays a central role as a leading 

partner and describe it at as a center of the network. On the next level or in the second circle 

six of the principals place the schools and only four of them add the Inspectorate as a partner 

equal to the schools. In the outside circle two of the principals put the Inspectorate. As a 

whole, a concept of the network is outlined in which the university is placed in the center of 

the network and schools and, partly, the Inspectorate are placed in the second circle (see 

scheme 1). 

According to the principals network structure so far develops as they have expected. In future 

they expect even more intensive interaction between network members, gradual drop out of 

university and inspectorate as center of the network, raising numbers of participants, and 

changes in partners’ relations in terms of nature and intensity.  

Scheme 1: Network partners interaction 
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It is interesting to see to what extend teachers feel involved in the network activities and 

actually participate in interactions between its members. 78% of the teachers state that they 

have been informed that their school participates both in the network and in the project at a 

staff meeting and this is confirmed by most principals (8). This shows that, during the 

structuring of the network, principals have taken measures to promote these activities among 

their pedagogical staff counting on their future cooperation. In the meantime, almost 20% of 

teachers say that they were informed about the network and the project personally by their 

principals which suggest that those are the people to whom principals will rely on for more 

active participation in further network activities. This assumption is confirmed by teachers’ 

answers about the part of the educational staff directly involved in any school activities 

related to the project (see Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2:  Educational staff directly involved in any school activities related to the project 

(teachers’ opinion)  

 

 

Considering the case study findings presented above, the following conclusions regarding the 

network, its structure, and interactions between its members can be summarized after school 

self-evaluation and before peer-evaluation, 15 months after the network was created:  

 Main motivation of principals for joining the network and the project is their wish to 

participate in something innovative and to share experience and ideas with other principals in 

order to introduce good practices and to enrich their managerial experience. The mechanism 

for joining the network is mainly the invitation they received by the Regional Inspectorate of 

Education which gave them the feeling that they and their schools have been appreciated and 

this stimulates participation.  

 Principals and most of the teachers have a common understanding about network goals. 

Main goals that have been pointed out are sharing experience, creation and testing models for 

self-evaluation, peer-evaluation, and inspection in the network which are innovative practices 

for Bulgarian educational system. School principals believe the network shares common 

mission and vision.  

 Network structure in terms of size is considered optimal, and geographic location and 

variety of schools provide an opportunity for identification of problems relevant to all 

participants. Meanwhile, the common value system and cultural similarities ensure 
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meaningful communication and reaching joint decisions for common issues. There is no 

internal division in subgroups which benefits the communication and the exchange of 

experience and ideas between all participants. Most of network members see Sofia University 

as the center of the network, a coordinator, and a supporter, who facilitates the processes and 

is a main source of information of specific knowledge especially regarding providing 

methodology. The Inspectorate is partially perceived as a body which coordinates and 

provides specific external legitimacy of the network. 

 Management structure of the network is informal, which is due to the lack of regulations 

of its activity. The network itself is created for the project needs with a clear timeframe and 

goals. That’s why, there are no written agreements regarding hierarchy or decision-making 

procedures. Decisions are reached with consensus by all participants at work meetings and all 

the meeting and decisions are recorded.  

 Main topics for sharing experience are set as important by and for the network members 

– parental involvement, work with children with special needs, in-service training of 

educational staff, etc. Working with parents stands out as a priority due to the decision 

polycentric inspection and its elements to be implemented in this particular area of schooling.   

 Working atmosphere in the network is positive. Members feel equal and free to share 

ideas, suggestions, and concepts. The network has its own internal legitimacy. Previous 

contacts between participants support meaningful and positive communication. Main roles 

principals see for themselves and for the schools they represent in the network are more ones 

as partners, sharing experience and exchanging suggestions than roles in some hierarchical 

structure.  

 Teaching staff at schools is well informed about the participation in the network and in 

the project. According to teachers, participated in the study, high percent of schools staff is 

involved in different activities in one way or another. This is probably due to the fact that 

school self-evaluation has already been made and it was preceded by standardized testing of 

students’ achievements at the beginning of school year (the tests were designed by the 

network). These two processes engaged a big number of pedagogical staff and teachers stated 

that a lot of them participate in different project activities.  

 The network doesn’t have its own resources due to the lack of formal regulations of its 

existence. This leads to using school resources for the implementation of planned network 

activities and it is pointed out as a problem by a number of the principals.  

 The network is still young and, as for now, there is no need to redefine its goals. 

Participants’ satisfaction by network functioning is evident by the expressed opinions for 

increased cohesiveness and trust, and willingness to share experience including managerial 

one. In the future, principals see the network development in direction where both the 

University and the Inspectorate will leave the network and in raising number of participants 

which will influence the intensity and nature of internal interactions and of those with external 

bodies.  

 

5.1.3 Network-level outcomes 

It is interesting to see how principals and teacher perceive the influence which the 

participation in the network has on their schools. Three principals believe it is still yearly to 

say, while two haven’t answered the question. The others share various ideas – from weak 
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influence to some influence in the areas of cooperation and on school management and school 

counselor’s work. At this stage of the project the impact of the network on the member 

schools is still difficult to judge. Such not definitive result is can be expected due to the fact 

that most of the network activities are  yet to be accomplished and then the cooperation 

between schools will be even more intensive. The fact that most teachers, participating in the 

study, believe that the work of the schools is mostly positively influenced due to its 

participation in the network is encouraging (see Figure 3) 

 

Figure 3: In what way do you think the school work has been influenced by the school 

participation in the network? (teachers’ opinion) 

 
 

Regarding some specific elements of school work and the influence of network participation 

on them, principals outline mostly the testing the model for school self-evaluation and sharing 

resources and know-how between partnering schools. As an area influenced strongly by the 

network they also state school-parents interaction. These are expected opinions considering 

the stage of the project. School self-evaluation of parental involvement for sure developed and 

raised schools’ potential for self-evaluation, and the special focus on working with parents 

influenced the future plans of the network participants. Quite naturally, sharing ideas, 

experience, and good practices is the field where all participants feel the impact of the 

network most strongly and the opportunities for cooperation it provides. Principals’ opinions 

are supported by teachers (see Figure 4). As the graphic shows, the opinions that school 

activities in most of the mentioned areas are positively influenced to a very high or to a high 

degree go beyond 50%. These data give reasons to conclude that, at the present stage of 

network development and project activities, network-level outcomes are most strongly felt at 

the areas pointed out by both principals and teachers – self-evaluation, working with parents, 

sharing resources and ides, etc. It can be concluded that the influence of self-evaluation as 

part of polycentric inspection model is definitely a significant one as it provides schools and 

school teams with experience in the field of developing evaluation tools in a safe and 

cooperative environment of the network and it also provides opportunities for their 

implementation without fearing administrative sanctions if the results are unsatisfactory.  
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Figure 4:  Is school activity positively affected and to what degree? (teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

Main network-level outcomes at this stage of the project can be understood through the 

advantages and disadvantages principals and teachers see as effect of schools’ participation 

in the network. Principals gave a variety of answers regarding the main benefits for their 

schools such as: getting familiar with schools with different specifics and characteristics; 

comparison with other schools and most often – exchange of experience. Another benefit, 

although more rarely mentioned, is the participation and contribution to the development of 

something new for Bulgarian educational system. Main negatives principles usually point out 

are the lack of enough time and human resources for the network activities. Some of them 

also add the additional workload which derives from the lack of enough resources and the 

informal statute of the network.  

Teachers were asked whether their schools’ participation in the network and in the project has 

any advantages, disadvantages or both. A little over 75% of the teachers stated, that this 

participation brought mostly positives for their schools. In their description of these 

advantages teachers relate closely to principals opinions. Exchanging experience is considered 

the main benefit for schools, as well as the opportunity to compare themselves with other 

schools and to self-evaluate school’s strengths and weaknesses. Improvement in school-

parents relations, communication in and outside school, advertising of the school and its work 

in the project, and adapting and implementing a variety of good practices are among common 

answers.  

Regarding network effectiveness, principals share that, as for now, the network is mostly 

effective, but the real benefits of it are yet to be seen and felt with future activities.  

Findings concerning network-level outcomes after self-evaluation and before peer-

evaluation provide the opportunity for defining the following conclusions: 
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 Most school principals and teachers think that the participation of their schools in the 

network and in the project has mostly positive effects.  

 Main areas where the positive impact of network can be recognized are sharing 

experience, improving competencies for school self-evaluation, working with parents. 

Teachers also pointed out the positive effect on evaluation of students’ achievements and the 

opportunity for their improvement. Network effects are less seen in school attendance rates, 

school drop-out rates, and in the work with students with special needs.  

 Main benefits for the schools from their participation in the network and in the project, at 

this particular stage, are interaction, cooperation, exchange of experience, the opportunity to 

compare with others, the improvement of self-evaluation competency. Principals also mention 

as benefit the opportunity to be part of a specific innovation in the education system. 

According to teachers think that the improvement of school-parents interaction is one of the 

main benefits. Both teachers and principals consider the lack of resources (financial and 

human) at network level as one of the main disadvantages which leads to increased work-load 

of school staff and inefficient time use. This particular disadvantage is due to the lack of a 

legal status of the network and insufficient network resources which can be used for school-

level activities.  

 

5.1.4 Evaluation practices of/in the network 

Self-evaluation and peer-evaluation framework 

Principals’ attitudes toward self- and peer-evaluation framework in the network are 

ambiguous. A little more than half of them (6) одкха find it useful, well-structured, and well-

working. The others believe that effects of this framework are yet to be seen and some also 

think it is difficult for application. All principals emphasize that this framework is a common 

product, developed by the network. This opinion is confirmed by school heads’ answers 

concerning the way the framework was designed applied so far. The standards for peer-

evaluation of schools in the network are based on similar frameworks, on participants’ 

personal experience, and on the experience of the foreign partners in the project. In addition, 

principals believe that schools in the network should be the main subjects to decide whether 

the network works well after peer-evaluation is implemented, and two of them also mention 

that those subjects should be Sofia University and the Inspectorate.  

Unfortunately, at the time of the study, all interviewed principal state that in the peer-

evaluation framework there are no standards for evaluation of network-level outcomes and of 

cooperation among schools. Also, there are no criteria to make a complete judgment of 

network effectiveness and network cooperation. There is no clarity what these criteria might 

be.  

Of all teachers participating in the study 60% are familiar with peer-peer-evaluation 

framework while other state that they are partially familiar or not familiar at all. This leads to 

the conclusion that schools have to apply additional sources to inform their staff about 

network activities. Of all teachers familiar with the network 64% completely approve it and 

almost 14% approve some of its elements. As a whole, teachers believe self- and peer-

evaluation framework to be useful for improving school work with parents (71%) and for 
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diagnostic of this field of work (58%). Those results clearly show that pedagogical staff 

mostly believes that self- and peer-evaluation framework can have a real impact over schools 

and not just a project activity.   

Self-evaluation process 

School self-evaluation of parental involvement is the beginning of a complete and complex 

process of polycentric inspection. That’s why, the way self-evaluation goes and its results are 

especially important for taking further actions, planned for implementation of the polycentric 

inspection model. Data gathered at this stage show that majority of teachers believe that the 

implemented self-evaluation is useful (see Figure 5).  

Figure 5: Is the implemented self-evaluation of School-parents interaction useful for the 

schools?(teachers’ opinion) 

  

 

A lot of teachers actually participated in school self-evaluation (about 80%). This 

participation took different forms – filling out questionnaire (46%), organizing and 

implementing self-evaluation activities (34%), processing and analyzing data (7%).  

Data gathered at this stage of the study show that the prevailing opinion among schools is that 

decisions about following activities related to the results of self-evaluation should be made 

after a thorough discussion in the professional communities of each school (principal, 

teachers). Meanwhile, part of the principles think that parents should be part of this process as 

self-evaluation was on parental involvement and each decision will have influence on parents 

since they are interested in this area’s improvement. It is interesting to note that, unlike school 

principals, teachers do not perceive parents as a group that should be part of decision-making 

process.  

Relationship between self-evaluation and peer-evaluation of schools in the network and the 

way it is perceived is quite important. Half of the principals think that peer-evaluation 

framework and process will take into consideration school self-evaluation to a great extent. 

The rest of them are not sure about that or do not give answers to this question. This is 

probably due to the fact that both self- and peer-evaluation are new for Bulgarian school in 

the form they have been planned for the project purposes (as discussed in Chapter 3). As for 

the moment, even school managers who actively participated in the development of peer-

evaluation framework and will be part of peer-evaluation teams, are not quite certain how and 
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in what way they will integrate self-evaluation results in it. With teachers the situation is 

similar. It is good that 84% of them know that their schools will be part of peer-evaluation of 

parental involvement, which evaluation will be performed by teams of other schools in the 

network. This shows that educational staff has a clear vision about the complex nature of 

project activities and doesn’t see self-evaluation as a one-time-only initiative, but rather as a 

part of a more complex model. This is confirmed by teachers’ answers whether schools self-

evaluation is related to the forthcoming peer-evaluation and almost 60% of them are 

convinced that both are related and that self-evaluation results will be considered during peer-

evaluation.  

Interaction between schools in the network during preparation for peer-evaluation is a key 

element of the experimenting the model for polycentric inspection. Interviews with school 

principals showed that development of schedule for school visits and of technology for peer-

evaluation and its elements were made with the participation of all network stakeholders 

through discussions and consensus. This is confirmed by teachers as 70% of them believe that 

staff opinion was taken into account when the forthcoming peer-evaluation was planned. In 

addition, 59.5% of them believe that schools are supported by the network in their preparation 

for peer-evaluation.  

Embedding in regulatory context and clarity of formal responsibilities and roles 

At the moment of the study, due to network informal nature, there is no clearly define roles 

related to the process of evaluation and improvement of schools and the network. Principals’ 

opinions vary on the issue and nearly half of them (4) think that all participants in the network 

are responsible for these processes. Three of them state that each principal is responsible for 

his/hers own school and Sofia University team holds the position of manager and coordinator 

of the process at network level.  

Peer-evaluation network does not have legal foundation as the law itself does not provide 

opportunities for school peer-evaluation and for developing networks of schools. Principals’ 

common hope is that such regulations will be introduced with the new standards for school 

inspection. As discussed in Chapter 3, such regulation was introduced and enforced in 

December 2016 but it does not provide any opportunities of inspection of networks of 

schools.  

The findings about evaluation practices in the network right after self-evaluation and before 

peer-evaluation could be summarized in the following conclusions:  

 Self- and peer-evaluation framework is perceived positively by most of the principals and 

teachers. Respondents see its main functions in being a tool for diagnostics and for a real 

improvement of school-parents interaction. Main limitations are its complexity and little time 

available for its application during peer-evaluation process which provokes some fears about 

additional work-load and fragmentation of the results.  

 There are no criteria and indicators in the framework which can be used for evaluation of 

network-level outcomes or to judge its effectiveness.   

 School self-evaluation that has been implemented is considered useful for schools by 

educational staff, and its results and conclusions are yet to be presented to school 

communities and to parents. Self-evaluation follow up activities should be discussed in 
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schools and decisions to be reached with consensus between school management and 

teachers. Less than half of the principals think that parents should be involved in these 

decisions as well.    

 The whole organization and mechanism of peer-evaluation is developed by all network 

participants with consideration of different opinions and the opinion of schools’ educational 

staff. Equal positions during those discussions and the opportunity to participate in them 

create confidence and calmness about the forthcoming peer-evaluation. Teachers feel that 

schools are supported in their preparation for peer-evaluation and this lowers the pressure 

down.  

 There is a clearly defined expectation that self-evaluation results will be taken into 

account during peer-evaluation.  

 As for the moment, peer-evaluation as a process and framework for implementation does 

not have legislative background due to network informal type and the lack of relevant 

regulation.   

 There are different opinions among network participants regarding who should be 

responsible for any follow-up activities after school self-evaluation. Part of school principals 

think this is a responsibility of each individual schools, while other believe that network 

should have a certain role in the improvement of its members.  

 

5.1.5 Potential dysfunctional effects of self-evaluation and peer-evaluation in the 

network (transaction costs)  

The case study findings lead to the following conclusions regarding potential dysfunctional 

effects of participation in the network:  

 At the moment of the study, no group thinking is observed. Communication in the network 

is open and based on equality and school principals feel free to share opinions and to 

discuss different issues.  

 Transaction costs for schools’ participation in the network can be defined are perceived as 

acceptable. There is increased work-load due to the lack of network-assigned resources. 

Principals use school budgets and apply different strategies for stimulating staff for their 

participation in project activities. Costs and workload are defined as acceptable in 

comparison to the benefits schools have received so far as result of implemented project 

activities. In the meantime, for a large group of teachers (60%) it is difficult to decide 

whether school staff motivation for participation in the network has dropped down at this 

stage (after school self-evaluation) compared to the moment of its creation.  

 There is no competition with negative effects on the network and its members. Principals 

demonstrate high level of motivation for participation and cooperation, for sharing 

experience and good practices. The main focus is on the forthcoming peer-evaluation and 

upon activities following self-evaluation. Part of schools have diversified their educational 

services and believe that this is due to the cooperation in the network and due to the 

implemented self-evaluation. It is expected that this diversification will continue after peer-

evaluation and inspection of the network.  

 The network is relatively open for cooperation with external partners with focus upon 

those who are directly related to parents. Principals expect by the Inspectorate to be more 
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active in their role of a supporting factor in the realization of joint network activities in the 

areas schools have been sharing experience so far.  

 

5.1.6 External context of the network 

Case study findings about external context of the network lead to the following conclusions:  

 Most school principals and teachers consider school resources to be enough. Despite that, 

the lack of specific network resources is a question often raised, especially in relation to 

workload which network activities bring for the schools. Human resources are considered 

to be enough and with high quality.  

 Schools work in various socio-economic conditions. In some schools students come from 

families with stable income and a good social status, while in others there are children 

from families with lower status and with less opportunities. Some of the schools provide 

education to children from Roma ethnos and to an increasing number of children with 

special needs. Some teachers believe that this makes their work and the work of their 

schools more difficult.  

When it comes to external support, the most stable partners of the schools are municipalities 

and the Regional Inspectorate of Education. NGO providers of educational services also 

support schools by providing additional services for children or by working with schools in 

different projects. Principals and teachers define the work with social services as the weakest 

and the most ineffective one. There is a clear expectation that the network will gain a proper 

legislative status and subsequently to expand and strengthen external partnerships. 
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5.2. FINDINGS AFTER PEER-EVALUATION AND BEFORE INSPECTION  

 

5.2.1. FINDINGS AFTER PEER-EVALUATION  

 

5.2.1.1 Methodology and sample 

Peer-evaluation of schools in the network was implemented between 29
th

 of February and 12
th

 

of March 2016, by a schedule agreed by all partners. The procedure stipulated each evaluated 

school to be visited for a day by teams from other two schools in the network with planned 

meetings with teachers, parents and students. Peer-evaluation teams included a principal, 

deputy principal and couple of teachers and other pedagogical staff. Evaluators got familiar 

with self-evaluation report prior to the visit. After their meeting with school management 

team and representatives of different groups of school community peer-evaluation teams 

provided preliminary feedback to the principal on site and, afterwards, prepared a report for 

the peer-evaluation findings (see Appendix 3), based on the a peer-evaluation framework, 

developed by the network (see Appendix 1). 

Peer-evaluation was observed by the Sofia University research team and observation notes 

were taken and included in this analysis (see Appendix 9).   

After peer-evaluation and before inspection of schools in the network, at the end of March, 

2016, school principals were interviewed,  questionnaires to the members of the evaluation 

teams were given (see Appendix 10), and teachers from the schools filled in an questionnaire 

(online survey) (see Appendix 11). The implemented study aimed at evaluating network 

status, the effects of peer-evaluation, and expectations for upcoming inspection of schools in 

the network.  

The study included a total of 195 respondents, 27 of which were members of evaluation teams 

(9 principals, 10 deputy principals, 5 school counselors, 12 teachers) and 158 teachers in the 

schools. Of all teachers-respondents in the survey, 90% are women, 44 % teach at primary 

level, 32% at lower secondary level and 24% at upper secondary level of education. 69% of 

teachers are class tutors which suggest more frequent contacts and interactions with parents.  

 

5.2.1.2 Evaluation practices of/in the network 

Peer-evaluation framework and procedure 

Most members of evaluation teams believe that peer-evaluation framework is good and 

acceptable. A great amount of them define the framework as clear, effective, exact, well-

structured, easy to use, and providing realistic image of school’s work with parents. It is 

impressive that most of the principals (5) speak positively about the fact that the framework 

has been developed by the network and believe that this makes its implementation easier and 

supports evaluation teams in taking schools’ specifics into account. Deputy principals, 

teachers, and school counselors also define peer-evaluation framework as adequate and 
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effective, while teachers (10) believe that it supports to a great extent interaction and 

exchange of experience between schools.  

Some main difficulties in framework application and some opportunities for improvement are 

pointed out by members of evaluation teams such as: some indicators need to be more clearly 

differentiated; the evaluation scale should be more precise as this will ensure taking into 

account schools’ specifics.   

Considering the opinions of members of evaluation teams, two main tendencies regarding 

peer-evaluation procedure can be drawn out. Most respondents (85%) evaluate the 

procedure positively, and define it as suitable, well-structured and organized, clear, and 

providing opportunities for achieving peer-evaluation goals. As a positive aspect of it they 

also state the fact that evaluation of small schools was made by big ones and vice versa. This 

provided opportunity to gather information about different types of schools which are in 

different positions within Sofia school system. Most of the members also believe that such 

type of evaluation is made in Bulgaria for the first time so it is normal for some difficulties 

and obstacles to occur.  

Peer-evaluation procedure was agreed by all partners in the network but after its 

implementation part of evaluation teams members believe it can be improved. Their 

suggestions for improvement are really valuable considering any future peer-evaluation in this 

or in any other network. Some of the difficulties, which respondents pointed out, are: little 

time allocated for school visits; lack of unified documents to be used during the visits; lack 

preliminary defined number of students, teachers and parents to participate in the meetings 

with evaluation teams; the preparation of peer-evaluation report being divided between the 

two evaluation teams based on the standards in it; organizational load for evaluation teams 

and lack of additional resources (time, people).  

All school principals got familiar with self-evaluation reports of the schools prior to the visits. 

Part of them made additional research of schools’ internet sites in order to get impressions 

before the start of peer-evaluation. Some of the principles share that they returned to their 

notes from the first visits at the schools to get a complete picture of school work (during the 

first year of the project each network meeting was hosted by a different school so the partners 

got familiar with schools’ history, achievements and good practices). The other members of 

evaluation teams read self-evaluation reports beforehand and some of them (10) also 

researched schools’ internet sites.  

Regarding the preparation for peer-evaluation, principals gave detailed answers and a lot of 

them share that this preparation included a review of school self-evaluation report, discussion 

of organization, and distribution of responsibilities within school team. Parents have been 

invited to the meetings beforehand, as well as students (representatives of pedagogical council 

and of students’ parliament) and teachers, to participate in the conference with the evaluation 

team. Documents and artifacts that could serve as proofs of statements made in self-

evaluation report were also prepared for the visits. Most members of evaluation teams share 

that they have been engaged with organization of their school peer-evaluation and 

communication with parents and students for the forthcoming meetings.  
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99.4% of all teachers state they are ware that a peer-evaluation of school-parents interaction 

was made at their school. 50% of them participated in peer-evaluation of other schools in the 

network or in the evaluation of their own schools. It can by summarized that schools’ 

preparation for peer-evaluation consisted mainly planning the meetings between parents, 

teachers, students and evaluation teams.  

All principals, but one, share some ideas for improvement of preparation of their school for 

peer-evaluation. Main suggestions refer to following: making evaluation criteria more 

precise; clarification of procedure for inviting different school groups to meetings with 

evaluation teams; lack of enough time for school to present itself fully; preparation of 

example set of documents to support evaluators’ judgment (protocols and other forms for 

gathering data). The rest of evaluation teams’ members shared similar ideas. It can be 

summarized that, although peer-evaluation is perceived mostly positively in terms of its 

framework and procedure, most of the respondents point out some weaknesses in the process 

and suggest ideas for its further improvement.  

Peer-evaluation process: visits and follow-up  

Majority of evaluation teams members  (80%) think, that self-evaluation of schools have 

been taken into account to a high extent during peer evaluation process.  

School principals believe that peer-evaluation in their schools was done in a positive way. 

Most of them share the opinion that the process was complete, clear, organized and exact, and 

provided opportunity for a quality exchange of information. A realistic picture of the school 

was presented. Principals appreciate extremely positively and beneficially the fact, that peer-

evaluators were principals and teachers, representatives of professional school communities, 

who had good intentions and were willing to identify the strengths of the evaluated school. 

The rest of the evaluation teams also share that peer-evaluation process was mostly positive 

and describe it as calm, positive, beneficial, satisfactory, and well-organized. Relatively small 

number of evaluation teams’ members share any negatives regarding peer-evaluation in their 

schools (e.g. delayed start of the meetings, the need of more time and human resources for the 

implementation of the procedure).  

Half of the school principals share that they didn’t have any difficulties in evaluating other 

schools. The other half state some difficulties like: it is impossible to evaluate quality of 

school-parents interaction in an absolutely objective manner, as schools are different and 

operate in different external context; lack of enough empirical data in some of self-evaluation 

reports which required this information to be clarified on site. For the rest of evaluation 

teams’ members there were no difficulties. Only two of them share that meetings in evaluated 

schools were made with selected students, teachers, and parents and they believe this 

influences the objectivity of the information gathered. This aspect of peer-evaluation 

procedure was also discussed at a follow up network meeting after peer-evaluation was done 

and all partners agreed that for next peer-evaluations it is important to clarify in advance the 

number of students, teachers, and parents to be obtained for the meetings, the way they will be 

invited, etc. During the implemented peer-evaluation those practices differed among the 

schools, as principals preferred to have more freedom while planning the hosting. Later, the 
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network partners agreed that there is a need of more unified and detailed peer-evaluation 

procedure.  

All evaluation teams’ members are confident that peer-evaluation feedback was extremely 

useful. Main elements, pointed out as useful, are: sharing experience; having external point of 

view for their work which provides opportunity for self-reflection and comparison with other 

schools; the opportunity to receive feedback on the weaknesses in working with parents and 

for planning relevant improvements. In the interviews all principals, but one, shared that 

changes and improvements have already been planned in their schools as a result of peer-

evaluation and the feedback it provided. All teachers and school counselors also think that 

such changes are planned as result of peer-evaluation. Planned changes, most frequently 

pointed out, are: organizing school for parents; special meeting with parents for planning 

different school activities; introducing protocols for parent conferences (taking minutes, etc.); 

more effective popularization of school activities where parents can participate in. After the 

peer-evaluation it is evident that most of the schools made improvements in their work with 

parents by adapting good practices from other schools in the network.  

All members of evaluation teams, with some minor exceptions, shared that ideas for following 

cooperation between schools in the network have already emerged. It is a common feeling 

that peer-evaluation contributed to better understanding of different schools’ work and to the 

creation of opportunities for development of inter-school cooperation in different areas. Such 

ideas for future activities of the network include: meetings and joint activities of school 

boards and students parliaments; participation of the network in different projects; developing 

joint initiatives; sharing network experience with other schools.  

During the study, both principals and other evaluation teams’ members stated that peer-

evaluation feedback will be presented (or have already been presented) in summary to 

schools’ pedagogical councils
1
. Schools plan to present the results also to the school boards

2
, 

and 4 schools also plan to their student parliaments/councils
3
. As possible means for 

popularization of peer-evaluation findings respondents also consider the opportunity to 

upload peer-evaluation report (full or summary) to school internet site, so it can be accessible 

for more people.  

According to 61% of the teachers who participated in the survey peer-evaluation results have 

already been presented to the pedagogical staff, and they have had the opportunity to discuss 

them and to outline possible measures for improvements. It could be summarized that in most 

schools peer-evaluation results have already been presented to the pedagogical councils and 

in some schools to board of trustees. All schools plan to present these results to school 

community in one way or another.  

                                                           
1
 Shool managing body chaired by the  principal consisting all teaching staff and other professionals as school 

councelor and deputy principals. Discusses and makes decisions on all strategic and important school issues,  

voties school development plan, school year plan, etc. 
2
 Officially titled ‘board of trustiees’. Traditionally in most Bulgatian schools such a body exists. It is a  legal 

voluntary body, consisting parents and other partners of the school,  established to support particular school but 

without managing authority.   
3
 School bodies for students’ self-management consisting representatives of students from each class.  The body 

discusses, plans and makes dessisions on students’ issues and has representatives in the pedagogical council in 

case students maters are being decided. 
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School principals and other members in evaluation teams are determined to present peer-

evaluation results to the parents. All schools plan such presentation (or have already made it) 

to school boards. 6 schools also plan to make a summary presentation of peer-evaluation and 

its results during meetings with parents in each class, so a greater number of parents can be 

informed. School internet site is also is also considered a possible option for presenting results  

to parents, according to some of the respondents. Those ideas are supported by the 

information, provided by teachers. Although such presentation and discussion with parents is 

yet to be done according to 39% of the teachers, other 28% state that peer-evaluation results 

have already been presented and discussed with parental community (through school boards 

and on class  meetings with parents).  

Members of evaluation teams have various opinions about peer-evaluation impact upon 

preparation for the forthcoming inspection of the network. Two main tendencies can be 

found in their answers: 1) peer-evaluation and its results will not be considered and will not 

influence inspections of schools in the network, as the Inspectorate has its own style and work 

practices (30% of evaluation teams’ members); 2) approximately 50% of respondents believe 

that peer-evaluation will be taken into account to some extent, mostly as a basis for 

inspection. Only a small number of respondents are confident, that the Inspectorate will 

consider peer-evaluation results during the inspection and for the purposes of preparing 

inspection report. It is important to note here that, actually, quite the opposite happened 

during the inspection––the Inspectorate considered peer-evaluation and self-evaluation reports 

and even made comparison between their results and inspection findings. These comparisons 

were included in the inspection reports provided to the individual schools and to the network.    

Both school principals and other members of evaluation teams see the role of Sofia 

University team in peer-evaluation process mainly as providing methodological and 

organizational support as the team has been engaged in consulting the development of peer-

evaluation and self-evaluation framework and in the shaping of final reports. Sofia University 

team also had the role of peer-evaluation observers. Although described with various terms, 

University partners are mainly perceived as those who support the effective implementation 

of peer-evaluation, provide instructions and guidelines, when needed, and ensure positive 

atmosphere for school interactions and interactions between the evaluated school and 

evaluation teams. This opinion of principals and other evaluation teams members confirms 

repeats the one expressed by principals after school self-evaluation, so there is sustainability 

in the way University is perceived as a partner by the network.  

Principals and other members of evaluation teams definitely find shared experience and 

comparison with other schools as main positives of schools’ participation in peer-

evaluation, along with provided feedback by colleagues with different experience from 

different schools. These benefits are the most important ones for the schools. Only 20% of 

respondents state some negatives due to their school participation in peer-evaluation. Some of 

these negatives are related to peer-evaluation procedure which they consider too difficult and 

time-consuming, especially for evaluation teams. Those teams should handle a large amount 

of information and provide a final judgment. Teachers, who participated in survey, share 

similar to evaluation teams’ opinions (see Figure 6) 
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Figure 6: Teachers’ opinion about peer-evaluation benefits for their schools  

 

 

Figure 7: Teachers’ opinion about peer-evaluation costs-benefits proportion  

 

 

Results show that approximately 2/3 of all teachers thinks that peer-evaluation is useful to full 

or to a great extent. Meanwhile, teachers’ opinion about costs-benefits proportion is especially 

interesting (see Figure 7). Data show that 2/3 of them believe peer-evaluation benefits are 

great, and for 41% of teachers the costs are acceptable.  

By the data gathered from evaluation teams and teachers it is evident that  participation of 

schools in peer-evaluation is mostly perceived as positive, with further positive effects on  

schools, despite it has been somewhat difficult and time-consuming.  

The main benefits principals point out are related to future optimization of their managerial 

work regarding interaction with parents. In addition, participation in peer-evaluation has 

improved their competencies to reflect on and to assess their own work, the work of their 
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employees, and the work of the school as a whole and in certain areas. School teams’ 

development and improvement are also considered a benefit for all participants in evaluation 

teams main professional benefits are considered exchanging experience, comparison with 

colleagues and reflection on the way they perform their professional duties. Especially useful 

for deputy principals, school counselors, and teachers is the opportunity to establish 

professional contacts with other colleagues at the same position in other schools and to 

discuss common issues within the context of their work with parents.  

Observation of peer-evaluation provided research team with data to summarize the 

following positives and difficulties in its implementation: 

Positives 

 All schools have been prepared for the evaluation. They presented self-evaluation report to 

evaluation teams and organized meetings with parents, teachers, and students.  

 Evaluation teams have made a thorough preparation by getting familiar with self-

evaluation report of the evaluated school and have defined areas for additional questioning.  

 Peer-evaluation atmosphere was positive and calm in all schools. Evaluators’ approach was 

good, stimulating beneficial communication.  

 Being colleagues in profession, members of the evaluation teams demonstrated 

understanding and were focusing on identifying strengths of school’s work.  

 Information for evaluation on each standard was gathered during the school visits. 

 Schools shared experience not only about evaluated area but about other areas as well. 

Difficulties 

 Lack of experience in peer-evaluation created difficulties for evaluation teams to ask 

adequate and focused questions in order to receive deep and complete information on the 

evaluated topic. 

 The evaluators’ status of  ‘colleagues’ to the principals and teachers in the evaluated 

schools often led to their association with identified problems and at times it was difficult 

for them to get in  the position of objective evaluators. This contributed to the positive 

peer-evaluation atmosphere and exchange of experience, but, sometimes, troubled the 

process of objective data gathering.  

 In certain situations, exchange of experience and good practices prevailed over data 

gathering in the evaluated area – parental involvement. 

 Sometimes smaller schools felt uncomfortable to evaluate bigger schools and school in city 

center with good reputation (high performing schools). 

 Most of the evaluators didn’t seek documentation to support self-evaluation report data, 

but rather relayed on their discussions with parents, teachers, and students. Those 

discussions were mostly perceived as supporting the data, rather than a source of data 

reliability. 

 At the closure of the school visits some evaluation teams didn’t provide a preliminary 

feedback, to the principals.  

The outlined observed difficulties in peer-evaluation process in the network lead to the 

conclusion that a better preparation of evaluation teams is needed, so relevant skills could be 

developed. By working on the project, principals gathered knowledge in this field in different 
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forms––by studying evaluation frameworks, participating in trainings and seminars, sharing 

good practices , etc., but it turnt out that yet they don’t have enough skills and confidence in 

their role of evaluators of their colleagues’ work. Despite difficulties, all principals were 

explicit in their opinion that peer-evaluation is the most valuable experience for them from the 

process of experimenting the polycentric inspection model in Sofia.  

In summary, case study findings and observations of peer-evaluation lead to the following 

main conclusions about peer-evaluation practices in the network:  

 Participants in the process define peer-evaluation framework as good, clear, effective, 

exact, and well structured. It is considered positive that it is developed by the schools and 

provides opportunity for reflection and comparison. Main difficulties in its application are 

related to the necessity of making evaluation scale more precise so it can be applied more 

easily, and also some items and questions should be clarified. 

 Peer-evaluation procedure is perceived positively, as being suitable, well-structured, 

organized, and clear. Main difficulties are small amount of time, planned for school visits, 

additional work-load for evaluation teams, and the lack of additional resources (time and 

people).  

 All participants were well prepared for the peer-evaluation and this was confirmed by the 

observations. Preparation included getting familiar with schools self-evaluation reports 

prior to school visit, preliminary meetings and discussions within evaluation teams. 

Possible direction for improvement of preparation includes defining the procedure for 

selection and invitation of different groups (parents, teachers, students) for participation in 

the evaluation, and development of a set of forms/documents that would support evaluation 

process.  

 Peer-evaluation process, according to participants, was clear, exact, objective, providing 

opportunities for a quality information sharing. Peer-evaluation observations in schools 

revealed that atmosphere was calm, the process was going smoothly, and participants had 

good intentions and were looking to identify school achievements. 

 Peer-evaluation in each school took about half a day. Evaluation teams first met with the 

principal and school management team, and next met with representatives of parents 

(school board), students’ parliament, and teachers. Some additional questions to school 

principal usually have closed the visit.  

 A really positive fact that participants point out, is that they were evaluated by peer 

specialists, working in other schools and who understand school reality. Peer-evaluation 

observation revealed that, although the evaluators were trained, they didn’t have enough 

experience for such a task, and they had difficulties asking focused questions for receiving 

objective and relevant information. Discussions often strayed out toward topics not related 

to peer-evaluation but mostly referring to sharing experience and presenting good practices 

of the school.  

 Main difficulty in peer-evaluation process, pointed out by participants, is the existence of a 

specific internal school context, which makes it difficult to reach fully objective 

judgments. Lack of enough empirical data in some cases was also stated as an issue. 

 Peer-evaluation feedback is considered especially useful. As a result schools planed some 

changes in their work with parents like: organizing schools for parents, introducing 
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protocols for meetings with parents, etc. Peer-evaluation observations showed that at the 

closure of school visits some evaluation teams didn’t provide preliminary feedback on site.  

 Peer-evaluation results are to be presented or have already been presented and discussed at 

pedagogical council meeting and all schools plan to present them to parents’ community. 

Part of the schools also will present these results to students’ parliaments in their schools. 

 

5.2.1.3 Effects and benefits of peer-evaluation within the network 

For most evaluation teams members’ freedom to express different points of view in the 

network hasn’t changed (approximately 80%). As a whole, the feeling of freedom to speak is 

strong enough and has not been negatively influenced by peer-evaluation. Positive and 

complete process of peer-evaluation have set them free of their concerns about how they as 

professionals and the work of their schools will be judged by the other members of the 

network. It also strengthened their feelings of acceptance and understanding among network 

partners so they feel free to express their opinion. This is especially evident for deputy 

principals and teachers, participating in evaluation teams. Most principals share that there is 

no change in their feeling of equal participation of all partners in the network. The rest of 

evaluation teams’ members expressed similar views.  

Teachers were asked whether their colleagues’ motivation for participation in both network 

and project had declined, compared to the one in beginning of the project. Almost half of 

them believe that motivation hasn’t decline, but almost 35% state that they can’t decide on 

this issue. Comparing data with previous research stage (after self-evaluation and before peer-

evaluation), it can be seen that the proportion of different answers has changed. Those, who 

cannot give an answer, decline from 58% to 35%, and teachers believing that motivation 

hasn’t dropped down rose (from 38% to 47.5%). The percentage of teachers, who think that 

their colleagues’ motivation has declined, also rose from 3% to 18%. This 18% of teachers, 

stating there is a declining motivation among school staff for participation in the project, is a 

clear indicator, that more attention should be paid to the ‘second line’ in the network––

teachers and other pedagogical staff in general, who have been mostly engaged in different 

organizational activities, related to schools’ self- and peer-evaluation.  

On the other hand, principals and other members of evaluation teams are quite confident in 

their opinion that, as for now, there are no partners who would leave the network. There is a 

common sense of satisfaction from the work done and from the planned further network 

activities.  

As can be expected, when asked whether they plan any changes in school work as a result of 

network participation, principals provide quite detailed answers, stating at least one or two 

ideas for such changes. Most of these ideas are related to school-parents interaction, which is 

the main focus of the network for the past year. Several ideas are repeated, such as: including 

specific duties regarding work with parents in teachers’ job description; using more electronic 

forms for communication with parents and for presenting school’s achievements to the public; 

strengthening the work with school boards; project work; work on the weaknesses  outlined in 

school self- and peer-evaluation reports. The rest of evaluation teams members also share 

various ideas, mostly related to schools’ work with parents: organizing schools for parents; 
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regular inquiry of parents’ opinions; project work with participation of parents; more 

electronic forms for communication with parent. Almost 73% of teachers share that such 

changes have already been foreseen, while about 26% state they don’t have information on 

the question.  

Case study findings clearly show that self-and peer-evaluation, implemented in the network, 

definitely have a certain effect upon schools and stimulate them for changes in their work 

with parents in a way that, hopefully, improve this work in the following school years. 

Changes in other areas of schooling as a result of school participation in the network have so 

far not been clearly stated by any of the respondent groups. Still, such changes have already 

been introduced in some schools due to sharing experience and exchanging good practices.  

Key point for all participants in the case study is the necessity for implementation of more 

surveys with parents and students, aimed at inquiring their opinion on and satisfaction by 

different areas of schooling and as a whole.  

Most teachers (72%) believe that some good practices for parental involvement observed in 

the other schools can be integrated in their own schools. These teachers’ believe raises the 

chances for real improvements of parental involvement in the network to be seen soon, due to 

the open minded and motivated teacher community willing to adapt good practices to the 

specific settings of their schools. 

Regarding effects and benefits of peer-evaluation the following main conclusions can be 

outlined:  

 Peer-evaluation definitely has a significant impact upon schools. Participants in the study 

share that change in schools’ work as a whole are planned, and in work with parents 

specifically. These changes are related to integration of good practices from other schools, 

and to implementation of some specific changes in schools’ organization and functioning. 

These changes come as results of peer-evaluation experience and recommendations. 

Foreseen changes are also related to communication with parents, the inclusion of specific 

elements in teachers’ job description aimed at improving their interaction with parents, 

implementing schools for parents, etc.  

 As for now, potential dysfunctional effects have not been observed as a result of peer-

evaluation. There is no increasing competition or power struggles, nor there are any 

conflicts in the network. Motivation for participation is good and even higher in 

comparison to after self-evaluation stage of the project and there are no partners willing to 

leave the network. Cooperation, exchange of ideas and freedom of expression were not 

influenced negatively, and some participants even think that these characteristics are 

improved due to better knowing and understanding among schools partnering in the 

network.  

 

5.2.1.4 External context 

When it comes to the external context during peer-evaluation, it can be summarized that all 

main factors were considered during the evaluation process (school location, specific socio-

economic characteristics of parents, minority groups with low social status). In addition, some 
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other factors could have been taken into account, such as interaction with local administration, 

the number of schools in the area, etc. The lack of network resources so far hasn’t been an 

obstacle to peer-evaluation activities, but it is recognized as an issue by some of the 

respondents. Peer-evaluation recommendations don’t play any role for supporting schools in 

handling external factors’ impact.  

 

5.2.2 FINDINGS BEFORE NETWORK INSPECTION  

 

5.2.1.1 Methodology and sample 

Data before network inspection was gathered with the research method and instruments and 

with the sample described in paragraph 5.2.1.1. Additional 6 inspectors from Sofia Regional 

Inspectorate of Education were interviewed with a standard questionnaire (see Appendix 12) 

including the chief of  ‘Inspection and organization-methodical activity’ department. Those 6 

inspectors formed the team for implementing polycentric inspection of the network.  

Main goal of this part of the case research is to study the opinions of evaluation teams and 

teachers about the forthcoming network inspection, their expectations about its technology,  

framework , results and effects. Main questions for inspectors are about at the way they 

perceive the network, its structure and work right before the inspection, and how they prepare 

for the inspection.  

 

5.2.2.2. Defining the network 

Inspectors believe that the network is created in order a polycentric model for inspection of 

network of 10 schools to be tested on the chosen topic. Inspectorate role is related mainly to 

the forthcoming inspection. 

Inspectors’ opinions about the network of schools could be summarized into the following:  

 Inspectors are familiar with the network structure and internal interactions. They define 

the structure as optimal, and believe that variety of schools in it they have a positive impact 

on cooperation and exchange of experience.  

 Network is developed and works in an optimal state, cooperation between schools is 

good, and inspectors are aware of the topics in which schools share experience and good 

practices. 

 According to inspectors the main network goals are cooperation, sharing experience, and 

support of schools in different areas, along with experimentation of polycentric inspection of 

network of schools. 

 Main expectations of inspectors are related to the opportunity to participate in application 

of an innovative model for inspection network of schools, and to improve their professional 

competencies. 
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 Inspectors define the roles of different participants in the network as following: Sofia 

University is the coordinator, organizing body, providing methodical support; Regional 

Inspectorate of Education is coordinator, provides methodical support, and implements 

polycentric inspection.  

 The network has internal but no external legitimacy (only within the project framework) 

due to lack of relevant regulations in the in the national legislation. 

 There are no changes in the network at the time of the study. 

 

5.2.2.3 Network-level outcomes  

Interviewed inspectors misunderstood the questions regarding network-level outcomes. They 

didn’t give clear or complete answers about the extent to which participants’ work has been 

influences by their involvement in the network. They didn’t state what the indicators for 

network effectiveness are. Main opinions they share are related to the fact that the network 

works well and that cooperation between participants is good.  

 

5.2.2.4 Evaluation practices in/of the network (opinions of inspectors, evaluation teams, 

and teachers) 

Inspection framework 

Polycentric inspection framework was developed by Inspectorate team at series of work 

meetings. Project coordinator for Bulgaria participated in one of these meetings. According to 

inspectors, the framework is developed in compliance with inspection regulations and is 

presented to the network and ‘defended’.  

Most of evaluation teams’ members (over 80%) say that they are familiar with inspection 

framework and its content. No matter what their position is (principal, teacher, deputy 

principal, school counselor), all respondents are confident that they know the framework, its 

standards and indicators and what it will evaluate. Half of evaluation teams’ members say that 

they are not aware how framework standards and indicators have been developed and what 

their foundations are. The other half believes that these standards and indicators are based on 

the legislation, school monitoring studies, and on other similar inspection frameworks. As 

expected, principals have better understanding the about foundations of the inspection 

framework as they have been part of project activities from the very beginning. It could be 

concluded that both inspectors and members of evaluation teams have common opinion about 

the inspection framework’ essence and its development.  

Inspection framework is based on self- and peer-evaluation framework, developed by the 

network for evaluation of school-parents interaction. It builds on this framework and adapts it 

to the inspection goals and those inspecting. Interviewed inspectors don’t mention that fact 

but part of evaluation teams’ members (about one third) share that inspection framework is 

related to peer-evaluation framework and some of them (mainly principals) define it as a 

‘common product’. This is confirmed by the fact that almost 60% of evaluation teams’ 
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members, no matter in what position they are, point out that they had a significant role in 

defining the inspection topic although they haven’t participated in the development of the 

framework and its standards. The sense of  ‘ joint work’ can also be seen in teachers’, deputy 

principals’ and principals’ opinions that inspection framework is closely related to peer-

evaluation framework developed by schools principals in the network.  

Both inspectors and evaluation teams state that inspection framework for polycentric 

inspection of the network does not include particular standards for evaluation of network-

level outcomes or for cooperation among network participants. Inspectors are confident that: 

Standards in the framework evaluate school-level outcomes and, after comparison 

and analysis of self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection results, network-

level outcomes will be defined.  

Inspectors’ approach for defining network-level outcomes as a summative value or as a mean 

value of individual school’ results are clearly visible. This conclusions is confirmed by the 

evaluation teams’ members most of whom (over 70%) have difficulties pointing out whether 

inspection framework includes criteria for judgment of network effectiveness and individual 

school’ effectiveness. In addition, most of them also have difficulties to answer if there are 

any relations between inspection standards for evaluation of an individual school and 

standards for evaluation of the network as a whole.  

Interviewed inspectors state firmly that standards in inspection framework are applicable for 

both individual schools and for the network as a whole which clearly shows that evaluation 

approach to the network actually goes through individual school evaluation.  

Inspection procedure and follow-up activities  

Forthcoming polycentric inspection of the network of schools is perceived mostly positive by 

all respondents. It could be pointed out that 92%  of educational staff in the schools is aware 

that polycentric inspection will be done as part of their schools’ work on the project. This 

clearly shows that internal communication in the schools is good and that teachers are 

prepared for the forthcoming inspection. Main part of team members (68%) have been 

informed about the inspection at pedagogical council’s meeting 28% personally by the 

principal (most probably those are project team participants).  

Most members of evaluation teams state there is support and cooperation among schools 

regarding preparation for the inspection — this opinion is expressed by 6 out of 9 principals,  

(4 out of 10 deputy principals, 3 out of 5 school counselors and by teachers. Principals clearly 

state that cooperation and support about forthcoming inspection includes sharing experience 

about the documents they need to present prior or during the visits, about mechanisms and 

procedures for systematization and visualization and information to be provided. Part of 

evaluation teams also say that support between schools will actually start with the first school 

inspection, when experience about its implementation will be shared, along with possible 

weaknesses next inspected schools can avoid, and opportunities for making inspection easier 

for schools.  

In the meantime, almost half members of evaluation teams state that self and peer-evaluation 

in the network were not influenced by the forthcoming inspections due to fact that they were 
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delivered with clear framework, standards, and criteria accepted by all schools while 

inspection framework had been presented to the network after those two processes had ended. 

This means that, although schools perceive all three evaluation elements as interrelated, they 

implemented self- and peer-evaluation as individual elements in order to gain information 

about school-parents interaction in each school rather as preceding the inspection or being 

made specifically for the inspection itself. By this it is evident that schools wish and need to 

study and analyze their own work through various mechanisms and procedures and thus to 

support the external evaluation done by the inspectors.  

Preparation for the forthcoming network inspection includes several elements as pointed out 

by inspectors: learning about polycentric inspection with the support of Sofia University 

research team; discussions, analysis, and development of inspection framework; work 

meeting with schools for presenting and discussing the framework, its standards and 

indicators; agreeing the inspection schedule with the principals and specifying documents 

schools should provide before the visits.   

Inspection team was formed on a voluntary basis. Experts and senior experts with experience 

in different inspection fields expressed their will to participate. Each school is to be visited by 

one inspector and the chief of department ‘Inspection and organizational and methodical 

activity’ at the Inspectorate. All interviewed inspectors confirmed they voluntary participation 

in the inspection team.  

Although respondents have said that self- and peer-evaluation were not influenced by the 

forthcoming network inspection, most of them (about 80%) clearly stated their expectations 

that self- and peer-evaluation results will be taken into account by inspectors during the 

inspection. This can be considered a positive development of their opinion, compared to their  

moderate skepticism expressed on the similar question before peer-evaluation. This attitude of 

schools in the network fully corresponds with inspectors’ statement that inspection framework 

takes into account self- and peer-evaluation data. This is also confirmed by the information  

shared by the inspectors that before the inspection they require schools to present their self- 

and peer-evaluation reports. Consideration of previous two evaluation stages aims at 

‘measuring and comparing levels of quality of school-parents interaction’ at different phases 

of evaluation, which comparison will be used for making an overall judgment of schools and 

the network. The presence of common understanding on this issue shows that three-elements 

model for polycentric inspection tested in the network provides all stakeholders with 

opportunity to express their point of view and decreases to some extent the pressure of 

inspection, by providing enough possibilities for schools, alone or with other network 

partners, to present relevant data for proving their achievements and results. All of this 

contributes to perceiving the inspection more as one recognizing achievements than as one 

‘searching for flaws’ (contrary to the way traditional inspections are perceived in Bulgaria).  

It is especially impressive that inspection visits schedule was developed and agreed by all 

network participants and that it considers principals’ and other school staff‘s engagements 

(again in contrast to traditional single school inspections in Bulgaria).  

Regarding inspection feedback inspectors share that they plan to present inspection findings 

to schools and the network at a planned meeting of all project partners. Inspectors also share  
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that all network partners reach common decisions for actions at these network meetings. 

Principals and other school respondents also state they plan inspection results for their school 

to be presented to school community and main inspection conclusions to be presented to 

parents’ community mostly through regular, formal communication channels. Students are 

rather isolated from these discussions of inspection results as they are not considered as an 

addressee. In the meantime, it is important to note that, within the current inspection system in 

Bulgaria, there is hardly a practice for making inspection results available to different 

stakeholders except to teachers in the inspected schools if the principal decides to do it. 

Embedding in regulatory context and clarity of formal responsibilities and roles 

Interviews with inspectors and evaluation teams clearly showed that, as for now, there is no 

relevant legislation for implementing polycentric inspections of networks of schools. Some 

principals and deputy principals say that participation of the Inspectorate in the project 

provides some sort of legitimacy to this inspection due to the fact that inspection is made by 

their team and that they have been part of the project since its beginning. Inspectors also state 

that Inspectorate is the body responsible for school inspections but the forthcoming inspection 

is of a different kind and it does not appear in legislation. All of this corresponds to the actual 

state of the inspection system, discussed in Chapter 3. Part of evaluation teams’ members, 

mostly principals, expressed their hope (end of March 2016) that such legislation will be 

developed soon so the polycentric inspection and development of networks can actually 

happen   and operate to a full extent. Unfortunately, such a legislation is not yet available 

(July 2017).  

In a summary, the study implemented among evaluation teams, teachers and inspectors leads 

to the following conclusions about inspection practices in the network:  

 Inspection framework with its standards and criteria is developed by Inspectorate team in 

accordance with current inspection regulations and peer-evaluation framework, created by the 

schools principals in the network. It has been presented to schools prior to inspection and was 

discussed with them. Schools didn’t suggest any changes in the framework or in its 

application mechanisms.  

 According to respondents, there are no criteria and indicators for evaluating  network-

level outcomes or effectiveness. Inspectors and part of  schools’ respondents believe that 

overall judgment about network performance could be drawn upon the individual school’s 

judgment and through comparison of self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection findings.  

 Teachers are familiar with the forthcoming inspection and with the inspection framework. 

This is quite a difference compared to traditional inspections of individual schools that are 

being made in Bulgaria.  

 There is a cooperation regarding forthcoming inspection between schools in the network 

through information exchange about the documents to be presented, systematization and 

visualization of information, and support for preparation according inspection framework. It is 

expected that this cooperation will increase after first inspection, as schools will exchange 

information about the way inspection went, and about possible weak points and difficulties to 

be avoided in the next visits. 
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 All schools have a clear expectation that schools self- and peer-evaluation will be 

considered during inspection and for the final judgment. These two evaluations are expected 

to be taken into account to moderate or high degree with a slight dominance of peer-

evaluation. This is in accordance with inspectors’ plan to use self- and peer-evaluation reports 

for the inspection judgments as especially important for complete and effective inspection 

delivery.  

 There is cooperation among schools and inspectors about planning inspection visits 

schedule. Principals feel their opinion has been taken into account but their participation in 

defining documents for inspection was not considerable due to the fact that they expected the 

Inspectorate to present its requirements. In the meantime, they feel free to provide additional 

documents to make evident school’s work and accomplishments. Due to preliminary agreed 

set of documents to be provided to the inspectors for consideration and the use of self- and 

peer-evaluation reports principals are confident that inspection will focus on schools’ results 

and achievements rather on flaws and weaknesses.  

 Inspectors plan to provide inspection feedback to all schools at a meeting of the network 

(which actually happened). Schools, on the other hand, plan to present those results in details 

to pedagogical councils and part of the school plan to present them to parents, in one form or 

another (mostly through schools board and/or on parental meetings). Half of the schools share 

that inspection results will be summarized and presented at school’ internet site. As for now, 

students are mostly isolated from this process as they are not seen as addressees of inspection 

outcomes. 

 Empirical study confirms that there is no legislation framework for implementing 

polycentric inspection of networks of schools, as all respondents state. Interviewed inspectors 

share that the Inspectorate performs some sort of similar inspection regarding the ‘regional 

school network’
4
, but this network is extremely big and Inspectorate doesn’t have enough 

human and financial resources to perform quality inspections on different topics for all 

schools in the region.  

 

5.2.2.5 Impact of polycentric inspection 

Expected impact of polycentric inspection starts with schools’ preparation for it. Interviews 

with inspectors and members of evaluation teams show that there is no differences in the way 

schools are preparing for this inspection, compared to traditional inspections of individual 

schools. This opinion is shared by over 70% of teachers in all 10 schools in the network. In 

the meantime, part of them also states that there is a calm atmosphere and no pressure about 

the forthcoming inspection. This, they believe, is due to availability of preliminary 

information about what school should prepare, knowing inspection framework, and due to 

self- and peer-evaluation which gave schools enough confidence about their achievements in 

the inspected area. Inspectors also state there is no significant difference in their preparation 

for the inspection, but add that: 

                                                           
4
 This term is used in education practice and policy documents to refer to the schools located in particular region 

of the country, for which the inspectorates are responsible to control and support.   
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Differences are regarding that inspection is focused on the same area of 

schooling as self- and peer-evaluation. Schools have already taken measures for 

improvement in the area and they cooperate in the network for the whole period, 

supporting one another.  

Schools’ expectations toward impact of polycentric inspection are absolutely in favor of 

positives both for individual schools and network. Difficulties inspection can bring are less or 

more bearable compared to expected benefits. Majority members of evaluation teams (90%) 

believe that benefits of polycentric inspection are expressed in:  

 Evaluation of schools and comparison between schools’ results based on common criteria 

and indicators.  

 Shared experience among schools in the inspected area.  

 Discussion of common issues in schools’ work with parents and finding common 

solutions. 

 School’s opportunity to evaluate its strengths and weaknesses. 

 Improving communication with parents at school level. 

 Improving communication between schools in the network. 

 Motivation of teachers for improving their interaction with parents. 

It is important to point out that principals see polycentric inspection as a combination of self-

evaluation, peer-evaluation, and inspection, so most of them (6) particularly state self- and 

peer-evaluations as benefits of polycentric inspection. While principals see inspection benefits 

in evaluation they have received by colleagues, cooperative work on common issues, and 

improving team work at school, deputy principals see those benefits in experience exchange 

and improved communication in the network. For teachers and school counselors benefits of 

polycentric inspection are mostly in finding joint solutions to common problems for all 

school, and in receiving objective opinion for their schools and work.  

Teachers’ opinions on benefits of polycentric inspection are presented on Figure 8. Data 

show that this group of respondents also expects mostly positive effects of polycentric 

inspection.  

Regarding difficulties polycentric inspections could bring, only a small number of evaluation 

teams’ members point out any. This is confirmed by inspectors who believe that there will be 

no negative effects for schools and for the network.  

It is evident by the data obtained that right before inspection, schools see the forthcoming 

inspections mostly positively and expect to gain certain benefits from it. Difficulties are seen 

mostly in the lack of time for full preparation and in differences among schools. This is 

confirmed by the answers given to the question about the impact this type of inspection will 

have upon schools, network, and other interested parties. Over 60% of evaluation teams’ 

members state that this impact will be mostly positive: stronger engagement with the 

inspected area of all school stakeholders; higher schools’ confidence and self-esteem; 
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improved communication between students, teachers, and parents; improvement of this area 

management; better cooperation in and between schools in the network. It is interesting that 

all members of evaluation teams define as main benefits of the network inspection the same as 

the elements of the polycentric inspection they believe will influence on the schools and the 

network.  

 

Figure 8: What would be the benefits of polycentric inspections for your school and for the 

network? (teachers’ opinion to an open question) 

 

 

Interviewed inspectors state that they plan to continue their work with the network at work 

meetings within the timeframe of the project (and afterwards, if all partners agree on that). At 

these meetings there will be discussions, methodological support, and sharing good practices 

between schools, which will encourage improvements at school and network level.  

When it comes to consequences of inspection, inspectors share they plan to implement and 

improve approaches and mechanisms for improving school-parents interaction based on 

inspection findings and to be implemented through mutual support between schools in the 

network and in cooperation of the Inspectorate itself. Unfortunately, Inspectorate’ support 

didn’t actually happen to the expected degree after the end of network inspection. This will be 

discussed in more details in paragraph 5.4 presenting the data obtained 8 months after 

polycentric inspection. Actually, after inspection of the network the Inspectorate returned to 

its traditional approach where they expect of schools to ask for their help instead of inspectors 

being proactive. Anyway, it should be mentioned that the main reason for such a practice is 

the workload of inspectors which overload additionally grew with the new responsibilities, 

assigned to them with the new educational legislation. The small number of experts (40), 

compared to number of schools and kindergartens  in Sofia (about 550), is a permanent issue 
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for effective management of education in the capital and it has been created long ago with the 

structure and number of staff working at Sofia Regional Inspectorate.  

Principals, teachers, and other members of evaluation teams don’t expect any negative 

consequences from the inspection. Most of them (60%) share that they expect positive 

developments after inspection, related to: improved work; improved interaction with parents; 

reconsidered attitudes; improved team work in and outside the schools; more realistic self-

reflection; stimulus for new network initiatives;  legislation changes which will support 

networks inspection of networks (this change has not happened yet). Teachers also expect 

inspection consequences to be more positive and stimulating schools’ work rather than to 

result in sanctions. 

Data obtained show that before inspection schools perceive it more as a positive mechanism 

for support and development rather than a sanctioning procedure looking for flaws. There are 

expectations for benefits, positive impact, and opportunities for improvement. This is mostly 

due to the sense of community and support between schools in the network, and due to the 

inspection procedure which ensures confidence and calmness because of prior self- and peer-

evaluation implemented.  

The expected impact of polycentric inspection before its implementation could be 

summarized in the following:  

 There is no sense of difference in preparation for network inspection, compared to 

traditional inspections of a single school. In the meantime, schools’ communities are calm and 

ready for the inspection which is mostly due to already implemented self- and peer-

evaluation. Inspection is seen as a positive mechanism for support and not like sanctioning 

procedure that seeks for flaws. Positive expectations toward inspection in the network are in 

contrast with the way principals and teachers see traditional school inspections.  

 Schools see more benefits than deficits in the forthcoming inspection. It is expected that 

polycentric inspections will have positive impact, which will: improve work in the inspected 

field; motivate teachers; improve team work; improve cooperation between schools in the 

network. It is interesting that project activities often overlap with elements of polycentric 

inspections in the answers given by principals, deputy principals and teachers, which confirm 

the above stated conclusion that all of them perceive the model for polycentric inspection as a 

total structure consisting self-evaluation, peer-evaluation, and inspection by external, formal 

body.  

 

5.2.2.6 Potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspection of the network (opinions 

of evaluation teams) 

Research data gathered about potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspection in the 

network lead to the following conclusions:  

 Forthcoming polycentric inspection of the network is not expected to bring any serious 

dysfunctional effects. 
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 There are no expectations that inspections will influence the freedom of sharing ideas in a 

negative way, nor to provoke any additional conflicts or raise competition and power-

struggle. 

 As transaction costs are mostly pointed out the increased workload without new roles or 

procedures emerging at schools or in the network. This workload is mostly related to 

preparation activities for the inspection, especially preparation of documents to be presented 

to the Inspectorate before the visits. 

 There are no expectations for disrupting equal positions of partners and for possible 

decrease in motivation, or for partners leaving as a result of the inspection. 

 There are no practices or procedure the network would like to hide form inspectors.  

 Polycentric inspection impact is expected to be positive, especially when it comes to 

school-parents interaction, and a partial effect is expected upon educational services schools 

provide. No impact on educational services of the network is expected as at this moment it 

does not provide any as an independent educational body.  

 

5.2.2.7 External context of the network (opinions of evaluation teams and inspectors) 

Resources, socio-economic conditions, and community support 

Data gathered regarding this variable show that schools expect their external context 

(resources, socio-economic conditions) to be taken into account during inspection. On the 

other hand, inspectors don’t show such willingness. In the meantime, inspectors recognize the 

existence of external factors that influence the network in positive or in negative aspect 

(school location, social environment as a whole, communications, and system for school 

partnership). 

Inspectors think that so far the network has been supported mostly by Sofia University and 

Regional Inspectorate within the project framework and don’t define any other partners who 

pressure the network to improve. This can be expected as the network is created within the 

project framework and goals and doesn’t have any partnerships of its own. It also doesn’t 

undertake activities to make its work popular (aside of dissemination activities regarding 

research results, implemented by Sofia University team at different national and international 

forums).   
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5.3. FINDINGS AFTER THE POLYCENTRIC INSPECTION OF THE NETWORK 

 

5.3.1 Methodology and sample 

All 10 schools in the network participated in the polycentric inspection of parental 

involvement the implemented self- and peer-evaluation. Inspectorate developed its own 

inspection framework with standards, criteria, and evaluation norms (see Appendix 4)  as well 

as inspection technology and schedule. Inspectors also developed inspection report form to be 

provided to each school in the network (see Appendix 5) and network inspection report form  

(see Appendix 6) to be provided to the network and to the head of Sofia Inspectorate of 

Education.  Network inspection was implemented within 10 days, between 11
th

 and 22
nd

 of 

April 2016 and it was observed by Sofia University research team using protocol (see 

Appendix 13).  

After the network inspection, principals of all 10 school and all 6 inspectors from the 

Inspectorate were interviewed with standardized questionnaires (see Appendices 14 and 15) 

about polycentric inspection, preparation, procedure, implementation, and findings. Teachers’ 

opinions were surveyed with online questionnaire (see Appendix 16)  among 142 respondents. 

89% of teachers are women and 66% are class tutors which suppose they have more frequent 

interaction with parents. Educational level they teach is presented on figure 9. 

 

Figure 9: Distribution of teachers by educational levels  

 

 

Analysis of data, obtained right after inspection of the network, also includes information 

from a principals’(and other representatives of the peer-evaluation teams) meeting to reflect 

on inspection findings and to plan improvement measures based on individual schools’ and 

network’s recommendations (took place on June 10-11 2016 and  was video recorded) and 

from a group interview with inspecting team (took place on June 26 2016, also video 

recorded; both videos are uploaded on the project’s website – www.schoolinspections.eu). 
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The principals’ meeting and group interview with inspection team took place after the 

inspection results were presented at a formal meeting of all project partners (8.06.2016).  

 

5.3.2 Evaluation practices of/in the network  

Inspection framework 

All principals refer to the inspection framework in a positive way. Most of them define it as 

thorough, deep, and adequate to reality. They are pleased with the fact that it is closely related 

and takes into account self and peer-evaluation framework of the network. Principals also 

define the inspection framework as applicable and even improved, considering the additional 

criterion the Inspectorate added addressing teachers’ competencies for parental involvement. 

Inspectors believe their preparation for the network inspection was complete, not needing 

any changes. Principals shared that their preparation for the inspection included several main 

aspects: preparation of documents and other artifacts for presenting school’s work in the 

inspected area, which documents were defined in the framework and required by the 

Inspectorate; preparing meetings with teachers, parents, and students.  

Evaluation process/inspection visit and follow-up  

6 of all principals are confident that inspectors considered schools’ self- and peer-evaluation 

to a great or full extent. Three of them share that self- and peer-evaluation results were taken 

into account but inspector relayed mostly on what they have seen during school visits. In 

general, principals think that self- and peer-evaluation were considered by inspectors and 

some even point out that their schools received higher evaluation marks from the inspection 

than at previous two stages.  

Inspectors state they have considered both self and peer-evaluation results while making final 

inspection judgments. They have got familiar with both reports in advance and after that have 

compared self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and network inspection findings in their reports.  

Principals’ and inspectors’ opinions about the way inspection was done match to a great 

extent. Inspectors think the process went according to technology they have planned. It 

included several elements: getting familiar with self- and peer-evaluation reports and with 

documents schools provided before visits; meetings and discussions with representatives of 

school boards, students, and teachers; asking additional questions for gathering more detailed 

information. All inspectors define inspection implementation as ‘calm, professional, and 

school cooperating’. All principals also define inspection process as a positive one. Most of 

them describe it as was calm, well-intentioned, open, and professional. Most principals (7) 

don’t state any negative elements in inspection process and perceive it positively. This was 

confirmed on the post-inspection reflection meeting of the principals (10-11 June 2016). 

Principals recognize inspectors’ well-meaning approach and the fact that they have looked for 

what schools had done so far rather than searching for mistakes and weaknesses in the work 

with parents.  
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Teachers, participating in inspections of their schools (44% of the sample), are also united by 

the opinion that atmosphere during the inspection was a positive one, done with 

professionalism and focused discussions. Some of their opinions and impressions regarding 

inspection process, climate and inspectors’ approach are the following: 

I believe climate was positive as inspectors did everything possible to see if and to 

what extent inspection standards are accomplished. They approached the 

inspection professionally.  

The atmosphere was pleasant. Inspection went in a really well-meaning manner 

from both inspectors and those inspected. It was also quite precise.  

Inspectors had an opportunity to get some partially impression about our work 

within their four hour visit and by checking documents and talking with different 

groups.  

The meeting went in a calm atmosphere, inspectors were welcoming, listened 

carefully, and asked at times rather detailed questions.  

 

All these opinions of the respondents are confirmed by observation of inspection made by 

Sofia University research team. Inspection atmosphere was positive and calm and inspectors 

stimulated communication with different groups of school community. They asked additional 

questions and looking for various information about schools’ work in the inspected area. Main 

conclusions from inspection’s observation can be summarized as follows: 

 Positive aspects: all schools have prepared thoroughly for the inspection and most of 

them have prepared meetings with parents, teachers, and students. One school has organized 

only meetings with parents and teachers and another one hasn’t prepared in advance any 

meetings but still managed to organize them on site. Inspected schools have prepared 

documents, required by the inspection framework. Inspectors have prepared for the inspection 

by getting familiar with self- and peer-evaluation reports. They also have written down some 

questions following inspection framework, so more detailed information on the topic can be 

obtained. In general, inspection went calmly and positively in all schools. Inspectors 

stimulated communication with parents, teachers, and students by asking various questions 

related to inspection framework. Checking schools’ documentation was thorough with focus 

upon inspection topic.  

 Difficulties: inspection team was often late for the inspection which created tension in 

inspected schools and led to some difficulties in organization on site. Inspectors’ lack of 

experience in having meeting with parents, teachers, and students sometimes affected the 

questions they have asked, questions were not well formulated in a way that proper 

information can be obtained. During the inspection school teams often felt ‘uncomfortable’ 

because they saw inspectors mostly in their formal role of ‘controlling body” with authority to 

impose sanctions. Most of inspectors didn’t provide the schools with feedback about their first 

impressions at the closure of inspection.  

 

Interviewed inspectors point out that schools have had active participation in developing 

inspection schedule and it has been consistent with principals’ engagements. They also add 

that schools have presented required information on time and have created good and optimal 
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preliminary organization for the inspection. These data match principals’ opinions. Most of 

them (8) are satisfied by their participation in inspection preparation and implementation. 

Presentation of inspection framework before school visits is considered a positive aspect 

along with discussions of procedures with inspectors. Opportunity to discuss with their 

colleagues the artifacts that will be presented during inspection and to think over school 

presentation is also considered as positives.  

In general, principals recognize inspection feedback as detailed, expected, focused on 

strengths. They also define it as well argumented and suitable, and containing 

recommendations for improvements of schools’ work with parents at different levels. It is 

impressive that most principals share they have expected to receive the exact strengths and 

weaknesses, as stated in inspection reports.  

Most principals don’t see any inspection recommendations concerning  schools’ cooperation 

in the network. Only 4 of them firmly state such recommendations were provided, mostly at 

the meeting where inspection results and guidelines for improvements were presented to all 

schools (8.06.2016). Most principals don’t plan any changes in their school’ work in the 

network but state that discussion of the inspection recommendations given to the network will 

be organized and measures for development of parental involvement both on school and 

network level will be planned. Such a discussion and planning actually happened during the 

post-inspection reflection principals’ meeting (10-11.06.2016) and the following measure for 

improvement were outlined: organizing schools for parents; involvement of parents in 

development of school’ development strategy and year plan, sharing and adapting good 

practices of students’ self-governance.  

Inspectors shared in their interviews that presentation of inspection results is planned to 

happen at a meeting of all network partners at the end of school year. In addition, those results 

will be uploaded at Inspectorate’s internet site and will be presented to Community- 

consultative council (of Sofia Inspectorate) at its regular gathering. Inspectorate work on the 

project and polycentric inspection results will also be included in Inspectorate’s Year report to 

the Ministry of Education. All these activities actually happened in June and July 2016.  

In most schools, inspection results were presented to educational staff. In 3 schools 

inspection report or summary of it was uploaded to schools’ internet sites. In one school they 

have been discussed informally with parents. All  principals recognize the importance of 

inspection results and plan to present them to parents, in one form or another (at parental 

meetings, at  school board meetings, to make them available at school’s internet site.  

Main part of teachers (65%) share that inspection results have already been presented to and 

discussed with educational staff  or such are planned, most likely for the beginning of next 

school year (see Figure 10). 36% of teachers say that inspection results were presented to and 

discussed with parents. These data clearly show that polycentric inspection has been observed 

with interest by educational staff and its significance is well recognized. Inspection results 

have already been presented or will be presented to and discussed with parents so adequate 

measures and activities can be planned for improvement of school-parents interaction in 

schools in the network.  
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According to 6 principals, responsibility for implementation of inspection recommendations 

lays in their own hands with the support of school teams (6). Principals are the ones who 

should organize such implementation in their schools. At network-level 3 principals think that 

there is a joint responsibility and joint actions will be planned (this happened at principals’ 

meeting on 10-11.06.2016). In general, there is a common understanding among principals 

that management teams and project teams in each school have the responsibility for 

cooperative development and implementation of different actions at network level.  

Figure 10: Has inspection results been presented and discussed in your school? 

 (teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

The summary about inspection practices in the network leads to the following main 

conclusions:  

 Schools see inspection framework as good, applicable, and working one, elaborated 

version of self- and peer-evaluation framework.  

 Preparation for inspection is defined by both inspectors and schools as sufficient and this 

was confirmed by observation of inspection in each school.  

 Inspection process was calm, professional, beneficial, and atmosphere was positive 

according to all respondent groups. This is also confirmed by observations. The process went 

according to technology Inspectorate had planned, and communication with teachers, parents, 

and students was stimulated by inspectors. In the meantime, observations showed that 

inspectors’ lack of experience in meetings with different school community groups was at 

times an obstacle for asking adequate questions and for receiving complete information about 

the inspected area.  
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 Inspection schedule and organization were consistent with schools’ preferences and 

decisions were agreed by all partners.  

 Inspection results will be officially presented to a network meeting and made public on 

Inspectorate’s internet site (www.rio-sofia-grad.com). Each school received its inspection 

report. At school level, inspection results are presented to educational staff and to parents 

through different channels (parental meetings, school board meetings, school internet site). As 

for now, schools don’t share any readiness to present inspection results to students.  

 According to inspectors, inspection feedback concerns both individual schools and the 

network. Principals are more moderate in their opinions––they believe inspection feedback 

concerns mostly individual schools than the network. It is a fact that 9 recommendations for 

improving the network were stated in Inspectorate’s network report and these 

recommendations were presented to a formal meeting of all partners (8.06.2016) and 

subsequently discussed on principal’ meeting (10-11.2016) where a network improvement 

plan was elaborated.   

 Network inspection considered schools’ self- and peer-evaluations to a high degree. 

Principals were especially satisfied by the fact that their schools’ work was appreciated and 

this is evident by high evaluation marks inspectors gave for almost all standards in the 

inspection framework, compared to self- and peer-evaluation results. Such a result is in unison 

with the positive atmosphere and focus on achievements being the leading approach of the 

network inspection in contrast to traditional inspections of individual schools in Bulgaria.  

 Implementation of inspection recommendation is seen as part of principal’s 

responsibilities. When it comes to network level this is considered a joint work of all schools 

supported by the Inspectorate.  

 

5.3.3 Impact of polycentric inspections  

Most school principals (8) share that the opportunity to be evaluated by professionals on 

common criteria and standards is one of inspection benefits. Sharing and cooperation among 

schools is considered another benefit. Inspectors’ positive approach and recognition of 

school’ achievements are also pointed out as a benefit by 4 principals. School heads think that 

benefits for inspectors include the opportunity to get familiar with schools’ work and results.  

Over 1/3 of teachers find polycentric inspection absolutely positive for their schools and 42% 

- as useful to a great extent (see Figure 11). 

When it comes to costs/benefits proportion  after polycentric inspection, half of teachers 

share that costs were ‘acceptable’ and to  ¼ of them costs were high but benefits were also 

big. Only 9% of teachers think that inspection costs were high and benefits were small (see 

Figure 12). These data are similar to the ones received for the same question after peer-

evaluation study (see Figure 7, p. 52) and are even a little bit more positive.  
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Figure 11: Do you think that polycentric inspection of school-parents interactions is useful 

for your school and for improving school work? (teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

Figure 12: What do you think about time and human resources costs for implementing the 

inspection of school-parents interaction in your school? (teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

Most educational staff sees particular benefits from inspection in improving interaction 

between school and parents (17%), sharing experience and good practices (15%), improving 

future work of the school (14%), recognized strengths and weaknesses in school’s work and 

receiving feedback (5%).  
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Three principals don’t think that the implemented network inspection should be changed in 

order to be improved. 7 schools heads define some suggestions for changes in the polycentric 

inspection as: more time for school visits; higher and equal for all schools number of 

representatives of school community groups. Three principals state the necessity the 

inspection framework to be developed by the network with participation of all schools or, at 

least, schools to have opportunity to suggest changes and improvements before framework 

application.  

Main aspects of impact of polycentric inspection, according to principals, are seen in making 

school’s efforts and activities more focused and purposeful, in comparing the school with 

other schools in the network, and most of all in stimulating actions addressing inspection 

recommendations. Sharing inspection results in the network has a positive impact by 

stimulating experience exchange between schools and by guiding schools how to improve the 

inspected area of schooling. Principals’ judgment for this impact is based on measures they 

have already taken at school level and by what has been shared between schools them at 

meetings for presenting inspection results and for reflecting and planning of further activities 

in the network. In general, main aspect of impact principals see at school level and this is also 

supported by teachers’ opinions – according to 73% of them their school plans some changes 

in school-parents interaction as a result of the network inspection.  

Inspectors’ opinions match those of principals to a great extent. Inspectors share in their 

interviews that polycentric inspection will strengthen community feeling in the network as 

well as cooperation between schools. It also no doubtfully will influence schools’ work as a 

whole and in School-parents interaction, in particular.  

Although 50% of principals believe that there were no differences between preparation for 

the polycentric inspection and preparation for a traditional one, their detailed answers actually 

show that such differences were felt mostly in the lack of pressure. Since they knew the 

inspection framework in advance as well as the required information to be provided prior and 

during the visits, the process was significantly easier. Another difference was the meetings 

with parents, students, and teachers as those meetings required quality communication and 

organization of the whole process at school level. Those elements of the network inspection, 

as pointed by principals, really made it different from traditional inspections in Bulgaria.   

In the meantime, a large proportion of teachers (71%) don’t think that preparation for 

polycentric inspection in the network was different from preparation for a traditional 

inspection. This difference in principals’ and teachers’ opinions is most likely due to the fact 

that school principals were engaged in preparation in bigger extent than teachers and they 

have to follow the whole process from beginning to the end. Although 97% of teachers are 

aware of the fact that polycentric inspection has been done in their schools, only 44% of them 

actually participated in it and have first-hand impressions of the way it went. The rest of 

educational staff most likely was not involved in preparation and implementation of 

polycentric inspection at school level.  

Interviewed inspectors confirm principals’ opinions that preparation of schools for 

polycentric inspection doesn’t differ from preparation for a traditional one. They define 

preparation of schools as a ‘responsible’ one. In the meantime, they also state one basic 
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difference compared to traditional inspection – the interaction with parents, teachers, and 

students and the calmer atmosphere during the inspection.  

Main elements of polycentric inspection that will influence the network, according to 

principals, are recommendations that each school and the network received and will work on 

in the future. Other elements with possible impact are experience exchange, cooperation 

between schools, and inspection well-intentioned approach to search achievements and not so 

much mistakes or gaps.  

Only 4 principals say think that the polycentric inspection has influenced the ownership of 

inspection findings and 5 principals state they don’t understand the question. These data 

clearly show that inspection is yet seen as entirely ‘external’ evaluation of schools rather as a 

process in which schools themselves participate as partners and play their role.   

Unlike principals, inspectors are firm in their view that, in non-formal aspect, this type of 

inspection creates such an ownership, sense of community and participation in inspection 

findings. According to them, this inspection model is perceived by schools as opportunity to 

exchange ideas and practices, based upon inspection findings for each school.  

All principals expect consequences of polycentric inspection to be positive, among them:  

improving work with parents; improving cooperation in the network; teamwork and 

interaction between representatives of other school communities; changes in some current 

stereotypes. One school head thinks that a possible consequence is network expansion and 

another one expects improved interaction and relations between principals and inspectors as 

well as stronger Inspectorate’s support to schools and the network.  

36% of teachers believe that there will be consequences after polycentric inspection although 

they don’t clarify their answers. 20% say that there will not be any consequences mostly 

because their schools work well with parents and there will be hardly any changes after 

inspection. In the meantime, 30% of the teachers confidently state that inspection will bring 

consequences and they will be mostly positive ones: improvement of work with parents; 

improvement of cooperation between schools; improvement of communication with parents 

and their involvement in school activities; overcoming organizational and methodical 

mistakes; better preparation of schools for future inspections.  

It could be summarized that expected consequences of polycentric inspection are mostly  

positive – improving schools’ work in the inspected area, strengthening and optimizing 

network cooperation and planning future activities at school and network level for improving 

weak aspects of school-parents interaction. Interviewed inspectors also share such opinion 

and say that no formal-normative consequences as sanctions are planned. In the  meantime, 

they think that, in non-formal aspect, cooperation between schools will strengthen and 

exchange of experience will broaden. If schools want, the network will continue to exist with 

methodical and organizational support of the Inspectorate.  

Four principals expect support by the Inspectorate for improving schools and network 

especially when it comes to discussion of inspection recommendations and implementation of 

relevant improvement measures on schools and network level. They also expect the 

Inspectorate to provide resources for implementation of these recommendations. Another area  
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of expected support is assistance for solving conflicts between school and parents, and sharing  

network experience with other schools. In the meantime, two principals state they don’t 

expect support by the Inspectorate. One school head thinks the Inspectorate hasn’t performed 

such functions so far and inspectors don’t have experience in providing such a support. Two 

principals didn’t answer the question and another two say they don’t have opinion about it. 

These results show that principals are divided in their expectations regarding expected post-

inspection support. Long-standing attitudes are difficult to change, but time has prove the 

‘pessimists’ were right.  

Four principals believe there will be no unintentional consequences of polycentric inspection 

and two of them can’t judge. Other four school heads principals describe unintentional 

consequences as: deeper understanding of schools’ work by the Inspectorate; raised 

competency, self-criticism and self-esteem of the schools; building good relations with project 

managers at Sofia University.  

Findings about impact of polycentric inspections could be summarized in the following:  

 There is a clear tendency about polycentric inspection being seen as realistic and working 

mechanism. Its benefits are related mostly to evaluation of school-parents interactions and its 

improvement through various means implemented both at school and network level. Sharing 

experience and future improvement of schools are seen as main benefits of the total process of 

polycentric inspection.  

 Inspection atmosphere was calm and meetings with parents, students, and teachers were 

one of inspection’s main positives.  

 In general the preparation for the network inspection didn’t differ from the preparation 

for traditional inspection. The difference was the absence of pressure because they were 

familiar with inspection procedure, framework and required documentation beforehand. In 

addition, schools had opportunity to cooperate and share information in the network about the 

way inspection was done in each school.  

 Inspection recommendations are the main element that will influence schools for future 

improvements. Inspection consequences are seen by all respondents as positive ones––

change, improvement, strengthening of cooperation in the network.  

 All respondents say that, at the moment, they don’t have suggestions for improvement of 

polycentric inspection model implemented in the network.  

 In the group interview with the inspection team, all inspectors were moderate  optimists  

about the opportunities this inspection model to be disseminated and institutionalized as a 

new practice through changes in the relevant legislation. At this stage of the study, the new 

Regulations for school inspection were in a process of development and there were no 

indicators such a ‘revolutionary’ ideas to be included in it. The skepticism expressed by the 

inspectors was mostly related to more human and time resources would be needed for such 

inspections to be implemented, which was and still is a challenge for the Inspectorates.  
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5.3.4 Potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspection of the network (transaction 

costs) 

In general, inspectors don’t think that implemented polycentric inspection had any 

dysfunctional effects upon schools and the network with one exception. Inspectors believe 

transaction costs rose for the Inspectorate due using extra time and human resources for the 

inspection. This is confirmed by principals’ points of view.  

Over half of teachers share that there is no decrease in motivation of school staff for 

participation in the project and in school’s  activities in the network (see Figure 13). 37% of 

teachers don’t have opinion on the issue and this raises the question to what extent 

educational staff has been informed about future school activities within the project and also 

states the need to strengthen information flows within the schools. Data about motivation at 

this stage of network activities are more positive in comparison to the ones received after 

peer-evaluation (see p. 56). 

Figure 13: Do you think that your colleagues’ motivation for school to  participate  in the 

network and in the project has decreased (compared to start of the project)? (teachers’ 

opinion) 

 

 

5.3.5 External context of the network 

Interviewed inspectors are firm in their opinion that external factors like location, 

communication, traditions, and social environment have been considered during inspection 

despite their preliminary resistance to do so, expressed before the network inspection was 

implemented.  

Principals mostly say that some external factors such as location and specifics of school 

region, students’ characteristics (minority groups), social and financial status of families, and 

support by local administration were considered during the inspection. All of them state that 

these factors were taken into account to some degree and inspectors followed what has been 

required by the inspection framework.  

Most principals (8) share that lack of resources caused difficulties for inspection preparation 

and implementation.  
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5.4  FINDINGS 8 MONTHS AFTER INSPECTION OF THE NETWORK  

 

5.4.1 Methodology and sample 

 

This fourth stage of the research was implemented eight months after polycentric inspection 

of the Sofia network of schools, in January – February 2017. Research instruments include 

individual interviews with inspectors (see Appendix 17), interview with principals (see 

Appendix 18) and online survey among teachers (see Appendix 19) and parents (see Appendix 

20) from schools in the network. Group interview with inspection team (audio recorded, 

30.03.2017) and principals’ reports to the Inspectorate (April 2017) about activities they 

implemented in their schools and in the network, as result of inspection recommendations, are 

also used as a source of information.  

Main goals of this piece of the case study were examine the effects of application of the 

model for polycentric inspection in the network, to identify positives and negatives (if any) 

and  follow-up activities at school and network level.  

7 principals, 4 inspectors, 197 teachers from 9 schools and 386 parents from 7 schools 

participated in the survey. Some inspectors and school principals from the original project 

team, as well as teachers and parents from some of the schools didn’t participate in the study 

due to staff changes and organizational issues.  

47% of teachers in the sample teach at primary level, 28% at lower secondary and 25%  at 

upper secondary school level and 70% are class tutors. Additional demographic data are 

presented on figures 14, 15, and 16.  

Data presented on figure 14 are similar to those for the education system in general where  

85% of teachers are women and the mothers are more active and involved in school related 

matters. The  educational level of parents from the sample is quite high––most of them have a 

higher education degree (76%), 18% are with secondary school degree, and only 6% have 

primary school degree. Most parents have one child  in a school, participating in the network 

(78%),  21% have two kids, and only 1% have three or more children in school. Children are 

equally distributed between primary (46.4%) and lower secondary school level (46.4%), and 

only 14.6% are in upper secondary school level of education. Most parents were never 

participated in parents’ bodies of their children’s’ classes (67%), or were part of Public 

councils  (97%) or a board of trustees (62%). Distributions of parents who ones were or still 

are members of some type of parents’ bodies are presented on Figure 16. Former members of 

parental class council and of f board of trustees are respectively18.6% and 18% of parents in 

the sample. Due to recent establishment of Public councils
5
 no parents are former members of 

this school management body.  

 

 

                                                           
5
 For the purposes of the analysis public councils, established with the new Education Act  will be titled school 

councils as similar to bodies in other education systems.  
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Figure 14: Gender distribution of teachers and parents 

 

 

Figure 15: Age distribution of parents 

 

 

Figure 16: Members of parents’ bodies in the school  
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5.4.2 Defining the network 

Relationships and collaboration 

Eight months after polycentric inspection interviewed principals are firm in their opinions 

that network structure hasn’t change. In the meantime, they believe that, after almost two and 

a half years of network existence, cooperation among schools in it has deepened, which is 

evident by the establishment of  ‘Network for innovations in education’ Association (a legal 

non-profit entity/NGO) by the principals in January 2017.  

Principals share various opinions about school staff’s level of motivation to participate in the 

network in comparison to the beginning of the project. Three of them believe that motivation 

hasn’t change, while two principal think it has even risen and has moved toward future joint 

actions outside project framework. One principal firmly states that motivation has decreased  

because, at the beginning, curiosity towards the project and its content inspired and motivated 

them, while now the lack of a clear horizon for future activities affects motivation negatively. 

Teachers also share various opinions on the issue (see Figure 17). Their answers are close to 

data gathered after peer-evaluation and before inspection and similar to the ones, received 

right after polycentric inspection (see Figure 13, p. 77).  

 

Figure 17: Do you think that your colleagues’ motivation for school participation in the 

network and in the project is has decreased, compared to the beginning of the project? 

(teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

When it comes to planned school activities in the network and their integration in school 

work, principals talk about different forms of sharing experience, cooperation, and joint 

actions: sharing experience in activities related to application of the new Regulations for 

inclusive education; establishment of Association, created by network participants; visits of 

open  lessons; sharing materials and tools for studying students’, parents’, and teachers’ 

opinions; sharing electronic resources; sharing experience between school counsellors, school 

boards and students’ parliaments; providing support between schools for work with parents; 

providing support for implementing self-evaluation of schools, required by the new Education 

Act; application of peer-evaluation and polycentric inspection recommendations.  
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Inspectors, like principals, believe that work relationships between the Inspectorate and the 

schools in the network haven’t change and no negative changes in the network could be seen. 

In the meantime, they share in their individual interviews that the Inspectorate doesn’t plan 

any  follow-up activities with the network which, unfortunately, shows the lack of planned 

support for the implementation of inspection recommendations. Reasons for this lack of plans 

of support were discussed during the group interview with inspection team and they are 

related to:  

1) lack of enough time and human resources––these are permanent issues for the  

Inspectorates in Bulgaria. With enforcement of the new Education Act and  regulations for the 

functions of the Regional Departments of  Education (former Inspectorates), their 

responsibilities rise, without being provided with any additional human resources; 

 2) lack of regulations concerning networks and Inspectorates’ relations with them, even in the 

new legislation about inspection ( Regulations for school inspection, Regulations for Regional 

Departments of Education);  

3) an additional reason is seen when a comparison with data gathered right after inspection is 

made. At this stage of the research, inspectors clearly stated that they would support schools 

and the network for future actions regarding implementations of inspections 

recommendations, if schools would wish so. This means that inspectors rely on schools to be 

pro-active, which is a traditional characteristic of relations between Inspectorates and schools 

in Bulgaria. As discussed in Chapter 3, the new regulations for Regional Departments of 

Education places a special focus on support this body should provide to schools and this will 

force former Inspectorates to be more active in order to fulfil their support function for 

improving education system at regional level, in comparison to their current traditional role of 

a controlling body;  

4) another possible reason for inspectors’ attitudes may be found in the fact that they saw their 

main role in implementing polycentric inspection as an innovative practice, so, eight months 

after that, they believe their main responsibility to the project is fulfilled.  This means the 

expectation that the Inspectorate will continue to be active partner of the network and will be  

proactive in supporting schools and the network for implementation of inspection 

recommendations, didn’t come true. Supporting this conclusion is the fact that Sofia 

University research team actually pushed the Inspectorate to ask schools to provide written 

reports about measures and steps taken at school and network level in response to inspection 

recommendations. This happened in April 2017, a year after polycentric inspection was 

implemented. 

Eight months after inspection the following conclusions about inspected network could be 

summarized:  

 There is no change in network structure.  

 Relationships and cooperation in the network have improved, strengthened and 

deepened, mostly among schools, including by establishment of a legal association for 

partnership of schools in the network. 
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 Motivation for participation in the network in general hasn’t changed considerably, 

compared to previous research stages. It is similar to motivation levels at second and third 

stage of the research. 

 Principals have various opinions regarding possible joint activities in the network that can 

become part of school-level work. Those activities mainly relate to sharing experience and 

good practices in different areas, including work with parents, which was the topic of 

polycentric inspection. In the meantime, principals don’t provide answer the question in what 

way they will integrate these activities in the work of the schools they manage.  

 The inspectorate (now Regional Department of Education) doesn’t plan any follow-up 

activities in the network, even regarding the implementation of inspection recommendations. 

Reasons for that are both objective and subjective.   

 

5.4.3 Evaluation practices of/in the network  

Evaluation process/inspection visit and follow-up  

High proportion of teachers are aware polycentric inspection in their schools was 

implemented (82.2%) which is encouraging and shows that project activities are interesting 

and have reached a big part of teachers’ community. Over 50% of teachers say they have 

participated in polycentric inspection in their school, in one form or another (see Figure 18).  

 

Figure 18: Participation of teachers in polycentric inspection of their schools  

 

 

Over 60% of teachers who didn’t meet with inspectors, but participated in other inspection 

related activities, specified their own work: meetings with educational staff and preparation of 

inspection documentation; participation in the inquiry of parents’ opinions as part of school 

self-evaluation; participation in peer-evaluation of other schools in the network; participation 

in evaluation of students’ achievements at the beginning of school year; analyzing and 

summarizing self- and peer-evaluation data. By teachers’ it is evident that for most of them 

polycentric inspection is not limited to inspection visits, but also includes previous stages, 

implemented within the project framework – self-evaluation and peer-evaluation.  
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Self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and polycentric inspection in the network were focused on 

schools’ work with parents. That’s why it is especially interesting to see in what way parents 

have been informed, participated in it, or are aware of evaluation results. 52% of parents, 

participating in the survey, know about and are informed (fully or partially) that self-

evaluation, peer-evaluation, and inspections of school’s work with parents were implemented 

in their schools within project framework. In the meantime, 42% of parents firmly state that 

they are not aware of those activities at school or network level. It could be concluded that 

self- and peer-evaluation and inspection have been presented to parents to a substantial degree 

and yet the proportion of parents without information on the subject remains relatively high –

over one third of all parents in the sample. Much like the situation with teachers, this leads to 

the conclusion that communication mechanisms in and between schools in the network should 

be improved.  

Participation of parents in self- , and peer-evaluation and inspection processes is quite new 

practice for Bulgarian schools and education system. Data obtained by  parents show that a 

little over 35% of them participated in school self-evaluation of work with parents, which can 

be seen as a significant success considering schools’ resistance against them being evaluated 

by people without any professional background in education, including parents (see Figure 

19). Such practice is introduced as obligatory element of quality management in education by 

the new educational law and it should include all stakeholders’ opinions about school’s work.   

 

Figure 19: Parents’ participation in self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection  

 

 

Parents’ participation in self-evaluations of schools in the network was mostly done through 

filling in questionnaires (25.1%) or online survey at schools’ internet sites (28.5%). In peer-

evaluation and inspection parents participated in meetings with evaluation teams and  

inspectors. Due to specific form and technology of these meetings, involvement of greater 

number of parents is hard to achieve. That’s why, a relatively small number of parents from 

the sample state they participated in peer-evaluation and polycentric inspection. Despite that, 

even those small number of parents, who participated in these processes, are really important 

and are a real success for each school and for the polycentric inspection model because, till 
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now, in Bulgaria no such mode of work have existed – an evaluation that includes direct 

communication with parents and taking into account their points of view. 

Polycentric inspection of the network provided each school with a report for its state and 

guidelines for improvements of the network in the inspected area. It is interesting to see to 

what extent, eight month after the inspection, inspection results were presented to different 

groups within school community and were discussed with all stakeholders in order follow-up 

measures and activities to be planned. All interviewed principals share that inspection results 

were presented and discussed pedagogical councils or at special work meetings with 

educational staff. In addition, results were presented to School boards. It is a positive fact that 

5 of 7 schools published inspection results on their internet sites. Most principals  share they 

haven’t received any feedback from parents about inspection results.  

Teachers, in general, confirm principals’ opinion about presentation and discussions of 

inspection results with school community. It is impressive to see that 88% of sample teachers 

are familiar with inspection report for their school. A lot of teachers (69%) share that 

inspection results were presented to educational staff and they had the opportunity to discuss 

them in details (see Figure 20). According to 52% of teachers, as far as they know, inspection 

results were also presented and discussed with parents. 

 

Figure 20: Dissemination and discussion of inspection results at school  

(teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

In the meantime, data obtained by parents show a little bit different picture. Eight months 

after the inspection over 50% of parents are not familiar with inspection results and with 
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a campaign for their dissemination in schools as part of project activities and, so far, the most 

successful approach for informing remains the direct contact between parents and class tutors.  

 

Figure 21: Are you familiar with conclusions of self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and 

inspection reports about your school? (parents’ opinion) 

 

 

Reasons for such discrepancies in opinions of principals and teachers, on one hand, and 

parents, on the other, could be due to the fact that principals and teachers believe that by 

presenting results at parental meetings and to school board is usually enough so they expect  

parents’ community to be informed. In the meantime, a study among parents show that 

schools boards are actually the least used mechanism for parents to be informed and that’s 

why most  parents, participating in the survey, are not familiar with self- and peer-evaluation 

outcomes and with inspection results. All of this show that it is necessary for schools to apply 

additional mechanisms for improving parents’ awareness knowledge about conclusions and 

recommendations of polycentric inspections as this is at the foundation of parents’ future 

engagement with follow-up school activities for improvement in the inspected field.  

Inspectors, on the other hand, share that they made inspections results available to 

Inspectorate site and their experience in the project was presented to Community-consultative 
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human resources development, titled ‘Improving professional competencies of Inspectorates 

of Education’. They also included this information in their Year report to the Ministry of 

Education. As part of dissemination activities, the Inspectorate presented its experience on the 

project at a  seminar hosted by Sofia University to representatives of the Ministry of 

Education, other Regional Inspectorates, and Sofia school principals (15.11.2016) and at 
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by fulfilling school-level recommendations, which will also influence the network itself. One 

principal think that teachers have already understood that it is them who are responsible for 

implementation of recommendations about work with parents in their everyday work. Another 

principal firmly states that there is no one in particular responsible for implementation of 

inspection recommendations at network level.  

Unfortunately, inspectors didn’t provide information to the questions related to whither they 

will  follow up the implementation of inspection recommendations at both school and network 

level or providing support to such implementation. They only share that: 

 Schools in the network see themselves as a community and, in a non-formal 

aspect, see polycentric inspection results as an opportunity to share ideas and 

practices. Schools shared such practices as result of inspection recommendations. 

Non-formal consequences of the polycentric inspection are mostly related to the 

fact that schools decided to establish an NGO.  

This information doesn’t give any relevant idea about Inspectorate’s engagement with follow 

up activities regarding realization of improvement measures by schools addressing inspection 

recommendations. Reasons for such attitude have already been discussed above. In their 

individual inteviews inspectors state that no follow-up activities are planned. In the meantime, 

it is important to note that, at the November 2016 seminar for dissemination of project’s 

results, a number of Regional Departments of Education (former Inspectorates) expressed 

interest to implement this inspection model in their regions. Both during the seminar and in 

their group interview inspectors declared readiness to share experience and expert knowledge 

with their colleagues. So far (July 2017) there are still no particular actions in this direction, 

but Sofia University research team is willing to initiate such  activities for the upcoming 

2017/2018 school year.  

Conclusions drawn from interviews with inspectors are confirmed by principals’ opinions 

about who and how decides what network reaction should be about inspection conclusions 

and how such a reaction should be presented to the Inspectorate. Actually, principals made a 

decision about that at inspection follow-up meeting at the beginning of June 2016 where they 

elaborated  a plan with measures for improvements at network level.  

Embedding in regulatory context and clarity of formal responsibilities and roles 

Inspectors were asked to comment the level of applicability of polycentric model, its  

procedures and processes within the framework of current legislation. As at previous 

research phase, they believed this type of inspection is not regulated in the legislation, but the 

polycentric inspection, implemented in the network, followed all the inspection regulations 

existing at the time. In the meantime, inspectors are firm in their opinion that Regional 

Administration of Education doesn’t have the necessary resources for implementing such 

type of inspection in the future, which was already discussed above.  

Research findings about evaluation practices of/in the network could be summarized in the 

following:  

 In general, teachers and parents are informed about self- and peer-evaluation and for the 

inspection of parental involvement in their schools and the network.  
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 Teachers’ participation in the polycentric inspection is quite significant, although in 

different forms––both direct (in meetings with inspectors), and indirect (in preparation of 

documents, organization and other inspection activities). 

 Parents’ participation in school self-evaluation is extensive, while in peer-evaluation and 

inspection it is a little bit smaller due to limited possibilities to be included in meetings.  

 Inspection findings were presented to teachers and were discussed with them. Network 

plan for improvements addressing recommendations was elaborated and some activities were 

already implemented.  

 The Inspectorate presented inspection results to a number of forums to relevant 

addressee.  

 Most parents are yet not familiar with results of self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and 

inspection. There is a discrepancy between opinions of professionals at schools and parents 

whether these results were presented and discussed with parents. This is mostly due to the 

main channel schools use to inform parents – school boards. This mechanism is the least used 

by most parents.  

 There is a lack of clarity among principals on who is responsible for implementation of 

inspection recommendations, especially at network level. Inspectorate itself doesn’t plan any 

follow-up activities related to polycentric inspection, mostly due to lack of resources and lack 

of relevant legislation. This leaves the network without support in its improvement efforts  on 

parental involvement. This leads to discrepancies between principals’ expectations to receive 

some support and Inspectorate’s readiness to provide one regarding implementation of 

inspection recommendations. This could be interpreted in the context of traditional culture of 

relations between schools and Inspectorates in Bulgaria where schools are expected to be 

proactive and search support from the Inspectorate, but Inspectorate is perceived mainly as  

controlling body.  

 

5.4.4 Impact of polycentric inspection  

Most principals believe that implemented network inspection on parental involvement and its 

recommendations were useful for the schools and for improvement of their work. This mostly 

positive opinion is also confirmed by teachers. Most of them find the polycentric inspection 

and its recommendations useful (see Figure 22). This clearly indicates there is a positive 

attitude among teachers about inspection in general and its abilities to impact schools’ work 

and activities in the inspected area  in a positive way.  

In addition, inspecting the school as part of a network is evaluated as positive by most 

teachers (over 75%). By teachers’ answers it is evident that this practice is considered to 

bring certain benefits, mostly the opportunity for schools to share practices and to compare to 

other partners in the network. Such comparison doesn’t aim at competition but at improving 

school’s work, raising the effectiveness parental involvement and achieving better educational 

results. As an added value, gained from inspection, teachers also point out improved 

microclimate at school, cooperation between teachers from different schools in the network, 

and borrowing forms, methods, and instruments for interaction with parents.  
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Figure 22:  Do you think that the inspection of your school on parental involvement  and 

recommendations made after it are good for the school and for the improvement of its 

activities? (teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

All interviewed principals, but one, share that activities related to inspection 

recommendations has been done in the months following the inspection, especially at school 

level. At network level, future actions were discussed and planned on the post-inspection 

principals’ meeting. Main activities implemented by schools for realization of inspection 

recommendations, stated in their written reports to the Inspectorate (April, 2017) are: more 

intensive communication with parents, including by usage of more various and modern 

communication channels and forms (online platforms, social networks, etc.); presenting more, 

and more interesting information to parents at schools’ internet sites; changing formats of 

parental meetings; improving work with school boards; studying parents’ opinions regarding 

development or actualization of school’s development strategy and year plan (which is still 

new for Bulgaria) and on other matters; broader scope of students ‘self-governance and 

activities; schools/academies for parents. At network level main activities implemented in 

relation to inspection recommendations are: providing support to other schools in the network 

for adapting or implementing new practices, borrowed from partners in the network; 

providing trainings for parents and teachers, etc. As for now, some of the recommendations to 

the network are not implemented yet due to the  extensive workload at schools, but still, 

schools are willing to make them happen in the following school year. Apart from 

Inspectorate’s recommendations, in order to continue their cooperation and to broaden 

opportunities for exchange experience and sharing practices with other educational bodies, 

schools have established an association, which made the network legitimate. An internet site 

of the association is yet to be developed, which will be used for systematization and 

dissemination of network experience and also to attract more proselytes, motivated to improve 

their educational and managerial practice.  

Interviewed inspectors gave a broad answer regarding the polycentric inspection impact on  

the network and its follow-up activities and those in the schools. According to the experts  

inspection findings point out that perceive themselves as a community, interact in different 

areas and this interaction can continue if they wish so, which will support the implementation 

of inspection recommendations.  

23,90% 

45,20% 

11,70% 

2,50% 1,50% 

11,70% 

3,60% 

0,00% 

5,00% 

10,00% 

15,00% 

20,00% 

25,00% 

30,00% 

35,00% 

40,00% 

45,00% 

50,00% 

Yes, 
aboslutely 

To a great 
extent 

To some 
extent 

To low 
extent 

Not useful I can't say I don't have 
information 
about that 



 

89 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

Teachers’ opinions about inspection recommendations and their implementation at school 

and network level match the ones of principals, to some extent, and confirm Inspectorate 

being seen as a supporting factor in this implementation. Although most teachers (70%) 

confirm that their schools have taken measures in response to inspection findings, there is 

almost ¼ of them who don’t know if such changes are planned and this again shows that 

teachers should be better informed and to play more active role in the planning school 

activities,  especially the ones following inspection outcomes.  

Proportion of teachers who don’t have information whether in their school or in the network 

any actions have already been taken as a result of inspection recommendations, is even bigger 

(see Figure 23).  

Figure 23: Are any measures/actions taken in response to recommendations of the 

Inspectorate as a result of the polycentric inspection of the work with parents? (teachers’ 

opinion ) 

 

 

These data show once again that teachers don’t have enough and detailed information about  

school and network-level activities in the inspected area or that they don’t relate these 

activities to inspection recommendations. 33% of teachers believe some particular measures 

for improvement of work with parents have been taken in their schools, following inspection 

recommendations, such as: development and broadening school board’s and students’ self-

governance activities; more active parental involvement in school life through raising their 

engagement and awareness with implementation of various means – electronic class logbook, 

email communication, class internet site, electronic platforms for communication between 

school and parents, discussions of different questions at class and school level; studying 

parents’ opinions on different issues; providing trainings for parents about child development 

and for improving school-parents partnership; active communication within educational staff 

about their work with parents; planning specific actions regarding development strategy of the 

school.  

Initiatives, started by schools and available for parents to join for the last year, include a broad 

range of activities. Most often parents point out parental meetings, joint actions on different 

projects, discussions of school life issues, open lessons, celebrations, workshops, charity 

initiatives, and donation campaigns. Communication forms like Facebook-groups, e-mail 
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groups and other software decisions for interaction between school and parents are also 

present in their answers.  

Data gathered about principals’, teachers’, and parents’ opinions show that schools have taken 

specific actions for improving their work with parents as a result of polycentric inspection and 

recommendations it provided. Main focus of these actions is improving communication, 

raising parents’ engagement, and studying their opinion on a regular basis. Some strategic 

measures are also planned for the long-term development in this area, based on study of 

parents’ opinions.  

Half  principals and only 9% of teachers point out that such measures and actions have been 

implemented, at the time of the survey, at network level. Such a small proportion is probably  

due to lack of complete communication and dissemination of follow-up actions in the 

network. In the meantime, it is a fact that implementation of improvement measures for the 

work with parents, planned during the principal’s (June, 2017), was not followed up and 

discussed on next meetings and, as a consequences teachers were not informed about them. 

Reasons for this are complex and are mainly related to increased schools’ responsibilities and 

functions in result of requirements in the new education regulations (August, 2016). A lot of 

reports and documents had to be prepared and a number of actions had to be taken, which 

limited network abilities to function at its usual speed, especially when it comes to formal 

work meetings, reflections and agreements for future work. This didn’t influence cooperation 

among schools in the network for sharing good practices, including adapting and 

implementing new ones for improving schools’ work with parents as a response of inspection 

recommendations and reflection in the network.  

Interaction and cooperation with the Inspectorate regarding implementation of 

recommendations for improvements in the inspected area is a key element of polycentric 

inspection model. Almost half  principals state that they haven’t received support from the 

Inspectorate in implementation of recommendations and only one of them said that such 

support was provided. One principal claim that his school didn’t need any support from the 

Inspectorate. Survey of teachers showed that most of them (72.6%) don’t have any 

information whether and how Inspectorate supports schools and the network in applying 

polycentric inspection recommendations. These data show that communication between 

schools/network and Inspectorate is mostly done at school level and by school management 

team, while educational staff is left aside from this interaction.  

Most of interviewed principals (5) state that quality of work with parents has been influenced 

by polycentric inspection and by follow-up actions schools have taken since April 2016. They 

point out some particular examples of such impact: development of more channels for 

communication with parents (e-mails of classes, cloud systems for interaction, etc. ); 

improved  direct interaction between parents and teachers on certain issues and within specific 

school initiatives; relationship and collaboration between school boards and students’ bodies 

for self-governance; planning joint activities between parents and schools. 

Teachers’ opinions on the matter are close to what principals state (see Figure 23). 2/3 of 

them say that work with parents has been improving as a result of inspection and follow-up 

actions afterward.  
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Figure 24: How do you evaluate work with parents at your school as a result of the 

polycentric inspection implemented and the measures schools have taken since April 2016? 

(teacher’s opinion) 

 

 

Parents’ opinions are also in favor of benefitя polycentric inspection provided in schools’ 

interaction with parents (see Figure 25). Almost 48% of parents state that polycentric 

inspection has been beneficial for improving work with parents (absolutely or to a great 

extent). Over 1/3 of respondents can’t judge inspection’s usefulness and this may be due to 

lack of information about the inspection itself, about its findings, and about measures and 

actions schools have planned. Nevertheless, it is a fact that most parents recognize the 

beneficial character of this inspection and claim that it has a positive impact upon school-

parents interaction. In addition, it is also positive that most of them (38.6%) state school work 

with parents have been improving for the past one year (see Figure 26).

 

Figure 25: Do you think that the inspection of  your school on parental involvement  is good 

for the school and for the improvement of its activities? (parents’ opinion) 
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Figure 26: How do you evaluate school’s work with parents for the past one year?  

(parents’ opinion) 

 

 

Gathered data show that self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection of schools in the 

network and schools’ cooperation on parental involvement have a positive effect, evident in  

school community being more active and in searching means for improvement of 

communication and interaction with parents. It is difficult to tell to what extent these results 

could be used for making judgments about direct impact and effects of polycentric inspection, 

as at the time of the study the planned measures with medium and long-term effect are being 

implemented by the schools. Despite that, schools’ activities within project’s framework and, 

especially, self- and peer-evaluation and inspection with participation of parents, as well as 

the  dissemination of evaluation results, certainly have an impact on the way parents perceive  

schools’ approach and interactions with parent community.  

In general it could be summarized that implemented polycentric inspection has a positive 

impact on schools’ work with parents, mostly at school level and not so much  at network 

level.  

Research results about impact of polycentric inspection on schools’ work in different areas are 

also interesting. According to principals, such impact, in a positive aspect, is mostly felt in 

schools’ competency for self-evaluation (5), in parents’ satisfaction of education schools 

provide (4), in shared experience, practice, and resources in the network (4), and in 

development of students’ self-governance. Half of all principals also say that there was a 

positive impact in attendance rates, in inclusive education and work with children with special 

needs (learning disabilities, deviant behavior, etc).  

These statements of principals are confirmed by teachers’ opinion regarding impact of 

polycentric inspection in some areas of work (see Table 2). For all mentioned areas, at least 

2/3 of all teachers state there is a positive impact, and for some areas almost 90% see 

positives for their schools. Those results can surely be defined as a positive confirmation of 

benefits the implemented model of polycentric inspection brought to schools and this 

certainly outlines a scope for future work and achievements of schools and the network, as 

well as some favorable opportunities for dissemination of the model in other school districts.  
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Table 2: In your opinion, are your school activities positively influenced by the polycentric 

inspection (teachers’ opinion): 

 Yes No 

Students achievements 74,60% 25,40% 

Raising students’ attainment rates 68,50% 31,50% 

Students’ drop-out rates 64,50% 35,50% 

Better realization of students in next education stage and level 76,10% 23,90% 

Inclusive education and working with children with special needs 74,10% 25,90% 

Students’ self-governance 64% 36% 

Parents’ satisfaction with education provided 85,30% 14,70% 

Continuous in-service training and qualification of teachers 75,10% 24,90% 

Sharing know-how (good practices) and resources within the network 68% 32% 

School competency to self-evaluate its activities 89,30% 10,70% 

 

As a result of inspection, most principals share that they consider some future changes in 

educational services their schools provide and state some specific ideas. Benefits from 

cooperation between schools in the network for improving their work are quite evident for 

both principals and teachers. Most principals firmly state that this cooperation was and still is 

beneficial. Teachers also evaluate cooperation in the network mostly positive (see Figure 27). 

These data are confirmed by what has been shared by principals about good practices from 

other schools in the network they plan to adapt or have already adapted in their own schools. 

All principals state that such practices already exist and provide some examples.  

Teachers point out rather similar practices their schools intend to adapt  from other schools 

in the network: related to communication with parents; different trainings for parents; new 

forms and means for communication; school board and parental community being more 

active; creation and functioning of students’ self- governance in different forms (student 

parliament, student council); models for project work in different areas; models for interaction 

with local community; integration of ICT in school work according its specifics and needs.  
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Figure 27: Was cooperation of your school with other schools in the network useful?  

(teachers’ opinion) 

 

 

More than half of interviewed principals (4) believe that other schools would be interested in 

implementation of polycentric model of inspection in their work, and rest of the principals 

can’t decide about that. This is in accordance with the interest, expressed by other schools’ 

principals during the seminar, held at Sofia University (November, 2016), and the willingness 

some of them declared to test in their districts. All principals state their readiness to support 

schools which would like to implement such a model or some of its elements, mostly by 

sharing their experience in the project or good practices according to schools’ needs.  

Teachers’ opinions on the matter are more cautious (see Figure 28). Most of them cannot 

make a decision and only 1/5 believe that polycentric inspection model might be of interest 

for other schools in a way that they would want to implement it in their work. Over 50% of 

teachers  who shared that polycentric inspection would be interesting for other schools declare 

their readiness to support other schools in model implementation with their experience in the 

project, i.e. involvement in the inspection process, dissemination of inspection results and its 

effects on school and the network.  

 

Figure 28: Do you think other schools would be interested in implementation of polycentric 

model of inspection in their work?  (teachers’ opinion) 
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of management of educational system in a way that will allow more decisions to be taken at 

local level. Teachers share similar opinions on the matter. 

Regarding the impact of polycentric inspection the following conclusions could be 

summarized:  

 Polycentric inspection model is evaluated mostly positively by all respondents and it is 

considered to provide certain benefits for schools. Main benefits refer to sharing good 

practices, improving work with parents, comparison between schools, etc.  

 Schools, in general, work toward implementation of inspection recommendations, mostly 

at school level. Main areas of such work include improving communication with parents, 

implementation of ITC systems for information and interaction with parents; improving 

schools’ internet sites, etc.  

 There is no support for implementation of inspection recommendations, planned by the 

Inspectorate both at school and network level. Inspectorate doesn’t foresee any follow up 

activities in the network. Reasons for this are mostly related to lack of enough time and 

human resources, lack of legislation regarding such type of inspection, even in newly 

enforced inspection regulations, and in traditional culture of interaction between schools and 

the Inspectorates where schools are expected to be proactive and the Inspectorate is mostly 

perceived as a controlling body rather than a supportive one. A significant change is made 

about the latter in the new Regulations for the Regional Departments of Education, in 

accordance to the tendencies and practices in developed European countries.  

 There are implemented activities at school level as a follow up to inspection 

recommendations and such activities are planned at network level. Implementation of  

activities on network level has not been tracked, mostly due to increased workload of schools 

as result of increased requirements in the new educational law. Additional factor, influencing 

network-level activities in Sofia, is the voluntary participation and non-formal agreements on 

join  decisions. On one hand, it could be seen as a positive, but on the other it affects the 

implementation of decisions, as there is no external, controlling body.  

 It is a prevailing opinion among principals, teachers, and parents that work with parents 

have been positively influenced by polycentric inspection with its three-element model. 

Improvements are mostly seen in communication channels, involvement of parents in school 

activities, raised initiatives among parents, interactions between school boards and students’ 

self-governance bodies, etc.  

 Impact of polycentric inspection on different areas of work at school is also recognized  

as a positive by principals and teachers. Main areas of positive impact are: improved schools’ 

competencies for self-evaluation; satisfaction of parents of education schools provide; 

development of students’ self-governance; shared experience; work with children with special 

needs. In addition, teachers also point out transition of students to next educational level, 

continuous in-service training and qualification of teachers, etc.  

 As a result of the polycentric inspection principals consider some changes in educational 

services their schools provide. These changes mostly refer to improving communication with 

parents, providing individual and group consultations and modern and innovative trainings 

and seminars for parents, developing internal “self-inspection”, developing students’ self-
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governance at school; developing different innovation practices and receiving a status of an 

innovative school (option regulated in the new Education Act). 

 Cooperation in the network from the beginning of the project is evaluated extremely 

positive by all participants in the research. They believe it really provided a lot of benefits for 

schools and all schools plan to integrate practices which they learned about due to shared 

experience in the network. Such practices are schools for parents, integration of ICT in 

communication with parents, development of school boards and students’ self-governance, 

implementing ‘A profession day’ as part of professional orientation of students, etc.  

 Principals express moderate optimism regarding if polycentric inspection model would be  

of interest for other schools. Teachers mostly find it difficult to decide on the matter. 

Nevertheless, both managers and educational staff are ready to support interested schools with 

sharing experience and expertise. Inspectors also express such readiness, if there is an interest 

for the model to be tested by other regional inspectorates in the country.  

 According to participants in the research, at this moment there is no visible tendency 

toward cooperation among educational institutions in a network or toward decentralization of 

management of educational system so more decisions can be made at local level. This is due 

to lack of legislation in the field.  

 

5.4.5  Potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspection of the network 

(transaction costs) 

Data obtained by principals and inspectors showed that, eight months after inspection, no 

dysfunctional effects are recognized by the respondents. 

 

5.4.6 External context  

Data received from interviews with principal and survey among teachers show that schools 

don’t feel impact (positive or negative) of external factors when planning and implementing 

improvements as a result of the inspection. Some schools receive support by local authorities 

while others are mostly supported by NGOs. There is no common opinion about a 

subject/institution that puts pressure or stimulates the network to improve as a result of the 

polycentric inspection. This is not a surprising result considering non-formal statute of the 

network and the lack of official external corrective of its work.   

 

5.5 CASE STUDY FINDINGS SUMMARY   

A summary of the case study findings by research variables are presented on table 3. 
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Table 3: Summary of case study findings 

 

Phase of the case study 

Variables 

After self-evaluation and 

before peer-evaluation 

After peer-evaluation Before inspection After polycentric 

inspection 

8 months after 

polycentric inspection 

Defining the network The network has a shared 

mission and vision, shared 

goals relevant to 

participants’ expectations, 

and optimal structure with 

Sofia University as its 

center. The network 

works in a positive 

atmosphere with good 

communication, equality 

of all partners and 

decision-making reached 

through consensus. 

Experience and ideas are 

mostly shared on topics 

perceived as common 

issues for all participants, 

aside of self-evaluation, 

peer-evaluation and 

inspection as a focus of 

the cooperation. The 

informal type of the 

network predefines the 

lack of hierarchical 

structure and the lack of 

resources.  

 Inspectors believe that the 

network is created in 

order a polycentric model 

for inspection of network 

of 10 schools to be tested 

on the chosen topic. 

Inspectorate role is related 

mainly to the forthcoming 

inspection. 

 

 There are no changes in 

network’s structure, 

cooperation between 

schools  has strengthened, 

motivation haven’t’ 

change much, compared 

to previous research 

stages. Regional 

Department of Education 

doesn’t plan activities for 

network support in the 

future due to both 

objective and subjective 

reasons.  
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Network-level outcomes 

 

Network-level outcomes 

are evident mostly in 

shared experience and in 

the experience gained by 

schools through self-

evaluation. A serious 

effect is also recognized 

in school-parents 

interaction, which is 

especially important for 

teachers. Network effect 

is considered positive by 

both principals and 

teachers, and network 

effectiveness is 

considered good for this 

stage of its existence. It is 

expected that this 

effectiveness will rise in 

the next stages and 

through further  

cooperation  activities of 

partnering schools.  

 Interviewed inspectors 

misunderstood the 

questions regarding 

network-level outcomes. 

They didn’t give clear or 

complete answers about 

the extent to which 

participants’ work has 

been influences by their 

involvement in the 

network. They didn’t state 

what the indicators for 

network effectiveness are. 

Main opinions they share 

are related to the fact that 

the network works well 

and that cooperation 

between participants is 

good.  

 

  

Evaluation practices 

of/in the network 

 

It could be summarized 

that self-evaluation is 

perceived positively by all 

schools and its results are 

expected to be considered 

to a great extent during 

peer-evaluation. Peer-

evaluation framework and 

mechanisms are perceived 

as a product of the 

Peer-evaluation practice 

in the network is accepted 

extremely positively in all 

its aspects and peer-

evaluation findings are 

seen as really beneficial 

for all schools. Peer-

evaluation framework and 

procedure are good, the 

process was calm and 

It could be summarized 

that the polycentric type 

of inspection is accepted 

positively, inspection 

framework is clear for all 

participants and it is 

expected to take into 

account self- and peer-

evaluation findings. 

According to respondents, 

The findings show that the 

inspection framework, 

technology and 

implementation are 

perceived positively, 

inspection results are 

discussed and presented to 

school community and to 

the network, and self-

evaluation and peer-

It could be summarized 

that inspection results 

were discussed mostly 

with teachers and to a 

smaller extent with 

parents. These results 

were also made public 

through different 

communication channels 

and presented at different 



 

99 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

network, but there are no 

criteria or indicators 

which can provide 

information for evaluation 

of network-level 

outcomes.  

without pressure. Main 

positives are found in 

experience exchange and 

in the feedback provided 

by colleagues. Main 

difficulties are additional 

workload, but costs are 

considered acceptable 

when compared to 

benefits. For the school 

principles the peer-

evaluation experience was 

the most enriching one 

professionally in 

comparison to other two 

phases of the project.  

 

the inspection framework 

doesn’t consist any 

particular standards for 

evaluating network-level 

outcomes. In the contrary 

to current inspection 

practice the inspection 

visits schedule and 

documents to be presented 

by schools in advance 

were agreed by the 

partners. Inspection 

results will be presented 

to schools on a formal 

network meeting and to 

the teachers and parents 

through different formal 

communication channels 

usually used by the 

schools (pedagogical 

councils, school boards, 

parental meetings), which 

is also a new practice in 

comparison to traditional 

single school inspections. 

evaluations are considered 

to a high extent in the 

network inspection 

procedure and report.  

 

forums. Dissemination of 

results happened mostly 

at school level, while 

fewer measures at 

network level were 

planned , mainly due to 

the increased workload of 

schools as result of 

introduction of new 

educational law in the 

country.  

Impact of evaluation/ 

polycentric inspection  

(effects and benefits) 

 

 

 Peer-evaluation has a 

significant impact on  

schools. It brought along 

planned activities by the 

schools, based on   

recommendations outlined 

in peer-evaluation reports. 

Motivation of the 

principals and teachers to 

There is no sense of 

difference in preparation 

for network inspection, 

compared to traditional 

inspections of a single 

school. In the meantime, 

schools’ communities are 

calm and ready for the 

inspection which is mostly 

The impact of polycentric 

inspection is  mostly seen 

as a  positive one for both 

schools and inspectors. 

Preliminary availability of 

a framework and 

procedure  for the 

inspection process 

lowered the pressure for 

Eight months after the 

implementation of the 

polycentric inspection of 

Sofia network it has   

mostly positive impact on 

schools by improving 

parental involvement  and 

in other areas of 

schooling. Schools have 
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go on with project 

activities is higher in 

comparison to after self-

evaluation stage of the 

case study and there are 

no partners willing to 

leave the network.  

 

due to already 

implemented self- and 

peer-evaluation. 

Network inspection is 

perceived as a positive 

mechanism for support 

and not as sanctioning 

procedure that seeks for 

flaws. Positive 

expectations toward 

polycentric inspection are 

in contrast with   

principals’ and teachers’ 

attitudes towards 

traditional school 

inspections.  

Schools see more benefits 

than deficits in the 

forthcoming inspection. It 

is expected that 

polycentric inspection will 

have positive impact, 

which will: improve work 

in the inspected field; 

motivate teachers; 

improve team work; 

improve cooperation 

between schools in the 

network. It is interesting 

that project activities often 

overlap with elements of 

polycentric inspections in 

the answers given by 

principals, deputy 

the schools. School 

cooperation in the 

network supported them 

for the  preparation and 

organization of the 

inspection visits. Main 

inspection impact is seen 

mainly on individual 

schools level than on the 

network one, due to the  

non-formal status of the 

network, being developed 

for the project purposes.  

 

 

 

already taken some 

improvement measures 

and will continue to 

implement others, 

following inspection 

recommendations. There 

is no support from the 

Inspectorate in this 

process – now or planned 

for the future. Schools 

continue to share and 

integrate good practices 

from other partners in the 

network in different areas, 

including parental 

involvement. 
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principals and teachers, 

which confirm the above 

stated conclusion that all 

of them perceive the 

model for polycentric 

inspection as a total  

structure consisting self-

evaluation, peer-

evaluation, and inspection 

by external, formal body.  

Potential dysfunctional 

effects of the 

evaluation/inspection 

(transaction costs)  

 

There are no significant 

dysfunctional effects for 

the schools due to their 

participation in the 

network. Main 

consideration is related to  

lack of resources. There is 

no negative competition 

or decreasing motivation 

for participation in further 

network and project 

activities. The network is 

young and open for 

cooperation with external 

bodies and main 

orientation is for 

cooperation with NGO 

sector and parents 

organizations which can 

support school activities 

and school-parents 

communication. 

No dysfunctional effects 

emerge. 

Potential dysfunctional 

effects are expected to be 

relatively small, mostly 

concerning increased 

work-load of school teams 

for inspection preparation.  

 

Potential dysfunctional 

effects  are not seen. 

Transaction costs make an 

exception and those costs 

are related to increased 

work-load about 

preparation and 

implementation of 

inspection, which is 

confirmed by both 

inspectors and schools. 

 Eight months after 

inspection, no 

dysfunctional effects are 

recognized by the 

respondents 

 



 

102 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

External context  

of the network 

 

The network external 

context is various and 

influences schools 

activities. Although there 

are enough resources in 

the schools, the question 

for network’s own 

resources is considered 

relevant and important. 

Schools receive external 

support by municipalities 

and the Inspectorate, and 

also by different NGOs 

although their support is 

mostly related to specific 

activities and to specific 

projects.  

 

All main factors were 

taken into account during 

the evaluation process 

(school location, specific 

socio-economic 

characteristics of parents, 

minority groups with low 

social status). In addition, 

some other factors could 

have been taken into 

account, such as 

interaction with local 

administration, the 

number of schools in the 

area, etc. The lack of 

network resources so far 

hasn’t been an obstacle to 

peer-evaluation activities, 

but it is considered an 

issue by some of the 

respondents. Peer-

evaluation 

recommendations don’t 

play any role for 

supporting schools in 

handling external factors’ 

impact.  

Schools expect their 

external context 

(resources, socio-

economic conditions) to 

be taken into account 

during inspection, 

although inspectors don’t 

show such willingness. 

They recognize the 

existence of external 

factors that influence the 

network in positive or in 

negative aspect (school 

location, social 

environment as a whole, 

communications, and 

system for school 

partnership). 

So far the network has 

been supported mostly by 

Sofia University and 

Regional Inspectorate 

within the project 

framework and there are 

no other partners who 

pressure the network to 

improve. 

The external context of 

the network has been 

considered to a substantial 

degree during the network 

inspection, although 

principals believe external 

factors’ impact could be 

taken into account even 

more, especially when it 

comes to differences 

between schools and the 

context they work in. 

According to school heads 

there are no 

recommendations which 

can help the network in 

dealing with external 

factors’ impact and which 

support and improve 

network interaction with 

external subjects and 

partners.  

 

Data received from 

interviews with principal 

and survey among 

teachers show that schools 

don’t feel impact (positive 

or negative) of external 

factors when planning and 

implementing 

improvements as a result 

of the inspection. Some 

schools receive support by 

local authorities while 

others are mostly 

supported by NGOs. 

There is no common 

opinion about a 

subject/institution that 

puts pressure or stimulates 

the network to improve as 

a result of the polycentric 

inspection. This is not a 

surprising result 

considering non-formal 

statute of the network and 

the lack of official 

external corrective of its 

work.   
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Project results and case study findings were presented to various addressees and disseminated 

to a number of forums:  

• 10.12.2015: Presentation of polycentric inspections and project activities in Sofia to the 

Ministry of Education.   

•  01-06.2016: Working group monthly meetings at the  Ministry of Education, Inspection 

Department on developing new Regulations for inspection of schools.  

•  5.07.2016: Presentation of polycentric inspection findings to the Sofia Public-consultation 

council at Sofia Inspectorate of Education. 

•  06.2016: Report with polycentric inspection findings  uploaded on Sofia Inspectorate 

internet site (http://www.rio-sofia-grad.com/). 

•  09.2016:  Polycentric inspection findings included in Year report-analysis of Sofia 

Inspectorate of Education provided to the Secretary of Education.  

•  15-18.10.2016: Meetings with Irish project partners and West Belfast Partnership Board.  

•  20.10.2016: The Hague, international research team meeting on preliminary case study 

findings presented to representatives of ОECD, UNESCO and  Dutch Inspectorate.  

• 27.10.2016: Presentation of Polycentric inspection framework developed by Sofia 

Inspectorate to the  Regional Inspectorates in Bulgaria at a National seminar for 

professional development and training of Regional departments of education (former 

Regional Inspectorates of Education).  

•  15.11.2016:  Presentation of project results by Sofia network partners to representatives of 

the Ministry of Education and Science, regional chief inspectors and school principals 

from Sofia at a seminar, organized and hosted by the Faculty of Education at Sofia 

University.  

• 24.11.2016: ‘Polycentric inspections in Bulgaria to evaluate and solve local and context-

specific problems’ – presentation at SICI workshop in Tirana, Albania.  

  

http://www.rio-sofia-grad.com/
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In conclusion it is important to point out that the presented case study findings about the 

tested polycentric inspection model are specific and valid for the context of Bulgarian 

education system and school system in Sofia at particular timeframe of their existence. The 

existing school inspection regulations, the structure and features of the network consisting of 

all schools in Sofia, traditions and culture of the Inspectorate and of the schools in the 

network are factors creating specific context of the implemented project activities and 

influencing relations between partners in the established network. It means that in order 

context or timeframe there is a chance the results and findings to be different. Nevertheless, 

this probability doesn’t underestimate or question the positive impact and benefits of the 

polycentric inspection of Sofia network of schools, implemented in a unique for Bulgaria 3-

step model, integrating self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection of schools cooperating 

as a network, established voluntarily for the purposes of the project without similar entities 

being present at the time. 

These positive results wouldn’t be possible without the motivation and willingness of the 10 

school principals and the team of Sofia Inspectorate of Education to be innovators in testing 

new for Bulgarian context practices for school and education governance in particular region 

and hereby to demonstrate their potential as professionals to contribute to the improvement 

and change of the existing system by following good European practices.  

Self-evaluation and peer-evaluation of schools in the Sofia network were seen as an important 

prerequisite for development of cooperation between schools, for development of principals’ 

and teachers’ new competencies and for more active participation of all stakeholders in 

activities related to improvement of quality of education. They were also seen as a necessary 

step before the inspection of schools as a network. Self-evaluation and peer-evaluation were a 

really valuable learning process and they created a common product of the network, a 

common know-how. By the time they were implemented, neither of them were regulated by 

the educational legislation, although some schools were implementing self-evaluation as a 

part of their strategy and yearly plans development process and with different level of 

competency required. These self-evaluations were variable as practices, participants and 

methods used (for example studying of parents’ and students’ opinion was done rarely). With 

the new Education Act (August 2016) school self-evaluation has been made obligatory for 

each school as part of quality management activities. Peer-evaluation is a completely 

innovative practice for Bulgarian schools, which was highly appreciated by network 

members. They were very satisfied by the knowledge and experience acquired, despite the 

difficulties they faced with  their new role of peer-evaluators.  

The fact that Regional Inspectorate of Education considered self-evaluation and peer-

evaluation data in their final judgment in the polycentric inspection, is especially valuable. 

Non-traditional for Bulgarian practice methods for information gathering and evaluation were 

used, taking into account all stakeholders’ opinions, achievements of schools and of the 

network were considered as well.  The Inspectorate was a partner of the network before the 

inspection as part of good practices exchange and support within the network and this  was 

appreciated by all partners. Polycentric inspection of network of schools, preceded by self-

evaluation and peer-evaluation of schools is totally  innovative approach and practice for 
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Bulgaria. In general, the results of the tested model are positive and the created know-how has 

the potential to be disseminated, applied and adapted in newly formed networks of schools 

and during next stages of development of school inspection regulations.  

In several European countries there is a steady tendency for decentralization of management 

of education and for strengthening cooperation between all stakeholders for solving common 

issues and challenges in education, and for raising quality of education and benefits for all 

involved in the education system.  

Within the framework of the project a successful cooperation by three different institutions 

was achieved––schools, Inspectorate and University – all of them united by the desire and the 

mission to improve quality of school education and school management. Partner relationships 

were gradually built, based on mutual respect, trust, and support and these relations led to 

positive results and satisfaction for all participants.  

Case study findings about the testing of the model for polycentric inspection in Bulgaria 

provide opportunity to define some main conclusions regarding the benefits it brings and the 

possibilities for its dissemination and institutionalization as a permanent practice.  

In the Year report-analysis (August, 2016) to the Minister of education, the Inspectorate in 

Sofia stated about the implemented polycentric inspection of network of schools that:  

Implemented polycentric inspection and the analysis of the results leads to the 

conclusion for the benefits of such a model of inspection for both participating 

parties – inspectors and those being inspected. In such a mode of inspection 

opportunities for support and collaboration within the school network are 

present, not only regarding particular issue or topic, but in general.  

As their leading motives for participation in testing the polycentric inspection model the  

experts from the Inspectorate pointed out their wish to participate in an innovative practice 

and to develop new competencies. All inspectors from the evaluation team expressed their 

satisfaction of participating in the process and by the experience they had gained. They are 

moderate optimists about regarding the possibilities for the implementation of polycentric 

inspection as a permanent practice in Bulgaria. All of them pointed out the need of 

introduction of relevant regulations as a necessary prerequisite for such type of inspection to 

be implemented, which is still being questioned at this point of development of inspection 

system in the country.  

In the meantime, it is necessary to point out that the lack of relevant inspection regulations 

doesn’t exclude or limit the options for implementation of the polycentric model in the 

present inspection practice. Testing of the model proved that this mode of inspection could be 

successfully adapted and synchronized with the existing regulations, without contradicting to 

it. Interest expressed by several Regional Inspectorates to test the model after it was presented 

at different forums, certainly provides a dose of optimism for the future of polycentric 

inspection in Bulgaria.  

Comparison of different practices of polycentric inspections in other countries leads to the 

conclusion that the lack of national inspection standards or framework actually serves as a 

premise for the Inspectorates to react and adapt to new realities and challenges more quickly 
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and to respond more effectively to the needs for cooperation, expressed by different 

stakeholders.  

An important conclusion of the study of all respondents’ opinion is that during the network  

inspection the Inspectorate was more often perceived as a partner who considers 

achievements and supports schools’ and network’s efforts for improvement, in contrast to the 

traditional single school inspections. Atmosphere during the polycentric inspection is calmer 

and cooperative, the opinions of students, teachers and parents, combined with self-evaluation 

and peer-evaluation data, are especially valuable for the  inspection judgments,  

As major  benefits of  cooperation, self-evaluation, peer-evaluation, and inspection in the  

network school principals recognize the opportunity to be supported by colleagues and to  

learn from the good practices and experience of other schools in the network. School heads 

are most satisfied by the developed peer-review competencies, by the opportunity to  compare 

with other schools and their achievements to be recognized by the colleagues in the network.  

 Successfull cooperation motivates partners in the network to keep working together in the 

future. It is evident by the established by network principals NGO ‘Network for innovations 

in education’ (January 2017). By this they could continue the cooperation of their schools on 

other issues and topics of mutual interest after the end of the project, to apply for resources 

provided by national and international programs, to share experience and common know-how  

with other principals, educators and other interested  parties. The interest of other principals is 

already evident as they expressed willingness to test the model in their districts and to 

participate in relevant  forms of cooperation. 

Some potential limitations of polycentric inspection model are:  

 It is a prerequisite to have an established network of schools and/or other educational 

subjects so polycentric inspection could be performed. In Bulgaria working in networks is still 

under development, in comparison to other European countries with richer experience in this 

area of governance. 

 Inspectors should be prepared for the implementation of a polycentric inspection. This 

means that they have to get themselves familiar with the concept and the procedure of 

polycentric inspection and to be sure that such an approach will benefit the network and its 

stakeholders. 

 There is a possibility that the contribution of an individual school to the network will not 

be adequately judged within the polycentric inspection and the contribution of some schools 

could be overrated, while contribution of others could be underestimated.  

 Lack of recourses especially intended for the network could affect its effectiveness and 

decrease the motivation of its members to continue their cooperation.   

The effects and benefits of testing the polycentric inspection model in Bulgaria could be 

summarized as follows: 

 Three innovative for Bulgaria practices have been successfully implemented and have 

proved to be beneficial for all involved: 

 Self-evaluation of schools collaborating in a network. 

 Peer-evaluation of schools collaborating in a network.  
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 Polycentric (thematic) inspection of network of schools.  

 Others: 

 Cooperation of schools, Inspectorate and university in a network for school management 

and school education improvement with the involvement of all stakeholders (teachers, 

students, parents); 

 The network developed common products within and an innovative for Bulgaria know-

how for school evaluation; 

 Process of learning through cooperation in a network, which enriches management and 

evaluation competencies of all participants;  

 Improved model and positive practices for interaction between schools and parents, based 

on the results of school self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection in the network; 

 All decisions in the network are taken after discussion between all project partners and 

were reached by consensus.  

 Benefits for schools:  

 Developed self-evaluation instruments, tested framework and procedure and good 

practices in parental involvement could be adapted and used by other schools for the purposes 

of obligatory self-evaluation of schools required by the new Education Act to be implemented 

every two years as part of  quality improvement, strategic planning and participation of 

parents in school management activities. 

 Developed self-evaluation instrument and tested framework and procedure could be 

useful and adapted by others schools willing to test innovative and implement new practices. 

 Sofia network experience could support the planning, implementation and dissemination 

of innovation in other schools and for gaining a status of ‘innovative school’ (requirements 

for the latter are regulated by the new Education Act). 

 Opportunities for influencing  school inspection regulations: 

 Sustaining the practice ‘schools cooperating in  a network’  and introducing regulations 

about ‘network of schools’ regulated practice (in State educational standard for the 

institutions in preschool and school education system). 

 Introducing and affirming new inspection practices by amending relevant legislation 

(Regulations for school inspection, Regulations for Regional Departments of  Education) 

 Affirming and regulating school self-evaluation and peer-evaluation in a network (in 

Regulations for managing quality in educational institutions). 

In recently introduced legislation related to school inspection in Bulgaria, unfortunately none 

of the tested in the framework of the project practices was included, although they have 

proven their positive impact and benefits for schools and their stakeholders. Case study results 

were  disseminated on various national and international forums, including  presented to the 

Ministry of Education during the process of development of the new inspection regulations. 

Obviously for more significant changes to happen more time is needed.  

As researchers we will continue our work to disseminate the tested positive and beneficial 

practices and for attracting more proselytes so these practices to be affirmed as permanent 

ones in Bulgaria and for their inclusion in the educational legislation.  
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Appendix 1: Framework for self-evaluation and peer-evaluation of parental involvement 

 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name: Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number: 2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

 

Framework for self-evaluation and peer evaluation of the quality of  parental involvement 

Subject of evaluation: quality of work with parents at school  

Quality work with parents at school (definition): Quality work with parents includes various  and effective communications, active 

participation of parents in school life and parents’ participation in decision-making regarding school development in order for school to 

achieve its educational goals.  

Standards, indicators and norms (Table 1)  

Sources of information, methods, instruments  

Sources: school management team, teachers, parents, students 

Methods: discussions/direct meetings, observations, survey of stakeholders’ opinion (questionnaires), document analysis  (relevant to work with 

parents)  

Instruments: minutes (parental and other  meetings, observations, etc.), questionnaires, plan for work with parents, other relevant to parental 

involvement documents  (letters, official messages, channels and means for communication) 

Appendices:  

Appendix 1: Questionnaire for self-evaluation of school management team 

Appendix 2 : Questionnaire for self-evaluation of teachers 

Appendix 3:  Questionnaire for parents 
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire for students 

Appendix 5 : Self-evaluation report (form) 

Appendix 6: Peer-evaluation report (form) 

Period of self-evaluation: information for the previous school year till the beginning of peer evaluation - 09.2014 – 12.2015 г. 

Table 1 

Standards Indicators Evidences Sources of information Norms 

Minimal requirements and 

levels* 

1. School-parents 

communication 

supports the 

educational process 

and students’ 

progress 

 

1.1.  School uses various 

forms of communication with 

parents  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2. Communication goes 

both ways 

Information, consultations, adequate 

reactions  

Written forms: electronic diary 

student’s notebook, official letters, 

notebooks for feedback, information 

panel, school site, class diary, class 

site, e-mails, and text messages.  

Oral forms: individual meetings, 

consultations, parents meetings, 

meetings with School boards, 

meetings with class-based parents’ 

groups, reception hours of teachers 

and the head teacher 

School receives positive feedback 

from parents (written and oral), 

Documentation and other 

types of sources 

Questionnaires for 

parents, students, 

teachers and school 

management team 

 

Schedule for consultation 

hours 

 

 

Different meetings 

Standard 1 is accomplished 

in case indicators 2 and 3 are 

achieved at least at medium 

level  

 

Levels of achievement – see 

the text after the table  
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1.3.  School-parents 

communication is based on a 

mutual respect and trust  

 

 

1.4.  The school has 

developed a system for 

dealing with complaints and 

signals  

awards for partnership, etc.   

 

Number of complaints filed at 

school, at Regional Inspectorate and 

the Ministry of Education. Parents 

seek assistance for handling with  

different problems.  

Timely responses by the school, 

dealing with a problem at school 

level 

minutes 

 

Records 

Questionnaires 

 

 

Documents, written 

answers, questionnaires 

 

2. Parents 

participate 

actively in 

school life 

2.1.  Parents attend school 

activities. 

 

 

2.2.  Parents actively 

participate in different school 

activities/initiatives   

 

 

2.3. Parents initiate school 

activities  

Attainment levels – list of 

participants, pictures, sustainability 

and increase in number of parents 

participating at school activities.  

Donations, voluntary work, 

participation at open classes, at 

additional activities,  project work 

(documentation) 

Meeting protocols, products of 

cooperative activities between school 

and parents  

Documents 

Questionnaires  

 

 

 

Standard 2 is accomplished if 

indicators 1 and 2 are 

achieved at least at medium 

level  

 

Levels of achievement – see 

the text after the table  

 

3. School-parents 

interaction 

3.1. Parents ensure students’ 

presence at class and at 

Observations, questionnaires, Questionnaires Standard 3 is accomplished if 

indicators 1 and 3 are 
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contributes to 

students’ 

progress and to 

the sustainability 

of students’ 

success 

school activities  

 

 

3.2.  Parents provide needed 

textbooks and other 

educational supplies 

 

3.3. School provides 

conditions for an adequate 

interaction with parents  

3.4. Parents are satisfied by 

the  support provided by the 

school, by the progress and  

sustainability of success of 

their children  

documents, interviews. 

Number of students’ absence 

decreases. 

Percentage of students’ drop-out 

rates decreases 

 

 

Number of students that don’t do 

their homework decreases 

 

Individual consultations for students 

and parents contribute to students’ 

progress 

Accessibility of pedagogical 

specialists out of formal hours for 

consultations 

Timely feedback for student’s 

development (difficulties, progress, 

results) 

School offers various and adequate 

to parents’ and students’ 

expectations activities outside 

classroom and school.  

Observations 

Documentation 

Talks, meetings 

School for parents  

 

achieved at least at medium 

level  

 

Levels of achievement – see 

the text after the table  

 



 

119 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

School refers students to relevant 

specialists (special educators, social 

services, child protection services, 

etc.) when needed.  

Work done by the school counsellor 

4. Parents 

participate in 

setting priorities 

for school 

development 

4.1. Parents’ active class-

based groups and the school 

board initiate and implement 

activities for school 

development. 

 

 

4.2. Parents participate in 

development of school 

strategy  

Meetings notes (class-based parents 

groups, school board, pedagogical 

council) regarding different activities 

– school curriculum, school 

education  profiles, material support 

of school, teaching materials 

(textbooks and others), different 

school activities 

Parents participation at pedagogical 

council when school strategy is 

discussed 

Documents 

Questionnaires 

 

 

Standard 4 is accomplished if 

indicator 1 is achieved at 

least at medium level 

 

Levels of achievement – see 

the text after the table  

 

 

Norms for self-evaluation of parental involvement  

1) Evaluation whether indicators for different quality standards have been achieved and to what degree/level  

Levels of achievement of indicators:  

- Indicator is not achieved if there is no compliance between the opinion of different respondent groups 

- Indicator is achieved to a medium degree if there is a discrepancy between the opinions of different respondent groups or the compliance 

is below 60% 
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- Indicator is achieved to a high degree if the compliance between different respondent groups and other sources of information is above 

60% 

2) Evaluation whether the quality standards are achieved and to what degree  

Minimum requirements: 

Standard 1 is accomplished in case indicators 2 and 3 are achieved at least at amedium level  

Standard 2 is accomplished in case indicators 1 and 2 are achieved at least at amedium level 

Standard 3 is accomplished in case indicators 1 and 3 are achieved at least at amedium level  

Standard 4 is accomplished in case indicator 1 is achieved at least at medium level 

Ratings:  

- Standard is not accomplished if the minimum indicators are not achieved 

- Satisfactory – only minimum indicators are achieved  

- High – more than the minimum indicators are achieved 

- Excellent  – all indicators are achieved 

3) Evaluation of quality of school work with parents – overall statement  

School work with parents is of a satisfactory quality if standard 2 and 3 are achieved (minimum standards)  

Ratings: 

- Low quality – if standard 2 and 3 are not accomplished 

- Satisfactory – if only standard 2 and 3 standards are accomplished  

- High  – if more than the minimum standards are accomplished at least at satisfactory level  

- Excellent – all standards are accomplished 
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Appendix 2:  Self-evaluation report (form) 

 

REPORT – ANALYSIS  

FOR SCHOOL SELF-EVALUATION ON PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 

(school year ) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Sources of information used for the preparation of the report: questionnaires for different stakeholders, documents for different activities that are 

relevant to parental involvement, meetings, conversations, etc. 

Information about the number of respondents that were surveyed within the school (teachers, parents, students, management team),  total number 

of respondents, % of respondents of the total number of each group in the school, demographic characteristics, difficulties during the survey 

implementation. 

І.  FINDINGS 

 

STANDARD  1 

School-parents communication supports the educational process and students’ progress 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
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STANDARD 2 

Parents participate in school life 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

 

STANDARD 3 

School-parents interaction contributes to students’ progress and to the sustainability of students’ success 

..................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

 

STANDARD 4 

Parents participate in setting priorities for school development 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
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ІІ. SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS 

 

Strengths  

 

 

Areas that need improvement 

 

 

Level of compliance between the opinions of school management team, teachers, parents and students 

 

 

Final conclusion about the quality of work with parents in the school 
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ІІІ. Plan for improvement and development  

 

Areas that need 

improvement 

Activities for 

improving work 

with parents  

Deadline Responsible person Resources 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

Date: .........................                                                      School principal : ......................... 

 

Accepted at Pedagogical council meeting on :.......... (date) 
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Appendix 3: Peer-evaluation report (form) 

 

REPORT - ANALYSIS 

FOR SCHOOL PEER-EVALUATION ON PARENTAL INVOLVEMENTS 

(school year) 

Evaluated school: 

Peer-evaluation period:  (from-to) 

Peer-evaluation team:  (data) 

Participants from the school: (data) 

 

І.  FINDINGS 

 

STANDARD 1 

School-parents communication supports the educational process and students’ progress 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
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STANDARD 2 

Parents participate in school life 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

 

STANDART 3 

School-parents interaction contributes to students’ progress and to the sustainability of students’ success 

..................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

 

STANDARD  4 

Parents participate in setting priorities for school development 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
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ІІ. SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS 

Strengths  

Areas that need improvement 

Level of concurrence between the opinions of school management team, teachers, parents and students 

Final conclusion about the quality of parental involvement in the school 

 Degree to which standards are achieved 

 Quality of school work with parents 

 Adequacy of the planned measures and activities for improvement 

ІІІ.  RECOMENDATIONS 

- What to be continued and supported as a good practice in school work with parents 

- What to be improved and developed 

- On what support from the network school can rely on for the implementation of the planned improvements 

 

Date: .........................                                                      Signatures of peer-evaluators: ......................... 

       

IV. SCHOOL PRINCIPAL COMMENTS 

- Which recommendations he/she accepts and which he/she disagrees with 

                                                                                         

I made myself acquainted with this report :  

                                                                                                                  Principal: (name and signature)                         
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APPENDIX 

TO PEER-EVALUATION REPORT ON PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT  

Evaluation of indicators and standards in the  Framework for self-evaluation and peer-evaluation  

and a overall evaluation of quality of school work with parents 

SUMMARY INFORMATION GATHERED THROUGH PEER EVALUATION PROCCES 

 

Standards and indicators School self-

evaluation* 

Evaluation 

of peer-

evaluators*

* 

Comments 

*** 

Indicator 1.1. 

School uses various forms for communication with parents 

   

Indicator 1.2. 

Communication goes both ways 

   

Indicator 1.3. 

School-parents communication is based on a mutual respect and trust 

   

Indicator 1.4. 

The school has developed a system for dealing with complaints and signals 

   

Standard 1. School-parents communication supports the educational process and 

students’ progress 

   

Indicator 2.1. 

Parents attend school activities 

   

Indicator 2.2. 

Parents actively participate in different school activities/initiatives   

   

Indicator 2.3. 

Parents initiate school activities 
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Standard 2.  Parents participate actively in school life    

Indicator 3.1. 

Parents ensure students’ presence at class and at school activities 

   

Indicator 3.2. 

Parents provide needed textbooks and other educational supplies 

   

Indicator 3.3. 

The school provides conditions for an adequate interaction with parents 

   

Indicator 3.4. 

Parents are satisfied with the conditions for support, by the progress and the sustainability of 

their students 

   

Standard 3. School-parents interaction contributes to students’ progress and to the 

sustainability of students’ success 

   

Indicator 4.1. 

Parents’ active class-based groups and the school board initiate and implement activities for 

school development 

   

Indicator 4.2. 

Parents participate in development of school strategy  

   

Standard 4. Parents participate in setting priorities for school development    

Summary evaluation for the quality of school work with parents     

 

* School self-evaluation, stated in self-evaluation report, summarized information from three different sources (inputs – processes – 

outputs) 

- whatever is planned for the work with parents is also stated at school year plan and school development strategy (input); 

- activities done in the field of parental involvement  – they are described and an evaluation is carried out so it can be said to what extend the 

planned activities have been implemented in practice (absolutely, only partially, on top of the plan, reasons) (processes); 

-  stakeholders’ opinion for the activities – parents, students, teachers, school management team, parents’ and students’ satisfaction by the 

partnership with the school (outputs). 
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Bases on the three sources of information the school formulates an evaluation for the achievement of  each indicator and standards in the 

framework and a final summary evaluation for the quality of school work with parents.  

**Evaluation of peer-evaluation team, stated in the peer-evaluation report, is based on 3 sources of information:  

- school self-evaluation report and a critical analysis of the information it presents; 

- direct impressions from evaluation visit at the school and the information gathered through the discussions with school management team and 

representatives of teachers, students and parents (class-based parents groups, school board) in order to verify and supplement the information 

given in the self-evaluation report. 

For each indicator and each standard the peer-evaluation team assesses to what degree it is achieved and states some arguments to support the 

evaluation, pointing out the relevant sources of information. Based on this procedure a final summary evaluation is made for the quality of school 

work with parents according to the norms from the Framework for self-evaluation and peer-evaluation.  

While evaluating each indicator and standard and while stating the final summary evaluation, the peer-evaluators should consider school self-

evaluation and it’s compliance to the information obtained during the school visit. 

While stating the final summary evaluation, the peer-evaluators should consider the factors of external context that the evaluated school works 

within (students’ characteristics, parents’ characteristics, school budget, traditions, community and municipal support, etc.) 

*** Comments  

In this column peer-evaluation team can present short information that clarifies or underlines their judgments as well as some consideration taken 

into account (environmental factors, etc.)  
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Appendix 4: Framework for inspection of school-parents interaction 

 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project                              Signed:  03.2016 

Project name: Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number: 2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

                VANYA KASTREVA, 

                HEAD OF REGIONAL 

 INSPECTORATE OF 

EDUCATION -- 

                SOFIA-CITY 

Framework for inspection of network of 10 Sofia schools on  ‘School work with parents’ 

 

Subject of evaluation: quality of school work with parents 

Quality of school work with parents (definition): The school has a deep and complex understanding of its’ responsibility in interacting with 

parents by means of well established school system for partnership, applying various forms  of communication and involvement of parents in 

every planned school activity, encouraging their initiative to achieve successfully the educational goals, to develop students’ interests and 

abilities as well as to improve teachers’ professional competencies for effective partnership with parents.  

Standards, indicators, norms and scale (Table 1) 

Inspection  methods: check-up of mandatory and other types of school documentation, discussions with school principal, deputy principals, 

teachers, school counselor/psychologist, students, parents.  

Sources of information:  School and other types of documentation, school principal, deputy principals, teachers, school counselor/psychologist, 

students, parents. For all standards and indicators as universal sources of information will be used: 
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1. Schools’ self-evaluation reports on school work with parents 

2. Peer-evaluation reports of  school work with parents 

3. Discussions with school principals, deputy principals, teachers, psychologists/school counselor, students, parents, school board.  

Inspection data gathered for the period: 16.09.2014 – 29.01.2016 

Table 1 

Standards Indicators Sources of information Norms and scale 

1. Inclusion of 

parents in school life 

through a developed 

system for school 

partnership 

 

 

 

 

1. The school includes 

parents in preparation and 

update of school development 

strategy 

 

 

2. On yearly basis (at the 

beginning of school year) a 

parents’ opinion inquiry is 

implemented so the school’s 

Year  plan could be prepared.  

 

 

 

3. School board applies 

1. School development strategy  

2. School board meetings minutes 

3. Minutes of Pedagogical council 

meetings  

4. Questionnaires for parents. 

1. School year plan for school years 

2014/2015 and 2015/2016. 

2. Questionnaires for parents. 

3. Minutes of meetings with parents 

and parental class teams  

4. Registers of incoming/outgoing 

mails. 

 

1. Minutes of the Assembly of parental 

Standard 1 is accomplished in case 

indicators 1 and 3 are accomplished.  

 

Levels of performance:  

Unsatisfactory– minimum indicators 

are not accomplished 

Good – only minimum indicators are 

accomplished 

Very good – more than minimum 

indicators are accomplished 

Excellent – all indicators are 

accomplished  
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mechanism for popularization 

of its initiatives and for 

reporting to parents and 

teachers on different forms of 

support it has provided. 

School board chairman 

participates in the work of 

Pedagogical council. 

 

4. The school develops and 

supports students’ self-

governing bodies as a bridge 

for interaction with parents. 

community/ School Board. 

2. Minutes of Pedagogical council 

meetings. 

3. School board charter.  

 

 

 

1. Plan for the work of Students 

Council/ Parliament.  

 

2. Implementation of 

various forms of 

communication with 

parents for their 

involvement in all 

planned school activities 

for achieving  

educational goals  

1. The school informs parents 

for school curriculum and  

school syllabus.  

 

 

 

2. The school creates and 

develops conditions for 

integration of children with 

learning difficulties 

 

1. Parental meetings minutes.  

2. School/ class internet sites. 

3. ‘Open doors’ day at school  

4. Groups for electronic 

communication.  

 

1. Documents that can prove the 

provision of supporting environment: 

principal’s order for creating a team 

for support of education of students 

with special needs; individual 

Standard 2 is accomplished in case  

indicators 1, 2, 3 and 4 are 

accomplished. 

 

Levels of performance:  

Unsatisfactory– minimum indicators 

are not accomplished 

Good – only minimum indicators are 

accomplished 

Very good – more than minimum 

indicators are accomplished 
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3. Parents ensure students’ 

attendance at school and the 

necessary textbooks and other 

study materials.  

 

 

4. The school applies a 

mechanism for informing 

parents about their children’s 

success, learning difficulties 

and problems at school. 

 

 

 

5. The school systematically 

and by using different forms 

presents students’ 

achievements in different 

areas to the parents.  

educational programs; provided 

support by  ‘resource teacher’/center; 

work of school counselor/psychologist 

with parents of children with learning 

difficulties  

 

1. Class registers. 

2. Students’ registers.  

3. Electronic register.  

 

1. Class registers. 

2. Students’ registers.  

3. Electronic register.  

4. Second Class lesson/hour – 

consultation of parents/ head teacher 

order for consultation schedule.  

5. Notification letters for parents. 

6. Working hours and consultation 

hours of school head teacher.  

1. Open doors day 

2. School/class internet sites. 

Excellent – all indicators are  

accomplished 
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6. The school has a developed 

mechanism for dealing with 

complaints and signals.  

3. School newspaper. 

4. Joint parental meetings. 

5. Mass-media and other forms of 

mass-communication. 

6. Deeds and awards. 

1. Register of incoming mail.  

2. Register of outgoing mail. 

3. Principal’s  orders. 

3. Encouragement of 

parents’ initiative in 

interacting with the 

school for  development 

of   students’ interests 

and abilities 

1. The school applies various 

forms for motivating  parents 

in order to create effective 

partnership that will 

contribute to the development 

of students’ interests and 

abilities.  

 

2. The school applies a 

system for studying parents’ 

opinion about the 

implementation of different 

extracurricular activities that 

will develop interests and 

abilities of their children and 

1. School/class internet site. 

2. Protocols of parental meetings. 

3. Documents for School Board 

initiatives.  

 

 

1. Questionnaires for parents and other 

forms of research.  

 

 

 

Standard 3 is accomplished in case 

indicators 2 and 3 are accomplished.  

 

 

Levels of performance:  

Unsatisfactory– minimum indicators 

are not accomplished 

Good – only minimum indicators are 

accomplished  

Very good – more than minimum 

indicators are accomplished 

Excellent – all indicators are 
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will prevent school drop-out. 

 

3. Parents participate in 

school provided 

extracurricular activities.  

 

4. Parents initiate and 

implement activities for 

development of students’ 

interests and abilities.   

 

 

1.Pictures.  

2. Publications and video materials in 

the media.  

 

1. Questionnaires for parents and other 

forms of research.  

2. Publications and video material in 

the media.  

accomplished 

4. Development of 

teachers’ professional 

competencies for 

effective interaction and 

communication with 

parents.  

 

1. The school plans and 

implements internal and 

external or the school forms 

for in-service traing of  

teachers on topics related to 

interaction and partnership 

with parents.  

 

 

2. The school motivates and 

supports pedagogical staff to 

participate in in-service 

training within the framework 

1. Documents for research of teachers’ 

and other staff needs of qualification 

2. School plan for qualification 

activities . 

3. Documents that verify the 

participation of pedagogical staff 

participation in different 

qualifications.  

 

1. Documents about studying teachers’ 

and other staff needs of qualification 

Standard 4 is accomplished when 

indicators 1 and 4 are accomplished.  

 

 

Levels of performance:  

Unsatisfactory– minimum indicators 

are not accomplished 

Good – only minimum indicators are 

accomplished  

Very good – more than minimum 

indicators are accomplished 
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of different national 

programs, projects and good 

practices exchange regarding 

school-parent interaction.  

 

 

3. The school cooperates with 

parents for development of 

pedagogical staff’s 

competencies for career 

orientation of students.  

 

 

4. The school initiates and 

implements activities for 

application of pedagogical 

staff’ skills and knowledge so 

that parental community 

could be involved in school 

life and becomes an active 

school partner.  

2. Project documents. 

3. Documents that verify the 

participation of pedagogical staff 

participation in different 

qualifications. 

 

1. Lesson plans and thematic schedule 

of class lessons 

2. Documents ofschool 

counselor/psychologist.   

3. Questionnaires for parents and 

students. 

 

1. Open lessons. 

2. Exchange of good practices. 

3. School for parents. 

 

Excellent – all indicators are 

accomplished 

   

 

School-parents interaction is of high 

quality in case standards 2 and 3 are  

accomplished.  
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Quality levels 

Low quality – standard 2 and 3 are not 

accomplished. 

Good quality – standard 2 and 3 are 

accomplished. 

Very good quality – more than 

standard 2 and 3 are accomplished.  

High quality – all standards are 

accomplished.  
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Appendix 5: Inspection report provided to each school in the network 

(form) 

 

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE 

REGIONAL INSPECTORATE OF EDUCATION  –  SOFIA-CITY 

Sofia 1303, 17 Antim I Str. , tel.:9356050, fax:9883937, e-mail: rio_sofia_grad@mon.bg, www.rio-sofia-grad.com 

 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name: Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number: 2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

         

APPROVED: 

         VANYA KASTREVA, 

         HEAD OF RIE – 

         SOFIA-CITY 

 

 

№          Incoming. № …… 

 

WRITTEN STATEMENT  

 

For implemented inspection by ………………………. - senior expert in ……. .at 

............................/school/, district ……………… 

At ……………… , based upon oder № ………………. issued by head of RIE – Sofia-city, 

following the activitgies within ‘Polycentrci inspection of networks of schools’ project, an 

inspection was made at ………………………, area ……………. 

Inspection topic: school-parents interaction.  

Inspection subject: quality of school’s work with parents.  

Type of inspection: thematic 

Aim of inspection: indentifying the level of quality of school-parents interaction.  

Inspection methods: 

- check of obligatory school and education documentation; 
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- discussions with school principal, deputy  principals, school counselor/psychologist, parents, 

Boards of trustees, students 

 

FINDINGS  

Standard 1: Inclusion of parents in school life through a developed system for school 

partnership (following the indicators in the inspection framework). 

.......................................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................................... 

Level of performance : ………………….. 

 

Standard 2: Implementation of various forms of communication with parents for their 

involvement in all planned school activities for achieving  educational goals  (following 

the indicators in the inspection framework). 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Level of performance: ………………………. 

 

Standard 3: Encouragement of parents’ initiative in interacting with the school for  

development of   students’ interests and abilities (following the indicators of inspection 

framework ). 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Level of performance:………………………. 

 

Standard 4: Development of teachers’ professional competencies for effective interaction 

and communication with parents. (following the indicators of inspection framework ). 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Level of performance: ………………………… 
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Overall  judgement on quality of school-parents interaction 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Level of fulfillment:………………………………… 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. School implements/improves and develops approaches, practices, and mechanisms 

for improving quality of interaction with parents. 

2. A need for support by the network for the school is needed for  implementation of  

planned improvements.  

 

 

FOR THE SCHOOL: 

 

PRINCIPAL OF ……………….. 

……………………………/signature/ 

…………………./name and surname/ 

SENIOR EXPERT AT …. 

......……………………………../ signature / 

…………………../name and surname /  
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Appendix 6:  Network inspection report (form)  

 

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION AND SCIENCE  

REGIONAL INSPECTORATE OF EDUCATION  –  SOFIA-CITY 

Sofia 1303, 17 Antim I Str., № 17, tel.:9356050, fax:9883937, e-mail: rio_sofia_grad@mon.bg, www.rio-sofia-grad.com 

 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name: Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number: 2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

         

 

APPROVED: 

              VANYA KASTREVA, 

              HEAD OF RIE – 

             SOFIA-CITY 

Incoming. №  

TO 

VANYA KASTREVA  

HEAD OF RIE  

SOFIA-CITY  
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REPORT 

 

from ……………….. – ……………………………… 

 

About: inspection at …………………………. for  testing  of model for polycentric inspection of network of schools on standard ‘School-parents 

interaction’ 

 

DEAR MRS. KASTREVA, 

 

Following your order No ………………….., between ………. an inspection at 10 schools in Sofia was implemented by 5 senior experts 

from REI, to test a model for polycentric inspection on school-parents interaction.  

Inspection included a check of mandatory school, educational and other types of documentations and discussions with schools’ principals, 

deputy principals, school counselorspsychologists, parents, Board of trustees, and students.  

During the inspection schools presented self-evaluation reports (including plan with measures for improvement of their work with 

parents) and peer-evaluation reports (with added measures for improvement based on peer-evaluation recommendations).  

Written statements with inspection findings are prepared for each school in the network as sollows: ………… 

Inspection findings for the network as are follows: 
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Standard 1: Inclusion of parents in school life through a developed system for school partnership (following the indicators in the inspection 

framework). 

.........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................... 

Level of performance : ………………….. 

 

Standard 2: Implementation of various forms of communication with parents for their involvement in all planned school activities for 

achieving  educational goals  (following the indicators in the inspection framework). 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………… 

Level of performance: ………………………. 

 

Standard 3: Encouragement of parents’ initiative in interacting with the school for  development of   students’ interests and abilities 

(following the indicators of inspection framework ). 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………… 

 

Level of performance:………………………. 

 

Standard 4: Development of teachers’ professional competencies for effective interaction and communication with parents. (following the 

indicators of inspection framework ). 
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…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………… 

 

Level of performance: ………………………… 

 

Overall  judgement on quality of school-parents interaction and network functioningfor improvement of schools’ and network activities:  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 

Level of concurrence between schools’ self-evaluation, peer-evaluation, and inspection. 

...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Schools implement,  improve and develop approaches, practices, and mechanisms for improving quality of interaction with parents. 

2. A need for support by the network for the schools is needed for implementation of planned improvements.  

 

               Sincerely, 

                   

                …………………… 
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Appendix 7:  Questionnaire for interview with principles after self-

evaluation and before peer-evaluation   

 

QUESTIONNAIRE  FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS  

(after self-evaluation and before peer-evaluation) 

 

Dear colleague. 

This interview is part of research activities within ‘Polycentric inspection of school networks’ 

project, in which your school participates. 

The purpose of the interview is to obtain  information about school principals’ opinion at a 

certain stage of project activities – afters chool self-evaluation and before peer-evaluation 

between schools in the network.  

Questions included refer to your understandings and expectations about: 

 School network developed within the project – it’s up to date functioning and future 

development. 

 The way peer-evaluation will affect the cooperation between schools within the network 

and the network itself.  

 The way peer-evaluation could be used in the process of inspection of individual schools 

that will be implemented by Sofia the Regional inspectorate of education. 

Data obtained by the interview will be used for project research purposes only. Results will 

be analyzed and presented in summary and will not be personalized. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

Defining the network 

Structure of the network 

Who is part of this network, and what is the purpose of the network? 

How did you join the school network in Sofia?  

Why did you join the network? What were your expectations for you participation in it?  

Why do individual actors want to be part of the network? 

Does the network have clear vision and goals which are supported by all its members? 

How do you define your/your school role in the network? What are the different roles and 

responsibilities of actors in the network; who is responsible for the functioning of the 

network? 
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How, and on what topics do actors in this network cooperate? What type of knowledge do 

they exchange? 

What arrangements have been made in the network regarding the decision-making process 

and cooperation mechanisms?   

Does the size of the network (number of partners) affect it’s functioning and in what way?  

What role does geographical/moral/cultural proximity play in the functioning of the network? 

In what way were teachers in your school informed about the participation of the school in the 

network?  

What do teachers in your school think about the network? How does the participation of the 

school in the network influence teachers work? 

Do you think that the management structure of the network is suitable? 

Is attention being paid to both the management of the network, and management in the 

network?  

Is the network appropriately resourced to do its work? 

Does the network have both the internal and the external legitimacy it requires? 

How flexible is the network in redefining its purpose and members? 

Is the network divided into sub-networks with specific responsibilities? 

Are there opportunities for career and professional development in the network? 

How has the network changed over time? And why? What caused the change? 

 

Relationships and collaboration 

Did schools from the network work together before the network establishment? How does this 

affect the cooperation between them and between others participants in the network? 

Are all the members similarly engaged with the network, or are there members who ‘set the 

tone’? 

Who is trusted/distrusted and why? 

Who is the ‘go to point’ for specific type of knowledge? 

What is the position of the Inspectorate in the network? 

If you had to draw out the position of each member within the network, what would that look 

like (e.g. is there one partner central in the network, who is on the boundary)? 

Are all members’ perspectives taken into account when making decisions and is there a 

shared belief in the collaboration process? 
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Is the network/relationship structure evolving as expected and contributing positively to the 

work of the network? 

  

Network-level outcomes 

Is the work of your school affected in the following areas?  

 Students’ achievements 

 Raising students’ attainment rates 

 Students’ drop-out rates 

 Better students’ transfer to a next level and stage of education 

 Inclusive education and working with children with special education needs  

 Parental involvement  

 Parents’ satisfaction with the provided education 

 Continuous training and qualification of teachers 

 Sharing of know-how (good practices) and resources in the network 

 School competency to self-evaluate its activities 

 Other ............................................................. 

How is the work of your school influenced by the network? 

What are the advantages and disadvantages for your school from its participation in the 

network? 

How effective is the network in your opinion? 

 

Evaluation practices of/in the network  

Peer-evaluation network 

What do you think about peer-evaluation framework for schools in the network? (criteria, 

standards, procedures) 

To what extent does the framework for peer-evaluation include standards to evaluate network-

level outcomes or to evaluate collaboration between schools? 

Are there criteria to come to an overall judgment on the effectiveness of the network, or of 

schools/service providers within the network? What are these criteria? 

To what extent do schools/actors in the network have a role in informing the peer-review 

framework, or in bringing in topics for inspection or peer- reviews? 

Who decides on whether the network, or school within the network is effective/good? 

How were the standards/criteria for peer review developed and what informed them (e.g. 

research, legislation, other accountability/monitoring frameworks)?  

Peer-evaluation process  
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How is assessment data from school self-evaluation communicated? To whom and with 

whom? 

Who decides on how to act on self-evaluation findings and whom these findings will be 

presented to? 

To what extend does peer-evaluation framework takes into account school self-evaluation 

results? 

In what way your school participated in developing school visits schedule and procedure for 

peer-evaluation within the network? (gathering information, data analysis, formulating 

summarized evaluation) 

 

Embedding in regulatory context and clarity of formal responsibilities and roles 

Who is responsible for which part of the evaluation and improvement process (standard-

setting, design and implementation of measures, collecting and analyzing findings, making 

judgments and deciding on actions)?  

What is the regulatory/legislative context of the framework? Does it support school peer-

evaluation or the forming of networks? How? Does it support involvement of schools/actors 

in the network or other stakeholders to decide on the standards in the framework for peer-

evaluation? 

 

Potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspections of networks (transition costs) 

Groupthink  

How free are you as a network member to express different views, or develop different 

practices? 

Transaction costs 

What new managerial/quality assurance/centralized roles, procedures have been established? 

Which network-related activities and meetings have been scheduled? To what extent have 

network-related activities been integrated into existing school-level practices/workload? 

Has the establishment of the network created additional workload, and what does that exist 

of? And if yes, is it supported financially or in other ways? Does it contribute to school-

level/network-level outcomes? 

How has the process of peer-evaluation impacting on workload? 

Single partners protecting their own independence and identity 

Is there any part of your service provision or expertise that you would not want to share with 

other partners in the network? If so, why not? 

How has the process of peer-evaluation impacting on this? 
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Competition between partners in the network 

Is there some level of competition between partners in the network (e.g. in attracting students, 

teachers, resources) 

How has the process of peer-evaluation impacting on this? 

Power struggle 

Does membership of the network lead to conflict? Has your membership of the network 

resulted in any conflict situations emerging? And if so, what? How is being resolved, do you 

expect it to be resolved? 

Who sets the agenda of the network? How will peer-evaluation impact on this? In what way? 

Degrading of services  

Have you changed the level of your provision as a result of being a member of the network? 

And if so, how? E.g. have you limited your offer of services, or expanded it? 

How will peer-evaluation process impact on this, especially on working with parents?  

Diffusion of roles and responsibilities 

What are your responsibilities in terms of network-level outcomes and what are 

responsibilities of others? How clear is that for clients or users of the network-level 

outcomes? 

How will peer-evaluation process impact on this? 

Decreased motivation to collaborate, partners leaving the network 

Do all the partners participate equally in the network? 

How will peer-evaluation process impact on this? 

Knowledge is not equally shared between partners 

What knowledge is shared between partners, how often, how, between whom? 

Do all partners have equal access to network-related information (refer to specific network-

level outcomes)? And if not, why not? 

How will peer-evaluation process impact on that? 

Openness to external stakeholders and transaction costs in negotiation competing agendas of 

different stakeholders. 

Who are relevant external stakeholders for the network? 

What are their expectations of the network?  

Do external stakeholders have a shared understanding or goal of/for the network? 

How do you address a situation where there are competing goals for the network? 
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How will peer-evaluation process impact on this? 

 

External context of the network 

Resources  

Do schools and the network receive enough resources to provide a good level of education 

and evaluate and improve (network-level) outcomes? If not, how does this influence the 

education you provide?  

Who provides these resources? How are resources allocated within and across schools (who 

decides)? 

Are there enough teachers, and are you content with the initial teacher training? 

Socio-economic 

Can you describe the socio-economic characteristics of the students / region the network is in?  

Are there students from (different ethnic) minority backgrounds? 

How is school work affected by: students with low socio-economic background, students with 

different ethnic and others minorities, students with special educational needs, students raised 

by single parents or by extended family? 

Has number of students been going up or down for the past several years? (at school, in the 

neighborhood, in the city)  

Support from community 

Are there positive relationships developed with local authorities during the past time 

(municipality and Regional inspectorate of education)?  

Do you receive adequate support from the municipality and the inspectorate?  

Are there sufficient external community services provided for schools and students by other 

agencies? 

Which partners support the network to improve? How/why? 
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Appendix 8:   Questionnaire for teachers after self-evaluation and before 

peer-evaluation   

 

 

QESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

(after self-evaluation and before peer-review) 

 

Dear colleague, 

This questionnaire is part of research activities within ‘Polycentric inspection of school 

networks’ project  in which your school participates. 

The purpose of the questionnaire is to obtain  information about teachers’  opinion at a 

certain stage of project activities – the beginning of the second stage.  

Please, share your opinion on the questions bellow and the experience of your school in its 

participation in the project.  

This questionnaire is anonymous and results will be analyzed and presented in a summary 

and will not be personalized. 

Thank  you for your cooperation! 

 

1.   Are you aware of the fact that your school participates in Erasmus+ project ‘Polycentric 

inspections of school network’? 

Yes 

No 

I’m not sure 

 

2.   Are you aware of the fact that your school is  part of a school network of 10 schools in 

Sofia, which partner in the project? 

Yes 

No 

I’m not sure 

 

3.   Do you know which other school in Sofia are part of the project network? 

Yes 



 

153 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

I don’t have such information 

I’m not sure 

 

4.   Does your school cooperate with other schools in the network regarding other 

activities/projects? 

Yes, currently  

Yes, some time ago 

I don’t have such information 

 

5.   In what way were you informed about your school participation in the project network? 

Personally by the school headmaster 

At a pedagogical council 

I was not informed 

Other…………………… 

 

6.   Are you familiar with the goals of school network that your school participates in?  

Yes 

No 

Partially 

 

Please, state these goals in the way you understand them. 

.................................................................................. 

 

7.   On what topics schools in the network cooperate? What knowledge and experience they 

share? (mark any answer valid for your school) 

Parental involvement 

Working with children with special educational needs 

Teacher in service training 

Extracurricular activities 

Assessment of students’ achievements at the beginning of school year (development and 

application of standardized tests for 4
th

, 7
th

 and 12
th

 grade for subjects that will be part of 
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national assessment) 

School self-evaluation 

School peer-evaluation within the network 

Inspection of school of the network 

Others (please, describe)....................................... 

 

8.   What part of the pedagogical specialists in your school is engaged with school’s 

activities on the project? 

School management team and a large part of my colleagues 

School management team and some part of my colleagues 

School management team and only a small number of my colleagues 

Only school management team 

 

9.   To what extend school personnel is engaged in the project activities?  

Very high 

High 

Medium 

Low  

It’s not engaged 

I can’t say 

 

10. Is personnel’s opinion taken into account when school activities on the project are 

planned and implemented?  

Yes, always 

Sometimes 

No, never 

I can’t say 

 

11. In your opinion, are your school activities positively influenced by the participation in 

the network? Plase state in which areas and to what extent.  
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 Very 

 high 

High Medium Low Not 

influenced 

Students achievements      

Raising students’ attainment rates      

Students’ drop-out rates      

Better realization of students in next education 

stage and level 

     

Inclusive education and working with children 

with special educational needs 

     

Parental involvement       

Parents’ satisfaction with the provided 

education 

     

Continuous training and qualification of 

teachers 

     

Sharing know-how (good practices) and 

resources within the network 

     

School competency to self-evaluate its 

activities 

     

Others (please, describe)      

 

12. In your opinion, in what way is school work influenced by its participation in the 

network?  

Mostly positive 

It has its positive and d negative effects 

Mostly negative 

School work is not influenced 

 

13.  In your opinion, what are the advantages/benefits and disadvantages/limitations for your 

school due to its participation in the network and in the project? 

(State your answer in a free form) 
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14. Are you familiar with the framework for self-evaluation and peer-evaluation of schools’ 

work with parents, developed within the project? 

Yes, partially 

No 

 

15. What do you think about the framework for school self-evaluation and peer-evaluation 

(criteria, standards, procedures?) 

I absolutely approve it 

I approve it in some parts and elements (please, be more specific)……………………….. 

I don’t approve it 

I’m not familiar with the framework 

 

16. In your opinion, for what the framework for self-evaluation and peer-evaluation could 

be useful? (mark every valid answer) 

It can be useful for a diagnosis of school work with parents 

It can be useful for improving school work with parents  

It’s not useful 

Other (please, specify) …………………………….. 

 

17. Are you aware of the fact that there is a forthcoming peer-evaluation of schools in the 

network on parental involvement  area, based on the developed Framework?  

Yes 

No 

 

18. Does the network provide support to individual schools for the forthcoming peer-

evaluation?  

Yes 

No 

I can’t say 

19. In your opinion, is the self-evaluation on parental involvement, conducted in your 

school, related to the forthcoming peer-evaluation?  

Yes, data from school self-evaluation will be taken into account during the peer-evaluation 
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Those two are not related 

I can’t say 

Other (please, specify) ……………………………………….. 

 

20. Is the opinion of school personnel taken into account when the forthcoming peer-

evaluation is planned and implemented? 

Yes 

No 

I can’t say 

 

21. Are results from school self-evaluation for working with parents being distributed and 

discussed in the school? 

Results were presented to the personnel (meetings, pedagogical council) but were not 

discussed 

Results were presented to the personnel and we had the opportunity to discuss them in 

details 

Such presentation and discussions are scheduled 

No presentation and discussion are scheduled 

Other (please, specify)………………………………… 

 

22. Have the results of self-evaluation on parental involvement been presented to the 

parents?  

Results were presented to the parents (school board, parents’ bodies in each class) but were 

not discussed with them 

Results were presented to the parents and were discussed with them 

Such presentation and discussions are scheduled 

No presentation and discussion are scheduled 

Other (please, specify)………………………………… 

 

23. Who decides how to act based on the conclusions of self-evaluation of parental 

involvement?  

School management team 



 

158 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

School management team makes a discussion for the possible measures and takes the final 

decision 

Options are discussed and the final decision is taken with a consensus by the pedagogical 

council  

Other (please specify)………………………………….. 

 

24.  Do you think that self-evaluation that was implemented in your school on parental 

involvement is good for the school and for the improvement of its activities? 

Yes, absolutely 

To a large extent 

Somewhat 

To a small extent 

It’s not useful 

 

25. Did you participate in school self-evaluation on parental involvement in your school? 

Yes, as a respondent (I filled in a teacher questionnaire) 

Yes, in the organization and implementation of different activities (questionnaires for 

parents, students, etc.) 

Yes, in gathering and analysis of data 

Other (please specify)………………………. 

No 

 

26. Does school participation in the network created additional workload for you? 

Yes (please, specify)……………………. 

No  

 

27. How do you evaluate the use of time and human resources for the implementation of 

school self-evaluation on parental involvement in your school? 

High costs, but really big benefits 

High costs, but small benefits 

Acceptable costs 
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Low costs with small benefits 

Low costs with big benefits 

Other (please specify) 

 

28.  In your opinion is there a competition between schools in the network and if so – in 

what way it presents itself? 

Yes (please, specify)……………………….. 

No 

 

29.    Do you think that your colleagues’ motivation for school participation in the network 

and in the project is decreasing? (in comparison with the beginning of the project) 

Yes 

No  

It’s hard to tell 

 

30.   If you marked “Yes” to the previous question how do you think it will influence the 

forthcoming peer-evaluation in the network? 

.............................................. 

 

31.   Does the school has enough resources to provide a good level of education and to 

improving  its results (including at network level) 

Yes, absolutely  

To some extent 

No 

I can’t say 

 

32. How the presence of students from the following groups influences school work? 

 

 We don’t 

have such 

students 

It impacts 

the work 

significantly  

It impacts 

the work 

somewhat 

It 

doesn’t 

impacts 

the 

work 
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With low socio-economic status     

From ethnic and other minorities     

With special educational needs     

Raised by single parents or extended family     

 

33. Do you think that the school has built good partnerships with ….(mark all the valid 

answers) 

School board 

Municipality 

NGOs 

Cultural  institutions 

Universities 

Business organizations 

Regional inspectorate of  Education 

Others (please, specify)...................... 

 

Please, fill in the following information about yourself 

You are a teacher at school No.: 

2, 12 , 26 , 44 , 51 , 56 , 104, 120 , 145 , 171  

Gender:   

Male  

Female 

You are a teacher at:  

 Primary level   

Lower secondary level 

Upper secondary level 

You serve as a class tutor:   

Yes    

No 
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Appendix 9:  Protocol for observation of peer-review 

 

MINUTES  

From peer-evaluation  

of ……. (school) 

Date: …... 

 

Peer-evaluation team: ……………….. 

 

1. School preparation for peer-evaluation. 

 

2. Evaluation team preparation for peer-evaluation. 

 

3. Discussions with students, parents, and teachers – approaches, discussed questions, 

atmosphere, questions’ relevance to the peer-evaluation framework.  

 

4. Atmosphere during peer-evaluation. 

 

5. Requests for additional documents and artifacts to be presented. 

 

6. Feedback at the closer of the visit.  

 

7. Duration. 
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Appendix 10:   Questionnaire for peer-evaluation teams 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PEER-EVALUATION TEAM MEMBERS 

After peer-evaluation and before inspection 

 

Dear colleagues,  

The present questionnaire is a part of the research activities within the ‘Polycentric 

inspections of network of schools’ project  in which your school participates.  

The purpose of the questionnaire is to obtain  information from network participants at a 

certain stage of the project implementation – after the peer-evaluation of schools and before 

the inspection of the network. 

Questions included here refer to your opinion about: 

 The way peer-evaluation was done and how it will affect the cooperation among schools 

in the network and the network itself.  

 The way peer-evaluation could be used during the inspection of the schools in the 

network. 

 The way inspections will influence the cooperation among schools in the network. 

 The way inspections will be influenced by the work of the network and the self-evaluation 

and peer-evaluation implemented in it.  

Please respond to the questions by stating your answers in free form.  

The data obtained through this questionnaire will be used for research purposes of the project 

only. The results will be analyzed and presented in general and won’t be personalized.  

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

You are:  

School principal  

A member of the peer-evaluation team (please, state your position at school).................. 

 

І. After peer-evaluation 

 

B. Evaluation practices of/in the network 

Framework and procedure for peer-evaluation 

After the peer-evaluation what is your opinion about the framework that was used for the 

evaluation process? 
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What do you think about the procedure of the peer-evaluation? 

In what way you as a school head teacher or as a member of the evaluation team prepared 

yourself for the peer-evaluation of the other schools? 

In what way you and the other colleagues in your school prepared yourself for the evaluation 

of your school?? 

What else could have been done for the preparation of your school and the network for the 

peer-evaluation?  

Do you think that during the peer-evaluation all participants in the network were included in 

the process to the same degree? 

 

Evaluation process/inspection visit and follow-up  

To what extend do you think your school self-evaluation was taken into account during the 

process and within the conclusions of the peer-evaluation? 

How the peer-evaluation was done in your school? Are there parts or elements of it that you 

think as mostly positive and others that you consider as mostly negative? Please, be specific.  

Did you encounter any difficulties during the peer-evaluation of the other schools? If yes, 

please be specific and state them clearly.  

Do you believe the feedback you received from the peer-evaluation to be useful?  

Do you plan any changes and improvements in your school regarding work with parents as a 

result of the peer-evaluation and the feedback you received? 

Do you have any ideas about future development of network cooperation as a result of the 

peer-evaluation? 

How do you plan to disseminate the feedback from the peer-evaluation and who do you plan 

to inform about it? 

Do you plan to or have you already informed parents about the results of the peer-evaluation? 

If yes – in what way? 

In what way do you think the recommendations of the peer-evaluation should be implemented 

at network level? 

In what way do you expect the results of the peer-evaluation to influence the preparation and 

the delivery of the envisaged inspections in the network? 

During the peer-evaluation process what do you think was the role of the Sofia University 

partners? 

What benefits for your school you would state as a result of its participation in the peer-

evaluation within the network? Do you see any negatives as a result of this participation? 



 

164 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

What benefits for you as a manager and as a professional do you see as a result of your 

participation in the peer-evaluation? Are there any negatives? 

 

C. Effects and benefits of peer-evaluation within the network 

As a result of the peer-evaluation:  

Have your opinion about the freedom to state different points of view within the network 

changed? In what way? Which elements of peer-evaluation contributed to such a change? 

Will new role (management, quality management) and procedure appear in the school and in 

the network? 

What activities on network level would you suggest to be planned? How you will integrate 

them in your school activities? 

Is there any change in your readiness to share experience and expertise with other network 

participants? If yes – why and in what way? How you will implement such a change? 

Is there any change in your feelings about the competition between network partners (for 

example – in attracting students, teachers and/or resources)? To what factor do you contribute 

such a change? 

Did new conflict situations occur in the network and/or the school? If yes – what types of 

conflicts? How do you plan to solve them? Do you expect them to be solved? 

Do you foresee any changes in the way the school works as a whole due to its participation  in 

the network? If yes – in what areas and in what way?  

What good practices you would integrate in your school and how?  

How do you see your responsibilities for the results on network level and what are the 

responsibilities of the other partners? 

Have your opinion about the equivalent participation of all network partners changed?   

Do you think that at this stage there are partners that would leave the network and why? 

Do you think that the access to information for all partners about the network (regarding the 

specific results on network level) will change? 

 

D. External context 

Which factors of the school external context were taken into account for the peer-evaluation? 

To what extend?  

Are there any other external factors that should have been taken into account for the peer-

evaluation? State them and say why should they be taken into account? 

Did lack of resources for the network make peer-evaluation more difficult? In what way and 

in what areas? 
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Are there any conclusions and recommendations from the peer-evaluation that will support 

the school when dealing with external factors? 

Did you have any support from the local authorities during the peer-evaluation? Did you need 

such a support? IN what elements and moments of peer-evaluation did you need it? 

Are there any conclusions from the peer-evaluation that will support the school to improve its 

interaction with the local authorities? 

 

ІІ. Before the inspection 

 

В. Inspection practices of/in the network  

Inspection framework 

Are you familiar with the Inspection framework, its standards and what will be evaluated 

during the inspection? 

To what extend schools and other network participants played a role in the development of the 

inspection framework and in defining the topic/object of inspection? 

Are you aware how the standards and criteria for inspection are developed and on what 

ground they are based (for example – research, legal norms, other similar frameworks for 

monitoring and inspection)? 

In your opinion, to what extend the inspection framework includes standards for evaluation of 

results on network level or for evaluation of cooperation between schools? 

Does the framework includes criteria that will provide an opportunity for a complete 

estimation of the network effectiveness and for the estimation of the effectiveness of each 

separate school in the network? Which are those indicators? How do you decide whether the 

network is effective or ineffective (which are the main indicators and criteria for evaluating its 

effectiveness)? 

What are the relations between the standards for inspecting and evaluating a separate school 

and for inspecting the network? 

 

Inspection process, visits and follow-ups 

Is there a support (cooperation) between schools when preparing for the inspection? What 

type of support and in which areas?  

Were your school’s self-evaluation and peer-evaluation influenced in any way by the 

upcoming inspection? How and in what areas? 

To what extend do you expect the inspection in your school to take into account school self-

evaluation and peer-evaluation made in the network? Which of these two do you think should 

have a larger weight for the inspection – self or peer-evaluation? 
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Did you participate in any way in the development of the plan for the inspection visits? 

Did you participate in any way in the defining of the documents and information that school 

should present to the Inspectorate before the visit? 

Do you plan to make the inspection report public? How will you do it and who will have 

access to the report? 

 

Embedding in regulatory context and clarity of formal responsibilities and roles 

What is the regulatory/legislative context of the inspection in framework? Does it support 

inspections or the forming of networks? How? Does it support involvement of schools/actors 

in the network or other stakeholders to decide on the standards in the framework? 

 

С. Impact of polycentric inspection 

Are there differences in how single schools generally prepare for single school inspections 

versus polycentric inspection when you are part of a network? What are these differences? In 

what areas?  

What do you think the benefits and difficulties of polycentric inspections of the network will 

be? For whom? 

What influence this type of inspection you expect to have upon your school, upon the network 

and upon other interested parties (parents, students, local authorities)? 

Which elements of polycentric inspection do you think will actually have any impact?  

Do you expect any consequences of the polycentric inspection for your school and for the 

network as a whole? What consequences and in what areas do you think will occur? 

 

F. Potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspection of the networks (transition 

costs) 

Groupthink 

Do you expect the inspection process to influence your level of freedom to express different 

opinion in the network? If yes – in what way? 

 

Transaction costs 

Did you created any new management roles or procedures in your school or in the network 

related to the upcoming inspection? What roles and why did you created them? 

Are any additional school or network activities planned with regard to the upcoming 

inspection? If yes – how did you integrated them in school work? Did this increase school 

personnel workload? 
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Single partners protecting their own independence and identity 

Is there any part of your service provision or expertise that you would not want to share with 

other partners in the network regarding the future inspection? If so, why not? 

 

Competition between partners in the network 

Is there some level of competition between partners in the network (e.g. in attracting students, 

teachers, resources) related to the inspection? 

 

Power struggle 

Does future inspection lead to conflict situations? If yes – what are they? How are such 

situations resolved, do you expect them to be resolved? 

Who sets the agenda/action plan for the network when in comes to the inspection? 

How the inspection will influence this?  

 

Degrading of services  

Do you think that the inspection will influence work with parents in your school and in the 

network as a whole? 

Do you think that the inspection will influence education services that school and the network 

provide?  

 

Decreased motivation to collaborate, partners leaving the network  

In your opinion how the inspection process will influence the equivalent participation of 

partners in the network and is there some chances any of the partners to leave the network? 

 

Knowledge is not equally shared between partners 

How do you think the inspection will be influenced by the level of information sharing within 

the network? 

How the inspection will influence the level of information sharing within the network? 

 

Less weight placed on single school inspections 
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Do you think that the upcoming inspection of the schools in the network will change in any 

way the significance of single school inspections?  

 

Single schools hiding behind the brand of the network/activities of the network (gaming, 

making sure low level performing schools are not inspected) 

How the network prepares for the inspection? Do you change your practices in a way to 

maximize the evaluation of the inspection? Do you create new protocols or procedures which 

will be evaluated positively? 

Which are some of the practices in the network that you would not want to present to the 

Inspectorate? Are there any specific aspects of the network that you would not want the 

Inspectorate to know about? 

How will this influence the inspection process? 

 

F. External context of the network 

Resources 

Do you expect the inspection to take into account the levels of resource provision when 

making inspection conclusions? 

 

Socio-economic 

To what extend do you expect inspection to consider socio-economic conditions of the 

network and socio-economic conditions of each separate school? 

 

Community support 

Do you expect the inspection to influence the support you receive from the community – as a 

school and as a part of a network? 
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Appendix 11:   Questionnaire for teachers after peer-evaluation and before 

inspection 

 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

(after peer-evaluation and before inspections of schools in the network) 

 

Dear colleague. 

This questionnaire is part of research activities within “Polycentric inspection of school 

networks”, in which your school participates 

The purpose  of the questionnaire is to gather information about school headmasters’ opinion 

at a certain stage of project activities –the second stage.  

Please, share your opinion on the questions bellow and the experience of your school in its 

participation in the project.  

 

This questionnaire is anonymous and results will be analyzed and presented in summary and 

will not be personalized. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

1. Are you aware that a peer-evaluation of work with parents in your school was done  as a 

part of the activities on the ’Polycentric inspections of school network’ project?  

Yes 

No 

 

2. Did you participated in peer- evaluation of the schools in the network 

Yes (please, state your role) ............. 

No 

 

3. Are results from school peer-evaluation of parental involvement  being distributed and 

discussed in the school? 

Results were presented to the personnel (meetings, pedagogical council)  but were not 

discussed 

Results were presented to the personnel and we had the opportunity to discuss them in 

details 



 

170 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

Such presentation and discussions are scheduled 

No presentation and discussion id scheduled 

Other (please, specify)………………………………… 

 

4. Have the results of peer-evaluation on of parental involvement  been presented to the 

parents?  

Results were presented to the parents (school board, parents’ bodies in each class) but were 

not discussed with them 

Results were presented to the parents and were discussed with them 

Such presentation and discussions are scheduled 

No presentation and discussion id scheduled 

Other (please, be specific)………………………………… 

 

5. Do you think that peer-evaluation of  your school of parental involvement  is good for the 

school and for the improvement of its activities? 

Yes, absolutely 

To a large extent 

Somewhat 

To a small extent 

It’s not useful 

I can’t say 

 

6. How do you evaluate the use of time and human resources for the implementation of 

school peer-evaluation of parental involvement  in your school? 

High costs, but really big benefits 

High costs, but small benefits 

Acceptable costs 

Low costs with small benefits 

Low costs with big benefits 

Other (please specify) 
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7. Do you think that your colleagues’ motivation for school participation in the network and 

in the project is going down (compared to the beginning of the project)? 

Yes 

No  

It’s hard to tell 

 

8. Does your school plans any changes in its work with parents as a result of the participation 

in the network? 

Yes 

No 

I don’t know 

 

9. Do you think that good practices for parental involvement  in other schools in the network 

could be integrated in your school? 

Yes 

I’m not familiar with such practices 

I can’t say 

Other (please, specify)………………… 

 

10. Are you aware of the fact that there is an upcoming inspection of parental involvement  in 

your schools as a part of the activities on the project “Polycentric inspections of school 

network’? 

Yes  

No  

 

11. In what way were you informed about the upcoming inspection of your school? 

Personally by the principal 

At pedagogical council meeting 

I am not informed 

Other (please, specify)…………………. 

 

12. In your opinion, is the peer-evaluation of parental involvement , conducted in your 

school, related to the forthcoming inspection of your school on the same topic?  

Yes, data from peer-evaluation will be taken into account during the inspction 

Those two are not related 
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I can’t say 

Other (please, be specific)……………………………………….. 

 

13. What do you think would be the benefits of the inspection of the school as a part of the 

school network within the project? 

Please, state you opinion  ........................... 

 

14. Are there any differences in the way your school usually prepares for an inspection and 

the way this preparation happens now, when the inspection will be done in a network of 

schools? 

Please, state your opinion ................................ 

 

15. Do you expect any consequences from the inspection for your school and for the network 

itself? What type of consequences? About what they will present themselves.  

Please, state your opinion ................................ 

 

Please, fill in the following information about yourself: 

 

You are a teacher at school No.: 

2 , 12 , 26 , 44 , 51 , 56 , 104 , 120 , 145 , 171  

Gender: 

Male 

Female 

 

You are a teacher at: 

Primary level 

Lower secondary level 

Upper secondary level 

 

You serve as a class tutor: 

Yes 

No 
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Appendix 12: Questionnaire for interview with inspectors before inspection 

of the network 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INSPECTORS  

from Sofia Regional Inspectorate of Education (RIE) 

(before inspection of the network)  

 

Dear colleague, 

This interview is part of research activities within ‘Polycentric inspection of school networks’ 

project, in which Regional Inspectorate of Education Sofia-city participates. 

The main objective of the interview is to obtain information about inspectorate experts’ 

opinion at a certain stage of project activities – before polycentric inspection of network of 

schools, established for the project purposes.  

This interview is intended for experts from the inspection team that will implemend  

inspection of the network of schools on  parental involvement topic. 

Data obtained through this interview will be used for project research purposes only. Results 

will be analysed and presented in a summary and will not be personalized. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

А. Defining the network 

Structure of the network 

How did RIE Sofia City join the school network in Sofia? Who is part of this network, and 

what is the purpose of the network? 

How did RIE-Sofia choose the schools for participation in the network and what principles for 

this choice were applied?  

What were your expectations for you participation in the network and in the project?   

Why do individual actors want to be part of the network? 

Does the network have clear vision and goals which are supported by all its members?  

What are the different roles and responsibilities of actors in the network; who is responsible 

for the functioning of the network? 

How, and on what topics do actors in this network cooperate? What type of knowledge do 

they exchange? 
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What arrangements have been made in the network regarding the decision-making process the 

cooperation mechanisms?   

Does the size of the network (number of partners) affect its functioning and in what way?  

What role does geographical/moral/cultural proximity play in the functioning of the network? 

Do you think that the management structure of the network is suitable? 

Is attention being paid to both the management of the network, and management in the 

network? 

Is the network appropriately resourced to do its work? 

Does the network have both the internal and the external legitimacy it requires? 

How flexible is the network in redefining its purpose and members? 

Is the network divided into sub-networks with specific responsibilities? 

Are there opportunities for career and professional development? 

How has the network changed over time? And why? What caused the change? 

 

Relationships and collaboration 

Are all the members similarly engaged with the network, or are there members who ‘set the 

tone’? 

Who is trusted/distrusted and why? 

Who is the ‘go to point’ for specific type of knowledge? 

What is the position of the Inspectorate in the network? 

If you had to draw out the position of each member within the network, what would that look 

like (e.g. is there one partner central in the network, which is on the boundary)? 

Are all members’ perspectives taken into account when making decisions and is there a 

shared belief in the collaboration process? 

Is the network/relationship structure evolving as expected and contributing positively to the 

work of the network? 

 

Legislative position of the network 

Is there legislation underpinning the establishment of the network? If so, which legislation?  

What is the current national policy on school networks?  
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B. Network-level outcomes 

How is the work of different partners impacted by the network? 

How effective is the network in your opinion? 

 

C. Defining the network to inspect 

How was it decided to inspect this network and specific timing of inspection? 

Who from the network (which actors, stakeholders, other service providers) is involved in the 

network inspection, what is their role? 

Are there other stakeholders who should be, or are, involved in the inspections, perhaps on a 

more ad hoc basis? 

What has been RIE Sofia involvement with this network from the beginning of the project? 

 

D. Evaluation practices  

Inspection framework  

What does the framework for inspections look like, which standards are included and what is 

evaluated? 

How were the standards/criteria for peer review/inspection developed and what informed 

them (e.g. research, legislation, other accountability/monitoring frameworks)?  

To what extent do schools/actors in the network have a role in informing the inspection 

framework, or in bringing in topics for inspection? 

To what extent does the framework include standards to evaluate network-level outcomes or 

to evaluate collaboration between schools/service providers? 

Are there criteria to come to an overall judgement on the effectiveness of the network, or of 

schools/service providers within the network? What are these criteria? 

How do you decide if the network is effective or ineffective (e.g. what are norm indicators, 

criteria for assessing effectiveness)? 

What is the relation between the inspection standards to evaluate single schools versus the 

standards to evaluate the network? 

 

Inspection visit and follow-up 

How was the inspection team formed? Based on what grounds? How was its composition 

defined? 

How do inspectors prepare the polycentric inspections? 
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Which data is collected and analysed prior to the visit? How is the schedule for the inspection 

visit informed, and what does it look like (which types of data collection and with whom)? 

To what extent does the framework take into account school self-evaluation and peer review? 

In what way? 

How are the schools/other actors (and potentially other stakeholders) involved in setting the 

agenda for inspection visits, in generating and collecting and interpreting evaluation data and 

in making judgements based on data? 

How will inspection assessments be communicated and to whom? 

Are there consequences for the ‘polycentric inspection’ (both formal as well as informal, as 

well as consequences enforced by the Inspectorate and other stakeholders in the system)? Is 

there any follow-up to the ‘polycentric inspection’, that Inspectorate will plan after the 

polycentric inspection? 

What type of inspection feedback do you plan to give to the schools and to the network and 

how it will be done?  

How/who decides on how the network should act on inspection findings and how should this 

be communicated to the Inspectorate? 

Does the Inspectorate collaborate/liaise with other partners to ensure the network improves? 

How, what does this look like? 

 

Embedding in regulatory context and clarity of formal responsibilities and roles 

Who is responsible for which part of the evaluation and improvement process (standard-

setting, design and implementation of inspection measures, collecting and analysing findings, 

making judgements and deciding on actions)? To which extent are these responsibilities set in 

legislation or otherwise regulated or negotiated? 

What is the regulatory/legislative context of polycentric inspections? Does it support such 

types of inspections? How? Does legislation supports involvement of schools/actors in the 

network or other stakeholders to decide on the standards in the framework? 

Are there enough resources to implement ‘polycentric inspection’? Do you expect the 

Inspectorate will be sufficiently resourced in the future to implement these types of 

inspections? 

 

E. Impact of polycentric inspection (positive and negative) 

Do you think that there are differences in the way schools in the network prepare for 

polycentric inspection compared to the traditional inspections?  

Do you think ‘polycentric inspection’ have an impact on the functioning of individual schools 

and of the network in general, and on this network specifically? Do you have any evidence or 

specific examples supporting your answer? 



 

177 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

Do you think ‘polycentric inspection’ have had any dysfunctional effects on schools and the 

network? Please provide examples.   

Which type of inspection feedback is used for improvement/drives improvement most? 

(single school and network-level inspection feedback)? 

 

F. External context  

Do you plan to take into account the contextual factors of the network and the individual 

schools? If yes, which factors you will consider during the inspection and in what way?  

What other contextual factors do you recognize as influential for the network in a positive and 

negative way? 

Which partners support and/or pressurize the network to improve, how/why? 
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Appendix 13:  Protocol for observation of  inspection   

 

MINITES  

of observation of inspection 

 

School: ….. 

Date: …… 

 

Inspection team: ………………. 

 

1. Levels to which inspection framework and procedure are followed 

 

2. Preparation of school for the inspection 

 

3. Discussions with students, parents, and teachers – approaches, questions, atmosphere 

 

4. Overall atmosphere of inspection, inpectors’ approaches 

  

5. Documentation check 

 

6. Providing feedback at the closure of school visit   

 

7. Duration 
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Appendix 14:  Questionnaire for interview inspectors after inspection of the 

network 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INTERVIEW WITH INSPECTORS 

from Sofia Inspectorate of Education 

after inspection of the network 

 

Dear colleague, 

This interview is part of research activities within ‘Polycentric inspection of school networks, 

project in which Regional Inspectorate of Education Sofia-city participates. 

The purpose of the interview is to obtain information about inspectorate experts’ opinion at a 

certain stage of project activities – after polycentric inspection of network of schools, created 

for the project objectives.  

This interview is intended for experts from the inspection team that took part the inspection of 

network of schools onparental involvement topic.  

Main focus of this interview is to obtain  information about: 

 Expected effects of inspection on the network of schools. 

 The way the inspection was influenced by the fact that it is done in a network of schools. 

 The way the inspection was done as a preparation, procedures and results. 

Data obtained through this interview and will be used for project research purposes only. 

Results will be analyzed and presented in summary and will not be personalized. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

С. Evaluation practices 

Inspection visit and follow-up 

1. Was the preparation for the inspection of the network of schools enough? Would you 

change anything now if you have a chance? 

2. How the inspection went in different schools regarding your planned inspection 

technology? 

3. To what extent did you take into account school self and peer-evaluation during the 

inspection? 

4. How were the schools/other actors (and potentially other stakeholders) involved in setting 

the agenda for inspection visits, in generating and collecting and interpreting evaluation data 

and in making judgments based on data? 

5. How will inspection assessments be communicated and to whom? 
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6. Do you think that inspection of network of schools supports the creation of ownership 

over the inspection conclusions? 

7. Are there consequences for the ‘polycentric inspection’ (both formal as well as informal, 

as well as consequences enforced by the Inspectorate and other stakeholders in the system)? 

8. Is there any follow-up to the ‘polycentric inspection’, either by the Inspectorate or other 

partners in the system? 

 

D. Impact of ‘polycentric inspection’ (positive and negative) 

1. How did schools/the network prepare for ‘polycentric inspection’? Are there differences 

in how different schools within the network prepare for ‘polycentric inspections’? Are there 

differences with how single schools generally prepare for single school inspections versus 

polycentric inspections? 

2. Do you think ‘polycentric inspection’ have an impact on the functioning of individual 

schools and of the network in general, and on this network specifically? Do you have any 

evidence or specific examples supporting your answer? 

3. After the polycentric inspection, do you think it have had any dysfunctional effects in: 

a. Motivating (schools within the) network to develop ‘groupthink’ 

b. Are current dominant practices in the network set by the external 

inspection/accountability framework? 

c. Increasing transaction costs within the network 

4. Which type of inspection feedback is used for improvement/drives improvement most? 

(single school/network-level inspection feedback)? 

 

Е. External context 

1. Did you take into account the contextual factors of the network? To what extent and which 

factors? 

2. What other contextual factors do you think should have been taken into account during the 

inspection? 
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Appendix 15:  Questionnaire for interview with principals after inspection 

of the network 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INTERVIEW WITH PRINCIPALS 

After inspection of the network 

 

Dear colleague,  

This interview is a part of the research activities within the ‘Polycentric inspections of 

network of schools’ project in which your school participates.  

The main objective of interview is to obtain information from network participants at a 

certain stage of the project implementation – after the inspection of the network. 

Questions refer to your opinion about: 

 The way inspection was done in your school and in the network.  

 The way inspection will affect the cooperation among schools in the network and the 

network itself.  

 The way inspections will influence the cooperation among schools in the network. 

 The way inspections took into consideration  the results of self- and peer-evaluation of 

schools in the network and in your school in particular  

The data obtained through this interview will be used for research purposes of the project 

only. The results will be analyzed and presented in summary and won’t personalized.  

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

B. Evaluation practices of/in the network 

Inspection framework  

1. After the inspection what is your opinion about the framework that was used during the 

inspection process in your school and in the network? 

2. Were you prepared for the inspection? What else could have been done in order to 

prepare your school for the inspection as a part of the network? 

 

Inspection visit and follow-up  

3. To what extend do you think your school self-evaluation and peer-evaluation were taken 

into account during the process and within the conclusions of the inspection? 

4. How the inspection was done in your school? Are there parts or elements of it that you 

think as mostly positive and others that you consider as mostly negative?   
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5. Are you satisfied with the extent to which you were included in the preparation and the 

delivery of the inspection in your school? What about the inspections in other schools in the 

network? Please, state clearly in what areas and how you were involved? 

6. What type of feedback (strengths and weaknesses) you received from the inspection? 

7. After the inspection did you receive feedback concerning cooperation among schools and 

other partners within the network and its results? In what way? Do you plan any future 

changes in your work in the network as a result of this feedback? 

8. How do you disseminate or plan to disseminate inspection evaluation and to whom? 

9. Is it clear for the school and for the network who is responsible for the implementation of 

the inspection recommendations especially the ones concerning the network itself ? 

 

E. Impact of polycentric inspection 

1. After the inspection what do you think are the benefits and pitfalls of polycentric 

inspection; e.g. of inspecting network of schools, and of sharing inspection responsibilities 

with network of schools? 

2. What are ways to improve this type of inspections and what changes to this inspection 

model are planned/needed? 

3. What is the impact of this inspection on individual schools, the network and potentially 

other stakeholders (specifically for this network)? How do you know? What’s the evidence of 

impact? 

4. Are there differences in how single schools generally prepare for single school 

inspections versus polycentric inspection? 

5. What elements/aspects of polycentric inspection will have an impact upon the school and 

the network?  

6. Do you think that the polycentric inspection influence ownership of findings from the 

network inspection? 

7. Do you expect any consequences from ‘polycentric inspection’? What are they? 

8. Do you expect support from the Inspectorate in order to ensure that schools/school 

networks improve? How? 

9. What are potential unintended consequences of polycentric inspections/inspections of 

networks?  

 

C. Potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspection of the network (transition 

costs) 

As a result of the inspection: 

1. Have your opinion about the freedom to state different points of view within the network 

changed? In what way? Which elements of inspection contributed to such a change? 

2. Will new role (management, quality management) and procedure appear in the school 

and in the network? 

3. What activities on network level would you suggest to be planned? How you will 

integrate them in your school activities? 
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4. Is there any change in your readiness to share experience and expertise with other 

network participants? If yes – why and in what way? How you will implement such a change? 

5. Is there any change in your feelings about the competition between network partners (for 

example – in attracting students, teachers and/or resources)? To what factor do you contribute 

such a change? 

6. Did new conflict situations occur in the network and/or the school? If yes – what types of 

conflicts? How do you plan to solve them? Do you expect them to be solved? 

7. Do you foresee any changes in the way the school works as a whole due to its 

participation  in the network? If yes – in what areas and in what way?  

8. How do you see your responsibilities for the results on network level and what are the 

responsibilities of the other partners?  

9. Have you chosen to specialize in offering specific services as a result of being a member 

of the network and as a result of the inspection  

10. Have your opinion about the equivalent participation of all network partners changed? 

11. Do you think that at this stage there are partners that would leave the network and why? 

12. Will there be a change in the type of experience shared between network partners and the 

way it is shared as a result of the polycentric inspection? 

13. Do you think that the access to information for all partners about the network (regarding 

the specific results on network level) will change? 

 

D. External context 

1. Which factors of the school external context were taken into account for the inspection? 

To what extend? 

2. Are there any other external factors that should have been taken into account for the 

inspection? State them and say why should they be taken into account? 

3. Did lack of resources for the network make inspection more difficult? In what way and in 

what areas? 

4. Are there any conclusions and recommendations from the inspection that will support the 

school when dealing with external factors? 

5. Did you have any support from the local authorities during the inspection? Did you need 

such a support? In what elements and moments of the inspection did you need it? 

6. Are there any conclusions from the inspection that will support the schoolsand network  

to improve their interactions with the local authorities? 
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Appendix 16:  Questionnaire for teachers after inspection of the network   

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

 (after inspection of the network) 

 

Dear colleague, 

This questionnaire is part of research activities within ‘Polycentric inspections of network of 

schools’ project in which your school participates.  

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information about your opinion concerning 

your school’s participation in the project at a certain stage of the project implementation – 

after the inspection of the network. 

The data obtained through this questionnaire will be used for research purposes of the project 

only.  

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

1. Are you aware that inspection on parental involvement at your school was done as part of 

activities in ‘Polycentric inspections of network of schools’ project?  

Yes 

No 

 

2. Did you participate in inspection of your school in the network? 

Yes 

No 

 

3. If you have participated in the meeting with inspectors, how do you think inspection went 

(approach, inspectors’ attitude, communication atmosphere)? 

 

4. Have inspection findings about parental involvement in your school been disseminated 

and discussed?  

Results were presented to the personnel (meetings, pedagogical council) but were not 

discussed 

Results were presented to the personnel and we had the opportunity to discuss them in details 
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Such presentation and discussions are to be made 

No presentation and discussions are planned 

I don’t know 

Other .................. 

 

5. Have the results of inspection in parental involvement been presented to the parents at your 

school? 

Results were presented to the parents (school board, parents’ comities in each class) but were 

not discussed with them 

Results were presented to the parents and were discussed with them 

Such presentations and discussions are planned 

No presentation and discussion id scheduled 

I don’t know 

Other (please, be specific)………………………………….......................... 

 

6. Do you think that the inspection of  your school on parental involvement and 

recommendations made after it are good for the school and for the improvement of its 

activities? 

Yes, absolutely 

To a large extent 

Somewhat 

To a small extent 

It’s not useful 

I can’t say 

 

7. How do you evaluate the use of time and human resources for the implementation of 

inspection parental involvement in your school? 

High costs, but really big benefits 

High costs, but small benefits 

Acceptable costs 

Low costs with small benefits 
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Low costs with big benefits 

Other (be specific) 

8. Do you think that your colleagues’ motivation for school participation in the network and 

in the project is decreasing (in comparison to the beginning of the project)? 

Yes 

No  

It’s hard to tell 

 

9. Does your school plans any changes in its work with parents as a result of the inspection? 

Yes 

No 

I don’t know 

 

10. What do you think are the benefits of the inspection of the school as a part of the school 

network within the project? 

(please, state you opinion) ........................... 

 

11. Are there any differences in the way your school usually prepares for an inspection and 

the way this preparation happened when the inspection was done in a network of schools? 

Please, state your opinion ................................ 

 

12. Do you expect any consequences from the inspection for your school and for the network 

itself? What type of consequences?  

Please, state your opinion ................................ 

 

Please, fill the following information about yourself 

You are a teacher at school No.: 

2 , 12 , 26 , 44 , 51, 56, 104 , 120 , 145 , 171  

Gender:  

Male 

Female 

You are a teacher at: 

Primary level 

Lower secondary level 

Upper secondary level 

You serve as a class tutor:  Yes  No  
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Appendix 17:  Questionnaire for interview with inspectors 8 months after 

inspection of the network 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INTERVIEW WITH INSPECTORS 

8 months after the network inspection 

 

Dear colleague, 

This interview is part of research activities within ‘Polycentric inspection of school networks’ 

project , in which Regional Inspectorate of Education Sofia-city participates. 

The purpose of this interview is to obtain  information from network participants about the 

results and effects of the polycentric inspection of the network and about the activities the 

network and Regional Inspectorate in Education have undertook so far. 

This interview is  for experts from the inspection team implemented  the inspection of network 

of schools on parental involvement  topic. 

Please share your opinion and the Inspectorate’s experience on the questions bellow and be 

honest and objective.  

Data obtained  through this interview will be used for project research purposes only. Results 

will be analyzed and presented in summary and will not be personalized. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

В. Defining the network 

How do you evaluate the functioning of the network 8 months after the end of polycentric 

inspection? What positive and negative changes you see? 

Did your working relations with schools in the network changes as a result of cooperatgion 

within the framework of the project? If yes – in what way? 

Do you plan any activities for working and support of the network? Please, be specific? 

 

С. Evaluation practices 

Inspection visit and follow-up  

Have you followed up to what extend and in what way your recommendations from the 

polycentric inspection have been implemented by the schools and the network so far? If yes – 

what are the results? If not – why? 
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Do you have any observations about what kind of good practices schools in the network have 

exchanged so far as a results of polycentric inspection? Give some specific sexamples? Ig this 

hasn’t happen – what do you think are the causes? 

Have you given support to the network and individual schools for the implementation of 

measures for improvement as a response of your recommendations? Please, specify.  

Are there consequences for the ‘polycentric inspection’ (both formal as well as informal, as 

well as consequences enforced by the Inspectorate and other stakeholders in the system)? 

Do you plan any follow-up to the ‘polycentric inspection’, either by the Inspectorate or other 

partners in the system? 

What activities you used to disseminate the results and your experience regarding testing  the 

polycentric inspection model? With whom and how you shared these? Please, be specific.  

Does the Inspectorate cooperate with other partners to ensure the improvement of the 

network? How does this partnership looks like? 

 

Embedding in regulatory context and clarity of formal responsibilities and roles 

What do you think are the opportunities for the integration of polycentric inspection in the 

present framework for school inspection in Bulgaria at this particular time? 

Are there enough resources for the implementation of the polycentric inspection? Do you 

expect the Inspectorate to have enough resources in the future to implement such type of 

inspections? 

 

D. Impact of ‘polycentric inspection’ (positive and negative) 

Do you think ‘polycentric inspection’ had an impact on the functioning of individual schools 

and of the network in general, and on this network specifically? Do you have any evidence or 

specific examples supporting your answer? 

Are there any new or improved practices in the school network as a result of the polycentric 

inspection? 

Do you think ‘polycentric inspections’ have had any dysfunctional effects about the network 

or individual schools? 

What practices and activities of the Inspectorate contributed to these positive or dysfunctional 

effects type of inspection feedback you provided to each individual school and to the network 

as a whole after the inspection of the network? 

Which type of inspection feedback is used for improvement/drives improvement most? 

(single school and network-level inspection feedback) 
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Do you think that other Regional Inspectorates of Education would be interested in the 

implementation of polycentric inspection model in their work? If yes – in what way you 

would support them? 

In your opinion to what extend there is a tendency in practice for cooperation of different 

educational institutions in a network and decentralization of management of educational 

system so more decision to be made at local level? 

 

D. External context of the network 

In your opinion to what extend the implementation of the Inspectorate’s recommendations 

after the polycentric inspection was supported or prevented by the impact of external factors? 

Provide some examples. 
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Appendix 18: Questionnaire for interview with principals 8 months after 

inspection of the network 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INTERVIEW WITH PRINCIPALS 

8 months after network inspection 

 

Dear colleague,  

This interview is a part of the final research activities within the “Polycentric inspections of 

network of schools” project in which your school participates.  

The purpose of this interview is to obtain information from network participants about the 

results and effects of the polycentric inspection of the network and the activities that your 

school and the network have undertook so far. 

The data obtained through this interview will be used for research purposes of the project 

only. The results will be analyzed and presented in summary and won’t be personalized. 

whole.  

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

B. Defining the network 

Relationships and collaboration 

Does the network structure and cooperation changed for the past two and a half year after it 

has been created? If yes – in what way?  

Do you think that your colleagues’ motivation for participation in the network has dropped 

(in comparison with the beginning of the project)? If yes – why? 

What network-related activities, meetings you have planned? How will they be integrated into 

existing school-level practices/workload? 

 

С. Evaluation practices of/in the network 

Evaluation process/inspection visit and follow-up  

How did you disseminate and discussed the results of the polycentric inspection of parental  in 

your school? To whom these results were given and how were they discussed? 

Have the results of the polycentric inspection of the school been presented to the parents of 

your students? How and in with what communication channels? Do you have any feedback 

form parents and what does it state? 

Is it clear for the school and for the network who is responsible for the implementation of the 
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inspection recommendations especially the ones concerning the network? 

Who decides on the ways the network should react to the conclusions of the inspection and 

how this reaction should be presented to the inspectorate? 

 

D. Impact of polycentric inspection 

Do you think that the polycentric inspection of your school on parental involvement  and 

recommendations made were helpful for the school and for the improvement of its work?  

Did you work upon the recommendations formulated by the Regional Inspectorate of 

Education after the polycentric inspection – at your school and on network level? If yes – 

give some examples. If not – state the reasons why.  

Did you receive any support from the Inspectorate in order to implement the 

recommendations? How? 

In your opinion does the quality of work with parents changed in some way as a results of the 

polycentric inspection and the measures applied within the school since April 2016 till now? 

Do parents participate more actively in school activities, does the cooperation with them 

improve? Please, provide examples.  

As a results of the polycentric inspection, was the work of your school affected in the 

following areas?  

 Students’ achievements 

 Raising students’ attainment rates 

 Students’ drop-out rates 

 Better students’ transfer to a next level and stage of education 

 Inclusive education and working with children with special education needs  

 Parental involvement 

 Parents’ satisfaction with the provided education 

 Continuous training and qualification of teachers 

 Sharing of know-how (good practices) and resources in the network 

 School competency to self-evaluate its activities 

 Other ............................................................. 

Do you consider any changes in the services offered by the school as a result of the inspection 

and being part of the network? If yes – in what field and how? 

Do you think that the cooperation of your school in the network was and still is beneficial for 

your school improvement? Give some examples. 

What good practices from other schools in the network your school is going to integrate/ 

adapt or has already adapted and how? Please give some examples. 

Do you think other schools would be interested in implementation of polycentric model of 

inspection in their practices? If yes – in what way you would support them? 



 

192 

Erasmus+ 2014 Key Action 2 (KA2), Strategic Partnerships Project 

Project name:            Polycentric inspections of networks of schools 

Reference number:                             2014-1-UK01-KA200-001798 

In your opinion to what extend there is a tendency in practice for cooperation  of different 

educational institutions in a network and decentralization of management of educational 

system so more decision to be made at local level? 

 

C. Potential dysfunctional effects of polycentric inspection of the network (transition 

costs) 

Did network structure and cooperation changed as a result of the polycentric inspection? If 

yes – how? 

Have your opinion about the freedom to state different points of view within the network 

changed? In what way? Which elements of inspection contributed to such a change? 

Did new role (management, quality management) and procedure appear in the school and in 

the network? 

Is there any change in your readiness to share experience and expertise with other network 

participants? If yes – why and in what way? How you will implement such a change? 

Is there any change in your feelings about the competition between network partners (for 

example – in attracting students, teachers and/or resources)? To what factor do you contribute 

such a change? 

Did new conflict situations occur in the network and/or the school? If yes – what types of 

conflicts? How do you plan to solve them? Do you expect them to be solved? 

Was there a change in the type of experience shared between network partners and the way it 

is shared as a result of the polycentric inspection? 

Do you think that the access to information for all partners about the network (regarding the 

specific results on network level) changed? 

Have your opinion about the equal participation of all network partners changed? 

How do you see your responsibilities for improvement of the results on network level and 

what are the responsibilities of the other partners? 

Have you chosen to specialize in offering specific services as a result of being a member of 

the network and as a result of the inspection?  

D. External context 

In your opinion to what extend the implementation of the Inspectorate recommendations after 

the polycentric inspection was supported or prevented by the impact of external factors? Give 

some examples. 

Do you receive enough support from local authorities and other partner for the 

implementation of any planned improvements? 

Which partners support or put pressure over the network to improve (as whole and a s result 

of the polycentric inspection), why and how?   
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Appendix 19: Questionnaire for teachers  8 months after inspection of the 

network   

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

8 months after the inspection of the network 

 

Dear colleague, 

This questionnaire is part of final research activities within ‘Polycentric inspection of school 

networks’ project in which your school participates. 

The purpose of the questionnaire is to obtain information about the polycentric inspection of 

your school and its results so far..  

Please, share your opinion on the questions bellow and the experience of your school in its 

participation in the project.  

Yor answers are anonymous and results will be analyzed and presented in summary.  

Thank you for your cooperation! 

 

 

1.  Are you aware that in April 2016 an inspection on parental involvement topic in your 

school was done  as a part of the activities on the ‘Polycentric inspections of school network’ 

project?  

a) Yes 

b) No 

 

2. Did you participated in the polycentric inspection of your school? 

а) Yes, I participated in the meetings with inspectors of Sofia Regional Inspectorate of 

Education  

b) Yes, in other activities regarding the inspection 

Please, specify ................................................................................................................. 

c) No 

 

3. Are you familiar with the report about your school prepared by the Regional Inspectorate 

of Education with the results of the polycentric inspection?  

а) Yes 
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б) No 

 

4. How were the results from polycentric inspection on parental involvement in your school 

distributed and discussed in the school? 

а) Results were presented to the personnel (meetings, pedagogical council) but were not 

discussed 

b) Results were presented to the personnel and we had the opportunity to discuss them in 

details 

c) I don’t know 

d) Other .................. 

 

5. Have the results of inspection on parental involvement topic been presented to the 

parents? 

a) Results were presented to the parents (school board, parents’ bodies in each class) but 

were not discussed with them 

b) Results were presented to the parents and were discussed with them 

c) No presentation and discussion id scheduled 

d) I don’t know 

e) Other (please, be specific)………………………………… 

 

6. Do you think that the inspection of  your school on parental involvement and 

recommendations made after it are good for the school and for the improvement of its 

activities? 

a) Yes, absolutely 

b) To a large extent 

c) Somewhat 

d) To a small extent 

e) It’s not useful 

f) I can’t say 

 

7. Does your school plans any changes in its work with parents as result of the inspection 

recommendations? 

a) Yes 
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b) No 

c) I don’t know 

 

8. Are any measures/actions taken according to the recommendations of the Inspectorate in  

result of the polycentric inspection of your work with parents? 

а) Yes, at school level. Please, provide some examples ................. 

b) Yes, at network level. Please provide some examples ........................ 

c) No.   Please state the reasons why ......................... 

d) I don’t know  

 

9. Have the Inspectorate provided any support about the implementation of the polycentric 

inspection recommendations on parental involvement?  

а) Yes, at school level. Please, provide some examples ................. 

b) Yes, at network level. Please provide some examples ........................ 

c) No.  

d) I don’t know  

 

10. What do you think are the benefits of the inspection of the school as a part of the school 

network within the project? 

Please, share your opinion ........................... 

 

11. How do you evaluate the work with parents at your school as a result of the polycentric 

inspection that was made and the measures sthe chool have implemented since April 2016? 

а) It’s getting better 

b) No measures for improvement have been implemented 

c) No change, our work with parents is good enough 

d) No change, our work with parents is not good  

e) It’s getting worse 

f) I can’t say 

g) I don’t have information about that 

 

12. In your opinion, are your school activities positively influenced by the polycentric 

inspection?  

 Yes/No (multiple choice possible) 

 Students achievements 

 Raising students’ attainment rates 

 Students’ drop-out rates 

 Better realization of students in next education stage and level 
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 Inclusive education and working with children with special educational needs 

 Parental involvement 

 Parents’ satisfaction by education provided 

 Continuous training and qualification of teachers 

 Sharing know-how (good practices) and resources within the network 

 School competency to self-evaluate its activities 

 Others (please, describe) 

 

13. Do you think that the cooperation of your school with other schools in the network as 

part of the ‘Polycentric inspection of networks of schools’ project is good for the 

improvement of school activities? 

a)Yes, absolutely 

b) To a large extent 

c) Somewhat 

d) To a small extent 

e) It’s not useful 

f) I can’t say 

 

14. Do you think that your colleagues’ motivation for school participation in the network 

and in the project is decreasing (in comparison to the beginning of the project)? 

a) Yes 

b) No  

c) It’s difficult to tell 

 

15. What good practices from other schools in the network your school will adapt or has 

already adapted and how? Please, share some examples………………….. 

 

16. In your opinion to what extend there is a tendency in practice for cooperation  of different 

educational institutions in a network and decentralization of management of educational 

system so more decision to be made at local level? 

Please, give your answer in a free form …….. 

 

17. Do you think other schools would be interested in implementation of polycentric model 

of inspection in their practices?  

а) Yes 
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If yes – in what way you would support them? ........................................ 

b) No 

c) I can’t say 

 

19. In your opinion to what extend the implementation of the Inspectorate’s 

recommendations after the polycentric inspection was supported or prevented by the impact 

of external factors? Give some examples. 

 

Please, fill in the following information about yourself 

 

You are a teacher at school No.: 

2 , 12 , 26 , 44 , 51, 56, 104, 120 , 145, 171  

 

Gender: 

Male 

Female 

 

You are a teacher at: 

Primary level 

Lower secondary level 

Upper secondary level 

 

You serve as a class tutor: 

Yes 

No 
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Appendix 20:  Questionnaire for parents 8 months after inspection of the 

network 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARENTS 

8 months after polycentric inspection 

 

Dear parent, 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to study your opinion and satisfaction from your 

interaction with the school, the possible ways for parents’ participation in school life and the 

way school contributes for the improvement and development of your children.  

For each question and statements in the questionnaire, please choose the answer which most 

truly reflects your opinion by checking the proper box. You can share your opinion in free 

form  to the open questions.  

Your answers are anonymous and the results will be used for improving school work.  

Thank  you for your participation! 

 

1. Are you informed that self-evaluation, peer-evaluation and inspection about parental 

involvement were made in your school in 2016 as part of the ‘Polycentric inspection of 

networks of schools’ project activities ?  

а) Yes 

b) No 

c) In some ways.  Please,specificy…………………….. 

 

2. Did you participate in your school self-evaluation by filling in a questionnaire in January 

2016?  

а) Yes, online on school site 

b) Yes, on paper  

c) No 

 

3. Did you participate in a meeting with representatives of evaluation teams from other 

schools in the network as part of peer-evaluation of your schools, made as part of 

‘Polycentric inspection of networks of schools’ project in March 2016? 

а) Yes 
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b) No 

4. Did you participate in April 2016 in a meeting with experts from Sofia Regional 

Inspectorate of Education as part of the inspection of parental involvement in school as part 

of the ‘Polycentric inspection of networks of schools’ project?  

а) Yes 

b) No 

 

5. Are you familiar with conclusions in self-evaluation report about parental involvement in 

your school?  

a) Yes, from school internet site 

b) Yes, from  parental meeting with the school class tutor 

c) Yes, from School Board  

d) No 

e) Other…..... 

 

6. Are you familiar with conclusions in peer-evaluation report about parental involvement 

in your school?  

a) Yes, from school internet site 

b) Yes, from  parental meeting with the class tutor 

c) Yes, from School Board  

d) No 

e) Other…..... 

 

7. Are you familiar with the inspection report about parental involvement in your school? 

a) Yes, from school internet site 

b) Yes, from  parental meeting with the class tutor 

c) Yes, from School Board  

d) No 

e) Other…..... 
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8. Do you know what measures school has implemented or plans to implement for the 

improvement of parental involvement as a result of school self-evaluation, peer-evaluation 

and inspection on this topic?  

a) Yes, from school internet site 

b) Yes, from  parental meeting with the class tutor 

c) Yes, from School Board  

d) No 

e) Other…..... 

 

9. How do you evaluate school’s work with parents for the past one year? 

а) It’s getting better 

b) No change, work with parents is good enough 

c) No change, work with parents is not good  

d) It’s getting worse 

e) I can’t say 

 

10. What activities school has organized together with parents for the past one year? 

Please, give some examples…………………………. 

 

11. Do you think that the inspection of  your school on parental involvement topic is good 

for the school and for the improvement of its activities? 

a)Yes, absolutely 

b) To a large extent 

c) Somewhat 

d) To a small extent 

e) It’s not useful 

f) I can’t say 

 

Please, fill in the following information about yourself: 

 

Gender: 
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Male 

Female 

 

 Age: 

 up to 30 years old 

 31 – 40 years 

 41 – 50 years 

 51 – 60 years 

 Over 60 years 

 

How many kids from your family go to this school? 

 One  

 Two  

 Three and more 

 

At what level is/are your child/children: (more than one answer is possible) 

 Primary (І-ІV grade) 

 Lower secondary (V-VІІ grade) 

 Upper secondary (VIII-ХІІ grade) 

 

Your education: 

 Primary  

 Secondary 

 University degree  

 

Are you a member of the parents’ board of your child’s class? 

 Yes, at the moment 

 Not now but I was a member in previous years 

 No, never 
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Are you a member of the School board/Public council  of the school? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

Are you a member of the school Board of trustees? 

 Yes, at the moment 

 Not now but I was a member in previous years 

 No, never 

 

School:   

2 nd 

12 th 

26 th 

44 th 

51  

56 th 

104 th 

120  th  

145 th  

171  

 

 


