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ABSTRACT 

The study examines the impact of the applied quality assurance (QA) system on private 

education in the State of Qatar.  To understand the Qatari QA system and its impact on 

private schools, the study examined the current system’s procedures and practices, the 

experiences and perceptions of evaluators and school principals as key actors, the school 

motivational factors in the QA context, and the faced challenges by evaluators and school 

principals, which supported exploring the system’s needed modifications. The study 

adopted a sequential exploratory study design that comprised two phases of data collection. 

The first phase comprised the analysis of 18 documents and semi-structured interviews 

with five evaluators and one supervisor that provided qualitative data. The analysed 

documents’ and the semi-structured data were analysed, applying thematic analysis 

through a manual coding procedure. The second phase included disseminating a 

questionnaire to all international school principals (n157), to which 52% (n81) responded 

and provided quantitative and additional qualitative data. The quantitative questionnaire 

data were analysed through descriptive statistical analysis using the “SurveyMonkey” 

website’s features. The questionnaire’s qualitative data were aggregated to each open-

ended question and aligned with the rest of the study’s analysis findings. Triangulating the 

qualitative and quantitative findings allowed the study’s problem to be seen from different 

angles and perspectives, providing complementary and supplementary evidence.  

The findings highlighted some discrepancies in theory and practice within QNSA 

implementation. The process was deemed overwhelming to both evaluators and school 

principals, with some challenges, revealed some tensions between the practitioners and the 

Ministry of Education and Higher Education. The findings also suggest that the Qatari 
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quality assurance system led to school accountability and improvement. This is due to 

providing feedback to schools about areas that needed improvement, the trustworthy and 

respectful relationship between evaluators and school principals, the frequent QNSA visits 

to schools that failed in QNSA, school staff’s diversity, and integrating several 

accountability approaches in the QNSA system. These findings conclude that although 

some challenges were found in the implementation of QNSA, the process gauges school 

accountability and improvement simultaneously, which are the QNSA’s ultimate goals 

since its initiation. The study makes an original contribution to knowledge as it is the first 

study to explore the impact of the Qatari QA system on private schools. While most 

existing research focuses on school inspections in public education, this study sheds light 

on the private schooling system’s accreditation process in which very little is known. The 

study makes a theoretical contribution illustrating how the successful combination of 

accountability and improvement could result from adhering to a QA system’s evaluation 

principles and integrating accountability approaches. The study conveys practical 

implications on the mechanisms of external evaluation that could lead to school 

improvement. 
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CHAPTER 1 : INTRODUCTION 

The thesis examines the impact of the quality assurance (QA) system on private education 

implemented in Qatar from the evaluators and school principals’ perspectives as key actors. 

This chapter presents a background to the study and the Qatari education context. It 

presents what QA means in the Qatari education context, followed by a background to 

Qatar’s private education sector as it is the study’s focus. Then, the research problem is 

stated, leading to the study’s aim and research questions. The motivation for conducting 

the study is clarified, followed by the significance of the study. An attempt is made to 

define the key concepts used in the study, and the chapter ends with a presentation of the 

structure of the thesis.   

1.1 Education in Qatar 

Since its initiation in the 19th century, the Qatari education system underwent several 

phases and changes to develop its components and provide the students with better quality 

education.  In the 19th century, educating children in Qatar took place in the “Kuttab”, “an 

informal class taught in mosques or homes by literate men and women knowledgeable 

about Islam” (Brewer et al., 2007: 20). The word “kuttab” was derived from the Arabic 

word “kattab,” which means “writing” in the English Language. The “Kuttab” goal was to 

teach children reading, writing, and religious concepts and mainly memorising the Quran 

(Gulf Times, 2012). Education was offered in the “Kuttab” until 1950, when the first 

known structured process for providing education took place, and “Darat Al Maarf” was 

established. It was an organisation that systematically oversaw the education system (Al-

Muhanadi, 2014), taking the form of schooling as it is currently known. Since then,  
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comprehensive education policy has been crystallising based on well-established 

principles to preserve the heritage and conservative character of the Muslim nation, 

develop the curricula and educational system and continue to benefit from the 

modern technological achievements and recent educational experiences” (Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs, 2017: Paragraph 2).  

 

During this period, Daarat Al Maarf served 1000 students in a total of 14 schools and 

kindergartens (Al-Muhanadi, 2014). In 1970, the government changed the organisation’s 

name to the “Ministry of Education” (MOE), which became the formal authority in the 

State of Qatar, offering free education to all Qatari citizens (Brewer  et al., 2007). This move 

saw an increase in the number of schools leading to several changes in the Qatari education 

system (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2017). The catalyst behind these variations was the 

country’s economic development and population expansion (Brewer et al., 2007).  

Through all the changes, the education system consisted of four stages (Brewer et al., 

2007): (1) The Kindergarten stage is completed in two years for children aged four to six. 

(2) The primary stage is completed in six years for seven to 12-year-old. (3) The 

preparatory stage is completed in three years for students aged 13-15, preparing them for 

secondary education. (4) The secondary stage is completed in three years for students of 

16 to 18 years of age. Within these four stages of education, Qatari citizens and children of 

governmental non-Qatari employees (public servants) have always been eligible to attend 

government schools without paying fees. In contrast, private organisations paid private 

school fees for the children of their non-Qatari employees. 

 The education system reform has now undergone three phases in the education reform, 

comprising several factors that helped shape its characteristics. As overviewed in the 

following sections, these phases started from 1970 when the official Qatari data publication 
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also started with the first census implemented by a British company (Brewer et al., 2007; 

UNESCO, 2011). 

1.1.1 Phase 1 from 1970 to 2003  

In 1971, Qatar discovered the North Field gas reservoir in the north area, representing the 

enormous world reservoir that led Qatar to become among the world’s wealthiest countries, 

thirty years later (Ibrahim and Harrigan, 2012). From the very early stage of the country’s 

history, Qatar established education as a fundamental foundation for the society’s progress, 

formalised later in 2008 in its National Vision 2030 (The General Secretariat for 

Development and Planning, 2004).  

Concurrently with the growing population and the economic evolution, the government 

sought education reform. The need for controlling the education system was an essential 

demand as the system needed to acclimate to the rapid changes in the Qatari community. 

The MOE controlled the operations that organised schoolwork (Brewer et al., 2007). 

However, this centralisation resulted in many weaknesses that led to a drastic change in 

the education system, constituting its first reform. Hence, in 2001, the government 

contracted the RAND Corporation (Brewer et al., 2007), an American non-profit 

organisation that applies research and analysis methods to improve policy and decision 

making (RAND, 2017). The goal was to examine the system’s pros and cons and 

“recommend options for building a world-class system consistent with Qatari initiatives 

for social and political change” (Brewer et al., 2007, p. iii).  

The weaknesses identified by RAND were several, as argued by Brewer et al. (2007). The 

lack of autonomy was detected as government school principals could not hire or fire 

school staff. The lack of autonomy led to several constraints as teachers had limited 



 

4 
 

authority, if any was given, to modify the curriculum to meet the students’ needs. They 

were moved suddenly from one school to another without asking their input or only giving 

short notice. Heavy timetables burdened teachers in delivering the subjects of English 

language, Sciences, and Mathematics. Also, salaries were very low comparing to other 

workplaces that required fewer efforts, and nevertheless, the MOE did not offer good 

incentives as compensation. The lack of proper professional development and the 

ineffective promotion policy were additional weaknesses. Most of these weaknesses 

affected the government’s ability to retain the staff, and consequently, this hindered quality 

of education. Hence, RAND Corporation recommended three options for Qatari leaders: 

“(1) modifying the centralised MOE structure to make it more responsive, (2) adopting a 

decentralised independent system, or (3) providing vouchers for families to enrol their 

children in private schools” (Zellman, Constant and Goldman, 2011, p. 55). 

The government chose the second option and established the Supreme Education Council 

(SEC) in 2002 as the first step towards education reform with intentions to apply the 

voucher system later. Then, the system moved from centralisation to decentralisation, the 

name of government schools was changed to independent schools, and the need for QA 

emerged (Brewer et al., 2007). Thereafter, in 2003, the government established two 

Institutions under the SEC’s supervision: The Education Institute and the Evaluation 

Institute. The Education Institute provided financial support to independent schools and 

issued licenses for establishing all kinds of schools in Qatar (private and independent) 

based on specific criteria. It was responsible for developing the national curriculum 

standards in the subjects of Arabic, English, mathematics, and science taught in 

independent schools. It provided teacher training programmes aligned to the curriculum 
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standards. Also, academic and administrative specialists visited schools (independent and 

private) periodically to offer support (MEHE, 2017a; Zellman et al., 2011). The Evaluation 

Institute’s primary role was to ensure schools’ accountability through monitoring and 

evaluating the schools, applying standardised tests to students, surveying all stakeholders, 

and issuing school report cards that include the stakeholders’ opinions about school aspects 

(MEHE, 2017a; 2017b; Zellman et al., 2011). The School Evaluation Office (SEO) of the 

Evaluation Institute was established to perform evaluation visits to independent schools by 

applying an inspection system on a triennial basis (MEHE, 2007). However, evaluating 

private schools did not occur until 2011, applying an accreditation system, as detailed in 

section 1.2.4. 

As shown in Figure 1.1, the SEC supervised the work of independent schools that opened 

in parallel to the MOE’s education system through its two institutes; the Education and the 

Evaluation (Nasser, 2017; MEHE, 2010). The MOE system preserved its centralised 

operations over Ministry (government) schools and private schools to prepare the staff to 

assimilate the MOE into the SEC that applied a decentralised system.  

Figure 1.1: Organisation of Qatar’s education system (2003) 

 

(Adapted from RAND, 2017: Paragraph 12) 
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From 1970 to 2003, the Qatari population expanded from 130,000 to 713,859 (Planning 

and Statistics Authority; 2012; Ministry of Education, 1971). Additionally, the percentage 

of Qatari nationals decreased by nearly half from 42% of the whole population in 1970 to 

23% by 2003 because of the increase in expatriates’ numbers (Lockerbie, 2005). In line 

with the population expansion from the earliest to the late stages of phase 1, the total 

number of school staff increased from 1,069 to 9,218 (Ministry of Education, 1971). 

Additionally, as shown in Figure 1.2 below, the number of schools nearly tripled, and their 

enrolled number of students increased by four times (Ministry of Education, 1971; Brewer 

et al., 2006). 

Figure 1.2: Schools’ number with the enrolled students 1970-2003 

 

(Sources: Planning and Statistics Authority, 2012; Ministry of Education, 1971) 
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Ibrahim and Harrigan (2012) stressed that important changes characterised the year 2004 

as significant institutional advances took place. The Permanent Qatari Constitution defined 
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2008), providing the country with a roadmap to economic sustainability (The General 

Secretariat for Development and Planning, 2004). 

 In 2010, The MOE, the first structured education system in Qatar, assimilated into the SEC 

as all its departments and schools became under the SEC’s authority. Therefore, this 

emphasised a further need for a QA system to be implemented to monitor government 

schools of the MOE that experienced the decentralised education system for the first time 

when it became independent schools under the SEC’s authority.  

From 2004 to 2015, the Qatari population nearly tripled from 744,029 to 2,404,776 

(Planning and Statistics Authority, 2010; 2015). The percentage of Qatari nationals 

continued to decrease from 27% of the whole population in 2004 to 13% in 2015 (De Bel-

Air, 2018; Winckler, 2015; Gulf News, 2010) again because of the increase in expatriates’ 

numbers (Snoj, 2017). As shown in Figure 1.3 below, the number of schools (independent 

and private schools) doubled, and their enrolled students more than tripled (Department of 

Educational Policy and Research, 2015).  

Figure 1.3: School number with enrolled students 2004-2015 

 

(Sources: Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2015) 
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The school staff ethnicity tendency shifted from early to late phase 2. Qatari staff remained 

of majority in early phase 2, but a significant number of non-Qatari staff were recruited to 

accommodate the increased number of expatriates in late phase 2. From early to late phase 

2, the number of male non-Qatari staff doubled while the number of female non-Qatari 

staff was multiplied by almost ten times (Ministry of Development, Planning and Statistics, 

2013; MEHE, 2005). The teaching staff’s nationality in independent schools reflected the 

students’ profile as 99% of teachers were from Arabic nationalities, and 98% of students 

were also from Arabic nationalities. Also, Arabic private schools (schools applying the 

national curriculum) were the same as 98% of teachers and students from Arabic 

nationalities (SED, 2015). However, the case was different with international schools 

(schools applying international curricula). 72% of teachers were from non-Arabic 

nationalities while 52% of students were from Arabic nationalities (SED, 2015), which 

might be due to the curriculum diversity in international schools that needed non-Arabic 

teaching staff to deliver it as detailed later in section 1.2.1. 

1.1.3 Phase 3 from 2016 to 2018 

Phase three was characterised by a rather backward move that re-centralised many of the 

educational operations. In 2016, additional changes took over the Qatari education system, 

which was advised and led by the Qatari government, as several issues were detected in 

the decentralised system. The government established the Ministry of Education and 

Higher Education (MEHE), which again moved education from decentralisation to a 

unified structured system and reorganised the SEC to assimilate into the MEHE (Nasser, 

2017; MEHE, 2017c; 2017d). The organisational structure of the Ministry was reshaped 

and then declared. The new formation resulted in restructuring the hierarchy of the offices 
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in the former SEC, and their names changed from offices to departments to be in line with 

the Ministry’s structure. Hence, School Evaluation Office (SEO) changed its name to 

School Evaluation Department (SED). 

For the same reason, the Ministry changed the names of independent schools to 

government schools. However, the Ministry kept these school organisational structures 

without changes. Hence, all schools in Qatar were supervised by the MEHE through its 

two Institutes: Education Institute and Evaluation Institute. 

In late 2016, the MEHE changed its structure again. All the departments under the 

Education Institute’s authority and the Evaluation Institute were linked to the three newly 

established positions of Assistants Undersecretary of Education Affairs, Evaluation 

Affairs, and Private Education Affairs. Some of the departments under the Education 

affairs were restructured. However, the SED structure was kept the same with evaluating 

government and private schools (Koç and Fadlelmula, 2016).  

From 2016 to 2018, the Qatari population slightly increased from 2,617,634 to 2,760,170 

(Ministry of development, planning and statistics, 2018). The percentage of Qatari citizens 

decreased to a further 10.5% of the whole population because of the same reason over the 

years: the increase of the expatriates’ number (Sonj, 2019), making the Qatari nationals a 

minority in their own country.  Experts have predicted that with Qatar’s growth and its 

subsequent reliance on migrant labour, the Qatari nationals would remain a minority 

(Dsouza, 2017).  

From early to late phase 3, the school staff reached 31,908, with females outnumbering 

males three times (Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b). However, as 
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shown in Figure 1.4 below, during these few years, the number of students increased by 

12%, while the number of schools nearly doubled, offering 15,000 additional school seats 

to commensurate with the students’ demands to join private schools (Osman, 2019; 

Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b; 2016).  

Figure 1.4: School number with enrolled students 2016-2018 

 

(Sources: Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b; 2016) 
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Figure 1.5: Qatar’s population, schools & students’ number in phase 1, 2, 3 
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schools that apply the Qatari national curriculum. International schools outnumber other 

private school categories, representing 484 out of 579 private schools (Department of 

Educational Policy and Research, 2018b).  

The international schools are diverse in their curriculum types and students’ and staff’s 

nationalities. International schools teach 24 different curricula following 12 different 

0

500000

1000000

1500000

2000000

2500000

3000000

1 9 7 0 - 2 0 0 3  P H A S E  1 2 0 0 4 - 2 0 1 3  P H A S E  2 2 0 1 4 - 2 0 2 0 P H A S E  3

Population Number of students Number of schools



 

12 
 

education systems, catering to 190,448 students from different nationalities (Osman, 2020; 

Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b). These schools employ 11,269 

teachers from various nationalities with investors from different parts of the world (Adly, 

2018; Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b). Also, schools share varied 

educational resources and the mutual help and cooperation they offer (Osman, 2020).  

Indeed, the diversity of the curricula and the teaching staff strengthens Qatar’s international 

education systems in several ways. It enables students to learn in a diversity of cultures, 

broadens their knowledge, offers life learning experiences (Qatar Foundation, 2019), and 

enables them to grow up to become global citizens (Hukoomi, 2020). The diversity of the 

staff’s nationalities from robust education systems (e.g., British, American, and Canadian) 

enhances these schools’ education quality (The Good Schools Guide, no date). Besides, the 

staff is qualified to teach their national curriculum adopted in Qatar’s different school 

systems and cater to expatriates’ and Qatari students’ needs efficiently (Sergon, 2020).  

1.2.2 The Significance of Private Education  

Qatar’s private education sector began to outgrow the public sector from 1970 due to the 

increase in the expatriates’ number, which forms around 90% of Qatar’s total population 

from 2014 to 2019 (Snoj, 2019; 2017; 2015; Kovessy, 2013). Expatriates who are not 

government employees are not eligible to enrol their children in the free education system 

of the government schools and have to admit them in the fee system of the private schools 

(Brewer et al., 2007). Additionally, over the years, the Qatari citizens have become more 

attracted to the private education system with its wide-ranging curricula – from Finnish to 

Filipino and from British to Japanese (MEHE, 2018a). This growing Qatari interest was 

apparent in the increase of the numbers enrolled in private schools from 2011 to 2018 from 
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24% to 34% of all Qatari students attending schools in Qatar (Department of Educational 

Policy and Research, 2018a; 2011). 

More significantly, although the students’ number (Qatari and non-Qatari) enrolled in 

private schools in 2001 was almost the same as the students’ number attending government 

schools (Brewer et al., 2007; UNESCO, 2011), the number of students enrolled in private 

schools outnumbered the students enrolled in government schools across the years 2013 to 

2019 (see Figure 1.6). These increased numbers indicated parents and students’ growing 

interest in private education (Osman, 2019; MEHE, 2014; SEC, 2013). It is also predicted 

that the number of private schools with their enrolled students’ numbers in Qatar will 

increase in the coming years because of the increased number of employees who work in 

the FIFA world cup 2022 project (Export.gov., 2016; Ridge et al., 2015).  

Figure 1.6: Gov. students’ number Vs. Private Students’ number 

  

(Sources: Osman, 2019; SEC, 2013; UNESCO, 2011) 

54%

42%
38%

46%

58%
62%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

2001 2013 2019

Students' Numbers in Gov. Schools Students' Number in Private Schools



 

14 
 

1.2.3 The Role of the MEHE in Private Education 

The MEHE supports and oversees private education in many ways to reach the ultimate 

goal of having successful and skilled students (Osman, 2019). The Qatari government 

issued Law No. 7 of 1980 to regulate private schools (Almeezan, 2017). According to law 

No. 7, private schools must teach three compulsory subjects of Arabic Language, Qatar 

History, and Islamic Studies curricula. The Ministry provides schools with the books of 

these three subjects (Osman, 2017a; MEHE, 2016b; Welcome Qatar, 2014), and it 

supervises their teaching quality and delivery mode (Osman, 2017a). The Ministry also 

scrutinises all the school library resources to ensure they are aligned with the Qatari culture 

and Islamic values (Almeezan, 2017). Although private schools are responsible for paying 

their staff salaries, the MEHE sets the school staff recruitment process (Osman, 2019).  

Private schools are exempt from customs taxes (Osman, 2017b), and the government 

facilitates the customs’ procedures of any imported resources deemed by private schools 

(Mohamed, 2018). Free water, electricity, and land plots are also granted to private schools 

(Osman, 2017b). Additionally, the Ministry supervises the school facilities’ safety 

measures and grants them an operating license based on specific criteria (Mohamed, 2018; 

Gulf Times, 2015). In some cases, the MEHE allocates buildings to private schools as a 

method of consolidation. The aim of the Qatari government in providing such support is to 

“enhance the role of the private sector in the educational process with a view to achieving 

the goals of Qatar National Vision 2030, especially the human development pillar” (The 

Peninsula, 2019: Paragraph 3; Ministry of Development, Planning and Statistics, 2008). 

However, although this MEHE’s offered support to private schools, private schools are still 



 

15 
 

responsible for managing their budget, providing educational learning materials, and 

allocating the facility’s resources. 

In 2015, the Emir of Qatar Shiekh Tamim Ben Hamad Al-Thani issued a decree to organise 

the work of private schools spreading further governmental control over private education 

(MEHE, 2016b; 2015). The decree included specifications that schools need to comply 

with regarding staff qualification, license requirements, promotion of Islamic values and 

Qatari culture, and several other issues. The MEHE also forces regulations that concern the 

schools’ work organisation (Osman, 2019; Almeezan, 2017). It also forces sanctions on 

private schools that do not comply with applying the curriculum implementation 

regulations, school licensing, and hiring process (Osman, 2019). 

The Private Schools Affairs Department of the MEHE supervises the work of private 

schools. Its employees visit schools to ensure compliance with the Ministry’s regulations 

and support academic and administrative issues (MEHE, 2017c). Ensuring the quality of 

education in private schools had to be revisited (MEHE, 2011) because the Qatari 

government observed a performance gap among schools (Nasser, 2017; Cheema, 2016). 

Consequently, the MEHE decided to develop a system for bridging this gap (Coupe, 2015). 

In this system, unlike the inspection system applied in government schools, the MEHE 

considered several cultures in the private schooling system and tried to oversee private 

schools by implementing an accreditation system developed to adapt to the different 

traditions of these schools. Hence, the school accreditation initiation was launched in 2011 

under the SED supervision to perform this task (MEHE, 2011).  



 

16 
 

1.2.4 Qatar National School Accreditation   

The purpose of initiating Qatar’s National School Accreditation (QNSA) was to gauge 

schools’ improvement while holding them accountable for their work at the same time. 

Therefore, the accreditation system was initiated to evaluate private schools against 

specific quality standards and grant them QNSA if they succeed in attaining the quality 

criteria (MEHE, 2019). The system also allows private schools to seek accreditation from 

overseas agencies authorised by the MEHE, namely, the Western Association for School 

Accreditation (WASC), Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools (MSA-CHE & 

CSS), New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC), and Council of 

International Schools (CIS). The accreditors in the QNSA system are referred to as 

evaluators (MEHE, 2011). They do not work in schools. They are government officials 

who are explicitly hired to perform the private sector’s evaluation process to grant QNSA 

status to private schools (Hukoomi, 2020). 

According to the website of the MEHE (2019: Paragraph 2), the QNSA aims at: 

(1) improving the quality of education in private schools utilising predetermined standards 

to ensure that all students in Qatar receive optimal learning experiences that suit their 

individual educational needs.   

(2) ascertaining the level of schools’ performance, the educational procedures, the 

management capacity of innovation, and schools’ ability to perform futuristic planning 

through a process of ongoing internal evaluation.  

(3) highlighting the schools’ areas of strength and weakness to support schools developing 

their action plans based on these identified areas to improve their performance.  
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(4) to be a tool to enable parents, students, and other stakeholders to access schools’ data 

that shows the students’ assessment methods to increase their awareness about the schools’ 

accountability towards quality.  

However, it is unknown if the applied system of QNSA has achieved its intended aims of 

improving school overall educational quality. It is also unknown whether the system 

enables parents and other stakeholders to gain knowledge about school performance levels. 

1.2.4.1 The QNSA Cycle 

The QNSA cycle has two stages (Qatar is Booming, 2017). The candidacy stage (stage 1) 

is executed at the beginning of the cycle. The private schools must review their operations 

and their impact on the learning process based on specific criteria provided by QNSA. 

Then, they should submit a candidacy report to the SED. The SED’s officials study this 

report and visit schools to validate the report’s content. Finally, the schools will be 

informed whether they achieved the candidacy based on their reports’ validity. Then, 

schools will start stage 2 (the full accreditation), in which they conduct their self-study 

process. The SED allows the schools 18 months to perform this process and submit their 

self-study report. The evaluators then visit private schools in teams to collect data on the 

students’ outcomes (including their international tests results, e.g., PISA and TIMMS, and 

schools’ standardised internal tests). The teams also collect data on the schools’ operations 

to validate the schools’ self-study reports’ information. This process is done by reviewing 

school documents, interviewing representative groups of all stakeholders (parents, 

students, teachers, and school leaders), observing lessons and other schools’ different 

aspects (MEHE, 2018b; MEHE, 2018c). After collecting and analysing data, the evaluators 

judge the effectiveness of the schools’ academic and leadership levels against specific 
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quality standards. They communicate their findings to schools by submitting a written 

report that includes commendations and recommendations for improvement (Alwatan, 

2018).  

After the external evaluation process is done to schools, successful schools are granted 

QNSA for three to five years based on the level of excellence in their performance 

(Hukoomi, 2020). The cycle of evaluation will then be repeated at the end of the granted 

years of accreditation. The QNSA authority allows eighteen months for schools to re-

execute their internal self-study process and reapply for renewing their national 

accreditation. Failing schools (schools that do not achieve the QNSA) have a period of six 

to eighteen months to re-perform their internal self-evaluation process and then apply again 

to obtain the QNSA (Qatar is Booming, 2017). Schools that obtain QNSA status are then 

eligible to be partially funded by the government through the voucher system.  

However, it is unknown if applied practices within QNSA implementation align with the 

designed system’s procedures or struggle to apply knowledge to real-world practice.  

1.2.4.2 The Voucher System  

The MEHE provides the voucher system to the private education sector as an incentive to 

schools that obtain QNSA. This fund is given in the form of school fees vouchers (worth 

28,000 Qatari Riyals per student/around £6000) granted to the Qatari students enrolled at 

these accredited schools (MEHE, 2020c; 2014). The system is designed to “improve the 

quality of education and to raise the number of outstanding private schools enjoying world-

class reputation” (MEHE, 2014: Paragraph 2). Hence, the voucher system may be 

considered as the government’s tool to raise the number of international schools in Qatar, 

which, in turn, is assumed to improve the overall quality of education. The MEHE provides 
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the opportunity for parents to choose from schools that obtained QNSA for their children 

to receive the voucher’s money by publishing the schools’ QNSA status on the Ministry’s 

website (MEHE, 2020c). The Ministry also offers school comparisons revealing the school 

specifications with its accreditation status to support parental choice (MEHE, 2020b).  

Significantly, as seen below in Figure 1.7, since the launch of QNSA and the voucher 

system application in 2011 and until 2018, the number of private schools increased four 

times more outnumbering the government school numbers (Department of Educational 

Policy and Research, 2018b; 2011). 

Figure 1.7: Numbers of Gov. schools Vs. Private schools since the QNSA launch 

 

(Sources: Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b; 2011) 
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Figure 1.8: Number of Gov. students Vs. Private students since the QNSA launch 

 

(Sources: Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b; 2011) 
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believe in the external evaluation process’s vital role in developing school performance. 

This feeling transformed into a vision that development and improvement can occur due to 

hard work, perseverance and collaboration between evaluators and schools. I also believe 

that solutions to the system’s problems may lie in research, as there is always a need for 

evidence to inform and improve policy and practice. Hence, this study sought to explore 

the impact of the national external evaluation process represented in QNSA on Qatar’s 

private education to provide suggestions on improving the QNSA system to serve its aims 

best. 

1.4 The Research Problem 

The QNSA system’s contribution to the education community has never been explored 

from the research perspective. There are no studies conducted to examine how the system 

works and whether it successfully achieves its aims. It is also unknown if the system works 

well with the private schooling system or needs modifications, particularly given private 

schools’ diverse nature. A recent survey executed by Qatar’s Childhood Cultural Centre 

that surveyed 700 parents in 20 private schools showed that private schools need to 

promote Qatari identity by implementing suitable curricula and activities (Qatar Tribute, 

2016; Welcome Qatar, 2016). Moreover, during Qatar’s latest scrutiny visit, the United 

Nations (UN) advised Qatar to provide the expatriates with quality education and ensure 

free education for all students in private schools (Barry, 2019).  

So, given these issues mentioned above, in addition to the fact that the Qatari government 

detected a performance gap among private schools (see earlier section 1.2.3), an indication 

is given that QNSA may need to be more developed to ensure education quality. The UN 

recommendation also indicates that the voucher system may not have provided free 
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education for students that it was designed to offer. Hence, exploring the impact of QNSA 

on schools forms a necessity to provide necessary modifications, if any, to support 

achieving Qatar National Vision 2030.  

1.5 Research Aim and Questions 

This study aimed to examine the impact of the quality assurance system represented in 

QNSA on private schools from the evaluators’ and school principals’ perspectives. The 

overarching question driving the study is: What is the impact of the national external 

evaluation process on private schools in the state of Qatar from the perspectives of the 

evaluators and the school principals? This question raised some sub-questions: 

1. What are the current procedures and practices of the national external evaluation 

process in private schools?  

2. How do the evaluators and the school principals perceive and experience the 

national external evaluation process? 

3. In what ways does the national external evaluation process motivate private 

schools to improve? 

4. What modifications are needed to improve the external evaluation system?  

1.6 Significance of the Study 

The evolution of the private education system over the past two decades in Qatar, with a 

proportion of nearly 35% of Qatari students and 62% of all students (Qatari and non-

Qatari), attending international schools (Osman, 2019; Qatar Tribute, 2016), necessitates 

the execution of this research to explore the impact of the QA system.  Also, exploring the 

Qatari external evaluation effect will help improve Qatar’s evaluation practices and 
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educational outcomes. This is even more important considering the period of the QA 

system’s existence (around nine years since initiation and seven years since application) 

that demanded a need in the SED to review its practices (Raslan, 2016).  

Also, given the little knowledge in the literature about the elements that lead external 

evaluations to improve schools (Hopkins, 2016; Jones and Tymms, 2014), there is a need 

for more studies to explore this gap in the knowledge. Moreover, the majority of the studies 

worldwide that tackle the external evaluation process focus on school inspections in 

governmental schools; therefore, little knowledge generally exists about the accreditation 

process and private education, which lends importance to this study. More significantly, in 

Qatar, private schools form the majority of schools nationally. 

1.7 The Study’s Key concepts  

It is imperative to introduce and define the key concepts in this study to understand their 

meaning in the Qatari educational context. Therefore, the concept of quality assurance as 

used worldwide, and this study is defined. 

1.7.1 The Concept of Quality Assurance Worldwide 

Quality assurance (QA) refers to standards, appropriate methods, and quality requirements 

accompanied by an evaluation process, either performed internally by schools or externally 

by an independent body, to examine the extent to which practice meets these standards 

(Murgatroyd and Morgan, 1993). The purpose is to make informed decisions based on 

schools’ performance to improve schools where improvement is needed (e.g., teaching 

quality, students’ assessment) to improve the learning outcomes (Ehren, 2020).  
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In 1985, QA became an essential element in education, especially after increased 

enrollment of enrolled students into higher education (Vroeijenstijn, 1993). Indeed, the 

definition of QA varied among authors. Jacob (2013) defined it as a means to regularly 

assess the educational processes (e.g., internal review) to ensure the institutions’ external 

accountability quality. Whereas Williams (2016: 97) stated that QA is “the collections of 

policies, procedures, systems, and practices internal or external to the organisation 

designed to achieve, maintain and enhance quality.” Therefore, QA has no single common 

definition (William, 2016), but it is clear that the focus is on improving the quality of the 

provision. Besides, QA is defined according to the aim it serves, the outcomes to be 

reached, and the stakeholders involved (Elassy, 2015). So, one model of QA cannot apply 

to different systems (European Commission, 2020). 

However, recently, according to Williams (2016), QA became a shorthand term for all 

kinds of external evaluation systems. In this sense, and as Ehren (2016a) adds, QA ensures 

that institutions meet the quality standards through in-depth external evaluation operations. 

In QA’s context, the first method to ensure quality education is concerned with the external 

evaluation of specific school aspects (Murgatroyd and Morgan, 1993). For example, 

evaluating the teaching quality requires evaluating the teachers’ performance, assessed 

using an evaluation instrument developed by an external expert panel. This instrument 

itemises effective teachers’ characteristics and is tested and validated to be used by external 

individuals. The second method to ensure education quality in schools is performed by 

evaluating the whole school’s performance by an external body. This system usually 

employs skilled people to conduct unbiased data collection and analysis about teaching and 

schooling, applying particular procedures, and using specific evaluation instruments. The 



 

25 
 

aim is to judge the effectiveness of school aspects against a framework that contains expert 

authorities’ standards (The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

[OECD], 2013; Edmonds, 1956). The purpose is “to discern whether or not appropriate 

standards of teaching and education are being met” (Murgatroyd and Morgan, 1993: 47). 

Lessinger (1976) added that the meaning of quality differs significantly in the views of the 

educational service deliverers (e.g., school administrators, teachers) and receivers (parents 

and students). He argued that the school staff considers the educational programme good 

quality when it meets the educational standards. At the same time, parents view quality as, 

for example, enabling their children to get respectable jobs after graduation. So, relying on 

a third unbiased party that evaluates the school services and judges its effectiveness based 

on a separate framework that includes quality standards may act as a mediator between 

schools and parents to ensure the education quality (Talvik, 2014). This third party may 

provide fair judgments about schools’ performance and support parents and students in 

choosing the educational institutions that suit their needs.  

1.7.2 The Concept of Quality Assurance in Qatar 

In Qatar, The QA system in education is new compared to other systems worldwide. The 

need for QA emerged in 2002 when the education system started to move from 

centralisation to decentralisation (Brewer et al., 2007). This system aims at establishing 

several values in the Qatari education system (MEHE, 2020a: Paragraph 3), involving: 

(1) Innovation: to develop new ways of working to improve education services. 

(2) Excellence: to provide excellence in all areas and to provide the highest standards of 

quality and perfection. 
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(3) Participation: working as one team, sharing information to accomplish tasks while 

respecting different opinions and ideas. 

(4) Transparency: Being transparent in all procedures by maintaining the highest standards 

of integrity.  

(5) Accountability: Acknowledging responsibility to perform duties honestly and sincerely. 

At the beginning of this reform, introducing the QA system was to address quality issues 

in government schools through the Education Institute’s supervision and the evaluation 

processes conducted by the Evaluation Institute to hold schools accountable for providing 

quality in their system. A few years later, in 2011, the QA system spread to include the 

private education sector because the government observed a performance gap among 

international schools (MEHE, 2011). The government ensures that schools achieve quality 

in their systems by developing a national set of standards and disseminating it to schools. 

This set includes the government’s expectations that schools need to meet to strive for QA 

in their systems. Quality assurance in the context of this study refers to the external 

evaluation process performed by national teams of evaluators who are external to private 

schools to judge their performance according to specific quality standards and grant them 

QNSA.   

To sum up, QA is concerned with the systematic review of the educational services 

delivered to students to ensure high quality. QA relies on school evaluations to ensure this 

quality by holding schools, school principals, and educators accountable for their work. 

This, in turn, leads to school improvement, which assures quality. Figure 1.9 below 

demonstrates the key concepts used in this study.  
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Figure 1.9: The study’s key concepts 

 

1.8 Structure of the Thesis 

This thesis consists of six chapters that shed light on the impact of the external evaluation 

process on Qatar’s private schools from evaluators’ and school principals’ perspectives. 

The opening chapter clarified the study’s background, highlighted its significance, 

presented the study’s aim and research questions, and discussed the concepts underpinning 

the study. Chapter 2 moves on to review the literature about evaluation processes in the 

QA context, the functions and approaches of accountability, improvement mechanisms and 

the combination of accountability and improvement in the literature. It tackles the school 

motivational factors as advantages of evaluations, discusses the impact of QA on schools, 

and highlights evaluations’ disadvantages and gaps. Chapter 3 presents the study’s research 

design with the methodological approaches and methods utilised for data collection and 

analysis. Chapter 4 presents the study’s findings from the integrated qualitative and 

quantitative data collected from several sources. Chapter 5 discusses the study’s findings 

compared and interpreted against the reviewed literature, highlighting the theory-practice 
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gap in QNSA’s implementation. Finally, Chapter 6 concludes the thesis with its summary 

of key findings and conclusions and offers a contextual, theoretical, and practical 

contribution to knowledge. It provides recommendations for policy and practice and 

highlights the study’s limitations and opportunities for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 : LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews the conceptual and empirical literature focusing on Quality Assurance 

(QA) and evaluations and their uses to attain educational accountability and improvement. 

First, internal and external evaluations are discussed concerning their relationship to 

Quality Assurance (QA). This includes their functions, procedures and practices, models, 

impact, and mechanisms on how these evaluations can motivate schools to improve. The 

factors that influence the implementation of internal and external evaluations are also 

highlighted. Second, an overview of accountability and improvement within the evaluation 

and quality assurance context is provided. This includes accountability definitions, 

followed by discussing the various types of accountability, advantages, disadvantages, and 

effectiveness. Third, the relationship between QA, evaluations and improvement is 

presented, comprising definitions, functions, advantages, disadvantages. Finally, a brief on 

the external evaluations’ reforms is presented, followed by the perceived literature gaps of 

QA. 

2.1 Quality Assurance and Evaluation Processes 

Quality assurance is understood as “an umbrella concept which covers all activities 

undertaken to investigate, monitor, improve - and perhaps also even to make public - the 

quality of schools” (Vanhoof and Van Petegem, 2007: 104).  The aim is to systematically 

review programs and processes to maintain their quality, equity, and efficiency to improve 

performance where improvement is needed (Ehren, 2020; European Commission, 2020).  

Additionally, ensuring quality in education means appropriately meeting the stakeholder’s 

expectations through internal and external evaluations to assure that these expectations are 

adhered to (Vanhoof and Van Petegem 2007). Hence, “internal evaluations and external 



 

30 
 

evaluations are two components of a single entity called quality assurance that aim at 

holding schools accountable for their work and improving their performance as well to 

raise education quality” (Vanhoof and Van Petegem, 2007: 110). Internal evaluations 

ensure that schools’ pre-defined objectives are being met (e.g., students’ outcomes), while 

external evaluations ensure the quality of the school operations’ designed to achieve its 

objectives. In this sense, as stressed by Nevo (2001: 102),  

evaluation in the context of QA in education should be practised as a process, not a 

one-shot activity. It is a process of presenting findings, analysing them, discussing 

them with pertinent audiences, comparing them with other findings, collecting 

additional information, getting more findings, and coping with added complexities. 

 

The everlasting struggle within QA systems is whether the synergy between internal and 

external evaluations and the applied practices within these lead to long-term improvement 

(European Commission, 2020). When designing a means of QA, a significant challenge is 

how schools respond to its pressure, as argued by Elmore and Rothman (1991). This is 

done “with two main tools: internal school evaluation (school self-evaluation) and external 

school evaluation (school reviews and school inspections)” (OECD, 2015: 99). External 

evaluations set ground rules, but the desired effect will occur when internal evaluations 

match the external ones with clarity in the assigned responsibilities and the links between 

inputs and results (UNESCO, 2017).  

2.1.1 Internal Evaluation 

Internal evaluation is a process performed by school staff to purposively evaluate school 

practices to provide insights about the students’ learning experiences from a broader 

perspective than test results may provide (Nelson, Ehren, and Godfrey, 2015). This is done 

to assess what is working in schools and what needs to be corrected to ensure compliance 
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with the administrative demands (Education Review Office, 2016). “School internal 

evaluation is at the heart of QA and improvement processes” (OECD, 2013: 89), in which 

schools are required to collaboratively perform ongoing periodic mechanisms to measure 

the effectiveness of their applied practices in various school aspects (e.g., vision, mission, 

and objectives) to ensure education quality (Nelson et al., 2015).  

According to Davies and Rudd (2001), the rationale behind internal evaluations relates to 

personal, institutional, and national motives. Educators may have personal improvement 

goals in mind, such as improving specific literacy knowledge level. The school 

management or the teaching staff may wish to improve the teaching quality, which will 

derive the whole institution’s effort and resources towards fulfilling this goal. Also, 

national initiatives, such as external evaluations’ requirements that focus on holding 

schools accountable for their work, is another rationale behind conducting internal 

evaluations. The outcomes of internal evaluations may be used to report to external bodies 

on how well the school performs in improving teaching and learning. Additionally, these 

outcomes may be used in developing school improvement plans (Nelson et al., 2015).  

2.1.1.1 Functions of Internal Evaluation 

As elaborated later in section 2.2.2, the internal evaluation aims mainly to improve schools 

and, in many cases, provide an account to external authorities (Davies and Rudd, 2001). In 

this sense, as discussed by Nelson et al. (2015), on the one hand, internal evaluations have 

a formative function when it focuses on identifying school strengths and weaknesses to 

inform school practice as a means to improvement. On the other hand, when schools collect 

and analyse data to assess whether aims are being met and then report the findings to 

external bodies, the internal evaluation will have a summative function.  
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2.1.1.2 Procedures and Practices of Internal Evaluation  

The internal evaluations’ procedures and practices are similar in many countries (OECD, 

2013). The cycle of these procedures includes five steps to internally evaluate their 

performance (Education Review Office, 2016). First, schools should notice and observe 

their operations and be aware of all that is happening concerning students’ learning to agree 

on the evaluation aims. Second, an investigation should be performed about these 

operations against school objectives, ensuring the collection of adequate data about where 

the school stands regarding students’ work, teaching quality, among other aspects. Third, 

there should be a collaboration between school stakeholders to analyse data and acquire 

insights to agree on effective practices. This requires an openness to new learning 

strategies. Fourth, prioritising identified issues based on a clear understanding of the 

problems, ensuring the clarity of taken actions and the availability of the needed resources 

to be included in an achievable plan that sets school expectations. Fifth and finally, 

monitoring and evaluating the plan implementation should occur, ensuring there are 

processes and tools to track progress and impact, involving all stakeholders in the process, 

taking required actions to change strategies to generate improvement. 

2.1.1.3 Models of Internal Evaluation 

Mathison (2011: 3) identified two internal evaluation models, one that has an “embedded 

function” and the other has a “hybrid’ function. She clarified that in the embedded internal 

evaluation model, “leaders carry parttime evaluation responsibility. They are part of the 

team and use evaluation to strengthen programs by identifying potential problems and 

monitoring implementation.” The “hybrid” model couples the skills and objectivity of 

external evaluators with the savvy of internal evaluators. The external provides an extra 
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eye to reflect on school practices and combine insights with internal evaluators to improve 

needed school aspects. It is worth mentioning that internal evaluation models target the 

same outcome in different education systems, enhancing students’ skills and academic 

outcomes (OECD, 2013). As this study’s focus is on QNSA that combines internal and 

external evaluations, a brief definition was introduced to tackle the school self-study, as 

the internal evaluation model combined with school accreditation. 

School Self-Study  

According to Schilson (1966: 259), self-study is defined as: 

A self-appraisal of the school program; in essence, it is an “internal evaluation.” It is 

a joint project where teachers, supervisors, administrators, consultants, and lay leaders 

work together to evaluate all facets of the existing school program.  
 

 

The self-study’s purpose is to allow educators to critically reflect on their practices and 

examine their performance against a set of quality standards to plan for improvement 

(American Board for Accreditation in Psychoanalysis, 2014). During self-studies, schools 

may follow guidelines set by an external authority or by the school itself (Schilson, 1966). 

Austina and Senese (2004) highlighted that self-reflection on practices reveals the values 

that underline actions, stressing that there is always a discrepancy between actions and their 

underlying values, which is the heart of self-study. School self-study is a tool that supports 

gathering valid and reliable school data pertaining to academic achievement to be used for 

continuous school improvement planning based on data from students, parents, and 

administrators (Centre for Prevention, Research, and Development, 2020). 

2.1.1.4 Advantages and disadvantages of Internal Evaluation  

The advantages of internal evaluations can be attributed to substantial school improvement, 

identifying school priorities (Nelson et al., 2015), and better teaching (Timperley and Parr, 
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2009). It opened a dialogue between stakeholders in some education contexts and identified 

their needs in areas such as teachers’ professional development (Davies and Rudd, 2001). 

It changed the teacher’s perception of their administration and considered them more 

supportive and responsive to their needs (Davidsdottir and Lisi, 2007). It raised students’ 

achievement due to effective planning and a trustworthy school environment (Caputo and 

Rastelli, 2014). Additionally, actors responsible for conducting internal evaluation build 

relationships over time that help them reduce anxiety and fear associated with external 

evaluation, making them familiar with school programs and weaknesses, which supports 

building a school evaluation culture (Mathison, 2011). However, positive findings of 

internal evaluations were dependent on suitable conditions and mechanisms to be in place 

(Nelson et al., 2015). 

Andersen et al. (2009) highlighted that when there is a link between internal and external 

evaluations, unintended outcomes known as ‘measure fixation’ exists where school staff 

focuses on meeting the external evaluation’s standards without paying attention to other 

needed modifications. This issue also limits teachers’ innovation as they have to comply 

with top-down predetermined goals without having an input in mechanisms of change 

(Croxford, Grek and Shaik, 2009). The heavy workload and anxiety associated with 

internal evaluations that link to external ones is another internal evaluation disadvantage 

(Davies and Rudd, 2001). 

The OECD (2013: 435) report highlighted that “the main disadvantage of internal 

evaluations is that results are often seen to be less credible to external groups and more 

suitable to be used for improvement, rather than for accountability.” Combining it with 

external evaluations to judge the quality of the systems by outside agencies enhances 
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accountability in schools and may stimulate school improvement (Earley, 1998). A view 

backed up by the European Commission (2020), in which internal evaluation that has been 

solely employed fifteen years ago in some countries (e.g., Croatia) was deemed effective 

only when the external evaluation was introduced. To make such a combination possible, 

Kyriakides and Campbell (2004) proposed three models. (1) The parallel existence of both 

types in which schools and outside agencies collect data separately and may share findings 

after completing their evaluations. This type is supported by educators who believe that 

internal evaluations are unreliable sources to hold schools accountable for their work 

(Vanhoof and Petegem, 2007) and might lead to self-deception (Faddar, Vanhoof and De 

Maeyer 2018). (2) The sequential evaluation in which the school staff performs the 

evaluation process internally provides informative data about the school and produces 

summative reports delivered to the external agencies. The agencies use the findings in these 

reports as one source, among others, to verify the schools’ status and operations (OECD, 

2013). This type also can work in the opposite direction in which the outside agency 

collects school data, and based on this, the school develops its internal improvement plan. 

(3) The cooperative models, in which internal and external evaluations’ findings are 

discussed between schools and outside agencies, combine these findings in one report to 

satisfy both parties’ efforts. Nelson et al. (2015) added that both the parallel and the 

sequential models imply that schools’ performance is dominated by the outside agencies, 

which centralise the quality of education to the agencies’ standards. However, the 

cooperative model indicates that the schools’ system is matured enough and that 

accountability is sought through internal practices with a “light touch of external 

evaluation” (Kyriakides and Campbell, 2004: 30). However, Whitby (2010) and De 
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Grauwe (2007) highlighted that the combination of internal and external evaluations 

created a tension that is not resolved in many countries until the present time. 

2.1.1.5 The Validity of Internal Evaluation 

The effective mechanisms of internal evaluations as deemed by (Nelson et al., 2015: 21), 

were “to be found in the collection and the interpretation of data, and the work of leaders, 

in the activities of collaborative, supportive groups of teachers who believe in and are 

committed to the possibility of improvement for their school and the education of their 

students.” However, there seems to be no general agreement about the internal evaluation’s 

importance level in ensuring education quality in the existing literature. Perry (2013) 

highlighted that internal evaluation is not vital to ensure quality in education, as in some 

countries (e.g., Northern Ireland), schools are not required to do self-evaluation. They only 

provide performance data relates to leadership, learning, and teaching aspects. In contrast, 

the OECD’s (2013) report findings emphasise internal evaluations than external ones 

stressing that it is not a must to link both processes, referring to internal evaluation as a 

valid process to form school performance judgment. However, Faddar et al. (2018) argued 

that schools prefer internal evaluation to external evaluation because they can easily 

manipulate its outcomes to show themselves as outstanding, which, in turn, emphasises the 

process’s invalidity. In agreement, Scriven (1991: 228) argued that “the results of self-

evaluation are notoriously unreliable.”  

To overcome this negative perception, careful attention to internal evaluation methodology 

with external evaluation can validate the internal evaluation process (Mathison, 2011). In 

agreement, as clarified in section 2.2.1.2, Kyriakides and Campbell (2004) proposed 

involving external evaluation to validate internal evaluation through the three models: the 
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parallel, the sequential, and the cooperative model. The adverse effects of this link are 

related to the external evaluation pressure forced on schools’ staff, the weakness of the 

schools’ leadership (Nelson et al., 2015), the time consumption, and limiting school 

creativity when focusing on meeting the external evaluation requirements (Allais, 2009).  

2.1.1.6 Factors Influencing Internal Evaluation 

In a study conducted by Nelson et al. (2015) that reviewed international research on internal 

evaluations, six common conditions were proved to influence enabling internal evaluations 

to lead to school improvement. These conditions are evaluation literacy, resources, 

leadership quality, external support, supportive climate and accountability. To illustrate, it 

is essential to have skilled and efficient school staff who acquire knowledge on using data 

in a scientific research-based manner to identify reliable and credible areas that need 

improvement (Chapman, 2000). Second, the availability of resources should consider time 

(for staff discussions, data collection, improvement strategies implementation), data 

systems, and sufficient training (Davies and Rudd, 2001). Effective leadership is another 

condition to a successful internal evaluation, in which modelling of data usage takes place, 

leading collaborative discussions, ensuring resources’ availability, and creating a culture 

of critical reflection (Anderson, Leithwood, and Strauss, 2010).  Also, the collaboration 

between schools and a third party (e.g., external expert) provides external support that helps 

the school building internal evaluation capacity (Farrell, 2014). Having these conditions 

rooted in a supportive school culture that nurtures trust between actors, willingness to 

improve, and a sense of self-accountability is another condition to a successful process that 

leads to improvement (Nelson et al., 2015).  
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2.1.1.7 The Impact of Internal Evaluation  

Internal evaluation impacts schools in several ways. It can lead to a better interaction 

between school staff and make them see eye-to-eye on school issues as it opens a dialogue 

between educators and leads to frequent classroom visits that aim at teachers’ development 

instead of scrutiny (Davies and Rudd, 2001). In several European countries, such as 

Denmark, Finland, and Scotland, the internal evaluation was found to improve teachers’ 

practices (Gray et al., 2011). In New Zealand, educators perceive internal evaluation as a 

reflective tool that promoted their self-reflection in a way that made development rooted 

in classroom practices (OECD, 2013). In other countries, such as Ireland, internal 

evaluation stands alone without external evaluation as it proved that it could solely enhance 

the school staff’s professional attitudes (Karagiorgi et al., 2015). Other studies (e.g., Ehren 

et al., 2014; Timperley and Parr, 2009) highlighted that internal evaluation derived by a set 

of external evaluation standards led to the achievement of school goals and school 

improvement detected in students’ outcomes and teaching pedagogy. However, these 

positive effects are linked to specific mechanisms and circumstances. For example, 

suppose the school has no internal capacity to analyse data. In that case, the staff is not 

motivated or has no time to conduct evaluative procedures, which will lead to identifying 

areas that are not pertinent to needed improvement, which leads to waste less time and 

efforts (OECD,2013). 

In other Middle East countries, Alkutich (2016) highlighted that in Dubai of the United 

Arab Emirates (UAE), internal evaluations in conjunction with external evaluations led to 

a successful QA system that enhances teaching and learning. While in the kingdom of 

Bahrain, a lack of effective mechanisms to internally evaluate students’ outcomes in private 
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schools was found, which resulted in performance gaps among schools (Education and 

Training Quality Authority, 2017).  

Hence, the debate since the 1980s about the most effective type of internal evaluation that 

impacts school accountability and improvement revolved around whether it is the one that 

integrates with the external evaluation’s framework and standards or the one that is 

performed for improving schools based on their internal values, targets, and standards 

(Menestrel, Walahoski and Mielke, 2014; Barrington, 2011; Tyler, 2005). The literature 

generally expressed that internal evaluation is effective in enhancing the students’ learning 

experiences and their academic achievement when it is linked to external evaluation with 

evidence detected in students’ test scores (Ehren, 2019; Nelson et al., 2015; Nusche et al., 

2012; Vanhoof and Petegem, 2007). In agreement, Nevo (2001) stressed that considering 

school internal and external evaluations as a whole process assures education quality.  

2.1.2 External Evaluation 

External evaluation is the process where several mechanisms are applied by external bodies 

to highlight school weaknesses and strengths based on the external body’s quality standards 

to hold educators accountable for their work and improve school performance (Kyriakides 

and Campbell, 2004). In Qatar, as mentioned in chapter 1, teams of evaluators visit schools 

to perform this task using two different frameworks, the inspection evaluation model 

applied to government schools and the accreditation model applied to private schools 

(MEHE, 2011; MEHE, 2007). Both models aim to hold schools accountable for their work 

and gauge improvement (MEHE, 2019). Generally, school performance is affected by 

many factors, such as the schools’ inputs and the different schools’ operations (Ochuba, 

2009). Students are one of the inputs, and improving their learning experiences is assumed 
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to be the schools’ ultimate goal (Tubin, 2015; Törnsén, 2009). The school system should 

be organised to achieve this goal, ensuring its effectiveness through continuous monitoring 

and regular external evaluation (Ochuba, 2009; 2008).  

Hence, many countries experienced external evaluations since the eighteenth century to 

raise their education quality and assure this quality to the community, which has become 

the driver of governmental policies (Brown et al., 2013). In this sense, the external 

evaluation’s function, procedures, practices, models, advantages, disadvantages, and 

validity and impact on education quality varied from one context to the other, as discussed 

in the following sections.  

2.1.2.1 Functions of External Evaluation 

As elaborated later in section 2.2, the external evaluation is related to five functions: 

accountability, control, improvement, development, and liaison (Ehren, 2016a). 

Accountability and control are considered essential aims of the external evaluation process 

(Smith and Benavot, 2019). Both functions ensure the schools’ compliance with statutory 

requirements, regulations, and duties and emphasise the quality of teaching, learning, and 

the schools’ different aspects (Ehren, 2016a). As elaborated later (see section 2.2.1), the 

notion of accountability emphasises applying standards and benchmarking to control 

schoolwork and improve its performance through external evaluations that may motivate 

school principals to improve their schools and fulfil their duties (Nevo, 2001). 

Consequently, the external evaluations’ primary function is providing knowledge about the 

schools to capture a picture of their quality (Gaertner et al., 2014). 

The function of improvement occurs when the external evaluation stimulates internal 

evaluation, expanding its scope, and legitimise its validity (Nevo, 2001). In this way, 
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evaluation teams validate schools’ areas of strengths and weaknesses, which schools, in 

turn, must work on improving (Matthews and Sammons, 2004). School development 

happens when evaluators provide school staff training on the best educational practices 

(Dedering and Müller, 2010). De Grauwe and Naidoo (2002) emphasised the importance 

of adequate supervision and support services in promoting school development in the 

external evaluation context. The liaison function ensures that the evaluators work as agents 

between the government authority and schools by reporting on schools’ academic level and 

delivering government decisions to schools (Ehren, 2016a).  

However, these functions’ effectiveness differs from one system to the other (OECD, 

2013). In centralised systems, accountability and control are seen to be more sought 

through external evaluations. While in the decentralised systems, power is given to schools 

to manage their work, and external evaluations are found to support and improve schools. 

Hence, a key factor in the effectiveness of external evaluations’ functions is the settings’ 

context and nature (OECD, 2013). 

2.1.2.2 Procedures and Practices of External Evaluation  

There are similar procedures implemented during external evaluations found in most of the 

37 countries examined in the OECD’s (2013) report, the United States of America (USA) 

(Hegji, 2020), and in Qatar (Qatar is Booming, 2017). These procedures comprised of four 

phases. Phase one is data collection. Qualitative and quantitative information about school 

performance is gathered through lesson observations, school documents’ analysis (e.g., 

students’ scores), interviews with representative groups of all stakeholders, and 

observations of the school’s different aspects (Perry, 2013). Phase two is data analysis, 

which is considered the most critical part of external evaluations because its accuracy 
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determines the extent of the process’s validity (Scheerens and Ehren, 2016). Phase three is 

the feedback, in which the evaluation team provides oral feedback to the school leaders 

that summarises their findings throughout the evaluation visit. As a final step, phase four, 

the evaluators communicate their findings and judgments to schools by submitting a 

written report that includes commendations and recommendations about the different 

school areas such as leadership and management, students’ outcomes, teaching, and 

students’ learning (Richards, 2004a; Cuttance, 1995).  

Governments expect schools’ compliance and commitment to enhance the commendations 

and improve the recommendations to improve the students’ learning. So, if the evaluation 

reports’ outcomes are used by schools as intended by the evaluators, they will be great 

tools that support school improvement (Ochuba, 2009). The evaluation reports in some 

countries, such as Germany, are used by most school stakeholders to develop their school 

aspects (Gaertner et al., 2014). However, some other schools, primarily the failing ones, 

did not accept the reports’ content and debated its trustworthiness and credibility (Wilcox, 

2000). Besides, in some schools’ views, the evaluation report shames them among their 

peers (Ehren, 2016b). Alternatively, in some countries like Germany, the school decides 

whether to share the external evaluation results with the broader community, which 

decreased shame (Röbken et al., 2019). 

2.1.2.3 Models of External Evaluation 

The external evaluation models are applied to provide QA in education, such as, but not 

limited to, inspection, audit, and accreditation (Harvey, ca. 2004-18). External bodies 

perform these models to judge the education quality and hold schools accountable for their 

work. Each model has its definition that influences certain practices (Matete, 2009). In this 
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study, the accreditation model and its relation to the various accountability systems is 

discussed as it is the applied model in the Qatari private schooling system. 

School Accreditation 

The accreditation concept was introduced in the USA in 1990; then, it spread in Europe 

and other countries (Frazer, 1994). Hakim and Suharto (2018) defined accreditation as an 

external evaluation model that ensures the quality of provided services following 

predefined standards. According to Eaton (2011), the accreditation community perceives 

accreditation as a “formative evaluation process” in the sense that 

when accreditors review institutions and find flaws in their operations, they call for 

remediation of deficiencies even as they award or continue accreditation. Only in 

instances of extreme deficiencies would accreditation be denied or removed. To the 

education community, accreditation is about enhancing quality over time, not 

making an instant up-or-down judgment. This is in contrast to a “summative” 

approach to accountability that is often heard from lawmakers: If there are 

deficiencies, accreditation should be denied or removed (p. 6). 

 

 

Although the accreditation quality standards differ among accreditation bodies worldwide, 

there are similar overarching standards sought in all schools. Schools should have a mission 

that describes how they strive to offer education quality when serving their students. 

Additionally, accrediting bodies expect schools to have the foundation of resources to 

implement and achieve their mission and objectives (College & Degrees, 2019). 

The accreditation procedures require collaborative work among the schools’ stakeholders 

when collecting data to present a self-study report to the external body about the schools’ 

different aspects and operations (Harvey, ca. 2004-18). The accreditation cycle explained 

by the Council of International Schools (CIS) (2018a), which is similar to the QNSA cycle 

(see earlier section 1.2.4), combines steps that are linked to the granted years of 
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accreditation. So, a five-year accreditation cycle comprises five steps, as seen below in 

Figure 2.1. Step one is the essential part of this cycle regarding effort and time, as it takes 

from 12 to 18 months. It includes an initial school visit to explain accreditation procedures 

to school staff. Then, at the end of step one, a second school visit by peer educators takes 

place to evaluate school performance, following the procedures mentioned in section 

2.2.2.2. Step two considers submitting a written report that includes the accreditation 

decision of granting three or five years of accreditation or the accreditation denial. The last 

three steps of this cycle consider following up on the accredited schools’ performance in 

which the school submits an annual report to specify its progress. 

Figure 2.1: School accreditation five years’ cycle 

 

(Source: CIS, 2018a: Paragraph 4) 

Accreditation is essential to assure the stakeholders that the educational institutions meet 

and sustain a high level of standards set by an accrediting body (The Council for Higher 

Education Accreditation [CHEA], 2001) or that the institutional operations are at least 

satisfactory (Harvey, ca. 2004-18), elaborated in section 2.2.1.2. Lawler (2019) added that 
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acquiring school accreditation means that the educational institution is being recognised 

and that its students are granted professional recognition when being hired. Besides, 

accreditation supported schools in increasing their enrolled students’ number as found in 

Mensching’s (2012) study, which emphasised that school enrollment increased by 12% 

after accreditation.  

The accreditation shortcomings appear because every accredited institution is also 

unaccredited in other countries or other accreditation bodies’ views (ACS Distance 

Education, 2011). Frazer (1994: 107) added that when the educational institution applies 

specific internal mechanisms to review its practices regularly, it will be “self-validated” 

and will not need to be accredited by external bodies. Accreditation is also overwhelming 

school staff with loads of preparation procedures and time-consuming (Lawler, 2019). 

Besides, it does not usually enhance the teachers’ learning and quality; on the contrary, the 

evidence is meagre to promote teaching aspects in schools (Jones, 2014). Additionally, it 

is of a very high cost (ACS Distance Education, 2011).  

In Qatar, as mentioned in chapter 1, QNSA is the government’s applied external evaluation 

model in the private schooling system. The QNSA outcomes are linked to a fee system 

represented in vouchers offered to parents. As detailed later (see section 2.2.1.2), these 

vouchers are a tool to allow for schools’ parental choice for their children of private schools 

that achieve QNSA as they provide the required fund for this choice (Financial Times, 

2012; MEHE, 2012).  
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2.1.2.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of External Evaluation  

The literature highlighted that experiencing external evaluation has positive sides and 

challenges reflected on schools’ motivation towards improvement.  

School Motivation 

Some factors lead external evaluations to motivate schools towards improvement and 

others to demotivate them. Bellei et al. (2020), Quintelier, De Maeyer and Vanhoof (2020), 

and Ehren, Perryman and Spours (2014) clarified that evaluators’ feedback and how it is 

presented make schools more receptive to the external evaluations’ outcomes. This 

encourages schools to use these outcomes as intended and eventually improves schools. 

However, Ehren et al. (2013: 9) clarified that “only feedback that is relevant, 

understandable, clear, constructive, specific, accurate and useful will lead to actual 

improvement.” In contrast, the evaluators’ incompetency leads the school to refuse to 

comply with the evaluation recommendations and put the school principals into a rage 

(Behnke and Steins, 2017; The Guardian, 2012). Hence, evaluators who acquire the 

required skills to evaluate schools and believe schools can improve and stimulate the 

schools’ staff to improve (Ehren et al., 2014). 

Ehren and Visscher (2008) and the OECD (2013) argued that the proportionate evaluation 

motivates weak-performing schools to improve their work. They receive frequent visits 

based on their needs, and the continued support leads eventually to improvement. Also, the 

publication of the external evaluation reports may stimulate low-performing schools to 

improve as parents use the reports’ data regarding, for example, the schools’ academic 

level to choose the well-rated schools to enrol their children (Ehren et al., 2014; 2013). 
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However, Roberts (2020) stressed that the colossal documentation process required 

throughout external evaluations demotivates schools to perceive the evaluation teams with 

a receptive attitude, undermining the external evaluations’ influence. To solve this 

dilemma, Day and Sammons (2014) clarified that school leaders who have the required 

traits and competence encourage their staff to use the evaluation process’s feedback as an 

aid of improvement (Bellei et al., 2020).  

Vroom (2013) emphasised that sanctions and rewards may motivate schools to improve 

their outcomes as people tend to work hard when something valuable is lost or gained. In 

agreement, Ehren et al. (2014) argued that sanctions have more power over schools and 

fortify them to improve more than rewards do, mainly when cutting the school 

governmental fund. They added that strong sanctions such as reconstituting schools’ 

hierarchy might also result in school compliance with the evaluation standards and 

eventually improve. Jones and Tymmes (2014) highlighted that schools are motivated to 

be recognised as “outstanding” in their external evaluation outcomes when school funds 

are linked to the number of enrolled students. Nonetheless, the lack of trust between the 

evaluators and the schools leads the latter to refuse the evaluation outcomes, and, in turn, 

improvement in the evaluation context is minimised (Ehren et al., 2013). Additionally, 

teachers’ discomfort when they are out of their comfort zone during external evaluations 

leads them to be resistant to change, which is considered the most demotivating factor 

towards school improvement (Alamassi et al., 2015). 

2.1.2.5 The Validity of External Evaluation 

The external evaluation’s validity is central to having a fair judgment on school 

performance (Haertel, 2002; Lane and Stone, 2002). Frazer (1994) clarified that this 
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validation requires setting predefined standards that institutions’ performance is assessed 

against them to declare that they reach the standards’ minimum level. Ehren and Pietsch 

(2016) added that external evaluation validity involves the evaluators’ inferences drawn 

from the data they gather using several sources and/or the school’s outputs. They 

highlighted that external evaluations will still be valid regardless of the inferences’ 

consistency with the school’s actual functioning or the school usage of evaluation results 

intended by the evaluators.   

The literature highlighted elements that enhance external evaluations’ validity and others 

that risk it. On the one hand, Ehren and Pietsch (2016) emphasised the importance of well-

developed evaluation frameworks, guidelines, and protocols in providing fair and accurate 

school judgment. Also, Gaertner and Pant (2011) added that validating the evaluation 

instruments utilised to collect school data (e.g., the lesson observation form) is central to 

the process’s validity.  

On the other hand, the time constraints when performing the evaluation procedures and the 

lengthily detailed evaluation frameworks that create an excessive workload on schools 

limit the external evaluation reflection on schools’ performance and decrease its validity 

(Ehren and Pietsch, 2016). Additionally, Sowada (2010) argued that a third body separated 

from the external evaluation teams should shadow the teams during the school visits to 

ensure that the implemented procedures and the evaluators’ interpretations are consistent 

with the evaluation frameworks to assure the coherency of judgments.  
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2.1.2.6 Factors Influencing External Evaluation: Stakeholders’ Perception and 

Attitude  

School stakeholders’ Perception of External Evaluations 

Shanahan and Gelber (2004) defined stakeholders as the involved people in the learning 

process, such as the school principals, teachers, students, school administrators, parents, 

and government officials. Ehren (2016b) stressed that the stakeholders’ perception of 

external evaluations is an element that interrelates with the process’s success in achieving 

its improvement function. In agreement, Bitan, Haep, and Steins (2014) found in their study 

that the school staff who positively perceived the process of external evaluations could 

improve their school’s learning. So, there is a need for the involved stakeholders to trust 

the process’s procedures and the evaluators’ competencies (Moreton, Boylan and Simkins, 

2018; Matthews et al., 2010).  

Several authors, including Ysenbaer, Van Houtte and Van Avermaet (2020), McAleavy, 

Riggall, and Fitzpatrick (2016), and Habegger (2008), highlighted that school principals 

are the guiding force in the school community towards schools’ improvement. Their 

perception of external evaluations positively or negatively influences their staff’s opinion 

(Habegger, 2008) and leads them to accept or discard its feedback. In this context, Behnke 

and Steins (2017) and Bitan, Haep and Steins (2014) emphasised that the stakeholders’ 

perspective of external evaluation (e.g., supportive, intimidating) is crucial because it 

determines if the process outcomes will be used as intended. However, Alkutich (2016) 

found in his study that external evaluations raise teachers’ stress levels because the school 

leaders pressured them to fulfil loads of paperwork to satisfy the evaluators, which 

negatively impacted fulfilling the external evaluation’s improvement aim. Wilcox (2000) 
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added that seeing the external evaluation as a means to sort out the missing criteria in school 

performance weakens the process’s outcomes. Hence, the key element for external 

evaluations to impact on school’s teaching and learning and gauge needed change is for 

the stakeholders to perceive the process as an aid in improvement, which, in turn, will 

influence the gained profit out of external evaluations (Henk et al., 2000).  

Evaluators’ Attitude and Perception 

Brimblecombe, Ormston and Shaw (1995) assumed that the evaluators’ attitude during 

school visits (e.g., passive, aggressive, not respectful) affects the external evaluations’ 

outcomes. For example, it leads the teachers to feel stressed during lesson observations and 

influences their performance, jeopardising the evaluation results’ validity. Brimblecombe 

et al. (1995) regarded this evaluators’ attitude to several elements. The evaluators may feel 

nervous if they are new to the field, having insufficient training opportunities, or feeling 

uncomfortable during the visit because of unpleasant relationships with the evaluation team 

members or the school leaders. Besides, evaluators’ level of competency and the degree of 

their commitment influences the school stakeholders’ perception of external evaluations, 

in which they might not perceive evaluators’ recommendations as credible and might not 

work to fulfil them if evaluators show an attitude of low competency (Wilcox, 2015; 

Chevalier, 2010). Additionally, evaluators’ perception of their role at schools during 

external evaluations affects the success of improving schools’ performance. Evaluators 

who set clear goals about the meaning of good education, and have high expectations 

towards the schools being evaluated, stimulate the schools’ staff to improve (Ehren et al., 

2014). 
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Hence, the perception of evaluators and school principals and other stakeholders towards 

the process’s procedures and their attitudes towards each other’s competencies are critical 

elements that contribute to the success of the process.  

2.1.2.7 The Impact of the External Evaluation  

The impact of external evaluations on school improvement is overviewed to understand 

this issue related directly to this study’s investigation.  

The Impact of External Evaluation Worldwide 

The impact of external evaluations worldwide is controversial (Fitz and Lee, 2000). Block, 

Sleegers, and Karsten (2008) argued that external evaluations effectively improve the 

pedagogical approach and students’ learning than schools’ internal evaluations. However, 

Woodhead (1999) emphasised that the schools should not consider external evaluations 

because the improvement decisions should emerge from the school staff, not outsiders. So, 

Behnke and Steins (2017) and De Grauwe and Naidoo (2002) posit that to overcome this 

conflict, external evaluations should be implemented as a collaborative learning journey 

between the evaluation teams and the school community to improve schools. 

The external evaluation might lead to holding schools accountable for their work and as a 

means of development (Gaertner et al., 2014). An example to illustrate was found in Queen 

Elizabeth High School, Carmarthen, in the United Kingdom. The headteacher emphasised 

that the school greatly benefited from its external evaluation report. He added, “the report 

offered a professional opinion as to what we are doing well and what we need to develop 

further” (Lewis, 2014: Paragraph 5). However, Ward (2004) clarified that the evaluators 

judge the quality of seven subjects, six of which they never taught. This practice weakens 
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their ability to judge accurately or offer considerable recommendations. Also, Gaertner et 

al. (2014) surveyed evaluated and unevaluated schools to explore the impact of the external 

evaluation on the improvement of school practices. They found that the school principals’ 

and teachers’ perceptions about school quality were highly stable regardless of 

experiencing external evaluations. 

Silcock and Wyness (1998) reached a theory with a psychological dimension and related 

the impact of external evaluations to the evaluators’ attitudes, not their applied types of 

evaluation. They assumed that the evaluators’ beliefs determine their judgment, and the 

extent of benefit the schools gain from the external evaluations depends on the level of the 

evaluators’ experience that forms their beliefs. Ehren and Pietsch (2016) agreed with the 

same assumption that the evaluators’ personal bias might lead them to emphasise specific 

elements in the evaluation framework and discard other essential factors. In some cases, 

the evaluators rely on their emotions, and they write reports that are biased to or against 

school leaders (Gray and Wilcox, 1995).  

The literature also differs in reporting the impact of the external evaluations on pedagogy, 

which is a prominent evaluation aspect. Some confirmed that external evaluations play a 

vital role in developing teachers’ practices (Matete, 2009). In contrast, other studies 

showed that pedagogical improvement would have happened regardless of external 

evaluations as the same weaknesses were detected by school staff before the external 

process took place (Ormston, Brimblecombe and Shaw, 1995). In agreement with this 

conclusion, Chapman (2001) affirmed that external evaluations had little impact on 

changing the teaching and non-teaching practices, especially at the middle managerial 

level, because of the lack of follow-up on the newly adopted instructions post-evaluation. 
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Matete (2009) supported a view that regarded the limited benefits of the external evaluation 

outcomes on improving teaching and learning to the authorities' lack of follow-up 

procedures. In response to this, the Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted) (2018) 

offered several models of the lesson observation forms to unify the evaluators’ practices to 

reach fair judgment across external evaluations as lesson observations are essential tools 

to measure the effectiveness of teaching (Stewart, 2009).  

The Impact of External Evaluation in the GCC  

The GCC was established in 1981, including six countries, Saudi Arabia, United Arab 

Emirates (UAE), Kuwait, the Kingdom of Bahrain, the Sultanate of Oman, and the State 

of Qatar (Rehman, 2015). Since this initiation and until the present time, these countries 

have strived for quality in their education and developed their QA systems (Churches and 

McBride, 2012; Naithani, 2011). The effect of external evaluations on school performance 

varies between the GCC countries. Farooqui (2012) argued that the evaluation process in 

the United Arab Emirates (UAE) applied by the Knowledge and Human Development 

Authority (KHDA) lacks transparency in some international schools in Dubai. He 

confirmed that schools rehearse the evaluation process to train stakeholders on what to say 

and do. Consequently, the external evaluation did not measure the actual quality of the 

learning process in these particular schools. 

In contrast, the Irtqaa evaluation programme in Abu Dhabi of the UAE led to school 

improvement generally (Sabry, 2013). Also, in a study conducted by Alkutich (2016) in 

Dubai of the UAE to measure the impact of school external evaluation on private schools’ 

performance, the process was found to support teaching and learning, and the reports and 

recommendations offered by the evaluators were a valuable source of developmental areas. 
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However, in the same study, the teachers and the headteachers expressed the need for 

clarifying the teaching best practices. 

In the Kingdom of Bahrain, Almadani (2012: 144) highlighted that external evaluations 

did not improve students’ learning. He argued that the “evaluation of schools is largely 

undertaken by those with little or no teaching experience. . . no evidence has been produced 

that all the effort generates any improvement in the education of learners.” Albaker (2017) 

reached the same conclusion when he analysed two external school evaluation cycles for 

over eight years. He compared the evaluation results and found limited improvement 

impact on enhancing schools’ infrastructure and resources.  

In the Sultanate of Oman, the field of school evaluation is in its early stages. The Omani 

authorities started to review other countries’ experiences in the region. An Omani 

committee visited Qatar at the beginning of 2018 to explore the process’s procedures, tools, 

and execution (The Peninsula, 2018) to initiate the evaluation system in their country. In 

Saudi Arabia, there is no authorised and specialised evaluation body to provide a clear 

picture of private schools’ performance and students’ attainment (Makkawi, 2018). 

In Qatar, limited resources were found in external evaluation and its impact on school 

improvement. However, the MEHE releases annual reports on the schools’ performance 

based on the individual school’s external evaluation reports. The findings indicated that 

several departments in the Ministry utilise the evaluation reports’ data regarding their work 

(MEHE, 2007). 

Hence, the impact of the GCC’s external evaluations is found to have little to no impact on 

school improvement. Taking into consideration the report’s findings of the Windsor 

International Conference on school improvement through inspection and external review 
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(Churches and McBride, 2012), this could be because of: (1) the lack of school staff 

awareness about the importance of this process that led them to resist the system. (2) The 

loss of the evaluators’ capacity with an increased workload decreased the process’s 

outcomes quality. (3) The cultural dimension in these countries’ communities led to the 

rejection of the newly applied evaluation systems. (4) The lack of the evaluators’ quality 

training as argued by (Naithani, 2011).  

To sum up, the impact of external evaluations combined with internal evaluations depends 

on the education context, where several elements contribute to the system and how 

circumstances affect the benefit gained from the process. In this context, Nevo (2001) 

highlighted that both internal and external evaluations are essential processes in the quest 

for QA. Nevo (2001: 104) added that external evaluations are not “favourable in some 

countries and internal evaluations are not highly trusted, among others.” So, on the one 

hand, proponents of external evaluations should empower school staff to be partners. On 

the other hand, educators who believe in internal evaluations should acknowledge the 

accountability legitimacy and the public’s right to know. In turn, they should consider 

external evaluation as a partner for dialogue rather than an object for rejection to develop 

mechanisms that might lead to the required change.  

2.2 Quality Assurance and Evaluation Functions 

As mentioned earlier in section 2.1, QA is the umbrella concept of all evaluation forms, 

internal and external to schools. Nevo (2001) stressed that within internal and external 

evaluations, different mechanisms could be applied to ensure school accountability and aid 

in improving their managerial and pedagogical features to ensure education quality (De 

Grauwe and Naidoo, 2002). Williams (2016) highlighted that accountability within QA 
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regimes is always sought by external authorities, while schools more seek improvement as 

an outcome. Hence, it is imperative to provide an overview of both concepts of 

accountability and improvement within the evaluation and quality assurance context as 

they are the main functions of QA and evaluations (Williams, 2016).  

2.2.1 Evaluations and Accountability 

2.2.1.1 Defining accountability  

As mentioned above, accountability is one of the QA functions sought by authorities 

through the different procedures and practices of internal and external evaluations 

(Williams, 2016; Vanhoof and Van Petegem, 2007). In its broadest term, accountability 

refers to the government’s efforts to place obligations on educational institutions to comply 

with policies and external scrutiny systems to assure offered services’ to the community 

(El-Khawas, 2007). Accountability has several definitions that include different 

underpinning notions (Ranson, (2003). Wignaraja (2006: 6) explained: 

Accountability is external (“account to some external authority”); it involves social 

interaction and exchange (“being answerable to someone and acceptance of 

sanctions”); and it implies rights of authority (“to call someone to account, demand 

answers and impose sanctions”). This definition is helpful as it emphasises the 

importance of external authority that can demand answers and impose sanctions.  

 

Hence, in this sense, accountability is one’s duty to account for their work to some other 

person or body (Scott, 2000). The fundamental dimension of accountability is “to take 

account of” (OECD, 2011: 430). It refers to the interaction in a hierarchical relationship 

between people who have the power to delegate authority and people who have been 

delegated this authority. In turn, these delegated people have to account for what they are 

doing with this authority. Accountability is the relationship where 
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one party, the accountor, recognises an obligation to explain and justify their 

conduct to another, the accountee. This explanation and justification depend on 

what is defined as within the scope of the accountable relationship and what is 

outside (Pollitt, 2003: 89).  

 

Accountability relationships are also non-hierarchically organised, in which accountability 

is shared in an agreed language and understanding regarding the ways of conduct and 

performance to establish public trust in the organisation and its officials (Figlio and Loeb, 

2011, Ranson, 2003). It takes place outside of bureaucracy systems when school staff is 

held accountable by their peers or when schools are held accountable by parents and the 

local community (Burns, Köster and Fuster, 2016).  

Accountability also contains an evaluative procedure. Regarding schools, Goodlad (1975) 

referred to accountability as a means to strengthen education reforms by nurturing the 

decision-making process with scientific information driven from schools. In this context, 

debate and questioning by the accountor to the accountee take place to present evidence of 

practice. Consequently, judgments are made by the accountee on the accountor’s 

performance in which sanctions are imposed, and rewards are granted to poor and good 

performing schools, respectively (Erdağ and Karadağ, 2017; Schillemans and Bovens, 

2011). Ranson (2003: 461) highlighted the need to distinguish between accountability 

aimed to be “held to account” and its subsequent process that emphasises “giving an 

account.” 

On the one hand, being “held to account” is experienced as a specific event such as an 

annual appraisal or annual evaluation. In this sense, accountability has a punitive image 

that leads educational practitioners to reject its instruments’ rationale and techniques. On 

the other hand, “giving an account” involves providing explanations and justifications of 
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one’s practices, such as when teachers explain their pedagogy to the school principal or 

any other form of authority.  

However, Lingard et al. (2017) clarified that once accountability is rooted in a context 

where multiple perspectives exchange accounts of meaning and value, conflict arises, and 

accountability is perceived as a burden. Ranson (2003) highlighted that accountability is a 

means to control the organisations’ performance to render them continually accountable 

for their work. This notion gradually changed, referring to accountability as an ambivalent 

practice that may negatively or positively affect the situation, as Lingard et al. (2017) 

argued. To Lingard et al. (2017), accountability needs to be understood by its definition 

and practice in specific circumstances rather than a generic essence of ‘responsibility’ for 

students’ achievement. The key to ensuring accountability is keeping the balance between 

holding actors accountable for their work and providing opportunities for them to give 

accounts to their work. For example, governments introduce policy mandates that submit 

schools to external monitoring and evaluation practices (El-Khawas, 2007). The raised the 

argument whether ensuring accountability leads to enhancing improvement (McDaniel, 

2010) elaborated on later (see section 2.3).  

Accountability is used as a way of achieving predefined outcomes. According to Friedman 

(2005), accountability starts with the end. In other words, the outcomes that stakeholders 

want to achieve for the community should be the focus when developing plans and related 

practices. The aim is to evaluate programs against sets of indicators to determine how well 

these programs reach their defined goals using data to chart achievement against goals and 

improve services and programs (Burnby, 2020; National Children’s Bureau, 2016). Helen 

(2018) and Furman (1994) highlighted that in the educational contexts, using students’ 
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outcomes to hold schools accountable for their work improves decision quality but raises 

several issues emphasising stakeholders’ tensioned relationships and a cloud of 

judgements, as results, among others. In this sense, holding actors accountable for their 

work became in itself the desired outcomes by governments. In agreement, Slater (2013: 

2) emphasised that “countries and states monitor and evaluate not only to drive educational 

improvement but also for accountability.” However, Friedman (2005: 6) ascertained that 

setting clear outcomes and knowing how to measure them “forecasts whether things are 

likely to get better or worse.” According to Friedman, this will help identify reasons that 

led people to be better or worse and help identify the people who may help improve things.  

In summary, accountability systems monitor actors’ performance to provide them with data 

(e.g., students’ achievement, self-evaluation, parents’ satisfaction with schools). This is 

very central in the accountability quest as these data enable schools to give account on how 

they are doing against predefined targets, which, in turn, are used to judge school 

performance by external authority and produces evaluation reports that schools utilise to 

improve (Ehren, Machteld and Swanborn, 2012). In this study, accountability is defined as 

pressuring schools to comply with the external evaluation’s specific rules and regulations 

to improve school performance to ensure education quality. Drawing on the above 

accountability definitions, the literature offered different accountability types, as illustrated 

in the following section. 

2.2.1.2 Accountability Types, Advantages and Disadvantages 

The literature illustrated several accountability types applied individually or collectively in 

the education systems (OECD, 2013). However, only the pertinent accountability types to 

this study were introduced below. These were: performance accountability, regulatory 
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accountability, the voucher system as an approach to seek accountability, and an overview 

of the integrated accountability concept. Furthermore, the literature highlighted some 

advantages and disadvantages of each of these accountability’s application. These 

accountability types and effectiveness issues are addressed below against the backdrop of 

education.  

Performance Accountability 

Erdağ and Karadağ (2017: 333) clarified that within performance accountability, “the focus 

of control on schools is not the educational processes but the students’ results which 

changes the aspect of bureaucratic control over schools.” Spencer (2006) clarified that the 

governments set high standards in specific subjects (e.g., Maths, English programmes, and 

Science). Then, school principals and teachers are held accountable for students’ 

achievements in these subjects’ standardised tests, such as PISA and TIMMS, to determine 

schools’ success (Schmid et al., 2020). Consequently, governments reward successful 

schools and punish unsuccessful ones (Erdağ and Karadağ, 2017). These punishments vary 

from formal disapproval to termination of current school management, restructuring 

schools, and force of fines (Schillemans and Bovens, 2011).  

Generally, students’ test achievements can be essential information sources when 

evaluations take place. Friedman (2016: paragraph 5) argued that “performance 

accountability and evaluation both make use of performance measures, but the evaluation 

is part of performance accountability.” In this sense, evaluations provide a structured 

analysis of how well a program works to decide whether it needs modifications or 

termination. In other words, performance accountability systems use evaluation findings, 
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among other sources, to manage the program, track performance, report to the community, 

differentiate failure factors related to the program from outside factors, and eventually 

improve education quality (Friedman, 2016). During internal evaluations, students’ 

achievements can be used for detecting school weaknesses, in which plans are developed 

in a collaborative norm between school actors to strengthen these areas (Ehren et al., 2019). 

In some countries (e.g., the Netherlands), the external evaluators are legally complied to 

use test scores to predict the quality of school educational processes to increase monitoring 

practices for low-quality schools (Béguin and Melanie, 2011). Hence, performance 

accountability relationships are horizontal (non-hierarchically organised) when teachers 

and school principals account to parents and the community about their work based on 

students’ outcomes and later provide their perspectives to inform decisions (Ehren et al., 

2019). Also, relationships in this accountability type are vertical (hierarchically organised), 

in which students’ outcomes are used to hold teachers and school principals accountable 

by governments (Burns et al., 2016).   

Advantages and disadvantages. There are several advantages of performance 

accountability in education. Francis (2005: Paragraph 1) highlighted that when “teachers 

and their schools are held accountable for their pupils’ educational performance and face 

the consequences when the children do not measure up to goals, student grades in reading 

and mathematics improve.” Henig (2013) advocated that schools that are about to 

experience the QA systems for the first time could benefit from this accountability type as 

it may highlight school areas that were not discovered before and need improvement. 

Gaertner, Wurster and Pant (2014) explained that introducing these improvement areas in 

reports used by schools and external authority will make the schools publicly accountable 
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for their work. In this context, when these reports’ information falls below a set of quality 

standards, improvement measures can be imposed by the external authority. Consequently, 

accountability can lead to improvement but in a top-down approach rather than a self-

determined/bottom-up improvement.  

In agreement with Gaertner et al. (2014) regarding the top-down approach of performance 

accountability, Lingard et al. (2017) confirmed this disadvantage, arguing that performance 

accountability was seen as a ‘bureaucratic approach’ during the last three decades. Also, it 

was exploited to blame teachers’ professionalism for low students’ outcomes and dominant 

schoolwork (Geiger, Amrein-Beardsley and Holloway, 2020). Schillemans and Bovens 

(2011) hold a different perspective expressing that students’ scores should not be the only 

indicator to hold teachers accountable. These scores do not reflect the students’ characters 

and values. Additionally, the drawback of performance accountability remains that 

standardised tests do not cover all kinds of teachers’ classroom practices (Burns et al., 

2016). In agreement, Anderson (2005) highlighted that external authorities use the 

outcomes based on students’ results to allocate school resources, determine teachers’ and 

administrators’ rewards and sanctions, and promote students to the next education level. 

So, this leads to a high-stake school environment that pays little attention to the teachers’ 

planning and practices with individual students inside classrooms, or the kind of students’ 

social and emotional skills, which are vital to be investigated as they lead to students’ life 

success (Burns et al., 2016; Anderson, 2005).  

As opponents of this accountability system highlighted, focusing on the outcomes over 

inputs based on narrow criteria limits school improvement (UNESCO, 2017). According 

to Figlio and Loeb (2011), schools should be held accountable for their teachers’ 
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performance and responsible for what happens to the students by varying the accountability 

types in the education system. Ehren, Machteld and Swanborn (2012) highlighted that 

putting the focus on test scores to hold schools accountable might lead some schools to 

reshape their test pool to improve students’ scores and be considered a high-performance. 

The authors suggested integrating test-based accountability with external evaluations may 

mitigate the schools’ extensive focus on students’ results and redirect attention to using 

data from the evaluation outcomes to improve other school aspects, such as teaching and 

learning. Also, this integration makes it difficult for schools to manipulate data when using 

a single measure.    

Regulatory Accountability 

When schools have autonomy in their systems, the stakeholders (e.g., principals, teachers, 

parents) have further control over school management and decision making. However, the 

need for greater accountability to counterbalance the increased autonomy given to schools 

has been established (Doumet, 2018; Brown et al., 2016). Morgan and Yueng (2012: 231) 

highlighted that direct school governance has shifted “towards oversight by other parties 

outside to institutions.” To achieve this oversight, governments enforce external criteria by 

a set of regulations on, for example, school curriculum, assessment or targeted levels of 

student outcomes that schools need to comply with, give account for their actions and be 

accountable to other persons or bodies (Ehren et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2016; Anderson, 

2005; Scott, 2000). The regulatory framework comprising these criteria “consists of all 

laws, regulations, policies, directives, guidelines, memoranda, plans and rules that specify 

organisational arrangements in schools” (Lock and Lummis, 2014: 60). 
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Thus, the governments collect information on the extent to which these criteria were met 

by schools and how well they comply with these regulations by implementing external 

evaluations (OECD, 2011). To this, Lingard et al. (2017: 7) argued: 

The increasing emphasis upon performance outcomes (rather than inputs or processes) 

has induced not only the establishment of external oversight systems, but also the 

adoption and intensification of internal, “self-monitoring” regulatory practices at the 

organizational and individual level.  

 

Traditionally, “evaluations monitored regulatory compliance” (UNESCO, 2017: 45). In 

this sense, external evaluation models, such as inspection and accreditation, became 

popular to hold autonomous schools accountable for their work (Ashworth and Downe, 

2014). In these models, schools’ outcomes highlighted from their internal evaluations are 

used to report on school performance to external authorities (OECD, 2011). Internal 

regulatory systems will be the best approach towards accountability if schools are mature 

enough and can be relied on to meet quality standards independently (Ashworth and 

Downe, 2014). This happens in a trustworthy environment between the regulators and the 

regulated; otherwise, the external regulatory systems will be essential to hold schools 

accountable for meeting quality criteria.  

Advantages and disadvantages. The regulatory accountability effectiveness has been 

challenged in some studies because of its predominant focus on process rather than service 

outcomes (Ashworth and Downe, 2014). It places enormous pressure on school principals 

and leads them to refrain from their key role as leaders of the teaching and learning 

processes to focus on complying with the system’s rules and requirements (Lock and 

Lummis, 2014). Ranson (2003) highlighted that this constitution of regulatory 

accountability led educators to perceive it as a mechanism of increasing specifications and 
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regulations instead of being a general expectation and being an event to being a disposition. 

However, educators still believe that accountability is an essential element in the 

educational context despite their frustration towards its nature and financial consumption 

(Lock and Lummis, 2014). To mitigate this challenge, UNESCO’s (2017: xiii) report 

highlighted that “regulatory routes to accountability are the backbone of a well-functioning 

system” when the compliance standards are compatible with the available resources 

(material and human); otherwise, regulations will be ignored in practice. In agreement, 

Godfrey (2019) sheds light on the need for regulatory accountability mechanisms to work 

in a way that does not enforce too much standardisation and control. Ayres and Braithwaite 

(1992) tackled this point of view when they proposed the concept of “enforcement 

pyramids” to establish a synergy between punishment and persuasion in regulatory 

accountability systems. In this pyramid, sanctioned steps are gradually sequenced with 

non-compliance actions, which might decrease regulatory pressure. Doumet (2018) 

emphasised that a well-prepared school is a key to success when schools are autonomous 

and simultaneously have more external responsibilities; otherwise, regulatory compliance 

can overwhelm schools. Lock and Lummis (2014) added that raising the educators’ 

awareness about the encountered compliance demands will educate them on managing 

their personal pressure. Graycar (2016) suggests that in wealthy countries, integrating the 

regulatory accountability regime with a value regime that focuses on doing the right things 

backed up by training and ethical leadership will ensure that integrity and accountability 

are seen as a regular professional responsibility. Consequently, this decreases the 

educators’ feelings of over accountability that results from too many compliance 

requirements. However, Spencer (2006) contends that holding schools accountable for 
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their work by external bodies alone cannot determine the education quality and more 

accountability types are essential to be integrated into the system. 

Recently, new alternatives were introduced to combine the above-discussed accountability 

types, among others, to minimise the negative effect of mandatory external accountability 

on teachers’ and schools’ work (Lingard et al., 2017).  

There are other forms of accountability in education, such as the voucher system, that 

support the government in holding some degree of control over schoolwork as a means to 

hold them accountable and committed to achieving quality in their offered education 

(Matete, 2009).  

 

The Voucher System  

The voucher system is designed to provide parents with finance to choose for their children 

the school type of their preferences (Patrinos 2012). Several governments apply this system 

as a method to offer free education through private organisations. It is also a way to support 

families, regardless of their income, in providing their children with the education that best 

suits their needs (Gill et al., 2001). In agreement, Considine (2002: 22) described “in the 

new world of enterprising government; the public official is expected to both honour 

his/her official mandate and to move freely outside the hierarchical constraints of 

government in search of collaborative and quasi-market relationships with competitors and 

co-producers.”  

The voucher system’s concept provides a voice to parents in choosing schools for their 

children based on the quality of the schools’ services, making schools accountable in front 

of parents (Gill et al., 2001; OECD, 2011). As a result of parents’ choice of schools, schools 
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will receive governmental subsidies considered an indirect means to control schools (Erdağ 

and Karadağ, 2017; Bruns et al., 2011). In this context, as Spencer (2006) argued, 

governments evaluate the schools based on enforced quality standards and announce the 

school performance results publicly, allowing parents and their children to choose schools 

based on their achievement of quality.  In other words, parents’ demands of schools are the 

basis of providing schools with funds. In agreement, Gauri and Vawda (2004: 261) 

clarified: 

The idea is to shift schools’ primary accountability for performance from the 

education department, which is politically compromised in its efforts to enforce 

quality standards, to parents and students, who are the best judges of the education 

they want for their children…Some schools might then satisfy the governments 

demands of quality standards. 
 
 

Some systems allocate direct financial incentives or funding for parents in vouchers to 

facilitate choice (OECD, 2012). Other systems allocate the fund directly to parents’ 

selected schools. In both cases, although those schools enjoy freedom in their practices, 

they will be required to comply with specific quality requirements (Horsford, 2010). In 

some countries, like the USA, the vouchers’ provision is linked to schools that are deemed 

as of a good quality in their external evaluations (e.g., school accreditation), in which 

schools receive the vouchers if only they successfully meet their external evaluation 

standards (National Conference of State Legislatures [NCSL], 2021). This is to provide the 

opportunity for parents’ choice of schools deemed good quality by the external evaluation 

authority.  

Considerably, in the Qatari private schooling system, schools that obtain QNSA are the 

only schools available for parental choice if parents desire to receive the vouchers’ money. 

Hence, this resulted in a highly competitive environment among private schools, in which 
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they compete to raise their education quality to be chosen by parents and, in turn, be 

subsidised by the government (Financial Times, 2012; MEHE, 2012). The voucher system 

is offered in several countries, including Qatar, and has its advantages and disadvantages, 

as elaborated in the following paragraph.  

Advantages and disadvantages. The goodness of the voucher system is that it moves the 

judgement away from teachers and the profession and hand it to parents and students, 

which raise public trust in teachers, place them in a safer school environment, and 

reconstitutes parents and students as educational participants (Lingard et al., 2017). Bruns, 

Filmer and Patrinos (2011) advocated that the effective parental choice of their children’s 

schools induces schools to provide quality in their service. This might be considered 

advantageous because it urges schools to seek quality education to enrol as many students 

as possible to increase their financial income (Spencer, 2006). A key issue here is whether 

parents are able and have the required knowledge to use schools’ data to choose schools of 

their preference (UNESCO, 2017). Another key issue is whether the parents’ choice is 

easily made when switching schools (Lodge, 2000). Hooge, Burns and Wilkoszewski 

(2012) raised additional concerns that although a small positive effect of this accountability 

type has been proved in students’ mathematical skills, it increased the segregation between 

more-able and less-able students.   

The voucher system seems to be more successful in some countries than others in 

improving students’ outcomes. For example, in Chile, research revealed mixed results, as 

some indicated the programme’s positive impact on raising students’ examination scores 

while other studies highlighted little to no impact (Patrinos, 2012). However, in the 

Netherlands, where 70% of the enrolled students attend private schools, which is a similar 
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case to Qatar, research revealed that the system acted as an incentive for continuous school 

improvement because of offering parents a significant level of schools’ choice (OECD, 

2017; Patrinos 2012). Additionally, Barnum (2019) and Patrinos (2012) highlighted that 

the voucher system enhances the students’ opportunity to access higher education. Also, as 

mentioned in the OECD’s (2017) report that examined the voucher system’s effect in 10 

countries, it is confirmed that the system leads to high students’ achievement in 

international tests (e.g., PISA). It also nurtures the educational quality as it significantly 

increased the number of private schools in some countries, such as in Sweden, from 60 

schools in 1991 to 792 in 2014.  

However, other studies reflected opponent views. Gill et al. (2001) highlighted that the 

system is mainly designed to allow parents’ free choice without any school admission 

restrictions. This may demotivate some private schools to participate in the system because 

they would prefer to apply their admission standards to select students. Besides, it imposes 

a high cost on the government. This money could be effectively used to support failing 

schools in strengthening their resources to perform in a better way (Chen, 2019). Also, 

Barnum (2019) confirmed that the achievement of students who benefit from the voucher 

system in several states in the USA had declined moderately and largely, specifically in 

Math subjects, after two years from joining the system without a known reason. Schleicher 

(2017) added that the system could harm the public schooling system as high-performing 

students and their parents will be attracted to joining the private schooling system leaving 

the public schools with low-performing students. However, regardless of these 

disadvantages, Eaton (2011) confirmed that the system is proved to lead to school 
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accountability and improvement through the accreditation framework’s longstanding 

values, processes and practices. 

Indeed, for the past decade, the voucher system's impact on education quality remains 

controversial. Many questions have remained unanswered, specifically about its impact on 

students’ achievement and students and parents’ ability to choose schools between rhetoric 

and reality (Barnum, 2019; Chen, 2019; Macguidwin and Narayanan, 2015; RAND, 2001; 

Gill et al., 2001). In the findings of the OECD’s (2017) report, it is still questionable if the 

voucher system provides a real choice for parents to choose “the pedagogical approaches 

used to teach their children” (p. 23). The inquiry about parental liberty regarding quality 

and quantity schools made available by the system has not been answered yet (Gill et al., 

2001: 205). Furthermore, whether the voucher system enhances school performance is an 

undetermined area until now (Trainor, 2019). Whether the system impacts educational 

quality in the long term is not determined yet (Macguidwin and Narayanan, 2015). 

Schleicher (2017) assumed that the voucher system could work well in some systems and 

harmful in other systems, and this impact depends on the accountability framework applied 

by governments.  

Hence, regulatory accountability is a vertical accountability type that is hierarchically 

organised (Burns et al., 2016). In contrast, performance accountability relates to both 

vertical (hierarchically organised) and horizontal (non-hierarchically organised) 

accountability (Ehren et al., 2019; Burns et al., 2016). Simultaneously, the voucher system 

is categorised as a horizontal (non-hierarchically) accountability in which schools are 

accountable to parents and the community (Burns, Köster and Fuster, 2016). However, new 

alternatives were introduced to combine some of the above-discussed accountability types 



 

71 
 

to minimise the negative effect of mandatory external accountability on teachers’ work 

(Lingard et al., 2017).  

Integrated Accountability 

 Integrated accountability was developed by Andreaus and Costa (2014) in the business 

industry to hold non-profit organisations accountable for their services’ quality. They 

proposed integrating three accountability dimensions: compliance to a set of standards, 

achieving internal quality, and involving consumers’ perspectives toward decision-making 

to ensure better services’ outcomes. Suter and Mallinson (2015) and Hudson (2016) 

introduced integrated accountability in the health sector. These authors proposed an overall 

framework that includes outcomes, indicators, supports the internal organisational 

planning, ensures appraisal fairness to produce a detailed performance database reported 

to an external evaluation regime to judge the outcomes’ quality and provide better health 

care. Educators sometimes find themselves responding to more than one accountability 

mechanism in their systems in the education field, such as annual appraisal, external 

evaluation findings, and performance data (Burns et al., 2016; Anderson, 2005). Shawyun 

(2015) and the Aspen Institute Education and Society Program (2009) proposed integrated 

accountability to bind internal school mechanisms that link performance to accountability. 

Gilbert (2012) proposed combining performance accountability that focuses on students’ 

results with external evaluations to lead to a better self-improving accountability system. 

Other authors (e.g., Burns, Köster and Fuster, 2016; Ehren, Machteld and Swanborn, 2012; 

Faubert, 2009; Scott, 2000) address the possibility of applying more than one 

accountability mechanism in education systems. The notion is that “accountability systems 
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that rely on a single accountability mechanism are susceptible to inefficiencies or 

inequities” (Garn and Cobb, 2012).  

Advantages and disadvantages. In today’s decentralised education systems, integrating 

different accountability types in one system is desired. This allows for involving 

governmental actors and community stakeholders in the education system, strengthening 

the system and creating deficiencies (Burns et al., 2016; Faubert, 2009). For example, on 

the negative side, regulatory and performance accountability often conflict partially 

because students’ results might have been achieved in an environment where educators’ 

dissatisfaction prevailed because of complying with external regulations (Anderson, 2005). 

On the positive side, integrating both accountability types allowed for holding non-

governmental stakeholders (e.g., school board members) accountable for their 

performance, which was not possible when applying the performance accountability type 

solely (Hooge et al., 2012). This integration shifts the accountability from focusing 

predominantly on compliance with regulations to accountability that focuses on students’ 

results, which provides performance comparisons based on clarity and objectivity (Burns 

et al., 2016). Additionally, the integration between vertical accountability types 

(performance and regulatory) with the horizontal type (the voucher system) enriches data 

about school performance. It decreases the limited scope of information based on students’ 

results and actors’ compliance, providing a more holistic picture of the education quality 

from different perspectives (Burns et al., 2016). 

Nevertheless, integrating more than one accountability type within systems may also create 

conflict in the relationship between different actors in the system, such as in the case when 

the preferred teachers’ instructional approach differs from the governmental compliance 
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requirements or differs from school boards’ direction (Hooge et al., 2012). As a result, this 

might create trust issues within the system, emphasising integrating different 

accountability types might be helpful in some contexts and for some school aspects and 

detrimental in and for others (UNESCO, 2017).  

In summary, the applied accountability mechanisms should be nationally well-known, 

promote awareness about their results and criticism, apply the appropriate pressure gauge 

creativity, and support school development (Erdağ and Karadağ, 2017). These mechanisms 

should work in a framework highlighting ethical processes and enforced compliance 

mechanisms (Graycar, 2018). However, a key factor for effective accountability integration 

is the match between internal and external accountability mechanisms to lead to desired 

improvement (Elmore and Rothman, 1991). 

So, How Does School Accreditation Relate to the Various Accountability Types? 

The literature indicated that accreditation as an external evaluation model sits within 

several accountability types and mechanisms (Wixom, 2014; Eaton, 2011; Pawlson et al., 

2005). First, accreditation follows specific mechanisms that use students’ results in 

standardised tests as a basis, among others, to judge the school performance (AdvancED, 

2018; CHEA, 2010). For example, Eaton (2011) contend that the accreditation body in 

several USA states has established several practices to enhance accreditation capacity to 

provide robust services to ensure the quality outcomes of school achievements using 

students’ results as an indicator of education quality in schools.  

Second, accreditation is positioned in the regulatory accountability context as it enforces 

policies and regulations that schools need to comply otherwise, they will be denied the 
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accreditation status and thus lose recognition as a quality institution, and sanctions will be 

imposed (Fain, 2020; Hegji, 2020; Wixom, 2014; Pawlson et al., 2005). Some governments 

ensure substantial school compliance to accreditation standards by setting regulations 

related to school operations such as students’ enrollment criteria, offering support to 

schools through highlighting corrective actions, and backing up external bodies if they take 

adverse actions against schools (British Council, 2020; US Department of Education, 2019; 

Education Sector Analytical and Capacity Development Partnership (ACDP), 2013). 

Third, accreditation provides information about passed and failed schools to parents, which 

in turn supports the parental choice of their children’s schools (Pawlson et al., 2005). In 

this sense, schools also have to respond to parental demands concerning different services 

(e.g., assessment and curriculum). Additionally, the link between the accreditation 

outcomes and offering or preventing the voucher system’s money to schools represents 

another accountability pressure on schools (Gauri and Vawda, 2004). In this context, 

schools are accountable to governments and parents to improve to receive government 

funds linked to parental choice. Eaton (2011) referred to accreditation as the governmental 

funds’ gatekeeper as it ensures that the government subsidises only quality schools by 

declaring the schools’ performance.  

Hence, accreditation is argued in the literature as a component of the accountability system 

and contributes to improving school education quality (Eaton, 2011). To hopefully 

accomplish this, Pawlson et al. (2005) proposed involving schools in the accreditation 

standards’ formation to promote the partnership sense and create a balance between 

flexibility and compliance regulation in responding to change.  
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2.2.2 Evaluations and School Improvement 

School improvement is the ultimate goal of QA systems (Vanhoof and Van Petegem, 

2007). There are several evaluations’ mechanisms in the literature that can lead to school 

improvement. However, a brief overview of these mechanisms is presented below to 

capture the improvement essence of QA and addresses other improvement mechanisms.  

2.2.2.1 Defining School Improvement 

As mentioned earlier in section 2.1, QA is an umbrella concept covering all activities 

related to investigating, monitoring, and improving schoolwork and students’ learning by 

holding schools accountable for their work and gauging school improvement (Vanhoof and 

Van Petegem, 2007; De Grauwe and Naidoo, 2002). School improvement refers to all 

mechanisms and policies that “strengthen education delivery in schools to influence 

students’ achievement positively, comprising policies to promote the development of 

adequate learning environments and relevant curriculum, effective school leaders and high-

quality teachers” (OECD, 2015: 77). There are two paths in the education quality quest. 

First, school improvement should be generated within schools and not in a top-down 

approach, meaning that the school culture should be oriented around improvement 

(Chapman, 200). Second, governments develop school evaluation systems that include 

evaluation standards of good schools and provide mechanisms for evaluating schools 

against these standards, which helps hold schools accountable and support their 

improvement (European Commission, 2020). Hence, school evaluations (internal or 

external to schools) play a crucial role in improving school aspects (e.g., teaching, learning, 

students’ outcomes). Evaluations help understand the schools’ structure and processes, the 
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effectiveness of applied policies and regulations, the students’ learning quality, and school 

capacity for improvement.  

2.2.2.2 School Improvement Mechanisms 

Ashworth and Downe (2014) clarified that school improvement in the context of QA takes 

place when internal and external evaluations identify the strong and weak points in school 

performance. First, at the school level, the collaboration between school actors in a 

trustworthy environment where the focus is on improving instruction and learning 

generates effective quality assurance mechanisms that support teachers’ collective work 

and lead to improvement (European Commission, 2020). Second, improvement might 

occur when an external agency evaluates school performance based on specific quality 

standards, recommends improvement areas, and suggests the school's mechanisms to 

improve. A view backed up by Ehren (2016a: 11), who emphasised:  

Improvement and support for school development typically include an evaluation 

of the quality of the school, identifying strengths and areas for school 

development to improve teaching and learning within schools, to close 

achievement gaps between schools and to enhance the performance of all 

students. 

 

Educational experts (e.g., OECD, 2013; Ehren et al., 2013) contend that internal and 

external evaluations should be combined to produce an effective QA system. This system 

may improve schools’ pedagogical and managerial aspects and hold schools accountable 

for their work simultaneously. However, this combination will be effective once both 

evaluations are based on the same quality standards set by the external evaluation body to 

guarantee a balanced link between internal and external improvement methods (Vanhoof 

and Petegem, 2007). In this context, highlighting improvement areas by external 



 

77 
 

evaluations through oral feedback without providing improvement methods makes the 

feedback on improving schools fragile (De Grauwe and Naidoo, 2002). Ehren and Visscher 

(2006) added that securing written agreements between evaluators and schools that include 

improvement recommendations and implementation strategies lead the external evaluation 

to improve schools. 

In agreement, Altrichter and Kemethofer (2015) found in their study that explored 2300 

school principals’ perspectives across seven European countries about improvement in the 

context of QA that principals who felt the accountability pressure by external bodies were 

more attentive to improvement actions. In contrast, it was found in the European 

Commission’s (2020) report that the interplay between internal and external mechanisms 

effectively serves school improvement when actors feel ownership of the process through 

open dialogue and meaningful actions where the emphasis is on improvement more than 

the control mechanism. In this endeavour, Behnke and Steins (2017) emphasised that 

holding schools accountable in a context where evaluators efficiently highlight schools’ 

weaknesses and strengths, professionally deliver these areas in a fair and sympathetic 

attitude and consider the school principals equal partners will lead to school improvement. 

Additionally, reporting the outcomes to policymakers to receive needed support and 

incentives will help schools meet the quality standards (OECD, 2015). Hence, Figlio and 

Loeb (2011) clarified that school improvement is achieved according to the nature of the 

education context and the evaluation framework.  

2.2.3 Accountability and Improvement Principles 

In evaluation systems where accountability and improvement are sought, the principles of 

transparency and trust should be inherent in the system to generate the required change and 
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lead to school improvement (Ehren et al., 2019). Hence, these two principles were tackled 

in this section regarding accountability to highlight how improvement could be generated. 

Also, other mechanisms that support combining accountability and improvement are 

discussed below.  

2.2.3.1 Transparency 

McGee et al. (2010) referred to transparency as “a key feature of good governance, and an 

essential prerequisite for accountability between governments and citizens…it is the 

characteristic of being open in the clear disclosure of information rules, plans, processes 

and actions.” In this sense, Pollitt (2003) argued that governments should inform the related 

parties about the accountability mechanisms they will apply to initiate any system to set 

clear expectations and enhance transparency. Consequently, the educational organisations 

will know what they are accountable for before knowing to whom they are accountable to 

determine if they are at risk to generate needed improvement (Bardach and Lesser, 1996).  

Lack of transparency in accountability systems leads to inadequate implementation and 

compliance with rules and regulations (Ehren, Paterson and Baxter, 2019). In agreement, 

Acosta (2013) highlighted that transparency enhancement leads to improvement when 

deploying an improved data collection method, reporting and analysis is implemented and 

declared to the education community. Also, there should be a better understanding of the 

sanction and reward mechanisms for ensuring the effective impact. In this context, the 

underlying assumption is that transparency will generate accountability, either ex-post or 

ex-ante. Here, the essential element is the stakeholders’ involvement in decision-making 

before monitoring the decision-making process and its implementation, which might 

eventually improve outcomes in a democratic environment (McGee et al., 2010). 
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2.2.3.2 Trust 

The concept of trust has different meanings according to the involved actors (UNESCO, 

2017). First, trust between individual actors happens during face-to-face interaction when 

one actor shows sympathy, competence or provide support to the other. Second, among 

groups, trust is likely to be generated when they share the same values. Third, institutional 

trust is reflected when the school staff shows confidence in the quality and fairness of 

applied work standards and where public satisfaction (e.g., consumers and governments) 

exists about the institution.  

According to Ehren et al. (2019), accountability and trust have always been deemed as 

opposites. Accountability as a sort of control requires monitoring and evaluating someone, 

which violates the underpinning principle of trust since you cannot control someone you 

trust. Hence, in high trusted environments, external monitoring and evaluations are not 

needed. However, Six and Verhoest (2017) argued that control and trust could strengthen 

each other. They explained that trust became a feature in the relationships within 

evaluations when evaluations occur in a fair and just environment. Six and Verhoest (2017) 

elaborated that trust is essential for accountability to lead to improvement. This only 

happens when schools are open about their teaching quality, which, in turn, create 

opportunities for dialogue and discussions about the necessary change. In agreement, 

Skedsmo and Huber (2019) argued that accountability and improvement would not occur 

if the power between authorities (e.g., applied through evaluations) and schools is not 

balanced. To clarify their point of view, Ferguson et al. (1999) and Ehren et al. (2019) 

highlighted that accountability breaks the trust bond between who evaluates and those to 

be evaluated, while improvement requires enhancing this bond. Hence, as the school 
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contexts are complex with different actors’ perspectives, evaluation conclusions will not 

be automatically used to enhance improvement but instead defend the individual school 

actors’ point of view, creating conflict (De Grauwe and Naidoo, 2002). Ehren et al. (2019) 

argued that mutual trust between actors is a key factor in solving this dilemma. To illustrate, 

trust in actors and profession affects the accountability mechanisms’ implementation. 

When trust is promoted, accountability will not be seen as a burden but more as a means 

to reach the desired school improvement (Borgonovi and Burns, 2015).  

One of the essential elements to promote the sense of trust between authorities and schools 

is the enhancement of collaboration mechanisms rooted in professional learning 

communities, which creates “reform that is not only sustainable but is also owned by the 

actors who implement it” (Sahlberg, 2015: 2). In contrast, if educational actors feel their 

autonomy is undermined, imposed accountability mechanisms will create distrust, which 

forms a massive obstacle to school improvement (UNESCO, 2017). Hence, to reach the 

school desired goals, an adequate level of trust that requires collaboration, clear 

communication, clarity and transparency of roles and responsibilities, and the capability to 

rely on others are essential factors throughout the implementation of the accountability 

mechanisms (UNESCO, 2017). Also, trust between schools and external authorities (e.g., 

evaluators) might take place if the staff perceives the evaluators as competent (skilled to 

complete tasks), integral (fair and just), and benevolent (caring about their needs) (Ehren 

et al., 2019: 4). Simultaneously, evaluators build trust in schools when providing them with 

all the needed information and data (Six and Verhoest, 2017). 
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2.2.3.3 Combining Accountability and Improvement 

Taking into consideration the importance of having the above-discussed principles 

(transparency and trust) between authorities and schools, Erdağ and Karadağ (2017: 332) 

assumed that the external accountability triggers an impact on a school’s internal 

accountability “through external support and pressure, which later increases the school’s 

motivation and capacity for student achievement.” Some studies highlighted that 

accountability might lead to school improvement as a means to achieve QA in education 

(Bellei, 2020; Behnke and Steins, 2017; Bitan et al., 2014; Ehren and Visscher, 2006). 

However, the inherent logic of accountability is that it is a system of finding faults, which 

prevails a sense of negativity against its mechanisms (Schillemans and Bovens, 2011). This 

happens mostly in high-stakes approaches towards QA when accreditation is denied to 

schools that do not meet the standards, league performance tables and evaluation results 

are published, and sanctions are imposed on schools (European Commission, 2020). 

For accountability to lead to improvement, “social, political, economic and cultural factors 

need to be in alignment” (UNESCO, 2017: 4). To do this, Burns et al. (2016) and Hooge 

et al. (2012) highlighted three factors that should be rooted in the education systems for 

accountability to lead to school improvement successfully. First, aligning vertical and 

horizontal accountability mechanisms should accommodate and encourage stakeholders’ 

engagement in the school community without being detrimental when complying with the 

government’s requirements. Second, it is essential to build the school actors’ capacity to 

collect and analyse relevant data to inform decisions. Third, aligning the responses to 

different vertical accountability pressures (e.g., regulation and performance compliance) is 

essential to avoid efficiency losses. 
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An example of this alignment can be found in some countries where the education system 

is highly devolved (e.g., New Zealand). In this system, school stakeholders have significant 

roles in their school’s strategic management, curriculum development and implementation, 

staff employment and appraisal, and teaching programmes design that fit their students’ 

needs. Additionally, school evaluation is also devolved to school stakeholders, in which 

school leaders, teachers, and students play a key role in judging their performance to inform 

self-improvement (Shewbridge et al., 2011). Lingard et al. (2017) added that making the 

school data publicly available to allow the parental choice of their children’s schools, 

integrating the internal accountability at the school level, and the external accountability 

performed by external bodies might promote the self-accountability sense in educational 

systems. Thus, this enhances a culture of mutual trust, and in this context, as argued by 

Skedsmo and Huber (2019) and Ashworth and Downe (2014), accountability may generate 

school improvement.  

Faubert (2009) analysed the OECD countries’ evaluation practices and concluded that the 

effective utilisation of evaluation feedback is another key element for evaluations, as an 

assort of accountability, to gauge required improvement. This feedback involves two 

mechanisms. First, schools should consider the evaluation feedback in future planning with 

the attitude of desiring for improvement. Second, following-up on implementing these 

plans by the evaluation body should be made to provide needed support. However, to 

achieve desired outcomes within these two mechanisms, the school stakeholders’ attitudes 

and perceptions of evaluations have a key role.  

Darling-Hammond, Wilhoit, and Pittenger (2014) emphasised nurturing educators’ 

intrinsic motivation and the sense of reciprocal accountability as a means for school 
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accountability to lead to school improvement. They assumed that school systems that 

integrate high expectations towards students’ learning, skilled and committed educators, 

and adequate resources in a community demonstrate personal accountability and animated 

by continuous evaluation processes that demonstrate corrective action methods might 

improve. These systems aim to build a high-quality teaching and learning capacity while 

holding educators accountable for providing such education, positively impacting the 

learning process. 

Hence, both accountability and improvement are essential to lead to the necessary change 

and ensure the quality of school processes and outcomes in a context of balanced 

mechanisms within internal and external evaluation processes (European Commission, 

2020). 

2.3 Quality Assurance and Mechanisms of Change 

The literature highlighted mechanisms that might lead to a positive change in schools to 

improve education quality. Recently, there is a prevailed tendency to focus on mechanisms 

that decrease individual school accountability and promote collective accountability and 

self-accountability of staff to minimise accountability pressure and make necessary 

changes (Ehren et al., 2017). Jimenez and Sargrad (2017) ascertained that to develop an 

effective QA system, the notion of solely using students’ results as the basis for school 

accountability and improvement has changed. The focus became on identifying the reasons 

behind achieving these scores. In this sense, Jimenez and Sargrad proposed several actions 

to derive school change and lead to continuous improvement. (1) The quality judgement 

should move from an individual school to a district or school cohort level. (2) Governments 

should provide schools with sufficient resources and (3) make sure these are used 
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effectively through the continuous monitoring and the provision of needed support to 

teachers. In agreement, Burns et al. (2016) added that integrating several accountability 

types (vertical and horizontal) promises greater innovation in education quality. However, 

to the authors, such innovation depends on building a culture of evaluation that avoids 

blames while focusing on improvement to learn from failure. Another key element is the 

accountability systems’ clear standards, as the absence of such clarity results in failure in 

schools’ performance concerning the evaluators’ expectations (Burns et al., 2016).  

Hence, reforms have been emerging in the education contexts that rely on accountability 

to generate improvement. A reform is defined as “a reaction to identified deficits that are 

perceived as organisational shortcomings and inefficiencies. They are institutional changes 

that organisations use to defend against impending inadequacies in their own functions” 

(Röbken, Schütz and Lehmkuhl, 2019: 321). To likely consider the external evaluation as 

the instrumentation of development and accountability, the reform in Germany proposed a 

new approach towards school evaluations (Röbken et al., 2019). In this reform, the school 

chooses the developmental learning goal to be evaluated. Collaboration is done with an 

external evaluation team that supports the school for over 18 months during the quality 

development process. The aim is to open a dialogue between evaluators and schools, 

relieve the school from the additional evaluation burden, and make the process less 

overwhelming while simultaneously developing school operations.  

Also, Ehren et al. (2017) proposed a ‘polycentric’ evaluation model that evaluates a school 

network’s performance. Networks in this reform are defined as “formal arrangements of a 

multitude of public and private organisations, agencies, and departments that have been 

constituted to facilitate collective action” (Ehren et al., 2017: 367). In this model, schools 
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share resources and exchange experiences among member schools. The top-down 

evaluation hierarchy changes where evaluators and schools became partners in the 

evaluation process to support forming collective evaluation judgments instead of judging 

individual school performance. However, this model works in a high-trust environment 

where the education system is decentralised, comprising responsible and mature actors who 

can take on such responsibility. Hence, to achieve the external evaluation function of 

accountability and improvement, there is a new tendency to change the evaluation 

accountability arrangements based on a sense of shared accountability where evaluators 

and evalutees enjoy equal balanced authority (Ehren et al., 2017; Ehren and Perryman, 

2017). 

2.4 Perceived Gaps in the Literature  

This chapter presented a review of selected studies in the literature guided by the study’s 

research questions, which formed an underlying structure. All these combined insights 

illuminated some issues that required further research. Theoretical and practical challenges 

remain in four areas. First, despite the different dimensions of the external evaluation’s 

research, themes, and concepts that have been investigated globally, many studies 

confirmed that generalisation could not be easily made across educational systems 

(Gustafsson, Lander and Myrberg, 2014; Hussain, 2012; Luginbuhl, Webbink and De 

Wolf, 2009; Rosenthal, 2004; Shaw et al., 2003). Second, several studies showed that there 

is an unfilled gap in specifying the evaluation types, mechanisms, and elements that support 

school improvement (e.g., Hopkins, 2016; Jones and Tymms, 2014; Nelson and Ehren, 

2014; Matete, 2009; Ehren and Visscher, 2008; Matthews and Sammons, 2004; Fitz and 

Lee, 2000). Third, most of the studies in the field of external evaluations were conducted 
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to explore the inspection system in England focusing on government schools (Nelson and 

Ehren, 2014) and limited studies focused on either the accreditation process (except in 

higher education) or private education. Fourth, the application of the voucher system as a 

an accountability type left unanswered questions in the literature regarding the system’s 

impact on offering a real choice for parents and their children to choose their preferred 

schools and improving students’ outcomes and school operations (Barnum, 2019; Chen, 

2019; Macguidwin and Narayanan, 2015; RAND, 2001; Gill et al., 2001). This study 

attempts to address some of these gaps. 
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CHAPTER 3 : METHODOLOGY AND METHODS 

In this chapter, the research design and methodological application throughout the study’s 

phases were described. First, the philosophical assumptions underpinning the study are 

reviewed. Then, the research design highlighting the two phases of the mixed methods 

approach is presented.  

3.1 Philosophical Worldview 

This research adopted a pragmatic worldview as its epistemological stance to define and 

understand the research problem from various perspectives using pluralistic approaches 

(qualitative and quantitative) to derive knowledge about the study’s problem (Creswell, 

2014). This aim of pragmatism “is not to seek a truth that is independent of human 

experience, but to achieve a better and richer experience through any productive 

combination of approaches” (Yardley and Bishop, 2017: 401). According to Morgan 

(2014), pragmatists believe human experiences should be built around the sources of our 

beliefs and our actions' meanings. Concurrently, our beliefs emerge from our past actions, 

and the outcomes of our actions are inherent in our beliefs. Morgan argued that bringing 

these beliefs and actions into contact with each other will create meaning for human 

experiences. To this, Creswell (2008) added that pragmatism had been interpreted to mean 

employing multiple approaches by the researchers, focus on what works, and be mindful 

of the importance of the research question/s rather than the specific used methods. Yardley 

and Bishop (2017: 403) ascertained the same assumption saying:  

From a pragmatic perspective, there is no fundamental contradiction between the 

basic objectives and characteristics of qualitative/interpretivist and 

quantitative/positivist research, even though the methods of inquiry and validation 

appropriate for each approach are very different. 
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In this sense, pragmatism offers a practical solution to the incompatibility debate of mixing 

qualitative/interpretivism and quantitative/positivism worldviews in research. 

Interpretivists believe that subjectivity forms the knowledge that we acquire through our 

experiences and practical situations. Knowledge is constructed according to humans' 

capacity to form, create, and connect meanings in life situations (Scauso, 2020; Bevir and 

Rhodes; 2012; Grix, 2010; Williams, 2000). Matta (2015) suggests that the interpretivist 

approach involves the principle of “contextualisation”, where circumstances shape people's 

behaviour and in which appreciating differences between them is fundamental. In contrast, 

positivists believe that objectivity supports the generalisation of facts in which knowledge 

about certain entities is constant and is not affected by personal values. Knowledge is 

gained when the research conditions are controlled and when human experiences can be 

abstracted and quantified (Ryan, 2015; Neill, 2013; Breen and Darlaston-Jones, 2009).  

3.2 Mixed Methods 

This study lent itself to mixed methodology comprising qualitative and quantitative data. 

Mixed methods inquiry is defined by Creswell (2015: 2) as: 

An approach to research in the social, behavioural, and health sciences in which the 

investigator gathers both quantitative (closed-ended) and qualitative (open-ended) data, 

integrates the two, and then draws interpretations based on the combined strengths of 

both sets of data to understand research problem. 

 

In social sciences research, mixed data can be gathered through respondents and documents 

(Smeby, 2012). Respondents’ opinions can be collected by asking them questions through 

interviews or questionnaires, among other methods (Creswel, 2012). The documents can 

be analysed qualitatively, quantitatively, or by applying both methods (Bowen, 2009). 

Based on Wisdom and Creswell (2013) work, a mixed-methods approach combining the 
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strengths of both the qualitative and quantitative research methods were implemented in 

this study.  

The value of using mixed methods in research resides in the idea that it enables researchers 

to answer diverse questions simultaneously when studying a complex social phenomenon 

(Youngs and Piggot-Irvine, 2012). While a qualitative technique can provide a contextual 

understanding of the phenomenon under study, a quantitative technique can explore a wide 

range of respondents’ perspectives. Additionally, all methods have bias and weakness; 

however, collecting qualitative and quantitative data neutralises the weaknesses of each 

form of data (Creswell, 2014). Hence, combining both sides in this study provided a 

comprehensive and broader perspective of the whole problem (Creswell, 2015).  

However, one of the disadvantages of mixed methods lies in the possible dominance of one 

method when individual voices in the discussion prevailed (Creswell, 2008). This issue 

was avoided in this study by providing equal status for both adopted methods (the 

interviews and the questionnaire findings) in the study as a whole (Yardley and Bishop, 

2017). Another disadvantage of mixed methods resides in the consumption of time and 

resources (Smeby, 2012). It requires significant time to answer the research questions, 

mainly if the study consists of several phases that might not be commenced unless through 

a particular order, which was the case in this study. However, to overcome this dilemma, 

the timings of data collection and analysis steps were organised. A third disadvantage of 

applying mixed methods is integrating conflicting views, which can be a daunting problem 

for researchers (Creswell, 2008). In this study, adopting the exploratory sequential design 

helped avoid this problem, as detailed in the following sections. 
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There are times when researchers follow both the qualitative and quantitative approaches, 

as the research study may reside between these two approaches (Clarke, 2009; Weber, 

2004). The two approaches’ combination may provide a complementary mode of inquiry 

to understand the research problem from multiple perspectives (Yardley and Bishop, 2017).  

In this study, I think that when many people agree or disagree about a phenomenon’s 

impact, it indicates their beliefs. Simultaneously, these beliefs differ from one person to 

another regarding how they perceive the issue and its implications. In order to intricate 

understanding of the QNSA process and implications, it would be valuable to gain insights 

provided from both qualitative and quantitative research. These research approaches 

provide the best opportunity to obtain well-develop respondents’ responses. Therefore, 

documentary analysis (DA), interviews, and survey research were used in this study. I 

would contend that there are benefits of first collecting and analysing qualitative DA and 

interviews data. Based on the analysis, survey questions could be developed to collect 

quantitative data. I would argue that this could reduce any possibilities of spaces in the 

collected data. Qualitative interviews will enable developing quantitative data by collecting 

further information. Also, several data collection methods provide triangulation, increasing 

the study's validity and offering responses from several perspectives. Hence, this study’s 

appropriate methodology is a mixed-methods inquiry that combines qualitative and 

quantitative data collection and analysis methods to collect a large amount of data and 

provide experience interpretations. Therefore, this approach utilised a qualitative method, 

documentary analysis and interviews, to gather data about QNSA. A quantitative method, 

a survey, was used to complement and supplement the qualitative method. Additionally, 
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the survey enabled the collection of some qualitative data that supplemented its quantitative 

one. 

3.3 Study’s Design 

Considering the advantages mentioned above and disadvantages of mixed methodology, 

this study was conducted in two consecutive phases adopting the mixed methodology in 

an exploratory sequential design (see Figure 3.1). 

Figure 3.1: Study design and phases 

 

Adopting a mixed methodology approach does not translate to just combining qualitative 

and quantitative phases. Creswell and Plano Clark (2017) introduced a typology that 

illustrates how mixed methodology research is designed, which was adopted in this study. 

The data of this study were generated through two phases. The first phase was qualitative 

and comprised documents analysis and semi-structured interviews, while the second phase 

included an online survey. The survey mainly was quantitative but also included some 

qualitative responses. The study’s design was exploratory sequential. A qualitative phase 

was implemented, followed by a mostly quantitative phase to explore the QNSA process, 
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as Figure 3.1 above illustrates. The documentary analysis was conducted first, followed by 

the conduct and analysis of interviews before the survey instrument was developed and 

administered. The results from the documents’ analysis provided valuable knowledge and 

insight used to design the interview guide. Upon completion of the interviews, the results 

from both the document analysis and interviews guided the design and development of the 

survey instrument. Table 3.1 provides some examples of how the study’s phases built on 

each other, and Appendix 1 illustrates additional examples.  

Table 3.1: Examples showing how the study phases built on each other 

Found and Lacking 

information/ raised 

issues from 

Documents 

Analysed (DA) 

Questions added in the 

interviews’ guide based 

on DA  

Further clarifications 

needed/raised issues 

from interviews’ 

Analysis (IA) 

Questions added in the 

questionnaire based on 

IA & DA 

▪ During stage 1 & 2 

visits, procedures 

and practices 

include interviews, 

lesson 

observations, 

analysis of school 

documents, and 

facility checks. 

▪ Q:1: What exactly is 

your role in the QNSA 

process, and what does 

it entail? 

▪ Evaluators 

confirmed what 

was stated in 

documents, adding 

that they provide 

schools with 

feedback during 

and at the end of 

visits and detailed 

reports about their 

performance. 

Section 2: Q: 2.9 

Which of the following 

procedures and practices 

have you encountered 

when you experienced 

the QNSA visit? (you 

can tick more than one 

choice) 

▪ Meetings with the 

evaluation team during 

the QNSA visit. 

▪ The examination of 

your schools’ 

documents by the 

QNSA team during the 

school’s visit. 

▪ Lesson observation 

visits done by the 

QNSA team members 

during the visit. 

▪ Tours in the school 

done by the QNSA 

team. 

▪ Receiving feedback 

from the QNSA team 

during the visit. 

▪ Receiving feedback 

from the QNSA team at 

the end of the visit. 
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▪ Receiving detailed 

report after the end of 

the QNSA visit. 

▪ Other, please specify 

▪ Insufficient details 

were found on the 

evaluators’ 

feedback during 

QNSA visits.  

 

 

▪  Q: 2: Can you explain 

how the evaluation 

process works 

regarding providing 

feedback to schools?  

 

▪ The evaluators 

referred to the 

quality of their 

feedback as a 

school motivating 

factor towards 

improvement  

Section 5: Q: 5.1  

In your opinion, which 

of the following 

elements motivate your 

school to improve during 

the QNSA process?  

3. The feedback 

provided by the QNSA 

team (strongly disagree-

disagree-neither disagree 

nor agree- agree-strongly 

agree). 

▪ Clarification 

needed regarding 

the follow-up 

procedures on 

schools after the 

QNSA visits 

▪ Clarification was 

needed regarding 

the next steps in 

case the school 

failed QNSA 

several times. 

▪ Q: 4-the supervisor 

question guide: It is 

stated in the evaluation 

manual that if schools 

failed to pass the 

evaluation stage more 

than once, action would 

be taken with the 

school. However, the 

manual did not clarify 

the type of action or its 

consequences. Can you 

kindly clarify this 

procedure? 

▪ The positive impact 

of QNSA frequent 

visits to failing 

schools on 

teaching, learning, 

and school 

organization was 

revealed. 

Section 1.2: Q 2 

To what extent do you 

agree or disagree about 

the following?  

6. The preparation for 

the QNSA visit led to 

changes in the teaching 

and learning and 

organiSation in/of the 

school (strongly 

disagree-disagree-neither 

disagree nor agree- 

agree-strongly agree). 

3.4 Phase 1 of the Study 

This phase comprised a qualitative approach. Qualitative inquiries aim to “describe, 

explore, understand, and explain phenomena through methods of inquiry that elicit 

qualitative, non-numerical data” (Marjan, 2017: 26). Qualitative methods help the 

researcher collects in-depth information that would be difficult to quantify, such as 

meanings, understandings, and experiences (Creswell, 2013). In this study’s qualitative 

phase, two methods were employed, namely, documentary analysis and interviews. 
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3.4.1 Overview of Methods 

3.4.1.1 Documentary Analysis 

DA was utilised as the first step of phase 1 to understand the procedures and mechanisms 

of QNSA. DA is defined as a “systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating 

documents—both printed and electronic (computer-based and Internet-transmitted) 

material” (Bowen, 2009: 27). This method has been used as a means of triangulation with 

other methodologies to avoid biases in research studies and “to seek convergence and 

corroboration through the use of different data sources and methods” (Bowen, 2009: 28).  

There were many advantages for employing DA as a research method which was beneficial 

to this study, including but not limited to; less time-consuming than other methods, 

availability on websites, non-reactive as they were not affected by the research context, 

and they covered a long period of time and many events (Gross, 2018). Simultaneously, 

DA has limitations, such as insufficient details, difficult retrievability of some documents, 

and implied biased selectivity when the organisation selects the documents on behalf of 

the researcher (Bowen, 2009). Other research methods, namely, interviews and surveys, 

were employed to complement and supplement the findings from the documents as a means 

of triangulation to overcome these issues.  

3.4.1.2 Interviews 

The interview is the most common tool to collect data in qualitative studies (Race, 2008). 

It focuses on helping the interviewers and interviewees co-construct data for the research 

study (Roulston, Demarais and Lewis, 2003). The purpose of most “qualitative 

interviewing is to derive interpretations, not facts or laws, from respondents’ talk… aiming 

to understand the meaning of respondents’ experiences and lifeworld” (Warren, 2001: 2). 
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According to Gill et al. (2008), interviewing respondents is a suitable method to collect 

rich data about a not yet discovered phenomenon. In phase 1 of this study, interviewing 

respondents was an appropriate method. It provided a deeper understanding and detailed 

information about QNSA from the respondents’ insights, mostly that little was known 

about the process before conducting this study. The interviews aimed to explore the 

evaluators’ perception and experience to understand QNSA procedures and practices, their 

feelings and thoughts about the process’s impact on private schools, and other aspects of 

this study, contributing to answering the research’s four sub-questions.  

The semi-structured interview was a more suitable tool in this study’s context. Semi-

structured interviews were chosen because “the structure of the interview is flexible  and 

the restrictions minimal, in most cases taking the forms of guides rather than rules” 

(Sarantakos, 2013: 278). It allowed for preparing the questions ahead to be confident during 

the interview conduct. It provided suitable space to lead the process and gave the 

interviewees the chance to discuss other topics. Also, it provided reliable and comparable 

data, as suggested by Cohen and Crabtree (2006).  

The most critical disadvantage of interviewing actors is the possibility that the researcher’s 

behaviour may lead interviewees to a specific direction when answering questions and her 

bias when analysing data (Opdenakker, 2006). Another disadvantage involves 

respondents’ ability to accurately and honestly recall details about the phenomenon under 

study (Vaughan, 2019). Also, interviewing respondents can be time-consuming as one 

interview may last for one or two hours (Davies, 2011).  In this study, these disadvantages, 

among others, have been realised and avoided during interviewing respondents and 

analysing interviews’ transcripts, as detailed later in section 3.4.2.2 and section 3.4.3.2. 
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3.4.2 Data Collection  

3.4.2.1 Analysed Documents  

Several documents were useful to collect data about QNSA in this study’s phase. Table 3.2 

below summarises these documents, the aims of choosing them, and the research sub-

questions that these documents helped to answer.  

Table 3.2: Summary of all documents analysed 

Analysed Documents in 

this study’s phase 

Aim/s of Analysis Research Sub-Question (RSQ) 

▪ QNSA Handbook 

▪ The Mandatory 

Evaluation Manual 

▪ QNSA Policy 

• To provide a contextual 

background of QNSA. 

• To explore the QNSA 

procedures. 

• To explore the practices of 

accountability applied in the 

QNSA system. 

• To discover mechanisms that 

assist schools’ improvement in 

the QNSA context. 

• RSQ 1: What are the current 

procedures and practices of the 

national external evaluation 

process in private schools? 

• RSQ 3: In what ways does the 

national external evaluation 

process motivate private 

schools to improve? 

 

▪ 15 QNSA Reports for 

five schools (3 reports 

for each school).  

• Identify the improved school 

areas as outcomes of 

experiencing QNSA across the 

three schools’ reports.  

• RSQ 3: In what ways does the 

national external evaluation 

process motivate private 

schools to improve? 

• To triangulate the findings of 

RSQ 2: How do the evaluators 

and the school principals 

perceive and experience the 

national external evaluation 

process? 

• Support answering the 

overarching research question: 

What is the impact of the 

national external evaluation 

process on private schools in 

the state of Qatar from the 

perspectives of the evaluators 

and the school principals? 
 

Accessing the QNSA Handbook, the Mandatory Evaluation Manual, and the QNSA Policy 

was easy since they were posted on the MEHE website. However, QNSA Reports were not 

accessible as they are not publicly published. The QNSA Reports are these reports written 
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by the evaluators at the end of the evaluation process to highlight the schools’ performance 

against the QNSA quality standards. The SED’s approval to access the QNSA Reports was 

requested by sending a formal email and signing a documents’ access approval request 

letter (see Appendix 2). The request was made to access the reports of schools that had 

experienced QNSA more than once to identify the improved areas across these schools’ 

reports. The SED sent reports for five schools that went through the QNSA process three 

times (15 reports in total). However, the SED’s administration sent these reports after the 

predetermined timeline of data collection of this study due to some lengthy procedures. 

This issue was augmented with the status of the newly appointed SED’s Director, who 

knew less about the employees and did not yet establish trust boundaries with me at the 

time of data collection. I explained to the Director my role as a researcher, clarifying the 

strategies followed to preserve the anonymity and confidentiality of schools and evaluators 

mentioned in the QNSA Reports. I signed a letter to ensure uncovering the schools’ and the 

evaluators’ identity. However, the SED Director needed extended time to grant access to 

reports selected by the SED administration. As mentioned earlier, this time fall behind the 

timed schedule of securing the QNSA Reports in this study.  

Nonetheless, this alternative timeline did not negatively influence gaining the needed 

information. The reports’ analysis results triangulated the data from the interviews and the 

questionnaire about the school improved areas as outcomes of experiencing QNSA, which 

was the aim of the reports’ analysis from the first place. It is worth mentioning that the 

SED sent reports of schools that experienced QNSA three times to obtain the accreditation 

status (schools that failed QNSA in two cycles and then either were accredited or failed in 

the third cycle). In contrast, reports of schools that succeeded in obtaining QNSA and went 
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through the QNSA cycle more than once to renew their accreditation stature were not 

accessible, which formed a limitation in this study. A reflection on this is in section 6.4. 

3.4.2.2 Interviews 

Interview Design 

Rubin and Rubin (2005) and Creswell (2014) identified three types of questions to be asked 

during an interview; main questions to start the conversations, probes to clarify the 

answers, and follow up questions that provide a comprehensive understanding of the main 

questions. These types of questions were considered in this study when developing the 

interview guide. The interview guide was developed based on the related reviewed 

literature, the research questions, and the DA findings. Questions about the impact of 

QNSA on schools and the effect of school principals’ attitude on QNSA visits were added 

in the guide based on knowledge gained from the reviewed literature (see questions (Q): 5 

and 6, respectively, in Appendix 3). The analysed documents in this study raised 

unanswered questions, which were included in the interview guide. These questions, for 

example, related to the evaluators’ roles and responsibilities during QNSA visits (see Q: 1 

in Appendix 3), the evaluators’ feedback (Q: 2), parental choice of schools (Q: 10), 

clarification of follow-up visits’ procedures (Q: 4-the supervisor question guide).  

Hence, the interview guide was divided into four sections of questions that asked about the 

respondents’ background, the QNSA procedures and practices, the respondents’ perception 

and experience about QNSA, and QNSA facilitating and challenging factors (see Appendix 

3). 
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Interview Pilot 

Hamilton and Corbett-Whittier (2013: 112) highlighted that piloting data collection tools 

is “trying them out on willing volunteers.” The aim is to test the tools to make the needed 

improvement to raise the reliability and validity of the tool (Yin, 1994). The interview 

questions were developed in the Arabic language for the evaluators’ interviews and 

translated into English for the QNSA supervisor’s interview. The English version could 

not be piloted for access issues as the only English native speaker at the SED was a 

respondent in the study. However, the Arabic version was piloted with one evaluator, 

which helped improve the questions’ sequence. The piloting provided insight into the 

interviewing process. For example, the process indicated that the interview was too 

structured; the process required more dialogue and probing, all addressed in future 

interviews. 

Interview Respondents 

Johnson (2001) argued that respondents differ in their intelligence, knowledge, reflection 

on the work issues, and their motivation to participate in interviews’ studies. Hence, 

choosing respondents who have the required knowledge and ability to articulate their 

experience was essential to this study to provide rich data bout QNSA. In this sense, 

purposive sampling was employed to choose the study’s respondents. Palinkas et al. (2013: 

3) clarified that the purposive sampling technique proceeds by “identifying and selecting 

individuals who are especially knowledgeable about or experienced with a phenomenon of 

interest” to increase the depth of understanding. Following this technique, veteran 

evaluators (evaluators who were not newly hired during one academic year before the 
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interview conduct dates) were approached first based on their years of experience and 

availability (having fewer workloads during the time of interviews). In this context, five 

QNSA evaluators out of 18 and one supervisor out of three were interviewed as they were 

deemed enough to reach data saturation, as detailed in the following section. The problem 

of using this sampling technique in qualitative research takes place when the sample 

universe is broad as unwarranted generalisation might be attempted (Robinson, 2014). This 

was not an issue in this study because the number of evaluators at the interviews’ conduct 

dates was not broad (=18 evaluators).  

In qualitative inquiries, no particular number of conducted interviews should limit the 

learning process (Creswell, 2014). The interviewing cycle continues until the interviewer 

feels that she has thoroughly learned what to be learned (Charmaz, 2006). In this study, 

interviewing the respondents continued until I checked out my understanding of the 

research questions by interviewing the most trusted and knowledgeable respondents. The 

process stopped when data saturation was reached (Mason, 2010; Creswell, 2007). In other 

words, data collection stopped when gathering new data no longer sparked new insights or 

revealed new properties, as suggested by Creswell (2014) and Charmaz (2006).  

As shown in Table 3.3, the interviewees were four females and two males with extensive 

experience in the education sector.  

Table 3.3: Interview respondents’ background 

Respondents Gender Overall 

Experience 

Experience 

(at SED)  

Academic 

Qualifications 

Previous Positions 

Respondent 

1 

Male 24 years  7 years PhD. in 

education 

▪ Professional Development 

Coordinator 

▪  Teacher 

▪  University Lecturer 
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▪ Quality Assurance expert 

outside Qatar 

Respondent 

2 

Female 28 years 8 years Bachelor’s in 

education 

▪ Teacher  

▪ Subject Coordinator 

Respondent 

3 

Female 23 years  8 years Master’s in 

education 

▪ School Principal 

▪ Accreditor outside Qatar 

Respondent 

4 

female 20 years  7 years 2 master’s in 

education 

▪ Teacher 

▪ Vice Principal 

▪ Deputy Principal 

▪ Subject Coordinator 

Respondent 

5 

Female 35 years  8 years Bachelor’s in 

education 

▪ Teacher 

Respondent 

6 

Male 10 years  6 years Master’s in 

education 

▪ Teacher 

▪ Professional Development 

Coordinator 
 

Warren (2001) clarified that the interviews’ time and place should be determined with the 

respondents. However, this will not guarantee the respondents’ presence at the 

predetermined time because of their tight schedules, hesitance, or simply forgetting the 

appointment. In such cases, the researcher should reschedule the interview and amend any 

circumstances to allow the interview to occur. The SED administration provided me with 

a private office to conduct the interviews and perform the research tasks. The place was 

spacious and indicated that the interviewees felt safe and comfortable, all attended the 

interviews on time, and no rescheduling was needed. The interviews took place daily from 

18th to 26th March 2019, including two weekend days, and lasted for 45 to 60 minutes.  

Creswell’s (2014) interviewing protocol was followed in this study. The protocol included 

a schedule with the interview dates, place, and the interviewees’ names with given codes 

to preserve their identity (see Appendix 4). Before the interviews took place, the study’s 

aim was explained, interview questions were overviewed, and the interviewees’ rights of 

confidentiality, anonymity, and right to withdrawal were re-explained to assure them that 

there is no risk of participating.  
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The interviews began with icebreakers by welcoming the respondents and appreciating 

their contribution to the study. I was keen on slowly speaking, starting with the common 

question, and refraining from getting quickly to the key interview questions, ensuring not 

intruding on the respondents’ personal lives. In the end, the respondents were asked to 

discuss any other issues that have not been raised. Finally, a “thank you” statement was 

essential to acknowledge and appreciate the interviewees’ time. Also, the non-judgmental 

body language, facial expressions, and eye contact with the respondents were other 

valuable elements that made them feel comfortable and were willing to talk (see Johnson, 

2001). 

It seems that interviewing respondents is an easy task. However, researchers encountered 

some difficulties performing them, especially novice researchers (see Roulston et al., 

2003). Roulston et al. caution that the researcher should not assume the interviews’ 

outcomes, although she may have anticipations. She should expect unforeseen 

circumstances such as the respondents’ behaviours or their breakdown. In this study, all 

the interviews went well as the evaluators acted professionally. Most of them were talking 

straight to the points that related to the asked questions. I believe this smoothness was 

related to my trustworthy relationship with evaluators. Also, they were familiar with the 

interviewing process as a similar process is a part of their work duties during school 

evaluations.  

3.4.3 Data Analysis: Thematic Analysis 

Thematic analysis was deployed in this study to analyse qualitative data. Thematic analysis 

is defined as “a method for identifying, analysing, organising, describing, and reporting 

themes found within a data set” (Nowell et al., 2017: 2). According to Boyatzis (1998), it 
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enables both qualitative and quantitative researchers who use different methods to 

communicate with each other. It is the method of identifying what is common in data and 

making sense of these commonalities (Braun and Clarke, 2012). According to Braun and 

Clarke (2006), a good thematic analysis does not translate to simple data reporting; it 

involves presenting the interpretative story about the data related to the study’s research 

question/s. 

Thematic analysis has several advantages and disadvantages as well. On the one hand, a 

rigorous thematic analysis can produce trustworthy findings (Braun and Clarke, 2006). It 

provides a highly flexible approach that can be modified to be used during different studies, 

offering rich and complex data accounts (Nowell et al., 2017). Thematic analysis assists 

novice researchers in doing their research as it is easily grasped and learned. It is a suitable 

method for exploring respondents’ perspectives, highlighting data commonalities and 

differences, supporting the emergence of surprising insights, and summarising key aspects 

of large data sets (Braun and Clarke, 2006). This can be done by applying inductive 

(bottom-up or data-driven) or deductive (top-down or theory-driven) data analysis 

approaches through a well-structured data handling by the researcher, which, in turn, helps 

to produce an organised and clear final report (Braun and Clarke, 2012).  

On the other hand, the disadvantages of thematic analysis lie in its flexible approach as it 

can lead to inconsistent and incoherent themes derived from the data (Nowell et al., 2017). 

Thematic analysis can be poorly performed when the research questions are used as the 

study’s themes, extracting data without providing interpretations or data paraphrasing, the 

study’s themes are not coherent or overlapping, the analysis lacks evidence, and 

data/theory mismatch their analytic claims (Braun and Clarke, 2012). To avoid these 
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disadvantages in this study, data collection and analysis methods and tools were explicitly 

described to underpin the study’s claims coherently. The study’s credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability were demonstrated in section 3.8 to highlight the study’s 

trustworthiness (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Additionally, evidence about the study’s claims 

was provided, a balance between data and analysis occurred, and justifications about the 

study’s claims were presented (Braun and Clarke, 2006). 

Thematic analysis was introduced in 1970 by Gerald Holton (Clarke and Braun, 2014). 

Over the years, numerous examples were offered to guide the conduct of qualitative 

research. However, a few examples tackled the process of conducting and maintaining a 

rigorous thematic analysis (Nowell et al., 2017). Braun and Clarke (2006), Clarke and 

Braun (2014), and Creswell (2014) proposed a systematic approach to thematic analysis, 

which guided this study’s research. This approach involved six steps. These are (1) data 

familiarisation by organising and preparing the data for analysis through data transcription, 

(2) systematic generation of initial codes by reading all the data, (3) searching for themes 

that capture the essence of all data to generate a description of the setting or people as well 

as categories or themes for analysis, (4) reviewing themes in relation to codes, (5) defining 

and naming themes by continuous themes’ refinement to convey the findings, and finally, 

(6) producing the report. 

Thematic analysis can be applied through inductive and deductive data analysis (Marks 

and Yardley, 2011). Bauer (2000) argued that codes should be derived from the existing 

theory (deductive analysis). However, Marks and Yardley (2011) ascertained that the 

researcher should be open to new terms generated from the data refutation (inductive 



 

105 
 

analysis) simultaneously. In this study, both inductive and deductive data analysis were 

employed, as elaborated in the following sections. 

3.4.3.1 Analysed Documents 

Analysis of QNSA Handbook, Mandatory Evaluation Manual, Policy 

The most appropriate coding to analyse the QNSA Handbook, the Mandatory Evaluation 

Manual and the QNSA Policy was done by applying inductive and deductive analysis. In 

the deductive analysis approach of this study, initial codes were collected from the 

reviewed literature (e.g., students’ results/performance accountability, government 

requirements/regulatory accountability). These codes were also guided by the research sub-

questions (e.g., two QNSA stages’ procedures and practices). These formed the basis for 

analysing the three documents. Additionally, in inductive analysis, the text in the QNSA 

Handbook was read line by line to identify the most appropriate codes to code the 

Mandatory Evaluation Manual and QNSA Policy (e.g., school action plans, MEHE’s 

compliance requirements).  

Inductive and deductive approaches developed an initial codebook that gradually became 

fully established with codes and related descriptions (Gross, 2018). The codebook for the 

analysed documents aimed to provide definitions of each code (see Appendix 5). These 

definitions ensured that the comprehension of the codes’ meaning was consistent across all 

documents’ analysis (Marks and Yardley, 2011). However, as Gross (2018) stressed, to 

ensure the codebook’s appropriateness and completeness, it was tested against the QNSA 

Handbook after one week and before using it to analyse the Mandatory Evaluation Manual 

and the QNSA Policy during the focused coding stage. The aim was to ensure the codes’ 
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reliability. It is acknowledged that although my understanding will still influence the 

coding during the codebook testing, the consistent coding indicated that codes’ distinctions 

were apparent in my mind, as Marks and Yardley (2011) argued. The established 

codebook’s usage had a significant advantage during focused coding. It spared the efforts 

to read the rest of the documents line-by-line, specifically as these documents included 

innumerable sections irrelevant to the study’s research questions (see Hammond and 

Wellington, 2013). 

During the next level of the coding, a worksheet was used to “facilitate data extraction, 

ensure systematic analysis, and reduce time burden” (Gross, 2018: 550). The worksheet 

supported more focused coding of the three documents while allowing for the emergence 

of new codes and revising existing ones. The codded data was connected. Big ideas were 

identified and grouped to form categories. Other codes with commonalities were connected 

to form sub-categories. During the process, other similar categories were grouped to form 

the theme. In the end, this process produced one theme, five categories, and 15 sub-

categories integrated with the rest of emerged codes and categories resulted from the 

analysis of QNSA Reports, as detailed in the following section. The QNSA procedures and 

practices were described by performing this, which contributed to answering research sub-

question 1 (see Appendix 6 to view the worksheet, including a complete analysis of these 

documents). 

The reading and rereading of these three documents, especially the procedural parts, 

allowed for discovering the valuable information provided to schools about their internal 

self-study process. The analysis also highlighted the areas that needed further exploration. 

Some data related to deductive codes were not found in the three documents, such as details 



 

107 
 

on the evaluators’ feedback during the visits. Other deductive codes needed more 

clarifications, such as how the QNSA system enabled the parental choice of their children’s 

schools through the application of the voucher system. The analysed documents did not 

comprehensively picture the evaluators’ performed procedures and practices during 

QNSA, such as follow-up visits. So, these areas were questioned during the interview 

phase, in which the findings from the documents’ analysis helped develop the interviews’ 

questions, as suggested by Goldstein and Reiboldt (2004) (see earlier section 3.4.2.2).  

Analysis of QNSA Reports 

The analysis included QNSA Reports of 5 schools evaluated three times (=15 reports in 

total). QNSA Reports included five chapters. These chapters demonstrate the school 

attainment in specific quality areas; leadership, pedagogy, students’ outcomes, community 

and parental involvement in school, action planning, and QNSA outcomes 

(commendations and recommendations). The focus of the QNSA Reports’ analysis in this 

study was on specific units of analysis. Hammond and Wellington (2013: 150) defined 

units of analysis as "the ways in which texts are broken down for examination.” Hence, 

chapter 5 of the reports was chosen to be analysed as it included the evaluators’ final 

commendations/strengths and recommendations/weaknesses on schools’ performance.  

Chapter 5 of each school’s three reports were labelled (school A, B, C, D, and E). The three 

reports of each school were ordered and numbered based on the oldest dates of the visits 

(e.g.,  Report 1, 2, and 3 of school A). These procedures were performed to preserve the 

schools’ information secrecy and to anonymise the evaluators’ identity who wrote the 

reports to avoid bias during the analysis. The reports’ data were coded and categorised to 
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identify the improved and declined school areas where line-by-line texts were read 

(Hammond and Wellington, 2013). Improvement areas were tracked and highlighted in 

each of the five schools’ three reports to identify the areas improved and moved from 

recommendations to become commendations across each school’s QNSA Report. Then, 

during the next level of coding, these improved and declined areas were linked to the 

QNSA quality standards (e.g., leadership, teaching methods, students’ outcomes) to 

provide a comprehensive picture of these areas (see Appendix 7 to review an example of 

the coding process of school D). This process added one sub-category to the theme that 

emerged from the document analysis. As a result, all the analysed documents of Phase 1 

resulted in the emergence of one theme, five categories, and 16 sub-categories (see 

Appendix 8).  

3.4.3.2 Interviews’ Analysis 

As mentioned earlier in section 3.4.3, the six steps suggested by Braun and Clarke (2006), 

Clarke and Braun (2014), and Creswell (2014) when approaching thematic interview 

analysis were followed. These included interviews’ data transcription and coding process. 

Transcription  

The data were prepared for analysis, starting with interviews’ transcription. It is vital in an 

in-depth interview that the researcher transcribes what the respondents say. However, the 

human being’s memory cannot remember everything that the person sees or hears; 

otherwise, it reorders the events according to their past experiences (Johnson, 2001). At 

the same time, there was a need to capture the respondents’ full words and perceptions. 

Hence, obtaining a verbatim record was pivotal in this study to have an accurate and 
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meaningful analysis of the information gathered during the in-depth interviews (Corners, 

2015). However, respondents sometimes tend to speak freely when the record is off to 

express themselves or because they may feel it is risky to have their thoughts and words 

recorded (Warren, 2001). In this study, such situations did not happen as all the 

interviewees did not object to the recording process. The respondents were also assured 

that their transcribed interview would be handed to them to review it and remove any parts 

that may cause them unease, which led them to express their feelings and perceptions 

openly (Mero-Jaffe, 2011).  

Creswell (2014) proposed that the interview recording process can be done by handwriting, 

audiotaping, or videotaping. In this study, audiotaping was used to record the interviewees’ 

responses. The importance of audio recording and the lengthy time the interview would 

take if recorded through handwriting were clarified to the evaluators. All of them agreed 

to have their interviews audio recorded. This approval might be related to the fact that they 

are used to conduct interviews with school staff while evaluating schools. Because of this, 

they were very flexible and understanding regarding this matter. Additionally, the mutual 

trust between them and me, as work colleagues, may have contributed to this flexibility. 

A “SONY” audio record device was used to record the interviews. It has a slow-motion 

property that facilitated writing during listening to the interviewees’ speech, which 

amounted to 229 single-spaced pages of word documents. At the end of transcribing each 

interview, its written form was checked and reread to ensure the conversation is 

understandable, keening on transcribing the interviewees’ exact words. However, word 

repetition and non-semantic sounds like “hmmm,” and so on were removed to improve the 

texts’ clarity. Ellipsis was used to indicate unclear speech because of background noise and 
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join the respondent's speech in two different placements related to the same idea. Full stops 

were used only when the interviewees paused during expressing their thoughts because the 

addition of full stops within the text may change the context (see Du Bois, 1991). Also, 

question marks (?) were added to emphasise raised inquiries, while exclamation marks (!) 

were added to highlight the wondering points.  

The transcribed interviews were translated from Arabic to the English language, as this is 

a valid procedure when the researcher can use both languages (see Temple and Young, 

2004). Also, this was done because involving any other translator could not take place for 

several reasons. First, Qatar is a small country where it is somehow natural for people to 

know each other. Hence, I could not risk revealing the respondents’ identity by inviting 

outsiders to do the translation process. Second, the external evaluation context’s nature 

requires specific knowledge for the translator to convey similar meanings in the English 

language. Third, the researcher should perform the translation if she regarded herself as an 

objective translator, which I considered myself one. However, to further ensure a high 

degree of translation validity, an online application called “EasyArabicTyping.com” was 

used, in which translation from Arabic to the English language was done. Then, 

information was compared in both languages to make sure they are similar.   

The process of transcription was very exhausting and tiresome. However, when feelings of 

anxiety were encountered, I stopped the process, took time out, relaxed, and then proceeded 

to work again. After the transcription process was done, I stepped back and looked at the 

raw collected data to reflect on its meaning, gain knowledge about the respondents’ general 

ideas, and have an impression about the information’s depth and credibility. 
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The Interview Coding Process 

The interviews’ coding process started directly after transcribing the interviews. However, 

sometimes, two interviews were conducted on consecutive dates according to the free space 

in the interviewees’ schedule. So, notes were taken during these interviews’ conduct, and 

then coding of the two interviews took place directly on the following day.  

The general inductive approach for qualitative data analysis was employed to code the 

interviews (Thomas, 2003), in which I moved from the specific (data-driven approach) to 

the general (the themes) (Thomas, 2006). The general inductive approach is “a systematic 

procedure for analysing qualitative data where the analysis is guided by specific 

objectives” (Thomas, 2003: 2). It is “a convenient and efficient way of analysing qualitative 

data …it is more straightforward than some of the traditional approaches to qualitative data 

analysis” (Thomas, 2003: 9). Additionally, a deductive approach to data coding was 

employed. Some codes were derived based on theoretical concepts from the literature to 

interpret the respondents’ experience (e.g., performance and regulatory accountability) in 

addition to other codes derived from the study’s research questions (e.g., stages 1 and 2 

procedures and practices) (Hammond and Wellington, 2013; Thomas, 2006). Hammond 

and Wellington (2013: 24) ensured that during qualitative coding, “there is no single agreed 

approach to coding or even the terminology to describe the process so that terms such as 

‘codes’, ‘themes’, ‘categories’ and ‘labels’ may be used interchangeably.” 

Creswell’s (2014) hand-coding strategies were combined. The hand-coding process was 

chosen over computer software such as NVivo during the analysis of the interviews. 

Although I had received extensive training at Warwick University on utilising this 

software, it was still confusing and overwhelming. Figure 3.2 illustrates a summary of the 
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interview data analysis process, which moved from raw data coding, data reduction to data 

presentation (Hammond and Wellington, 2013; Thomas, 2003).  

Figure 3.2: Summary of interview data analysis process 

                       

                                       

Raw Data Coding. Thomas (2003) highlighted that once the text is prepared to be coded, 

the researcher should read the raw data in detail to be familiar with the content and 

understands the text’s details and "themes". In this study, the coding started with two 

transcripts applying the bottom-up (inductive) approach to identify codes from reading the 

raw data related to the study’s research questions (Thomas, 2006). A code is defined as “a 

label for a feature of the data that is potentially relevant to the research question” (Braun 

and Clarke, 2012: 61). I read the transcripts line-by-line closely, sifting through each line 

to become familiar with the text to identify segments containing meaning units (Hammond 

and Wellington, 2013). This process involved highlighting parts of the text using different 

coloured marker pens to differentiate between ideas. Words that best described the 

segments were written in bracketing chunks in the transcript’s margin, representing new 

codes. Sometimes, the same segment fitted into two different codes. An example from the 

raw data is presented in this interviewee’s statement: “I believe in my view, the schools are 

Raw Data Coding

•Two transcripts were 
coded.

• Intial codebook. 

•Comparison of codes 
between two coders.

• Developed Codebook.

•Codes applied to the rest 
of transcripts, being 
opened to new emerged 
codes.

•Resulted in 138 codes.

Data Reduction [codes 
to sub-categories and 

categories] 

•Refienment on codes

•Combining codes into 
bigger groups.

•Groups became sub-
categories

•Sub-categories with 
commonality became 
categories.

•Resulted in 36 categories 
and 82 Sub-categories.

Data Presentation

•Categories and sub-
categoried arranged 
under 7 themes.

•Some re-positioning of 
codes.

•Resulted in 25 categories, 
63 sub-categories, 
arranged under 7 themes. 
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not prepared properly in the initial stage because of the challenge of time.” Here, the 

statement fits within the codes that emerged from the data: “lack of proper QNSA 

preparation”, and “time limitation as a challenging factor.” Additionally, as mentioned 

earlier in this section 3.4.3.2, during reading and rereading, statements in the text were 

assigned to the deductive codes such as “performance accountability.” A separate word 

document was used to collect all segments related to the same idea to be placed under 

relevant codes as suggested by Hammond and Wellington (2013) (see Appendix 9) 

In the end, 138 codes emerged from the transcripts’ analysis. A codebook that included 

interpretation and descriptions of these 138 codes was developed (Tesch, 1990) and handed 

to a colleague or a “critical friend” along with the research questions and two raw data 

transcripts (the analysed ones at the beginning of the analysis). A critical friend can be 

defined as “a trusted person who asks provocative questions, provides data to be examined 

through another lens, and offers critiques of a person’s work as a friend”  (Costa & Kallick, 

1993: 50). Critical friends apply their knowledge and experience from an independent 

viewpoint to support, advise, and critique (Costa & Kallick, 1993). The critical friend in 

this study was a doctoral student studying educational leadership and policy who is quite 

familiar with the Qatari educational context, having lived in Qatar for over 15 years. The 

aim was to assess the data analysis trustworthiness by consistency checks, which means 

“having another coder take the codes descriptions and find the text which belongs in those 

codes” (Thomas, 2003: 7). So, the critical friend coded the two transcripts. The codes were 

compared between the two coders, with consistency found in around 110 codes. In case of 

differences, codes were discussed and amended; for example, the code “QNSA objective 

judgements” was amended to include the description of “neutral judgment.” 
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Following this, all the 138 codes (inductive and deductive), including the amended codes 

with their descriptions and interpretations, were included in the codebook (see Appendix 

10), contributing to the four remaining interview transcripts' systematic analysis. The aim 

of coding at this stage was to find recurring ideas and concepts. When new codes were 

found, the old transcripts were revisited to find similar ideas to ensure that no interviewee’s 

perspective was missed, in which coding choices were justified in relation to the texts to 

avoid subjectivity (Hammond and Wellington, 2013). 

Data Reduction. Data reduction intends to “aid an understanding of meaning in complex 

data through the development of summary themes or categories” (Thomas, 2003: 3). 

Hence, the 138 codes were too big and overwhelming. These codes were grouped into more 

extensive codes that were grouped into categories (Hammond and Wellington, 2013). I 

revisited these categories and their codes several times to refine the codes. Concatenated 

codes found to have commonalities and addressed similar issues were produced through 

several decoding and recoding processes. For example, codes such as: “feeling superior to 

schools, hostile, considerate” were combined in the broader code/sub-category 

“evaluators’ feelings.” I continuously decoded, recoded and re-categorised the codes to a 

suitable fit. Some sub-categories needed to be merged into larger categories and separated 

as well. Categories, in my view, captured the key aspects of themes in the raw data related 

to the research questions. For example, sub-categories such as “Overriding rules,” “No 

written policy,” “Rigidity of bylaws” were merged under the category “Flaw in some QNSA 

policies.” In the end, this process produced 36 categories and 82 large codes/sub-categories 

(see Appendix 11).  
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Data Presentation. This final phase of analysis considered the findings’ presentation. I 

tried to construct a narrative around the categories and sub-categories mentioned above. 

However, it was a real disappointment. The data were disjointed from the research sub-

questions due to having many sections and subsections in the constructed narrative. So, 

working through the data, some categories were found to address the same issues and can 

be combined into bigger categories/themes. For example, the two categories “stage1 

procedures and practices” and “stage 2 procedures and practices” were merged in the 

broader category/ theme “Two stages procedures and practices”, which directly related to 

RSQ 1: what are the current procedures and practices of the national external evaluation in 

private schools? 

Data became more organised; the themes emerged naturally from the data with minimal 

interference from the literature’s preconceived categories. In some cases, the more general 

themes were derived from the research questions, while the lower level or specific 

categories were derived from multiple readings of the raw data. As mentioned earlier, the 

coding process allowed the codes and themes to emerge from the data, the research 

questions, and the literature, avoiding forcing data into presumptions of its meaning in the 

existing literature. Going back and forth and merging categories and sub-categories with 

commonalities produced 25 categories, 63 sub-categories grouped under seven key themes, 

which provided the following chapter’s structure (see Table 3.4).  

Table 3.4: Summary of interviews’ themes, categories, sub-categories with related research sub-

questions 

Research sub-

questions (RSQ) 

Themes Categories Sub-categories 

RSQ 1: What are 

the current 

Two Stages’ 

Procedures 

and Practices 

 

Before the 

visits 
School self-study 

Assignment of teams 
Initial visit 
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procedures and 

practices of the 

national external 

evaluation process 

in private schools?  

 

(QNSA teams’ roles and responsibilities) 
During the 

visits 
School data collection 

(QNSA teams’ roles and responsibilities) 
School data analysis 

(QNSA teams’ roles and responsibilities-

Consultant role) 
Oral feedback 

(QNSA teams’ roles and responsibilities) 
After the visits QNSA rubric filling and decision 

(QNSA teams’ roles and responsibilities) 
Written reports 

(QNSA teams’ roles and responsibilities-

Consultant role) 
School 

Accountability 
Performance accountability 
Regulatory accountability 

The voucher system 
RSQ 2: How do 

the evaluators and 

the school 

principals perceive 

and experience the 

national external 

evaluation 

process? 

 

Evaluators’ 

Positive 

Perception of 

QNSA 

 

QNSA as an 

improvement 

tool 

Raises awareness of education quality 
Positive reflection on students’ outcomes 

Evaluators’ 

experienced 

relationship 

with schools 

Trust 
Respect 

Negative aspects of the relationship 

Evaluators’ 

efficiency 

Confidence 

Long experience in the education field 
Skilful: interaction with colleagues, friction 

with schools 
Competency: evaluators’ have the required 

skills and knowledge to evaluate schools. 
Evaluators’ confidence in their colleagues 

Evaluators’ 

Criticism of 

QNSA 

QNSA Missing 

elements  
Lack of follow up on schools passed QNSA 

Lack of transparency  

Unpublishing QNSA reports 

Lack of proper QNSA marketing 
An 

overwhelming 

QNSA 

Too many procedures 
Low-quality self-study reports 

Icy 

relationships 

between 

evaluators and 

SED 

Distrust 
Top-down relationship 
Ignorance of next steps 
SED inflexible attitude 

The voucher 

system: 

Evaluators’ 

perspective 

 

Not to link it to the QNSA outcomes 
Created tension: fear of losing money 

Lowered the school quality 
Transformed school principals to be 

materialistic 
Evaluators’ 

Perceptions 

of QNSA 

Facilitating 

Factors 

QNSA Stage 1 Less efforts 
Raise awareness about stage 2 

Attitudes 

 
Evaluators’ attitudes during the visits 

School principals’ attitude during the visits 

Respondents’ 

Perceptions 

QNSA Validity 

and invalidity 
Elements of validity 

Elements of invalidity 
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of QNSA 

Legitimacy 
The credibility 

of QNSA 

findings 

Objectivity, accuracy, fairness 

RSQ 3: In what 

ways does the 

national external 

evaluation process 

motivate private 

schools to 

improve? 

 

Evaluators’ 

Perceptions 

of School 

Motivation 

Factors 

Internal and 

External 

Evaluations 

The link between internal and external 

evaluations 
Internal evaluation practices 

QNSA 

feedback 
Quality feedback 
Ways of delivery 

Frequent 

QNSA visits 
Improved school areas: (documentation, 

students’ safety & security, planning, work 

organization). 
QNSA 

stakeholders’ 

attitudes 

Evaluators’ attitudes during the visits 
School principals’ attitudes towards QNSA 

School owners’ attitude towards QNSA 
Cooperation between evaluated and 

unevaluated schools 
The voucher 

system 

 

 

Created a competitive environment towards 

improvement 
A reward for quality school 

RSQ 4: What 

modifications are 

needed to improve 

the external 

evaluation system?  

 

QNSA 

Challenging 

Factors 

Evaluators’ 

pressure 

 

Time limitation 
workload 

Consecutive QNSA visits 
Lack of 

awareness 

about QNSA 

functions 

MEHE’s lack of awareness about QNSA 

improvement function 

School principals’ lack of awareness about 

parents’ perception of QNSA 
Evaluators’ lack of awareness about 

parents’ perception of QNSA 
Some of 

QNSA’s 

procedures and 

practices flaw 

QNSA policies and rules 
Inconsistent QNSA practices 

Low-quality of school self-study reports 

Insufficient 

training 
Evaluators’ insufficient training 

programmes: veteran and new evaluators 

 

3.5 Phase 2 of the Study 

This phase concerned distributing a survey instrument, which mainly provided quantitative 

data and some qualitative information. The survey administration followed the conduct of 

the interviews and was not congruent with it for two reasons. First, it verified specific issues 

raised from the interviews’ analysis (detailed later in section 3.5.2.1). Second, to explore 

the school principals’ perception and experience of the QNSA process to check inferences 

with the evaluators’ perceptions and experiences. This phase also contributed to answering 

the research’s four sub-questions.  
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3.5.1 Overview of the Method: Survey 

Surveys have been used widely in research to collect a large amount of data (Henry, 2005; 

Wright, 2005). This method helps in the systematic gathering of data related to the targeted 

population’s perceptions about the phenomenon under study (Creswell, 2012). It was 

appropriate to use this method in this study for several reasons. It helped gather a large 

amount of data quickly and was not too costly (Henry, 2005; Wright, 2005). It preserved 

the anonymity and confidentiality of the respondents and aided in offering an intricate 

understanding of the QNSA process, and lent accuracy to the study’s findings (Harrison 

and Callan, 2013).  

According to DeFranzo (2020) and Creswell (2014), some methodological considerations 

surface when surveying respondents. Respondents may feel discouraged to provide 

accurate responses. The close-ended survey may have a low validity rate, choices within a 

survey may be differently articulated, limited choices may force respondents to choose 

specific answers. I attempted to navigate these challenges by the careful development and 

pretesting of the survey instrument, as elaborated later in section 3.5.2. 

Many researchers agreed on specific steps when conducting the surveying process followed 

in this study (Ruel, Wagner and Gillespie 2016; Holyk, 2008; Henry, 2005; Fowler, 2004; 

Diem, 2002; Walonick, 1995). These steps involved: data collection and the analysis of 

data.  

3.5.2 Data Collection 

This section demonstrates the questionnaire’s development, the study’s population and 

sampling, piloting the questionnaire, and finally, the questionnaire’s administration. 
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3.5.2.1 Questionnaire Development 

The questionnaire is the primary tool used in survey research (Trobia, 2011). It consisted 

of a set of standardised questions to collect people’s opinions about particular topics. It 

mainly was designed to collect data about how the school principals felt, agreed, or 

disagreed regarding specific issues related to this study.  

The questionnaire titled “The Experience of International School Principals about Qatar 

National School Accreditation” was developed with standardised questions to ensure that 

each respondent is asked the same question and, consequently, assures the answers’ 

consistency. The questionnaire consisted of seven sections (see Appendix 12) that included 

three kinds of questions; 10 multiple choices (14 items), four nominal questions that asked 

yes/no questions, and 12 Likert scale questions (73 items). The Likert scale is the most 

popular method for measuring people’s attitudes within a questionnaire (Scholderer, 2011). 

It involved four steps: generating a set of items that indicated positive or negative 

evaluation of an object, developing an attitude survey to collect respondents’ opinions 

regarding this set, analysing each respondent’s responses, and finally computing scores for 

each respondent. One of the Likert scale’s special cases that was applied in this 

questionnaire is the semantic differential. It is a rating scale that comprised bipolar items 

that offered evaluative opposites that ranged between “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” 

neither disagree nor agree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree.” The five-point Likert scale 

aimed to make the respondents feel they were not forced to choose a specific choice (see 

Holyk, 2008).  

The questionnaire was developed in the English language as it targeted school principals 

from different nationalities with British nationality domination. The questionnaire’s 
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sections and items were developed based on (1) the themes and correlated categories that 

emerged from the interviews’ analysis, (2) the related reviewed literature, (3) the 

documents’ analysis, and (4) my knowledge of QNSA. First, for example, the interviews’ 

analysis findings highlighted that some school principals considered “some evaluators as 

too young to evaluate their performance.” Hence, the question asked about the school 

principals’ feelings towards the evaluators’ efficiency included this information as one of 

its Likert scale items. Also, the evaluators referred to school principals as “co-educators,” 

“cooperative,” and their relationship as “trustworthy and in some cases tensioned.” The 

questionnaire included questions about school principals’ perception of these elements as 

a means of triangulation. Additionally, the evaluators referred to QNSA procedures and 

practices as “accurate,” “objective,” and “fair,” among other several raised issues. So, all 

these elements represented several questions throughout the questionnaire.  

Second, questions related to the elements that motivate schools to improve in the evaluation 

context were developed depending on the literature review. Third, asking the respondents 

to determine the accreditation period their schools obtained and the QNSA stage they 

experienced came from my knowledge of the QNSA process supported by the findings 

from the documents’ analysis. Fourth, several questions were taken from the validated 

questionnaire in Ehren and Shackleton’s (2014) study. This questionnaire covered some 

aspects that needed to be explored in this study, such as the school preparation for the 

evaluation visit, the school principals’ perception of the visiting team members’ 

competency, and the impact of the evaluation process on the schools’ performance among 

other aspects. This questionnaire of Ehren and Shackleton (2014) was handled using two 

techniques. On the one hand, a few of this questionnaire’s questions were adapted (Korb, 
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2012) to suit this study as, for example, the term inspector was changed to the term QNSA 

evaluator/team and the inspection process to the QNSA process. On the other hand, other 

questions remained the same, such as question 4.2 about the impact of the evaluation 

process on the school’s long- and short-term planning.  

Developing a questionnaire seems to be a simple task on the surface.  However, when the 

process started, it gradually began to be more complicated. Some specific features and 

elements were accounted for when developing this study’s questionnaire. The questions 

were linked to the aim of the study. This link ascertained that the collected data supported 

the purpose of the study (Vannette, 2015). The questionnaire was kept short and 

straightforward so that respondents do not get tired and encourage them to complete it 

quickly and accurately (Burton and Mazerolle, 2011). Wordiness is another feature that 

negatively influences the questionnaire's quality, which was avoided as it confuses the 

respondents and may affect the validity of their responses (Madson, 2005).  

The questions were made clear and comprehensible so that the respondents could 

understand them (Holyk, 2008). When asking the respondents about their favourite choice 

of an aspect, a set of options was provided to avoid forcing them to choose any answer. 

However, sometimes it was not possible to list all the options found in the literature. To 

overcome this issue, as clarified by Beadell (2019), an “Other” option was included to 

allow the respondents to add their own choice.   

3.5.2.2 Population and Sampling 

Creswell (2015: 76) clarified that in quantitative inquiries, “it is important to select as large 

a sample as possible because, with a large sample, there is less room for error in how well 
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the sample reflects the characteristics of the population.” Purposive sampling was 

appropriate to be used in phase 2 of this study. First, as Robinson (2014: 32) stressed, 

“purposive sampling is a non-random way of ensuring that particular categories of cases 

within a sampling universe are represented in the final sample of a project.” Hence, school 

principals of international schools were purposively chosen in this study among the other 

school principals of other private schools’ categories. Their schools represent 484 out of 

598 private schools in Qatar (Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018b). 

Therefore, they enrol the majority of learners in the private education sector and represent 

the population.  

Second, purposive sampling allows the researcher to select the most knowledgeable and 

experienced respondents regarding the phenomenon under study (Palinkas et al., 2013). 

School principals were chosen because of their central role in schools and regarded as key 

actors in the evaluation process (Bellei et al., 2020). School principals are usually the most 

senior and most knowledgeable regarding all school areas addressed by the school level’s 

evaluation process. For example, these are teaching and learning, leadership and 

management, teachers’ professional development, school resources, parental and 

community involvement in schools, and school action plans. This explains the rationale 

behind choosing them (Robinson, 2014).  

3.5.2.3 Questionnaire Piloting 

An essential step after the questionnaire’s development and before its administration was 

to run a pilot study (Matthews, 2014; Holyk, 2008). Two piloting techniques were 

followed. In the beginning, the pre-piloting technique was employed (Williams, 2003). I 

sat with two of my colleagues separately (one evaluator and one PhD researcher) to review 
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question by question to detect potential problems. One of them commented on the 

questionnaire length, in which some questions were comprised and removed when 

appropriate. The other one commented on the clarity of a few questions in which these 

were restructured.   

A smaller sample of the study’s population was then chosen and notified of the pilot study’s 

goal, asking their input and comments on the questionnaire’s instructions and the 

questions’ clarity and comprehensibility (Sincero, 2012). The initial aim was to pilot the 

questionnaire with community school principals as a similar sample of international school 

principals (Williams, 2003), who are the sample of this study, as detailed in section 3.5.2.2. 

However, accessing them was difficult because the Private Schools Affairs Department of 

the MEHE supervises them did not grant me communication access.  

Hence, the questionnaire was emailed to five international school principals chosen 

randomly to participate in the pilot study (the first five in the email addresses list obtained 

from the MEHE). These five school principals’ email addresses were removed later from 

the list of the study’s sample email addresses. This removal was done to avoid the 

possibility of providing a more positive or negative perspective than the first time-

respondents (Leon, Davis and Kraemer, 2011). In the same email that included the 

questionnaire, the research goal was explained to the pilot sample and ensured the study’s 

independence from the MEHE. The pilot study’s aim and purpose were also highlighted. 

Four out of the five international school principals agreed to participate. Three of them 

responded by email, and a telephone call was conducted with the fourth to discuss their 

comments on the questionnaire. The sample clarified that all the questions were clear, easy 

to comprehend, and straightforward. One of them commented on a few questions that were 
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considered as a repetition in which were removed. The other commented on question 2.8 

about the performed tasks of the QNSA team, suggesting adding the term “QNSA process” 

in the main question, which was done.  

As explained above, this pilot study helped detect problems and perform necessary 

amendments before the questions went out in the field. Also, it minimised the measurement 

error (Rothgeb, 2008) and consequently increased the quality of the questionnaire’s results, 

as detailed later in section 3.8.2. 

3.5.2.4 Questionnaire Administration 

The SurveyMonkey website was used to administer the survey. The online weblink of the 

questionnaire was sent to all 157 international schools (including primary and secondary) 

to be filled by school principals. Their responses were anonymously sent to my 

SurveyMonkey’s account. The international kindergarten (KG) schools were excluded 

from the sample as they comply with a different evaluation system from the QNSA. An 

essential part that was considered when administering the questionnaire was to send it 

through validated email accounts (Sills and Song, 2002) to ensure that the emails reach the 

correct targeted sample and avoid frame error (Diem, 2002). Hence, all international 

schools’ email addresses in Qatar (excluding international KG) were secured through 

MEHE help. The questionnaire’s online web link was sent to the school principals through 

my University of Warwick’s email account, not the MEHE’s account. The study’s 

separation from the MEHE was stressed through all communications to make the school 

principals feel comfortable and assured of their confidentiality. Besides, their right to 

withdraw from the research at any time and the anonymity of their identity was stressed.  
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The questionnaire was administered on the 27th of May 2019 and was closed on the 19th of 

June 2019. This period (24 days) included ten days of Eid Al-Fitr holidays (an Islamic rite), 

during which all school staff did not attend schools, and therefore no one responded to the 

questionnaire during these ten days. Hence, four reminders were sent to all international 

schools throughout the survey’s open status, starting after three days from the first date of 

sending the survey’s link. The reminders were only sent to school principals who did not 

respond, and those who had responded were sent a big ‘thank you’ notification. Through 

the reminders, updates about the progress of the survey process regarding the number of 

respondents and the value of responses were provided as a way to motivate the school 

principals to respond (Sorman, 2019), which was a successful procedure, especially after 

the first reminder. Finally, after closing the questionnaire, a thank you email was sent to all 

the international school principals to appreciate those who responded and update them on 

the responses’ rate. 

All international school principals in Qatar (n157) were surveyed, and 52% (n81) 

responded, in which 77% indicated experiencing QNSA while 23% indicated they did not.  

As seen in Figure 3.3, female respondents nearly doubled their male counterparts. This 

numbers’ difference represents national statistics on the school principals’ gender, where 

females outnumber their male counterparts by around 72% in private schools and by 74% 

nationally, including governmental schools (Planning and Statistics Authority, 2019; 

Department of Educational Policy and Research, 2018c).  
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Figure 3.3: Questionnaire respondents’ gender 

 

As seen in Figure 3.4, the respondents’ age ranged from 30 to more than 60 years old, with 

50% of females aged from 40 to 50 years and 67% of males’ age ranged from 50 to 60 

years. The majority of the study’s sample age range was between 40 to 60 years, 

representing the school principals’ age average in private schools (=51 years old). It also 

represents school principals’ age average nationally, where the average is 45 years (SED, 

2016; 2018: Tables: 3)  

Figure 3.4: Questionnaire respondents’ age 

 

The majority of the respondents’ nationality from both genders, as detailed in Figure 3.5, 

was from non-Arabic nationalities, representing the situation in private schools, where non-

Arabic school principals outnumber Arabic school principals by 68% (Department of 

Educational Policy and Research, 2015). Additionally, the non-Arabic population (72%), 
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in general, outnumber the Arabic population in Qatar (28%) (Department of Educational 

Policy and Research, 2018b). However, the study’s sample does not represent the national 

school population (including governmental schools), where non-Arabic nationality (24%) 

is less than Arabic nationality (76%) (Department of Educational Policy and Research, 

2015; 18). The reason might be inferred from the legislations related to Qatar National 

Vision 2030 regarding the job’s Qatarisation, meaning all school principals in 

governmental schools must be Qatari citizens (The General Secretariat for Development 

and Planning, 2004). See Appendix 13 for detailed data highlighting the sample’s 

representation of the school population nationally.  

Figure 3.5: Respondents’ nationality by gender 

 

Figure 3.6 below shows that the respondents’ highest educational level ranged from 

bachelor to doctoral degree, with the most significant number holding master’s degrees. 

Also, it shows the detailed respondents’ years of experience in working as school principals 

that ranged between less than five years to more than 20 years, with the majority of 

respondents with more than five years of experience.  
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Figure 3.6: Respondents’ educational level & years of experience 

 

3.5.3 Data Analysis: Descriptive Analysis 

The questionnaire’s quantitative data was analysed through descriptive statistical analysis. 

The “SurveyMonkey” website offered “special features” that enabled different analysis 

methods, including filtering and comparing the data with the respondents’ age, nationality, 

years of experience, among other variables included in the questionnaire (see Table 3.5).  

Table 3.5: SurveyMonkey data analysis features 

 

(Source: SurveyMonkey, 2018: Column 2) 
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First, for the quantitative data analysis, percentages’ summary was reported to observe 

general patterns in the data to have a holistic vision of the school principals’ perspectives 

of QNSA impact on school different aspects. Second, the responses were filtered and 

compared according to several variables through SurveyMonkey filtering and comparing 

features. For example, the school principals’ responses who experienced stage 1 were 

compared with those who experienced stage 2 to highlight any difference in their QNSA 

experience satisfaction. Also, comparisons were made according to the school principals’ 

gender, age, nationality, work experience, and education level, among other variables 

detailed in Chapter 4. Besides, other responses’ comparisons comprised more than one 

variable, such as gender and nationality, assuming that nationality and gender, when 

combined, may make a difference in responses (Sacks, 2011) because of the differences 

that occur between Arabic and non-Arabic cultures. Other responses’ comparisons were 

made based on the age of the respondents of the same gender, the different years of 

experiences with the same gender, and the different levels of education with the same 

gender. However, only findings that illustrated differences in the school principals’ 

perspectives about QNSA based on these compared variables were reported in Chapter 4. 

For example, the school principals’ nationality and gender did not reflect differences in 

their identified motivational factors towards school improvement. These findings were 

reported in tables that included all the responses and complemented the interviews and 

document analysis findings. 

Second, for the questionnaire qualitative data analysis, responses to each open-ended 

question (the ‘other’ option in the questionnaire) were aggregated, as suggested by 

Hammond and Wellington (2013). For example, responses related to the school principals’ 
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perspectives about QNSA’s impact on schools were grouped, which relate directly to 

research sub-question 2: How do the evaluators and the school principals perceive and 

experience the national external evaluation process? Also, these responses link to the 

overarching questions: What is the impact of the national external evaluation process on 

private schools in the state of Qatar from the perspectives of the evaluators and the school 

principals? To align the questionnaire qualitative data analysis findings with the rest of the 

study’s analysis findings, they were grouped and integrated with the rest of the findings 

presented in Chapter 4, as illustrated in the next section.  

3.6 The Study’s Data Reporting and Interpretation  

To address the study’s research sub-questions, I utilised the study’s themes, categories, 

sub-categories that emerged from document analysis and interviews, and the quantitative 

and qualitative questionnaire data to generate a description of the QNSA process and the 

respondents’ experiences. These represented the respondents’ multiple perspectives 

supported by quotations and evidence. They were the study’s major findings, and they were 

used as headings and sub-headings in the findings ‘Chapter 4’. Table 3.6 shows examples 

of how data were reported and presented in Chapter 4, comprising all three methods applied 

in this study (see Appendix 14 for the whole table). 

Table 3.6: Examples of the summary of the study’s data reporting 

RSQ #1 What are the current procedures and practices of the national external evaluation process 

in private schools? 
Sections Sub-sections 2/details 

in sub-section 1 
Sub-sections 1 Data Analysis Method 

Two Stages’ 

Procedures 

and Practices 

 

Before the visits School simple self-study Interviews + Document 

Analysed Assignment of teams 
Initial visit 

During the visits School data collection Interviews + Survey + 

Documents Analysed School data analysis 
Oral feedback 
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After the visits QNSA rubric filling and 

decision 
Interviews + Survey 

Written reports 
School Accountability Performance accountability Interviews + Survey + 

Documents Analysed Regulatory accountability 
The Voucher system 

 

The findings were reported and presented in Chapter 4 by adopting some of the common 

features identified by Creswell (2014: 254). These features involved:  

• Direct Quotes: From short to long, embedded passages that were italicised for 

easier identification.  

• Dialogue that reflected the culture of respondents and the interweaving of 

words from respondents and the researcher. 

• Varied narrative forms, such as charts and tables. 

• First-person “I” in the narration. 

• Metaphors and analogies. 

• Sometimes, the interviewees referred to things or people’s titles without 

mentioning them clearly, so I added these as notes between two square brackets 

[ ] to help the reader understand the speech's context.  

• Also, laughs were highlighted by double brackets (( )). 

The findings in Chapter 5 were interpreted based on my knowledge and understanding of 

the QNSA procedures and policy, the meanings derived from comparing the findings with 

the literature (Creswell, 2014), and challenging the respondents’ interpretations of raised 

issues.  
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3.7 Triangulation 

Triangulation emphasises using multiple methods to add rigour, breadth, and depth to the 

study (Heath, 2015). It is cross-validation of a mixed-methods research study as it shows 

whether or not the data collected from various sources is sufficient (Creswell, 2014; 

Wiersma, 1991). However, applying qualitative and quantitative methods in one study can 

lead to weighing each method and its sequence (Creswell, 2014). To overcome these issues 

in this study, as suggested by Morse (1991), a sequential triangulation methodology using 

the results of one method in planning for the following method was applied. For example, 

some findings from the analysed documents needed corroboration, such as validating the 

evaluators’ feedback as a school motivation factor and exploring QNSA procedures during 

the visits, which were enquired in the interview guide and questionnaire’s questions. 

Hence, the study’s methods were built on each other during data collection and analysis, 

which supported data triangulation (see Appendix 1 for more examples).  

Erzberger and Kelle (2003) suggested that triangulation extends the researcher’s 

understanding rather than provides validation of research methods. They used a puzzle 

metaphor to explain the gains from triangulation, illustrating that different methods within 

a study provide a piece in the puzzle that represents reality. All pieces together give a 

complete picture of reality than one piece solely does. In this study, the interpretation of 

findings from the analysed documents, interviews and the questionnaire allowed for more 

complex understandings. Some findings that emerged from the evaluators’ perspectives 

during interviews were triangulated by the school principals’ qualitative responses in the 

questionnaire, such as agreeing on the lack of follow-up on schools that passed QNSA, 

feeling overwhelmed by the lengthy QNSA procedures, among others. Other evaluators’ 
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views contradicted school principals’ perspectives, such as the evaluators’ feelings that 

school principals considered them too young to evaluate. These discrepancies were 

acknowledged and presented across the study’s findings in chapter 4.   

3.8 Trustworthiness  

This section involves the trustworthiness of the study’s qualitative and quantitative sides. 

Trustworthiness is related to validity and reliability to ensure the study’s quality 

(Golafshani, 2003). However, the terms of validity and reliability are more attached to the 

quantitative side of research studies. Nevertheless, some authors linked qualitative validity 

and reliability to the study’s credibility that concerns internal validity, dependability 

(correspondent with the notion of reliability), transferability (the external validity), and 

confirmability that refers to the study’s objectivity (Shenton, 2004; Guba, 1981). 

3.8.1 Qualitative Validity and Reliability  

Lincoln and Guba (1985: 316) stressed that in qualitative studies, validity and reliability 

are interrelated in which the demonstration of the study’s validity is “sufficient to establish 

its reliability.” Qualitative validity is inescapably grounded in the study's nature and 

methodology as it is not a fixed concept (Winter, 2000). It means that the researcher should 

check for the findings’ accuracy to assure the study’s internal credibility (Creswell, 2014; 

Gibbs, 2007c). Hence, a polished part of each transcription was printed and delivered to 

the concerned respondent, so she or he ensures its accuracy to lend validity to the study 

(Mero-Jaffe, 2011). Only one respondent made corrections and added a few points that 

were considered and modified. According to Kuzmanić (2009), qualitative validity should 

be considered across the whole research study. The researcher should account for the 

preparation of the interview, production of data, verbal transcription, and presentation and 
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interpretation of data in which the researcher should convey the interviewees’ point of view 

and experience about the phenomenon under study. Hence, this study used thick 

descriptions to convey the findings and provided many perspectives about the study’s 

themes to lead the reader to feel immersed in the study’s context and make the results more 

realistic (Creswell, 2014).  

Qualitative reliability is “the idea of replicability, repeatability, and stability of results” 

(Cypress, 2017). The researcher should use a consistent approach across the research 

method and document all its procedures to allow someone outside the research to follow 

and audit the research process, thus ensuring its dependability (Moon et al., 2016). Hence, 

I checked the interviews’ transcripts to correct any apparent mistakes during transcription 

(Gibbs, 2007a). A protocol that included all the interviewing steps was kept to ensure the 

methods’ stability (Johnson, 2001). The analysed interviews were also filed electronically 

and in hard copies with the respondents’ initials for easy data accessibility. 

Golafshani (2003: 409) stated that “engaging multiple methods, such as interviews, and 

recordings will lead to more valid, reliable and diverse construction of realities.” So, I 

ensured that the findings replicated different sources (Merriam, 2009). Sources of 

information were triangulated by utilising data from the related QNSA documents and 

collecting several respondents’ perspectives (Guba, 1981; Creswell, 2014). I made sure 

that there is no drift or shift in the codes’ descriptions and interpretation during the coding 

process by consistently comparing data with codes listed in the codebook (Gibbs, 2007b). 

During the interview analysis, the link between categories and quotes derived from the 

transcripts was regularly checked (Creswell, 2014). Also, I kept interviewing the evaluators 

until assurance was made that no new data were added and that the respondents’ 
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perspectives were similar in most of the findings to ensure the study’s reliability (Saumure 

and Given, 2008).  

Moon et al. (2016: 3) stressed that the researcher should embrace her experience and 

acknowledge and how it may affect the research reporting “ensuring that the results are 

based on the experiences and preferences of the research respondents rather than those of 

the researcher” to ensure the study’s confirmability. Hence, issues that emerged during the 

study due to my background as an evaluator were highlighted (see later section 3.10). 

Negative and discrepant information that occurred while forming the themes were 

presented. Confirmability can be expressed “through an audit trail where an independent 

reviewer is allowed to verify the research process and interpretations of the data as 

consistent with the literature” (Jensen, 2008a: 2). Hence, this was adhered to in Chapter 5 

of this study.  

Transferability in qualitative research differs in its implications in quantitative research, 

where it means generalising the study's findings to other research contexts (Jensen, 2008b). 

It is not desirable in qualitative research to assume that the study’s conclusion applies to 

other contexts (Moon et al., 2016). However, to increase the study’s transferability, the 

researcher should focus on two key considerations: how closely the respondents link to the 

study’s context and the “contextual boundaries of the findings” (Jensen, 2008b: 2). Hence, 

the study ensured the exploration of the evaluators’ and the school principals’ perspectives 

as the two are the most related key actors in QNSA (the implementers and the receivers). 

As mentioned earlier, the study provided a thick description of the QNSA context, 

respondents, and research design to enable the reader to decide on the study’s 

transferability.  
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3.8.2 Quantitative Validity and Reliability 

Quantitative validity is of two measures: internal and external. Internal validity means that 

the used instrumentation measures the aspects that should be measured (Thayer-Hart et al., 

2010). To ensure this quality, the questionnaire’s pilot sample's opinions were elicited to 

ensure their complete understanding of the questions before disseminating it to ensure that 

the questionnaire collects the data that should be collected. Besides, avoiding bias is 

essential in ensuring the questionnaire’s validity (Holyk, 2008). Hence, I ensured that the 

questions did not lead the respondents to choose a particular answer, which was done by 

keeping the same construction, format, and order when the multiple-choice questions were 

presented. Also, questions that asked for the respondents’ race, gender, positions, and 

nationality were delayed to the end of the questionnaire to avoid the respondents’ 

assumption that the researcher will have specific expectations from them (as school 

principals) when they respond to the rest of the questionnaire (Beadell, 2019). 

Additionally, the framing of questions was essential as I did not ask questions about 

individual people, such as being interested in a person's specific attitude (e.g., specific SED 

administration members). Otherwise, enquiries were made generally about the whole SED 

administration. All these considerations lent objectivity to the study’s findings as well.  

External validity means that the study’s findings are generalised from its sample to the 

broader population or contexts (Hanasono, 2018). Considering the link of this study to the 

context of the external evaluation process in Qatar, the study did not claim generalisability 

to other evaluation contexts. Even though the international school principals' sample 

represents the private schools’ population, the study did not explore their opinion to draw 

generalisation to the whole population. The aim was to make inferences from the study’s 
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different data collection and analysis methods to provide contextual clarity about QNSA 

and explore the QNSA impact on schools from different perspectives.  

Quantitative reliability means that the applied instrument should generate similar responses 

with similarly expressed attitudes (Holyk, 2008). The questionnaire was developed using 

simple language, asking direct questions and targeting one aspect in each query (Trobia, 

2011). Also, interval questions that provided a 1-5 scale were provided to express the 

respondents’ opinions and offer an analytic perspective (Beadell, 2109). Most importantly, 

this study's piloting techniques ensured a more reliable measurement as they led to raising 

the questions’ quality and made them more understandable to avoid measurement error.  

3.9 Ethical considerations   

This research was performed considering the British Educational Research Association’s 

[BERA] (2011) guidelines. Before going into the field to conduct the study, I undertook an 

ethical clearance process related to the University of Warwick. This process guided me 

from day one on avoiding common ethical issues such as plagiarism and other issues that 

may take place during data collection, data reporting, among other considerations (see 

Appendix 15).  

Informed consent was sought to protect the respondents from physical and emotional harm 

such as the invasion of their privacy, breaching their confidentiality and anonymity, and 

any distress raised by the research raised questions. The consent forms for the evaluators 

and the school principals included the study’s purpose, procedures, and respondents’ rights 

of privacy, confidentiality, and withdrawal (see Appendices 12 and 16). Nijhawan et al. 

(2013) assumed that consent forms are subjected to a misunderstanding by the respondents. 

It is challenging to evaluate the respondents’ viewpoint of the information stated in the 
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consent. Hence, in this study, the consent forms were written in the respondents’ native 

languages (Arabic for the evaluators and English for the supervisor and the school 

principals) to be clear and to avoid technical terminology and ambiguity (Nijhawan et al. 

(2013). 

Specific procedures were followed with the evaluators and the school principals regarding 

obtaining their informed consent. On the one hand, during the interviews, the respondents’ 

rights not to participate against their will were continuously stressed even if informed 

consent was obtained. In this matter, Lincoln (2013) confirmed that the respondents should 

be guaranteed that they will not be identified by names or otherwise. Lincoln's point of 

view was considered in this study because not all the evaluators considered informed 

consent as a means of protection. A few felt uncomfortable to have their full names written 

in a paper that they were not sure if the government will hold a grip of it. As mentioned 

earlier, a list where each respondent evaluator was labelled with a code used to identify her 

or his interview transcript was developed. The evaluators were referred to as E1-E5 and 

the supervisor as S1. However, when quoting the supervisor’s interview in Chapter 4, it 

was easy to trace these quotes to her or his identity because the respondents already knew 

the sole supervisor who contributed to the study. Hence, labels given to the evaluators and 

the supervisor were changed to be “R1-R6” to avoid exposing their identity. However, 

when reporting the findings, interviewees were referred to using the words “evaluators” 

and “interviewees” interchangeably to remind the reader who the respondents were and 

distinguish them from the questionnaire respondents. Also, a list that included the 

respondents’ names with their given codes was kept safe to ensure it will not be revealed 

to anyone who is not authorised to access the research’s evidence. This procedure was 
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clarified to all the evaluators to make them feel safe and comfortable. Additionally, at the 

beginning of each interview, a hard copy of the signed consent, including the participants’ 

rights, were delivered to each respondent to assure them that both of us are under a signed 

agreement to feel safer and more confident. 

On the other hand, during the questionnaire process, the school principals were informed 

that their consent is directly obtained if they approved to respond to the questionnaire 

(Hammer, 2017). The questionnaire's settings guaranteed that all the respondents were not 

forced to participate in this research as it enabled them to skip the questions they did not 

wish to answer to ensure they were not forced to respond.  

Additionally, the interview questions and the questionnaire were articulated with 

sensitivity to not intrude on personal privacy and comfort and make the respondents more 

open to responding to the questions fairly. For example, questions that may have led the 

evaluators to judge their performance or imply that they were not performing their job 

description correctly were avoided. Questions that may have indicated asking them to be 

biased to or against their administration were also avoided. The questionnaire’s questions 

were also articulated to be direct and not to lead the school principals to choose specific 

answers. A section of an open-ended question was provided to make them feel free to share 

their experience, which led nine of them to expand on their thoughts and provided their 

critical perspective about QNSA.  

The study’s respondents were protected from any misuse of their provided data. Brown 

and Hedges (2013) emphasised two ways in which the respondents’ provided data might 

be misused. First, the research studies that combine more than one method of data 

collection and analysis, which is the case of this study, usually produce a massive amount 
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of data. The researcher should be cautious not to be overwhelmed, which may obscure data 

during data presentation. Hence, I was keen on being transparent by presenting the findings 

as they were elicited, providing a thick description of the setting and acknowledging data 

triangulation and discrepancy. Second, Brown and Hedges added another way of misusing 

the respondents’ data when data interpretation occurred because the researcher’s 

philosophical assumptions may affect how the data will be interpreted. Therefore, in this 

study, the study’s adopted philosophical worldviews were acknowledged. I also embraced 

my insider role and explicitly highlighted its effect on the research process (see section 

3.10).  

To avoid causing any harm to the respondents, the collective pronoun “they” was used 

when reporting data instead of “her” or “his” to ensure data is not traced back to them to 

preserve their anonymity at all times. Besides, all the raw data were held securely in a 

password-protected computer during the research process as required by the UK's Data 

Protection Act. Moreover, the evaluators were assured that the collected data would remain 

anonymous and archived in a private area outside the SED. They were also assured that 

this archiving would last for ten years, after which evidence will be destroyed.  

Lincoln (2013) emphasised that one of the most critical ethical dilemmas the researcher 

may encounter during the research process happens when a conflict occurs between the 

research ethical clearance process guidelines and the field situations. To Lincoln, 

researchers in qualitative studies mostly encountered this issue due to their research's 

human subjects' presence. In this study, I faced an embarrassing situation when one of the 

SED administration members in a high position asked me about the respondents’ responses 

and whether they tended towards positivity or negativity. To overcome this situation, I was 
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honest and straightforward, emphasising that I could not share such information to comply 

with the research process’s ethical guidelines.   

Johnson (2001) stressed that revealing the report’s findings may affect the researcher’s 

relationship with the respondents if they work simultaneously, as these findings may cause 

them to feel angry or betrayed when reported publicly. To overcome this issue, the 

evaluators were asked to review their responses after transcripts were done. They were 

allowed to consider their answers, and the possibility of making changes was stressed. All 

of them were satisfied when they reviewed their transcribed interview, and no one raised a 

concern. As the following step, a final agreement with them to report the findings from 

their answers was made (Mero-Jaffe, 2011). 

Incentives are a means to encourage respondents’ participation in the research study. 

However, in educational research, monetary incentives are discouraged “because of the 

extra burden of cost that the extension of this practice would place on the practice of 

research” (BERA, 2019: item 33). Hence, as an alternative, a “thank you” appreciation 

certificate for each evaluator respondent was printed and signed by me as a researcher from 

the University of Warwick, put into a nice certificate case. After each interview, the 

certificate was handed to each evaluator personally. They were pleased to feel appreciated 

and have documented proof of their contribution to the study (see Appendix 17). Also, this 

contributed to encouraging the following approached evaluators to agree to participate in 

the study. Additionally, during the questionnaire’s reminders, I updated the school 

principals about the response rate, thanked the ones who responded and stressed the moral 

benefit they will gain from contributing to the first study in Qatar about quality assurance 

as a means to encourage the rest to respond.  
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3.10 Role of the Researcher 

As mentioned before (see section 1.3), being an employed member of the SED during this 

study made me an insider researcher (Fleming, 2018). Insider research is commonly known 

as a study performed within an organisation by its employed staff member/s (Brannick and 

Coghlan, 2007). This notion contrasts with research undertaken by an outsider researcher 

who is not a part of the organisation where the research is conducted. Insider research is 

criticised because the researcher is deemed too close to the study’s setting and may not 

conform to the same rigour standards as an outsider researcher (Fleming, 2018). However, 

Chavez (2008: 474) argued that the distinction between insider and outsider research is “a 

false dichotomy” because both contend with similar methodological issues regarding the 

researcher positionality, sense of self, and the situated knowledge she possesses during the 

study’s conduct. Being an insider researcher benefited this study in many ways and 

simultaneously formed issues and challenges regarding my positionality throughout the 

study’s implementation (Mercer, 2007), as elaborated in the following sections. 

3.10.1 Advantages of Insider Researcher  

Mercer (2007) argued that a key advantage of being an insider researcher is the researcher’s 

knowledge of the phenomenon under study. This advantage was apparent in this study, as 

I understand the QNSA process, its mechanisms and have valuable insights and 

background information of the QNSA context since its initiation. This information 

facilitated my work from the study’s early beginning when the research questions were 

formulated, knowing what to investigate and what could be valuable to be answered for 

the MEHE. This was also argued by Fleming (2018) as an advantage of insider researchers. 

According to Brannick and Coghlan (2007), being an insider to institutions where the 
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researcher conducts her research allows for accurate planning throughout the research. My 

insider position enabled me to plan well for data collection and analysis considering the 

time frame as I knew the everyday life at the SED and the schools’ calendar.  

My role as a SED member allowed me to gain primary access to the respondents and most 

of the needed documents (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007). Additionally, being an insider 

researcher made the evaluators comfortable sharing their stories during data collection as 

they knew that I understand their issues (Mercer, 2007). They also trusted me that, as a 

friend and colleague, I would not disclose their anonymity or confidentiality (Holmes, 

2020), wherein, as detailed earlier in section 3.9, I used “Pseudonyms” to ensure their 

anonymity (Fleming, 2018: 315). Admittedly, an outsider researcher could still maintain 

confidentiality by using pseudonyms, but the key point is about the level of trust afforded 

me due to my positionality, which is critically engaged in the section below. 

3.10.2 Mitigating Issues of Positionality 

The term positionality “describes an individual’s world view and the position they adopt 

about a research task and its social and political context” (Holmes, 2020: 1). It reflects the 

position that the researcher adopts during research conduct (Savin-Baden and Major, 

2013). Positionality requires that the researcher acknowledges and discusses her views, 

values, and beliefs regarding her study’s design, conduct, and outcomes by self-reflecting 

to articulate and critique her positionality, presenting previous personal and professional 

experience (Holmes, 2020).   

In this study, I was mindful of the bias that my position may bring to the study during its 

steps and tried to minimise subjectivity. The argument made by Smyth and Holian (2008) 
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assured me that there are not any pure objective observations in research undertaken in an 

organisation, whether by outsider or insider researcher. Balogh’s (2013: 102) argument 

reduced the intensity of the insider/outsider binary, stressing that in reality, this binary is 

a boundary that is not only highly unstable but also one that ignores the dynamism of 

positionalities in time and through space. No individual can consistently remain an 

insider, and few ever remain complete outsiders. 

 

In response to concerns around inherent subjectivity, as detailed in section 1.3, I identified 

and described my experience and history that shaped my position as an insider researcher, 

which is considered a reasonable procedure to acknowledge the researcher’s position as 

suggested by Fleming (2018).  

However, other issues may arise when the researcher performs the research activities in 

her workplace, known as insider researchers’ role duality (Holian and Coghlan, 2013). The 

researcher’s situation could be awkward and confusing when she performs her research in 

her workplace, which was the case in this study because I have past, present, and future 

roles intertwined with this research. These roles were shaped by my personal and 

professional relationship with the respondents (Brannick and Coughlan, 2007). This 

confusion between being a researcher and a SED member at the same time was apparent 

at the beginning of this PhD study. During the pilot study in the upgrade process from 

MPhil to PhD, a quantitative questionnaire assessing the evaluators’ perceptions and views 

of QNSA was piloted. The findings contradicted my knowledge of the situation and former 

daily conversations with evaluators. They provided a prettier picture of QNSA, which I 

was not familiar with. This prompted me to adopt a different strategy as I realised that my 

role as a researcher was being misinterpreted. Hence, I decided that a quantitative 
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questionnaire will not be the best tool to start my PhD research when collecting data from 

evaluators, as anonymity was already compromised. This led to modifying this PhD 

research sequential approach from explanatory to exploratory as I started with qualitatively 

interviewing evaluators to explore and gain insights about QNSA. Then, I collected 

quantitative data by surveying school principals to examine the phenomenon in a more 

generalizable fashion (Creswell, 2015). I believe this contradiction in evaluators’ views 

resulted from my dual role since I held a leading position as a team leader and a SED 

supervisor. However, when I went back to the SED to conduct the interviews after a 

separation period of two years, the evaluators were more open and honest as I explained 

my position in ways I could not do using the questionnaire. They provided their experience 

critically and even commented on the flaws in the QNSA system from their perspective. 

This separation period broke the authority lines between us and made them see me as a 

researcher more than a work colleague. Besides, it afforded me the level of objectivity that 

facilitated critical understanding of the issues within QNSA and helped me overcome my 

feelings that I was in control of the evaluation system context and allowed me to see the 

whole picture from a researcher's eye.  

As Holmes (2020) stated, other positionality issues may appear during the study’s data 

collection procedures concerning the researcher’s bias. To minimise bias during data 

collection, on the one hand, the interviewees’ responses were recorded to ensure the 

research’s integrity during the interviews’ conduct. The interviews started with a 

“disclaimer,” emphasising that although the interview guide included questions that 

involved previously discussed topics, the evaluators need to respond as if it was a first-time 

discussion (Chavez, 2008: 485). I stressed that I could share my experience during the 
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interviews, but in a limited way. Clarifications about certain things known to all the 

evaluators, including me, were asked, emphasising that the evaluators should not assume 

my knowledge about them (Mercer, 2007). Nevertheless, some of the respondents used 

phrases like “Rania, as you know,” and then jumped to another idea or “Rania, if you 

recall” and again elaborated on other ideas. So, I was keen on going back to the same idea 

and asked them for more details to minimise bias when interpreting their responses. 

In studies conducted by insider researchers, there is a chance that respondents might not 

share all their thoughts and opinions (Holmes, 2020). In this study,  I was aware that some 

evaluators might not share their thoughts and concerns due to my former position as a team 

leader. To overcome this, I continued stressing respondents’ confidentiality before and 

during the interview conduct, their anonymity, and their right to withdrawal from the study 

at any time. However, this might not guarantee the respondents’ complete openness. What 

made a difference in this study and allowed for an adequate level of sharing information 

between the respondents and me is that a new SED Director was appointed shortly from 

the interview conduct. This meant that anything the evaluators shared would not harm them 

as these things were attached to the former SED administration. This situation allowed for 

a more expansive space of freedom for the evaluators to discuss the QNSA positive and 

negative sides, which was apparent in the collected data that combined the evaluators’ 

frustration about several work aspects in the QNSA context. 

Rooney (2005, as cited in Unluer, 2015) suggests one practical step to minimise the 

possible influence of bias is to enlist an external academic advisor’s help. The academic 

advisor, as an outsider, could provide an “outsiders’ perspectives” (Unluer, 2015) that 

insiders might not consider. Hence, I elicited my doctoral supervisor to provide an 
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outsider’s perspective. The supervisor challenged my assumptions because what was 

considered familiar to me was unfamiliar to her. Hence, I was able to discuss the findings’ 

intricacies with her, in which she provided a critical eye (Fleming, 2018). Also, a colleague 

who was a critical friend provided an outsider’s perspective by reanalysing the interviews’ 

transcripts to check the codes and categories for reliability. 

Simultaneously, there were moments during the interviews when specific topics 

engendered “a greater degree of insiderness” (Mercer, 2007:  4). For example, the 

evaluators expressed feeling burdened by integrating the evaluation of the KG stage and 

QNSA. Although this area was outside of this study’s scope, I shared my opinion and asked 

probes as a former KG stage supervisor. However, clarifications were made to the 

evaluators that these discussions will not be included in the research findings to ease the 

situation.   

On the other hand, during the survey process, I tried my best not to disclose my identity as 

an evaluator. Hence, as mentioned earlier in section 3.5.2.4, communication with the 

school principals was initiated through my email account of the University of Warwick, 

not my Ministry’s account. However, it is acknowledged that my name appears on the 

university’s email, which could possibly bias school principals’ responses. I would argue 

that there are few schools that I worked with (compared to the total private school numbers 

in Qatar), and I have been removed from working with private schools for over three years 

while pursuing my PhD. This time removed from schools, one could infer that my name in 

the email would not be a factor that would cause bias in the survey responses. Besides, 

school principals were ensured the study’s separation from the MEHE to make them feel 
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comfortable and assured of their confidentiality. Their right to withdraw from the research 

and anonymity was stressed and ensured by utilising the ‘SurveyMonkey’ website features.  

Data analysis is another area that the researcher’s power and positionality are inescapable. 

According to Lian (2019: 7):  

It may be inescapable for a study to exclude several “irritating” interpretations to 

become a “research.” Thus, it is up to the researchers to interpret the researched for 

their personal purposes. There is no way to escape from their power as researchers in 

analysing the gleaned material since this is all done by themselves. Researchers can 

only realise such an effect and try to be as faithful to the original circumstances as 

possible. 

 

Holmes (2020: 6) argued that “the researcher may be inherently and unknowingly biased, 

or overly sympathetic to the culture.” Hence, to avoid being unconsciously biased during 

interviews’ analysis, as mentioned earlier in section 3.4.3.2, a colleague was given the 

transcribed interviews at the beginning of the data coding process to reduce the possibility 

of making personal judgements. Also, coding may overly organise the data, leading the 

researcher to lose its narratives’ complexity and context. To try and overcome this adverse 

effect, inductive codes were used to complement the deductive ones (Hammond and 

Wellington, 2013). The coding process is challenged to be seen as reaching a reliable status 

when two researchers generate different codes from the same text, but it is not purely a 

subjective one (Hammond and Wellington, 2013). A systematic coding process was 

followed, relying on the codes’ interpretations and descriptions in the codebook validated 

by a different coder (see earlier section 3.4.3.2). I also negotiated codes meaning with the 

interviewees when needed. 

Also, during the documentary analysis, although a systematic way of breaking down the 

QNSA documents’ data was used, the general notion about coding is that it embeds an 
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extent of personal interpretation (Hammond and Wellington, 2013). To minimise the effect 

of this, the research material was presented fairly (Bowen, 2009). I was aware not to make 

overarching claims about the analysis findings’ value and not jump to claiming insights. 

This was done by triangulating these findings with the interviews and survey findings, as 

discussed in Chapters 3 and 4.  

The insider researcher role had an impact on the data reporting and interpretation in this 

study. As an insider researcher, I did not spend much time getting to know the research 

context’s nuances. I was familiar with the respondents’ roles and responsibilities (Fleming, 

2018). This position supported understanding the respondents’ terminologies and jargons 

during the interviews and the questionnaire’s qualitative comments (Brannick and 

Coghlan, 2007). I was familiar with the QNSA evaluation process and the respondents’ 

situations. This enabled me to interpret the respondents’ comments without 

misunderstanding or taking their comments out of context. However, Fleming (2018) 

clarified that this position is also risky as it may lead to premature conclusions, especially 

when positive outcomes are desired. Hence, to minimise this issue, the findings were 

triangulated through several data collection and analysis methods to avoid shaping the 

findings’ interpretations with the outcomes’ preconceptions (Mercer, 2007).  

I believe that the procedures mentioned above mitigated the difficulties resulted from being 

an insider researcher who held a leading position in my workplace and encouraged the 

respondents to answer questions confidently and transparently.   
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3.11 Summary of the Chapter  

The study used a sequential mixed methods design that combined QNSA documents 

analysis and semi-structured interviews with an online survey questionnaire. Sufficient 

time was devoted to developing and piloting the research instruments to explore the 

perception and experience of the evaluators and the school principals about QNSA. One 

interview was piloted to pretest the Arabic language interview guide, while the English 

language interview guide could not be piloted due to access issues. The pre-piloting 

technique was applied for the questionnaire piloting process to minimise measurement 

error and increase self-report data quality. Overall, the chosen study design led to collecting 

rich and varied findings, analysed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 : FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the study’s findings grouped under the four research sub-questions 

(RSQ), integrating the analysis results of the documents, the interviews, and the 

questionnaire. The aim is to provide coherence, triangulation, and organisation to the 

study’s findings. The chapter ends with an overview. It is worth noting that when referring 

to individual respondents, the collective pronoun “they” was used to preserve their 

anonymity. Direct quotations are italicised, and stand-alone quotations not included in my 

narratives are numbered for easier identification.  

4.1 RSQ #1: What are the current procedures and practices of the national external 

evaluation process in private schools? 

In what follows, the findings answering research question one are presented that centre on 

the national external evaluation's current procedures and practices. The findings indicated 

that there are two stages in the process that include evaluators visiting the school. The 

following discusses the before, during and after aspects of these visits and also the various 

forms of accountability embedded in the current procedures and practices. 

4.1.1 Two Stages’ Procedures and Practices 

4.1.1.1 Before the Visit 

There were two key findings regarding stage 1 of the QNSA procedure. First, the 

documents and the interviews’ findings demonstrated that the QNSA procedures and 

practices before stage 1 visits are simpler than those applied before Stage 2 visits. This idea 

was expressed by one of the evaluators who stated, 

1. The school [during stage 1] should carry out a simple study about itself, not 

the same as the self-study that is carried out in the accreditation process 



 

152 
 

[stage2] but a small one in which the data on the school is included, and 

the school answers some questions included in stage 1 manual. 

 

The idea that stage 1 is simple was supported by the questionnaire findings, in which 65% 

of school principals confirmed that the preparation for this stage 1 of the QNSA processes 

is limited to describing in writing the protocols and procedures that are in place in the 

school and gathering documents and data as evidence. The school profiles also supported 

the ease of stage 1 (see Table 4.1) that demonstrated that 65% of schools succeeded in stage 

1 while only 50% succeeded in stage 2, indicating that stage 1 appears to be simpler than 

QNSA’s procedures and practices in stage 2. 

Table 4.1: QNSA stages & number of succeeded schools 

Percentages  

                          

                       QNSA stages 

Percentage of schools 

passed 

Percentage of 

schools that 

failed 

Percentage of 

schools chose not 

applicable status 

Stage 1 65.21% 13.04% 21.73% 

Stage 2 50.00% 19.56% 30.43% 

 

All the interviewed evaluators stressed that stage 1's preparation was not as intensive as 

stage 2, which aligned with the questionnaire’s findings. All school principals who 

experienced QNSA stage 2 indicated spending more than 120 hours preparing for the visit. 

However, as Figure 4.1 illustrates, 42% of the school principals who experienced QNSA 

stage 1 spent more than 120 hours. 
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Figure 4.1: Time spent by schools on preparation for QNSA stage 1& 2 

 

 

After the School Evaluation Department (SED) receives the schools’ stage 1 report, it 

assigns approximately three school evaluators to visit schools. The second finding indicates 

a discrepancy in SED procedures and practice. Documents indicated that the SED sends 

the evaluation team’s names to schools before the visit to avoid any conflict of interest. 

The documents stated that schools have the right to ask for team member/s replacement if 

there is a credible reason. However, there is a discrepancy in the written SED policy and 

what occurs in practice. For example, one of the evaluators pointed this out, stating,  

 

2. They [the schools] only know the name of the evaluation team leader not 

the names of the evaluation team [members] so if they have reservations 

about the leader as for example, if I visited them before and they did not 

obtain accreditation, they may get sensitive and they have the right to refuse 

[this particular team leader]. 

 

This inconsistency between what is written and what is practised is just one example that 

is specially related to stage 1. Evaluators’ expressed in the interviews that there were 

implementation flaws in stages one and two of QNSA practice (see later section 4.4.3.2). 
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In stage 2, evaluators perform several additional procedures and practices. The team leader 

of stage 2, with two team members, pays an initial visit to the school. One of the evaluators 

clarified the aim of this initial visit saying:  

3. In the initial visit the evaluation procedures are explained in general and 

[the evaluators clarify] that everyone [in the school] will be interviewed 

and all classrooms will be visited with the possibility of visiting them once 

or twice according to the goal so that the school faculty will be aware of 

that.  

 
 

The evaluators return to the SED to prepare their list of lesson observations and the 

questions they will ask the school stakeholders during the visit, and then they will be ready 

to visit the school to perform stage 2.  

4.1.1.2 During the Visits 

The evaluators conducted visits in stages one and two, although there can be some 

inconsistency in how these visits were conducted. The findings highlighted that during 

stages 1 and 2 visits, the evaluators conduct interviews with the stakeholders, review 

schools’ evidence, take a school tour to almost all the facilities, and observe lessons. Their 

main aim is to verify the school’s self-study reports with the school practices’ reality. Two 

of the interviewees highlighted that during stage 1 visit, some procedures might be 

cancelled. One of them said:  

4. It is unnecessary to meet the teachers but only meet the head of departments 

or the school leadership [team] and parents. Sometimes if we had enough 

data from the documents, we might cancel one of the interviews. 

 
 

At the end of the stage 1 visit, the evaluators stated that the evaluation team provides the 

school leadership team with feedback that includes a summary of their findings with related 

evidence and the school’s recommendations to improve and develop its performance.  
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In stage 2, evaluators will not wait until the last day of the visit to provide oral feedback. 

They provide it starting from the third day of the visit. One evaluator explained that the 

aim is for the team to be objective, emphasising that:  

5. We start [providing the feedback] mostly from the third day in order to be 

objective, and the school accepts our feedback because if we start from the 

second day, the school can say it's too early for feedback, but after the third 

day a lot of procedures will be already performed such as the classroom 

observations and a number of interviews and the examination of the 

[school] documents were completed and then we sit with the school 

administration and clarify things in general. 

 
 

Nevertheless, if there is an issue with students’ safety and security that will mostly appear 

during the school tour on the first or second day of the visit, five evaluators stated that they 

provide feedback to the school on the spot and will not wait until the third day of the visit. 

To this, one evaluator added: 

6. Security and safety [of students], for example, from the first day we provide 

feedback. So, if we [the QNSA team] were in the school tour and we noticed 

an uncovered electrical wire, for example, or something that was 

dangerous, we cannot wait and we need to inform them [the school] 

immediately because it is a priority. 

 
 

The questionnaire's findings supported these results, wherein applied procedures and 

practices were confirmed by more than 91% of the school principals (see Table 4.2). 

Table 4.2: QNSA’s procedures during the visits 

Q: Which of the following procedures and practices have you encountered when 

you experienced the QNSA visit? (you can choose more than one choice). 

Responses 

1. Meetings with the evaluation team during the QNSA visit 100.00%  

2. The examination of your schools' documents by the QNSA team during the school's 

visit 

91.67%  

3. Lesson observation visits done by the QNSA team members during the visit 100.00%  

4. Tours in the school done by the QNSA team 91.67%  

5. Receiving feedback from the QNSA team during the visit. 91.67%  

6. Receiving feedback from the QNSA team at the end of the visit 100.00%  
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4.1.1.3 After the Visits 

At the end of the two stages’ visits, findings indicated that the QNSA teams return to the 

SED to discuss the schools’ strengths and weaknesses. They complete the scoring rubric 

that determines if the school will pass the stage or it will need to redo it again based on the 

criteria shown in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3: Schools’ results in QNSA based on the achieved scores 

Stage 1 Stage 2 

School's Achieved Score  Schools' Result Schools' Achieved Score School's Result 

=< 2.5 Pass 2.5-3 5 years of accreditation 

2.0-2.49 3 years of accreditation 

>2.5 Fail >2.0 Denial of accreditation 

 

In the Mandatory Evaluation Manual of stage 1, there would be action taken against any 

school that did not pass the evaluation stage after several attempts. Nevertheless, the type 

of action or its consequence was not specified, and the findings from the interviews showed 

that the SED still needs to devise such type of action. The only applied procedure is giving 

schools a one-year chance to re-do stage 1.  

The evaluators then complete a written report that includes the school areas of strength and 

weakness, focusing on the teaching and learning quality and submits it to the SED. 

However, again in stage 1, reporting the visit’s outcomes is a simple task compared to stage 

2, as noted by all the interviewees. The evaluators in stage 1 submit one report that includes 

the school areas of strength and weakness and some school’s information without 

additional details. Then, schools should work on improving the weak areas stated in the 

report’s recommendations. To this one interviewee highlighted: 
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7. The school must prepare a procedural plan to be ready for the full 

accreditation visit [stage 2] if it passed the first evaluation stage. Then, the 

school will be required to prepare a self-study process as a requirement in 

order to be ready for the second stage. If the first stage is not passed by the 

school, a period of one-year chance will be given until the re-evaluation 

(stage 1) visit takes place again. 

 

In stage 2, the evaluators write two different reports. The first report is a written summary 

in Arabic, including primary school information stressing the weak and strong points with 

the accreditation decision. This report is sent to the concerned departments in the MEHE 

as notification about the visit’s outcomes. The second report is a detailed report sent to 

schools and is written in English or Arabic according to the language of instruction of the 

evaluated school. This report includes all the specific procedures and practices that the 

QNSA team performed during the visit with the school's weaknesses and strengths. The 

questionnaire's findings reflected the same information as 92% of the school principals 

who experienced stage 2 and 68% of school principals who experienced stage 1 stated they 

received detailed reports after the visit. More importantly, 88% of all school principals 

believed that the written QNSA reports helped identify areas for improvement. However, 

the evaluators highlighted that all the QNSA reports for both stages are not published on 

the Ministry’s website and are only sent to the concerned parties, detailed in section 4.2.2.1. 

The next step after the school receives the QNSA report, as highlighted from the findings, 

is for the school to develop an action plan included all the points of recommendations made 

by the visiting team, said one evaluator. In turn, as another interviewee said: 

8. There are schools that are keen to work on some of the points that we 

recommended so that to make some improvement. So, we are keen to provide 

feedback in a clear and full way, specifically to schools that have not passed 

[QNSA]. 
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These interviews’ findings aligned with the questionnaire’s findings, in which 91% of 

the school principals strongly agreed/agreed that they had acted on the feedback 

received from the recent QNSA team members. The following step after that, as 

mentioned in the QNSA Handbook, is that: Schools must yearly commit to: 

9. • Carrying out continuous improvement of operations as required.  

• Conduct internal quality assurance processes to make sure that school goals, 

optimal school programs, and support services targeting all students are 

being met (p.20). 
 

Another interviewee highlighted that schools that failed to obtain QNSA are visited 

frequently more than succeeded ones saying: We visit schools after only six months of the 

visit of the previous accreditation, which the school did not succeed. The aim was to 

complete the process in six months out of pressure out of the owners you know trying to 

recruit students and so forth, as another evaluator stressed.  

To summarise, QNSA stage 1 and 2 are found to be similar in their procedures and 

practices. The differences were found in the evaluators’ investigation's depth throughout 

the process and the frequent visits to failed schools than succeeded ones. Although stage 1 

is less overwhelming to schools and evaluators than stage 2, it has a significant role in 

preparing schools for stage 2 (the full accreditation). The schools work on the teams’ 

recommendations and develop a plan including the teams’ recommendation to help their 

improvement process. One of the practices embedded in the QNSA two stages is holding 

schools accountable. Various types of accountability were evident in the QNSA two stages, 

which are discussed below.  
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4.1.1.4 School Accountability   

The findings from the documents, the interviews, and the questionnaire highlighted that 

within the practices of the QNSA two stages, schools are held accountable for their work 

through different accountability types. In the QNSA Handbook, it was stated that: The 

objective of the school accreditation system [QNSA] is realising quality school and 

accountability through the visits of accreditation experts of the Qatar National School 

Accreditation (p.42). According to one evaluator, the logic behind holding schools 

accountable is that we [QNSA] always tell the schools the Ministry gives you autonomy, 

but there's a level of accountability. The findings highlighted that accountability in the 

QNSA system is sought through performance, regulatory accountability, and the voucher 

system. 

Performance Accountability 

As previously mentioned, see section 2.1.1.2, performance accountability centres on 

students’ performance and results. Findings from the documents and interviews 

demonstrated that students’ outcomes are essential inputs for QNSA to assess school 

performance. For example, the QNSA Handbook stated that: 

10. The main criteria for evaluating the performance of schools consider (1) the 

effectiveness of the intended learning outcomes/results to be achieved 

according to the school stage for all students. (2) Assessing student programs 

and their impact on student learning relative to the development of the learning 

results at a specific school site (p.12). 

 

The interviewees mentioned that students’ results are a prominent aspect to assess school 

performance. This was noticeably clear when I asked the interviewees: What are the most 

important standards that are considered the driving force behind the issuance of judgments 
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on schools' quality of education? All of them responded: The quality of teaching and 

students’ results. To illustrate, one interviewee stressed that: 

11. These [teaching and students’ results] are the biggest and the most weighted 

standards when judging [school performance] because of their great 

attachment to the student who is the main focus of the evaluation process.  

 

To clarify the mechanism of using students’ results as an input in QNSA to evaluate school 

performance, one of the interviewees said before the visits there are correspondence 

between the team leader and the school to fulfill some of the demands such as [asking to 

acquire] the results of the students to [scrutinise them before the visit]. Another 

interviewee added that QNSA depends on several kinds of students’ assessment, saying: 

12. External international assessments are essential, there are schools that their 

curricula or systems do not apply to external assessments. In our 

[QNSA]system, schools must conduct these kinds of assessments in a manner 

that is credible for their outcomes and the performance of the students because 

the internal students’ results are not credible unless the correction [of test 

papers] is external so as to provide us with comprehensive, objective, and clear 

vision. So, we try to see if the school procedures include any online tests so that 

we can cover this part …We often tell the school that it should try to find a 

standardised test that is close to its curriculum so that it can measure the actual 

performance of students…. If the outcomes of students are weak and there is no 

improvement over the years, because the criterion of judgement is if the school 

does an analysis of 3 or at least 2 years, so the school performance is weak. 

 

Hence, students’ results form input in the evaluators’ judgements on school quality. The 

QNSA system emphasises the importance of applying international standardised tests to 

ensure the students’ results credibility.  

Regulatory Accountability 

Regulatory accountability requires that schools meet a set of predetermined external 

criteria and regulations. Regulatory accountability was evident from the documents, the 
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interviews, and the questionnaire that highlighted that QNSA set quality criteria the schools 

need to comply with to pass QNSA. For example, the Mandatory Evaluation Manual 

stressed that schools need to comply with specific regulations to be eligible for applying 

for stage 2 (full accreditation), clarifying that: 

13. To start with the accreditation process [stage 2], it is of high importance for 

a school to finish the Evaluation Stage (stage 1), which mainly aims at 

ensuring that a school has achieved the basic educational prerequisites 

before applying for school accreditation. Realising the importance of this 

stage, precise regulations and criteria have been developed, upon which 

almost all private schools in Qatar will be evaluated on a systematic and 

unified basis. This will create better opportunities for identifying strengths 

and areas of improvement in schools, before a school embarks on the self-

study process resulting in school accreditation (stage 2) (p.1). 

 

Additional findings from the documents specified the regulations’ criteria. For example, the 

QNSA Handbook highlighted that: 

14. The main criteria for evaluating performance of schools are the school's 

commitment to high standards and regulations related to its activities (such 

as health systems, infrastructure, resources, accounting standards, and 

others) (p.8). 

 

As the above quote indicates, regulatory accountability is evident when there is a set of 

regulations and standards that schools are held accountable for, and the degree to which 

they achieve these standards plays a significant role in the accreditation decision. 

Two evaluators confirmed that the MEHE imposed additional regulations over private 

schools, saying, 

15. Now certain ministry mandates have changed. In terms of the emphasis of 

Arabic culture and in Arabic language. And those are things that we will go 

back to emphasise further in the modified standards and indicators as it will 

become an indicator [in QNSA quality standards]. So, there are certain things 
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that will [be forced] because the ministry has mandated it. New aspects. So, 

we will have to adapt to our modified standards and indicators. 
 

 

16. If the school does not apply the teaching of the Arabic language, or they say 

that the Arabic language is optional and the parents have not chosen it, it is 

obligatory from the Ministry, and it’s not up to schools to apply it or not. We 

have a handbook in which binding laws for schools are required. All schools 

have to teach the Arabic language even community schools and, in our rubric, 

we have an indicator that measures this point so we inform schools that 

teaching Arabic students are required separately and does not integrate their 

teaching with the Arabic as a second language. So, we made them understand 

that and hold them accountable for that in the rubric. If they hire teachers 

from abroad, they require the approval of the Ministry of Labor, but local 

contracts need to be approved by the Ministry of Education and this made 

schools confused when complying with these mandates. 

 

Again, the regulatory role of the QNSA is evident in as far as the requirement that the 

Arabic language must be taught in schools is concerned. The evaluators’ responses show 

that schools use the particular approach of not integrating the teaching of Arabic as a 

second language and attempt to bend the regulation. Also, the approval requirements for 

teachers hired locally and from abroad confuse schools when complying with these 

imposed mandates.   

Regulatory accountability is also evident in other government requirements for these 

schools. The questionnaire qualitative analysis’s findings triangulated the interviews and 

the documents’ findings. School principals confirmed that they were scrutinised in aspects 

related to staff qualifications, salary scale, and school buildings and capacity. One school 

principal said: 

17. We have clear salary scales in place. All teaching staff, regardless of whether 

they are local hire or overseas hire, are paid the same and have the same 

expectations, including teaching load. The QNSA recommendation that the 

Arabic department required extra staff because of workload did not go down 

well with our overseas teaching staff. 
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What is shown in this sub-section is that QNSA evaluates the level of school compliance 

with several MEHE’s mandates. These include compliance with QNSA quality standards, 

building specifications, staff qualifications, and staff salary scale. However, there seems to 

be dissatisfaction from evaluators and school principals on the school compliance 

procedures.  

The Voucher System 

According to the findings, the respondents considered the voucher system as a form of 

accountability that pressured schools to improve. The evaluators said that it created 

competitions between schools to achieve quality in their offered education to attract Qatari 

students to enrol them which helps to provide more resources for schools and provide a 

larger budget for schools, as one evaluator explained. An interviewee supported this view 

by stating:  

18. There is pressure from the owners of schools and schools’ administration on 

the school staff to obtain accreditation to be eligible for the system of 

vouchers, which provides financial support to school administrations. 

 

The interviewees highlighted that parents did not force this pressure as designed by the 

voucher system's competitive aspect. Rather school owners also pressured schools to 

comply with the QNSA recommendations to obtain the accreditation status to receive the 

vouchers’ money.  

However, it seems that this pressure created drawbacks that impacted QNSA. According 

to an interviewee,  
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19. The negative aspect of that [the voucher system] is that schools are being 

pressured instead of taking their time to self-study. Now they're trying to 

complete the process in six months out of pressure out of the owners you know 

trying to recruit students and so forth where the voucher (…). So, it is very 

voucher attached…. But it does help improve schools. It does. I think it is but, 

in some ways, it is. 

 

This pressure increased as it led to firing the school staff if they failed to obtain QNSA and, 

in turn, lose the vouchers. To illustrate, one interviewee highlighted that during one QNSA 

visit, the school principals said that the school owner told him if he did not receive 

accreditation and the vouchers this year the administrative team will be fired and replaced 

by another team. Hence, another evaluator said, this resulted in a high-pressure 

environment where the focus became on fulfilling QNSA recommendations even if schools 

were not convinced to comply. However, another interviewee stressed that this led school 

staff to satisfy the owner and work quickly to enable the school to get the vouchers, so the 

goal became receiving the vouchers more than improving the school.  These evaluators’ 

perspectives aligned with 80% of school principals who strongly agreed/agreed that school 

owners pressured them to receive QNSA positive outcomes (see later Table 4.17). These 

comments indicate that the accountability afforded by the voucher system does not 

complement the QNSA system. Rather, it works to undermine the thoroughness of QNSA 

and places those involved under unnecessary pressure.  

An opposite perspective was provided by one evaluator who argued that the voucher 

system complements the SED process. The evaluator stated,  

20. Schools that are accredited I think that is the best indicator in the Ministry for 

making decisions related to vouchers because I think we are [QNSA system] the 

most thorough intensive process that really can gauge quality for private schools 

in Qatar. 

  



 

165 
 

In summary, there are two stages involved in the national external evaluation process that 

include a variety of procedure and visits to the schools by evaluators. Findings indicated 

that QNSA holds schools accountable for their work with three different methods. The 

students’ results (performance accountability) formed input in QNSA to judge school 

performance. Then, during QNSA two stages, there are specific regulations the schools 

need to comply with (regulatory accountability) and criteria they need to meet to be 

considered as of good quality. Also, the outcomes of QNSA are linked to the voucher 

system, which holds schools accountable in front of parents and school owners who 

represented a high-pressure element on schools to receive positive QNSA outcomes.   

4.2 RSQ #2: How do the evaluators and the school principals perceive and experience 

the national external evaluation process? 

Research question two centres on the perceptions and experiences of the two key actors 

involved in the national external evaluation process, the principals and evaluators. In what 

follows, the findings are presented based on the positive and negative perceptions of the 

process according to the evaluators’ and school principals’ experiences. Also, the 

respondents’ perceptions of QNSA facilitating factors and legitimacy are presented.  

4.2.1 Respondents’ Positive Perceptions of QNSA 

4.2.1.1 QNSA as an Improvement Tool 

The evaluators and school principals considered QNSA as a tool that improved schools. 

Although they experience the process from different perspectives, both thought that the 

process was useful. 
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Evaluators perceptions. Overall, the evaluators considered the QNSA process as a method 

of gauging quality in education. However, there are mixed feelings regarding the 

effectiveness of QNSA as an improvement tool for all schools. This mixed view is 

expressed by the two evaluators who stated,  

21. Frankly, lots of schools have improved there is awareness about the concept 

of quality. Schools have begun to understand that the school is built in the 

sense of serving the student, that teaching should be good and in order to 

judge that it is of good quality, it should result in good [students’] outcomes. 

So, there are schools that understood and there seemed to be improvement. 

 

22. We have seen multitudes of schools over the years improve. We have seen the 

accreditation process being very successful with schools and how it has 

changed and turnaround schools. But we have seen schools that they have not 

really elevated their performance or enhance their performance in any way 

over the years as well.  

 

Principals Perceptions. Regarding the school principals, it seems that their experiences 

align with the more positive view of QNSA. Three school principals indicated that they 

trust the QNSA system as they used statements like, “It was a very professional 

experience,” “QNSA was very cooperative [process],” and “it was a wonderful learning 

experience.” Also, a fourth school principal echoed the same perspective saying: I was not 

a fan at the start, but having gone through this process, I strongly recommend it for the 

rigour of its process. It was a rigorous but supportive process.  

Additional findings from the survey analysis indicated that more than 72% of the school 

principals had confidence in the QNSA’s tools, procedures, outcomes, and they were 

willing to re-experience it (see below Table 4.4). Those who did not view QNSA as an 

improvement tool may be aligned with the evaluators that had mixed thought about the 

QNSA system's effectiveness. 
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Table 4.4: School principals’ perception of QNSA 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or 

agree on the following? 

 

SD D D Nor A A SA 

1. Written QNSA reports are helpful in 

identifying areas for improvement in the 

school 

2.38% 

 

0.00% 

 

9.52% 

 

61.90% 

 

26.19% 

 

2. The recent QNSA findings broadly 

matched the school’s initial expectations 

4.65% 

 

2.33% 

 

20.93% 

 

65.12% 

 

6.98% 

 

3. The school in the main will act/had 

acted on the feedback received from the 

recent QNSA team members 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

9.30% 

 

65.12% 

 

25.58% 

 

4. Overall, the school was happy with the 

feedback it received 

4.65% 

 

0.00% 

 

16.28% 

 

53.49% 

 

25.58% 

 

5. Overall, the QNSA process is a 

worthwhile exercise 

4.65% 

 

0.00% 

 

11.63% 

 

44.19% 

 

39.53% 

 

6. I have a positive perception of the 

QNSA process 

2.38% 

 

7.14% 

 

9.52% 

 

52.38% 

 

28.57% 

 

7. I am willing to experience/re-experience 

the QNSA process 

2.38% 

 

0.00% 

 

9.52% 

 

59.52% 

 

28.57% 

 

8. The QNSA process leads eventually to 

schools’ improvement 

2.38% 

 

0.00% 

 

7.14% 

 

61.90% 

 

28.57% 

 

 

4.2.1.2 Respondents’ Experienced Relationship 

The evaluators and school principals perceived their relationship as respectful and 

trustworthy. Some negative aspects were highlighted by the evaluators, although these 

were not confirmed by the school principals.  

Respect  

Respect between actors is an essential element for evaluations to lead to the required 

change. Respect was evident in both evaluators and principals’ perceptions of the QNSA 

process. 

Evaluators perceptions. The evaluators clarified that the school principals welcomed them, 

facilitated their work during the visit, and provided the QNSA teams with the resources 

they needed. One interviewee added, “even if the school knew that the teachers were not 

satisfied with the school leadership, I was allowed to meet them, and the school did not 
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hinder the team’s work.” The interviewees also expressed that this relationship is not 

personal but a professional one based on mutual respect. When I asked the evaluators to 

describe their relationship with the schools, one of them said: 

23. A respectful relationship. In my life, I have never been insulted by a school 

principal because I represent the state [of Qatar]. I do not act in my personal 

[capacity]. From the first [moment] I enter the school since I meet the security 

guy to any other person in the school, I treat them with respect, and the 

treatment is similar [towards me]. 

 

The evaluators also considered the school staff as colleagues and co-educators describing 

the relationship as cooperative and supportive. One of the interviewees expressed the 

evaluators’ appreciation towards schools when they accept their feedback and the 

suggestions raised by the team during the visit, emphasising: “We [the evaluators] 

appreciate the cooperation of the [school] administrations with us during the visit.”  

Principals’ perceptions. The questionnaire’s findings aligned with the interviews’ findings 

regarding the respectful relationship between evaluators and school principals. As shown 

in Table 4.5, 93% of the school principals strongly agreed/agreed that they have a 

respectful relationship with the evaluators. Also, more than 67% of the school principals 

indicated that they have a supportive, proactive, appreciative, and cooperative relationship 

with the school evaluators that is clear of any hostility, aggressiveness, or passive attitudes.  

Table 4.5: School principals’ views on their relationship with evaluators 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or agree 

on the following? 

SD D D Nor 

A 

A SA 

1. I had a respectful relationship with the QNSA 

team members during the recent QNSA visit 

0.00% 

 

2.22% 

 

4.44% 

 

40.00% 

 

53.33% 

 

2. The QNSA team members were co-educators 2.22% 

 

8.89% 

 

15.56% 

 

51.11% 

 

22.22% 

 

3. I felt the QNSA team members were 

supportive 

4.44% 

 

0.00% 

 

11.11% 

 

53.33% 

 

31.11% 

 

4. I felt the QNSA team members were 

cooperative 

2.22% 

 

4.44% 

 

6.67% 

 

60.00% 

 

26.67% 
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5. I felt appreciation towards the QNSA team 

members 

2.22% 

 

4.44% 

 

17.78% 

 

44.44% 

 

31.11% 

 

6. I had a proactive relationship with the QNSA 

team members during the recent QNSA visit 

6.67% 

 

8.89% 

 

17.78% 

 

46.67% 

 

20.00% 

 

7. I had a hostile relationship with the QNSA 

team members during the recent QNSA visit. 

66.67% 

 

17.78% 

 

8.89% 

 

2.22% 

 

4.44% 

 

8. I had an aggressive relationship with the 

QNSA team members during the recent QNSA 

visit 

64.44% 

 

28.89% 

 

6.67% 

 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

9. I had a passive relationship with the QNSA 

team members during the recent QNSA visit 

48.89% 

 

28.89% 

 

15.56% 

 

6.67% 

 

0.00% 

 

 

Trust  

Trust is also an essential dimension of school accountability, evaluation and self‐

monitoring, and this has a significant influence on the QNSA process. Trust was evident 

in both evaluators and principals’ perceptions of the QNSA process. 

Evaluators’ perceptions. All the evaluators expressed that they trust the schools’ 

willingness to improve and their good intentions to provide quality education. One 

interviewee added: 

24. There are schools that are realistic and credible and really see clearly all the 

strengths points that we also see them as strength points and they see the weak 

points as we see them. 

 

Another interviewee confirmed that the school principals of quality schools trust the 

evaluators’ efficiency, saying: 

25. Sometimes there are schools that are strong [in their education quality]. So, 

they are confident of their services and staff. They select teachers that are of 

quality to achieve their vision and mission. So, these schools have confidence 

in themselves and so they receive the team in a good way, and they use some 

terms such as “we need your point of view,” “we actually benefited from your 

discussion, benefited from your experiences” and so on. 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The questionnaire’s findings highlighted that trust 

between the evaluators and the school principals is mutual. Table 4.6 illustrates that 88% 
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of the school principals confirmed a trustworthy relationship with the evaluators. 

Additionally, more than 75% of the school principals trusted the QNSA team’s skills, 

knowledge, professionalism, accurate judgment, and efficiency during the visits. Besides, 

five school principals who provided qualitative responses highlighted the same evaluators’ 

qualities. One of them said: “The team was very helpful” saying, “I was very pleased with 

the leadership qualities they brought forth it was very helpful.” Another school principal 

expressed: “The team that came to our school was professional and very focused.” A 

different school principal added: “QNSA [team] was very cooperative and answered all 

questions that I had during the process.” Furthermore, another school principal expressed 

the same point saying, “The team I worked with was a great experience.” These responses 

demonstrate that, generally, the respondents shared a trustworthy relationship.   

Table 4.6: School principals’ perceptions of evaluators’ efficiency 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or agree 

on the following? 

SD D D Nor A A SA 

1. I felt the QNSA team members were 

untrustworthy 

64.44% 

 

24.44% 

 

2.22% 

 

8.89% 

 

0.00% 

 

2. Overall, the recent QNSA team members had 

the required knowledge and skills to 

adequately assess the school 

2.22% 

 

6.67% 

 

15.56% 

 

46.67% 

 

28.89% 

 

3. The recent QNSA team members were 

professional in their approach to school 

evaluation/accreditation 

2.22% 

 

4.44% 

 

2.22% 

 

57.78% 

 

33.33% 

 

4. There were disagreements between the school 

and the recent QNSA team at the oral 

feedback stage 

33.33% 

 

35.56% 

 

13.33% 

 

13.33% 

 

4.44% 

 

5. The recent QNSA team members collected 

sufficient data to properly assess the school 

2.33% 

 

0.00% 

 

6.98% 

 

62.79% 

 

27.91% 

 

6. The feedback received from the recent QNSA 

team members during and/or at the end of the 

visit was useful 

2.33% 

 

2.33% 

 

2.33% 

 

58.14% 

 

34.88% 

 

7. The feedback received from the recent QNSA 

team was realistic given the resources of the 

school 

4.65% 

 

4.65% 

 

9.30% 

 

48.84% 

 

32.56% 

 

8. The recent QNSA team identified additional 

strengths that the school had not identified 

6.98% 

 

25.58% 

 

18.60% 

 

37.21% 

 

11.63% 

 

9. The recent QNSA team identified additional 

weaknesses that the school had not identified 

4.65% 

 

20.93% 

 

13.95% 

 

55.81% 

 

4.65% 
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10. There was some contradiction between the 

verbal communication of the recent QNSA 

team members and the final QNSA report 

32.56% 

 

41.86% 

 

9.30% 

 

11.63% 

 

4.65% 

 

11. The school in the main will act/had acted on 

the feedback received from the recent QNSA 

team members 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

9.30% 

 

65.12% 

 

25.58% 

 

 

Negative Aspects of the Relationship  

Despite the positive aspects of evaluators and school principals’ relationship, some 

evaluators expressed issues related to a few school principals’ cold receptions during 

QNSA visits. However, these issues were not confirmed by school principals. 

Evaluators’ perceptions. Two evaluators felt that they were sometimes unwelcomed at 

some schools because “no one likes to be evaluated,” as one interviewee mentioned. They 

added that some of the evaluators feel superior to schools because they have the authority 

over them, especially that they can deprive them of obtaining the money from the voucher 

system, which created tension in a few visits. One interviewee said that the evaluators 

sometimes feel that the schools’ administration undermine their abilities. Some school 

principals asked the team leader, “who are these people who come to evaluate us!” They 

added that the school principals expressed that “some evaluators were too young to 

evaluate their performance.”  

Three evaluators again highlighted the tensioned relationship in a few visits. One of them 

explained that the schools felt abandoned before applying QNSA, making them want to 

resist QNSA. Had it not been for the vouchers that they would lose interest in the process. 

A different evaluator linked this tension to the school staff’s insecurity feeling as they may 

be fired as a consequence of failing to obtain QNSA. Also, one of the interviewees clarified 

that the evaluators’ fear that the schools may complain against them if they did not obtain 
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the QNSA, which would disqualify them from receiving the voucher system’s money, 

created a tensioned relationship. They added that the schools easily reach the Minister’s 

office to complain who, in turn, forms investigation committees, and “this issue is 

worrisome to the QNSA administration [SED] and the evaluators”, as expressed by one of 

the interviewees. 

School principals’ perceptions. The school principals’ perceptions did not, however, 

correspond with the negative aspects of the relationship highlighted by the evaluators. As 

shown in Table 4.7, 77% of the school principals were of the opinion that the evaluators 

were considerate, and 80% of the school principals contradicted the statements that the 

evaluators were too young to evaluate their performance. Additionally, the school 

principals’ opinion contradicted the evaluators’ perspective regarding the tensioned 

relationships during the visit, in which 91% of the school principals (both obtained and 

denied QNSA) strongly disagreed/disagreed that there was a tensioned relationship with 

the evaluators during the QNSA recent visits.  

Table 4.7: School principals’ perceptions of evaluators’ efficiency & type of relationship 

Q: To what extent do you disagree 

or agree on the following? 

SD D D Nor A A SA 

1. I felt the QNSA team members 

were considerate 

4.44% 

 

2.22% 

 

15.56% 

 

53.33% 

 

24.44% 

 

2. I felt the QNSA team members 

were too young to evaluate my 

performance. 

37.78% 

 

44.44% 

 

8.89% 

 

4.44% 

 

4.44% 

 

3. I felt there was tension with the 

QNSA team members 

53.33% 

24 

28.89% 

13 

6.67% 

3 

11.11% 

5 

0.00% 

0 
 

The findings mentioned above demonstrates that the evaluators and school principals had 

a trustworthy and respectful relationship. However, a few evaluators had mixed views 

about this relationship regarding some school principals’ cold reception during the QNSA 

visits due to their fear of losing the voucher’s money.  
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4.2.1.3 School Principals’ Relationship with the School Evaluation Department 

(SED): School Principals’ Perspectives 

The questionnaire’s findings reflected the positive relationship between the school 

principals and the SED. Table 4.8 below shows that 93% of the school principals strongly 

agreed/agreed that their relationship with the SED is respectful. Also, more than 75% of 

the school principals were of the opinion that this relationship is professional, supportive, 

proactive, and transparent, with no signs of aggressive or hostile attitudes.  

Table 4.8: Relationship between school principals and SED 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or 

agree on the following? 

SD D D Nor 

A 

A SA 

1.I have a respectful relationship with the 

QNSA administration members 

0.00% 

 

2.22% 

 

4.44% 

 

51.11% 

 

42.22% 

 

2.I have a supportive relationship with 

the QNSA administration members 

2.22% 

 

2.22% 

 

8.89% 

 

60.00% 

 

26.67% 

 

3.I have a proactive relationship with the 

QNSA administration members 

6.82% 

 

4.55% 

 

22.73% 

 

43.18% 

 

22.73% 

 

4.I have a flexible relationship with the 

QNSA administration members 

4.44% 

 

6.67% 

 

20.00% 

 

51.11% 

 

17.78% 

 

5.I have a professional relationship with 

the QNSA administration members 

0.00% 

 

2.22% 

 

4.44% 

 

60.00% 

 

33.33% 

 

6.I have a transparent relationship with 

the QNSA administration members 

4.44% 

 

4.44% 

 

15.56% 

 

51.11% 

 

24.44% 

 

7.I have a hostile relationship with the 

QNSA administration members 

66.67% 

 

22.22% 

 

8.89% 

 

2.22% 

 

0.00% 

 

8.I have an aggressive relationship with 

the QNSA administration members 

68.89% 

 

24.44% 

 

6.67% 

 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 
 

4.2.1.4 Evaluators’ Efficiency  

The findings highlighted that evaluators are efficient and skilled to perform their duties 

that led to assess the performance of schools adequately. 

Evaluators’ Perceptions. The interviews’ findings showed that the evaluators have self-

confidence, competence, awareness and knowledge of quality processes, loyalty, and 

integrity, as highlighted by all six interviewees. They expressed acquiring sharp skills when 
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it comes to the capability of evaluating schools. For example, when I asked, “do you feel 

that you have the sufficient skills to implement the QNSA?” Two evaluators said: 

26. I do not want to seem arrogant ((laughter)). But yes, thank God. Because I 

have the experience of 30 years teaching and coordinating and, in the end, I 

found myself falling in love with this profession, albeit there is too much load 

on it, but I love it. 

 

27. Yes, after the long experience with my colleagues, and because I came from 

a supervisory role, I was able to observe classes and evaluate and issue 

judgments and my work as a coordinator and [my] participation in the 

committees as well as benefiting from the experiences of my colleagues and 

[the] friction with schools of different nature enhanced my experience and 

made my work enjoyable even if I choose between my current work [and other 

positions] I will reject whatever the temptations. Since there is no [boring] 

routine in my work, it is considered an adventure also the diversity of teams 

and moving between several teams and gaining experience from several 

backgrounds and cultures helped to enrich my experiences and skills. 

 

Also, the evaluators perceived their colleagues as professionals and expressed their 

confidence in them. One evaluator added that the evaluators have a great experience that 

they learned a lot from them. Another interviewee mentioned that the teams’ encountered 

obstacles during the QNSA visits were overcome by the team members’ professionalism 

and efficiency, emphasising, “This resulted in a successful process because of the 

professionalism of the team.” However, two different interviewees commented on how 

some evaluators, especially the newcomers, ask questions during the interviews with the 

school leadership team at the first meeting of the QNSA visit. They mentioned that the 

questions posed should not highlight school weaknesses as this meeting is an introduction 

to break the ice between both teams.  

School Principals’ Perceptions.  The questionnaire’s findings showed that the school 

principals' perception of the evaluators’ skills and efficiency significantly corresponded 
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with the positive evaluators’ perception of themselves regarding the same values. 91% of 

the school principals strongly agreed/agreed on the evaluators’ professional approach 

during the visits, and 76% also strongly agreed/agreed that the evaluators have the required 

skills and knowledge to assess their schools adequately (see Table 4.7 above).  

To summarise, the above-presented views showed an agreement between evaluators and 

school principals that the evaluators are skilled, knowledgeable, and qualified to do their 

job. The findings highlighted that the respondents have a positive perception of QNSA 

represented in perceiving it as an improvement tool, their trustworthy relationship, and the 

positive relationship between school principals and the SED.  

4.2.2 Respondents’ Criticism of QNSA 

The findings highlighted that the respondents criticised QNSA due to some missing 

procedures considered by them as of great significance. The respondents centred their 

criticism, referring to the QNSA process as overwhelming. Also, the evaluators had 

negative opinions regarding their relationship with the SED and the voucher system.  

4.2.2.1 QNSA Missing Elements  

Lack of Follow-up on Schools that Passed QNSA 

The findings highlighted the lack of follow-up procedures on the performance of schools 

that passed QNSA, which reflected negatively on these schools’ improvement.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. The interview findings highlighted that the SED does not apply 

procedures to follow-up on schools that passed QNSA. Only failed schools are visited 

frequently as a means to support them obtaining QNSA. When I asked the interviewees: 

“Is there anything that the SED/Ministry can do to make your work better?” They said: 
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28. Follow-up on schools after accreditation visits. When we issue accreditation 

reports, it has been proven through experience that most of the schools we visit 

in renewing the accreditation after three years mostly did not do anything in 

the report that was sent [from the SED] or even the recommendations of the 

team that they should develop a procedural plan based on them. Unfortunately, 

we do not have any follow-up visits to schools [after they obtain QNSA] to find 

out their procedures and procedural plans in order to develop their 

mechanisms. 

 

29. You know we're doing all the input. And the input is fine for quality schools. Or 

you can mount but the schools that are stuck and we have seen actually I don't 

have the statistics, but I know that we have a lot of schools that were accredited 

the first time that when they've come around their second time they're not being 

accredited. 

 

Two interviewees linked this lack of follow up visits to the QNSA understaffing that 

prioritised revisitation of failing schools over succeeded ones, one of them said: 

30. Schools are not followed up with after obtaining the accreditation. Although 

this procedure is stated in our policy, this is not happening due to the few 

numbers of evaluators in comparison to the number of international schools 

in Qatar and therefore the priority is given to follow-up on schools that have 

not been accredited not to follow-up with accredited schools. 

 

Another evaluator clarified the negative impact of the lack of follow-up on schools 

that obtained QNSA, saying:  

31. Some schools obtain accreditation for 3 or 5 years and when we return to visit, 

we find the performance standards came down and the reason is because we 

don’t follow-up and also schools feel the period between accreditation and re-

accreditation is very long so they lose the right track or because the school 

administration has changed so they don’t get support. I believe if we visit them 

annually, the performance would have changed. 

 

While another evaluator provided a different perspective, saying: 

32. There are schools from their own self such as school x, which is one of the 

distinguished schools in Qatar, they showed me their follow-up process after 

the former visiting team left the school and they came to our office asking to 

be followed up on their performance. So, this is an example of schools that 

really care. 
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A different school evaluator shed light on the ramifications of such lack of follow-up 

procedures on schools passed QNSA, saying:  

33. when we hear that some schools do not read the report but only Chapter 5, I 

feel sad for the great effort that was made in writing the report and we spent 

the nights over writing it and they do not benefit from it! 
 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The questionnaire’s qualitative findings corresponded 

with the interviews’ findings and confirmed the lack of follow-up visits. One school 

principal mentioned that they still did not receive their evaluation report, although the visit 

has ended for quite some time. Another school principal expressed: “After receiving the 

initial report, there was no follow-up or further instruction.”  

It is apparent from the above findings that the lack of follow-up on schools that passed 

QNSA led to a performance decline of some of these schools. The evaluators’ understaffing 

prioritised the follow-up procedures on schools that did not pass QNSA, which minimised 

the improvement effect of QNSA on successful schools as they did not feel the pressure to 

work on QNSA recommendations to improve their weak areas. 

Lack of Transparency 

The findings highlighted that QNSA lacks transparency in some of its procedures. These 

involved obscuring the scoring rubric weights and stopping the publication process of 

QNSA reports.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. The school evaluators agreed that the relationship between the 

schools and the SED lacks transparency. They raised concern about obscuring the weights 

of the scoring rubric from schools. One of them said: “Why not showing our rubric to 
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schools? Lots of schools asked for that. They asked is it a secret? Where is the problem if 

the rubric is not kept as a secret?” Another evaluator added: 

34. In order for me to evaluate the school objectively I need to provide all 

required tools that support it [the school] in its work and to offer 

transparency and clarity. I am evaluating people but at the same time they 

need to know they are evaluated based on what and to know the whole system 

as well. 

 

Two interviewees highlighted that stopping the publication process of the QNSA reports 

influenced the QNSA transparency negatively in front of parents, saying: 

35. I prefer honesty and transparency. If the school is ashamed of its performance 

and does not want anyone to know, it is the right of people, parents and 

society to know, and if schools are outstanding, they also have the right to 

know so the choice will be available for the people. 

 

36. I am with the publication of reports because the guardian/parent is the most 

important party that invests his/her son and wealth as well as his funds in this 

educational institution to obtain a service commensurate with his/her 

expectations according to the vision and mission of the school. I am with the 

publication of reports in Arabic and English so that the guardian can read 

the reports to find out all the educational practices reached by the visiting 

team and even discuss and hold the management team accountable for the 

areas of improvement. 

 

School principals’ perceptions. Two of the school principals who responded qualitatively 

to the questionnaire also indicated the lack of QNSA transparency. One of them said: 

“There should be one template for the entire process and all schools should have access to 

this and it should be the basis for the process.” 

Therefore, the respondents indicated that QNSA lacks transparency regarding obscuring 

its scoring rubric weights and the lesson observation form. Also, unpublishing QNSA 

reports on the ministry’s website decreased the transparency principle within QNSA.  
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Not Publishing QNSA Reports 

The findings highlighted that the MEHE stopped the publication of QNSA reports on its 

website, which minimised the QNSA transparency principle and negatively reflected 

school accountability.   

Evaluators’ perceptions. As mentioned above, the interviews’ findings showed a need to 

resume the publication process of the QNSA reports on the MEHE’s website. From the 

evaluators’ perspective, it is a valid method to allow the stakeholders to follow-up on the 

schools’ performance and raise the school accountability sense. One of the evaluators 

added: 

37. They’re [the SED] not publishing them [the QNSA reports]. And I think that’s 

something needs to go back. We used to publish. And we always tell the 

schools the Ministry gives you autonomy but there’s a level of accountability 

and I think it’s concerning for me that why aren’t the reports published 

anymore. And they should be. That’s my strong concern because it holds 

schools accountable you say [the school] you’re bringing this type of 

curriculum or that, you’re doing this mission or that mission. Fine do it. The 

Ministry doesn’t tell you how but they’re going to hold you accountable. They 

should hold you accountable for saying especially if you’re getting it out for 

any reason. You know you open a school you become responsible for learning. 

That’s my sources. So, since you stopped publishing the reports!!!! 

 

The evaluators highlighted that the SED stopped the publication of the QNSA reports to 

support schools from embarrassment among its peers, to this one interviewee expressed: 

38. Before, there was a period that the reports were published on the Ministry's 

website. However, with the change of [the SED] management, the [new] 

Director chose to save some schools from embarrassment and to encourage 

the schools to experience the accreditation process and not to be afraid if they 

did not pass the process and encourage them to cooperate with the team while 

performing their duties, and so the reports were blocked from being 

published. 
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However, although stopping QNSA reports publication was justified as a method of 

preserving school from embarrassment in the education community, it still raises concern 

about the QNSA lack of transparency with school stakeholders.  

School principals’ perceptions. The above-mentioned evaluators’ perceptions aligned 

with the school principals’ perceptions regarding the importance of publishing QNSA 

reports. As 69% of the school principals strongly agreed/agreed that publishing the QNSA 

reports motivated their schools to improve their performance, 26% neither disagreed nor 

agreed, and 5% strongly disagreed, which lends importance to the reports’ publication 

process. 

Lack of SED Communication with School Principals: School Principals’ Perceptions  

Despite the positive relationship between the SED and school principals (see earlier section 

4.2.1.3), one element that seems to be missing in this relationship, as expressed by four 

school principals who responded qualitatively to the questionnaire, was the proper 

communication, which did not allow for their proper preparation for QNSA. One of them 

highlighted: “Communications with the [SED] Administration members were minimal.” 

Another school principal said: “As Principal, I received absolutely zero information from 

the QNSA. All information went through the school head office.” Also, a third one 

expressed: “I have had zero direct contact from the QNSA.”  

Lack of Proper QNSA Marketing 

The findings highlighted discrepancies in evaluators and school principals’ point of views 

about the lack of marketing for the QNSA function of improvement.  
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Evaluators’ perceptions. Three evaluators clarified that the QNSA lacks proper 

marketing for its role in the wheel of school development, making the schools resist the 

process. One evaluator said: 

39. Unfortunately, one of the areas that we wish to expand is the marketing of the 

idea of school accreditation. It needs to clarify the role of evaluators and 

School’s Evaluation Department in the process of raising schools’ awareness 

about the evaluation procedures. These procedures are clarified orally prior 

to the visit during the initial visit. However, we noticed that schools still need 

bigger and more awareness of the accreditation procedures to impact 

positively on all stakeholders.  

 

School principals’ perceptions. The questionnaire’s findings did not yield these above-

mentioned evaluators’ points of view as more than 91% of the school principals who 

experienced QNSA confirmed that they know its role, which is improving school 

performance. Besides, 69% of the school principals who did not experience the process 

also confirmed that they are aware of the QNSA role and how it eventually leads to 

improvement. Perhaps the discrepancy can be explained by the minority of 31% whose 

views were not positive.  

Hence, QNSA lacks follow-up procedures on schools that passed QNSA due to 

understaffing. Consequently, the focus was put on visiting failing schools frequently to 

support them obtaining QNSA. Also, QNSA lacks transparency regarding making some of 

its tools and its reports public to concerned parties. Additionally, unpublishing QNSA 

reports minimise parents’ opportunity to follow up on their children’s schools’ progress, 

decreases schools’ sense of accountability, and lowers QNSA transparency. The lack of 

marketing for QNSA purposes and minimal communication between the SED and the 

school principals did not allow for proper preparation for QNSA.  



 

182 
 

4.2.2.2 An Overwhelming QNSA 

The findings showed that evaluators and school principals were overwhelmed by QNSA’s 

lengthy procedures and documentation process.   

Evaluators’ perceptions. The findings showed that the QNSA process is overwhelming to 

the evaluators. One evaluator stressed that the workload is enormous, as the practices are 

too many across the implementation of the QNSA stages. For example, the mechanisms of 

writing the QNSA report need to be changed as it is a very lengthy process, as mentioned 

by all the evaluators. To this, one evaluator expressed: “Ok, why not redo the mechanism 

of writing the report in a way that does not constitute a load on us.” Also, another 

interviewee highlighted the burden that the dates of the consecutive visits put on the 

evaluators’ shoulders, saying: 

40. The procedures are effective, but it is exhausting that the visits are 

consecutive. If there were one- or two-days space between visits, I can read 

a book or an article or meet with colleagues in a discussion session. We 

frankly need this kind of exchange of experiences. But the time available is 

limited. 

 

A different interviewee highlighted that the low quality of the school self-study reports 

made them exert more efforts during the visits highlighting: 

41. I encountered many self-descriptive studies that do not show depth of 

information in which we [the evaluators] have to search again in the school 

instead of matching what is stated in the report and the reality of the school. 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The school principals’ perceptions aligned with the 

evaluators’ perceptions of QNSA as overwhelming, as highlighted by four different school 

principals who responded qualitatively to the questionnaire. Three of them said: 
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42. The QNSA visit was an overwhelming process for any school - particularly 

our school. It was based on unachievable aims in respect of stakeholders and 

the community. Schools have to re-model their organisation in some aspects 

to achieve QNSA success so that they meet the expectations of the 

inspectorate. 

 

43. The sheer effort required by everyone within a school to meet the expectations 

of QNSA is patently ridiculous. Our school was focused on this event - a four-

day visit - for close to a year prior to their arrival. The mountains of paper 

required for the inspection [QNSA] are ludicrous. 

 

44. The other factor that disturbed the team [the school team] at this school was 

way the inspection team [QNSA team] appeared to “audit” the processes of 

the school with the aim of discovering fault. 

 

Hence, although the evaluators and the school principals considered QNSA as a tool that 

gauges school improvement (see earlier section 4.2.1.1), it was considered by some of the 

respondents as overwhelming due to the evaluators’ lengthy procedures, the school 

documentation system, the low-quality self-study reports, and a few evaluators’ attitudes 

of digging for finding faults. 

4.2.2.3 Icy Relationships between Evaluators and the SED: Evaluators’ Perceptions 

The interviews’ findings highlighted that the relationship between the evaluators and the 

SED lacks trust and harmony. Only one evaluator mentioned that the SED administration 

empowered the evaluators to develop the manual of stage 1 through a collective work 

between the evaluators. Simultaneously, all the interviewed evaluators pointed out that they 

had several issues with the SED. They expressed that the SED did not consider their 

suggestions; one of them added: 

45. There is a form that we were asked to fill to propose our suggestions. We 

started to be optimistic and when our opinions did not have a response, next 

year when I was asked to fill the form, I didn’t because, I am sorry, I became 

depressed because frankly we talked too much and nothing has been taking 

into consideration. 
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Some of the evaluators indicated that communication has one direction, which is top-down 

from the SED to the evaluators. This opinion was apparent when one interviewee 

commented on the applied QNSA procedures saying, “this is what we have been told, that 

our role is not to provide suggestions.” They added:  

46. They [the SED] always tell us that the minister is the one who demanded that 

so that we remain silent. They are all like that when they want us to do 

something without saying a word, they tell us that the minister demanded it. 

 

The evaluators added that the SED sometimes assigned visits for schools that did not 

complete two years of operation, saying it is a high authority decision. Also, they were not 

informed about some decisions taken by the SED, such as asking some re-visited schools 

to prepare a follow-up report instead of a self-study report, as one interviewee expressed: 

47. What happened is that the office did not inform the team that the school 

submitted a follow-up report and we were surprised three days before the 

visit. They gave us a follow-up report without explanation, and we believed 

that it is a self-study and kept saying that the self-study is incomplete in its 

sections and information.   

 

The evaluators also added that they did not know some of the work’s next steps, such as 

the procedures after submitting their reports to the SED regarding how the reports are 

handled; two of them illustrated:  

48. We do not know the procedure after that. I think it goes to Mrs x (a secretary) 

to work on the design of the report and then send it to schools. I don’t know. 

The report does not come back to us.   

  

49. I think the report is obviously more thorough. I think it's effective. I think it's 

become more effective because we've become a very evidence based in our 

recommendations, even in our feedback. But sometimes the person on the 

other end really doesn't understand. So, when you say professional 

development needs to blah blah blah. They don't understand what that means. 

It's not our role. There is another department that should take our 
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recommendations and support schools or give clarity to schools. And so again 

it goes back to what happens next. That's hugely missing in the process. 

 

These findings were aligned with the findings from the QNSA Handbook. The Handbook 

does not include any detailed procedures on the follow-up actions on school performance 

after succeeding QNSA, the consequences the schools will face for not submitting their 

self-study report on time, and any procedures concerning handling the QNSA reports. 

Again, the only procedure confirmed by the findings of the interviews and the Mandatory 

Evaluation Manual was the following up on schools that failed QNSA to support them 

succeeding in the process (detailed earlier in sections 4.1.1.3, 4.2.2.1, also later in section 

4.3.1.3).    

The evaluators also distrusted the SED regarding some of the work aspects, as mentioned 

by three interviewees. For example, one interviewee mentioned: 

50. Once, the director [of the SED] held a meeting with us, and I am a person 

who had too much load on my shoulders, they asked us before we discuss 

anything not to speak about financial matters because this is the state’s laws, 

we respect the state’s laws but where is the problem if they just print a piece 

of paper written on it “thank you!” we don’t want material things but sorry 

this piece of paper won’t cost anything. They agreed to do so but [they] didn’t 

even think about it. Nothing happened no paper to say thank you no paper of 

excellence, nothing! 

 

Two interviewees said that some of the SED’s supervisors do not understand the meaning 

of quality assurance, saying: 

51. We have a technical and administrative problem in our office administration, 

quality assurance in our office is present in its Arab unrighteous image, in 

which two officials [out of three] from the office visit us in schools to ask 

about the school status and then go home early because they don’t attend 

lessons or entre the classrooms or anything that enables them to match what 

is happening in schools with what’s written in the evaluators’ forms. The 
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subject of quality assurance is very limited as an understanding and 

application. 

 

52. Personal whims and lack of professionalism and lack of experience for those 

who work and manage the office. The profession of evaluation should not be 

a career for those who are without a profession! 

 

The findings also highlighted that some of the SED supervisors sometimes showed an 

inflexible and strict attitude towards the evaluators, as mentioned by three interviewees. 

One of them said: 

53. I accept the management’s way of thinking which was “work needs are more 

important than the personal circumstances of employees” which was applied 

to the point of total rejection that I travel [to deal with matters of urgency]. 

The issue reached the point that I was going to resign, and the administration 

direction was “work needs are more important than the personal 

circumstances of employees” and I respect that.  

 

Additionally, another interviewee confirmed that the SED assigned the work duties 

regardless of the evaluators’ experience, putting the full workload on the team's 

experienced ones even if they expressed that they were not capable. 

This evidence suggests quite an icy relationship between the evaluators and the SED. It 

confirms that their relationship lacks trust, flexibility, transparency, and professionalism. 

However, it is acknowledged that the views expressed only came from evaluators, and SED 

members were not part of the study. A reflection on this is provided in see section 6.4.  

4.2.2.4 The Voucher System: Evaluators’ Perspectives 

The findings from the interviews highlighted that the evaluators preferred if the voucher 

system was not linked to the outcomes of the QNSA process because the schools and the 
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MEHE became “very vouchers focused,” as expressed by one of them. The evaluators 

clarified that this link led the schools to be materialistic. One of them said:  

54. I do not believe in the idea of linking accreditation to vouchers because the 

schools are looking at the subject from a financial perspective. So, if I, as a 

school, have the vouchers, this will offer me money and I will have an enrolled 

number of students, I think that the vouchers should be given to the guardian 

and he/she has the right to register his/her son according to his/her 

circumstances and according to a specific curriculum, or a specific approach, 

I do not support linking vouchers with obtaining the accreditation.  
 

Another interviewee implied that as a result of desiring for obtaining the vouchers 

without caring for improvement, some schools, as pressure from school owners, 

might present unreal data to receive the voucher’s money, saying: 

55. As Arabs, we have a different perspective than the rest of the world in which 

the [school] owner wants to invest 1000 [Qatari Rials] and receive profits, 

regardless of the school's practices. So, the [school] faculty wants to satisfy 

the owner and work quickly to enable the school to get the vouchers, so the 

goal became receiving the vouchers more than improving the school. So, not 

to link the vouchers to the accreditation would be better because schoolwork 

will be for the purpose of development and improvement. 

 

An additional interviewee had another perspective expressing that the voucher 

system is a means to decrease the quality of education in schools as they lowered 

their admission criteria to accept a bigger number of students, and this added a burden 

on parents’ shoulders, saying: 

56. The weaknesses of the [voucher] system are that it allowed for a category of 

parents to enrol their children in these schools while they are incapable of 

supporting them. They are not able to help them. I mean a father and mother 

whom their education doesn’t allow them to support their children in these 

schools. This has negatively affected the results of these schools. Of course, 

the schools, since they allowed these students to attend them, must provide 

adequate support to students who have the right to receive the support that 

commensurates with their level, but unfortunately schools pay attention to the 

profits so that they cannot increase the number of staff to support students or 
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they employ them at the expense of parents who were paid the fees by the 

government pays a large amount of money to support his son either inside the 

school or by hiring private tutors outside the school. 

 

The evaluators also highlighted that the MEHE concentrated on the outcomes of QNSA to 

decide on granting or preventing the vouchers’ money to schools, not to determine 

succeeded and failed schools to provide them with proper support. Additionally, from the 

evaluators’ perspectives, this link between the vouchers and QNSA made the schools feel 

afraid of the process’s outcome because failing to achieve QNSA resulted in losing a 

financial income.  

Hence, the evaluators considered the voucher system as a tool that decreased the benefits 

gained from the QNSA process more than a motivating element of school improvement. 

However, as shown later in section 4.3.1.6, around 50% of the school principals considered 

it a method that motivated their schools to improve. 

4.2.3 Respondents’ Perceptions of QNSA Facilitating Factors 

4.2.3.1 QNSA Stage 1 

The findings highlighted that both evaluators and school principals considered stage 1 of 

QNSA as an element that facilitated the following QNSA procedures.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. The six interviewees emphasised that QNSA stage 1 is one of the 

most facilitating factors that supported the process implementation. It helped the schools 

acquire knowledge about QNSA quality standards, and it raised their awareness about stage 

2 procedures because it is considered a smaller version of it. To this, one interviewee 

clarified: 
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57. It [stage 1] made us exert less effort because before when we visit schools for 

accreditation [stage 2] and talk about certain things [evaluation aspects], 

these things were very unknown to schools. But when the schools experience 

the evaluation stage [stage 1], previously candidacy stage, that includes the 

same standards for accreditation the school benefited clearly about the 

accreditation process [stage 2]. 

 

Also, as it is a mandatory stage, all schools would be familiar with the QNSA quality 

standards ensuring they have the minimum quality requirements in their systems. 

According to the evaluators, stage 1 prepared schools to execute their self-study process 

and improve based on the QNSA criteria. As “most of the schools that passed or 60% of 

the schools that passed stage 1 were able to obtain the national accreditation [stage 2],” 

as mentioned by one interviewee.  

School principals’ perceptions. Correspondingly, the findings from the questionnaire 

echoed stage 1 as a QNSA facilitating factor, in which 74% of the school principals 

strongly agreed/agreed that experiencing stage 1 before stage 2 motivated their school to 

improve, 24% neither disagreed nor agreed, and 2% disagreed. Moreover, these interview 

findings aligned with the questionnaire findings regarding stage 1 impact on supporting 

schools to pass stage 2. As 41% of school principals who responded to the questionnaire 

confirmed they needed two visits to pass stage 1 in contrast to a less percentage of 33% of 

school principals who confirmed they needed two visits to pass stage 2 (see Table 4.9). 

Therefore, this may indicate the positive impact of stage 1 on preparing schools for passing 

stage 2.  

Table 4.9: Number of needed visits to succeed QNSA 

Visits' number 

                QNSA stage 

One visit to 

pass 

Two visits to 

pass 

Three visits to 

pass 

More than three 

visits to pass 
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Stage 1 50.00% 41.17% 8.82% 0% 

Stage 2 51.85% 33.33% 14.81% 0% 

 

Hence, QNSA stage 1 facilitated the implementation of the process in the sense that it 

deepened the schools’ understanding of the QNSA quality cycle, which decreased the 

exerted efforts by both the evaluators and the school principals during stage 2.  

4.2.3.2 Attitudes of Evaluators and School Principals 

The findings highlighted that the receptive and cooperative school principals’ attitudes and 

the evaluators' supportive attitude played a significant role in the schools’ acceptance of 

QNSA outcomes. 

Evaluators’ perceptions. Three evaluators highlighted that the school principals’ receptive 

attitude made them willing to hear the team’s opinion and acting towards it. The evaluators’ 

supportive attitude shown when presenting the feedback to schools led the school 

principals to accept the teams’ feedback. Two interviewees highlighted that the team 

leaders' flexibility, professionalism, and clear communication with schools contributed to 

the QNSA visit's facilitation. These traits made the school principals feel comfortable 

providing evidence and promoting their confidence in the QNSA process.  

School principals’ perceptions. The school principals agreed on some of the factors 

mentioned above. In details, 86% of the school principals strongly agreed/agreed that 

having a professional team leader during the QNSA visit motivated their school to improve. 

Also, three school principals who provided qualitative responses to the questionnaire 

expressed that they appreciated the team leader’s understanding, enabling a measurable 

level of debate and answering all the questions they had during the visit. One of them said: 
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“I found the team members, particularly the team leader, willing to hear our views and ask 

for clarification.”  

4.2.4 Respondents’ Perception of QNSA Legitimacy 

4.2.4.1 QNSA Validity and Invalidity 

The findings showed that respondents view the QNSA process as containing some 

elements of validity and others of invalidity. The analysed documents highlighted that the 

SED assures the schools that the judgment made on their performance will be compatible 

with their actual practices to provide validity to the process, which was aligned with the 

interviews and the questionnaire’s findings. 

Evaluators’ perceptions of QNSA elements of validity. The interviewees highlighted that 

the evaluators applied several practices to ensure QNSA’s validity. One of the interviewees 

clarified that a vital part of the processes’ validity is 

58. the fact that we [the evaluators] have groups it’s [the work] not 

individualised. And the fact that through our own training and it’s field 

experience and I think I've seen this especially with our veteran evaluators 

because they know it. They know what they should see and their experiences 

with visiting and revisiting. 

 

The use of multiple evaluators is a sound practice that provides validity, and this was 

evident in the guidelines and practices of SED and was noted by the evaluators. When 

I asked one of the evaluators: “How do you judge the quality of teaching?” They 

replied: 

59. Through the process of triangulation of evidence. We judge the compatibility 

of what is taught to students such as plans, procedures and educational 

activities in accordance with the school vision and mission and the students’ 

learning results and compare it over successive periods of time. 
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Besides, according to four evaluators, the quality of the teaching instruction and the 

students’ outcomes are the prominent aspects that guide the evaluators when judging the 

school performance, which lend validity to the final judgment. They mentioned that 

providing daily feedback to the school during the stage 2 visit ensures the credibility of the 

process as it allows a space for discussion between the evaluators and the school leadership 

team. Also, they added that as a means to have the intended outcomes of the QNSA process, 

the team members try their best during the visit to convince the school about the feedback 

they reached, they said: 

60. If the school objected to some points while we are still at the school visit and 

providing the feedback, we try to convince them showing the evidence we 

collected. For example, in one school, the objection was regarding the area 

of activating the technology in proportion to the achievement of the school’s 

vision and mission. The evidence that we showed to the school is that we 

attended 45 lessons and 4 or 5 of them only activated technology while some 

did not although the need for it or [that] the technology activation was limited 

to the presentation of a page of the book on the projector, all this must be 

explained by evidence and argument. 

 

Besides, triangulating the evidence while filling the scoring rubric is another way to 

ensure the validity of the process’s outcomes. Even if mistakes happened, “the 

evaluators try their best to fulfil justice,” as mentioned by one of the evaluators. The 

interviewees added that the SED sends the QNSA supervisors to follow-up on the 

evaluators’ work during the visits to ensure that all the practices are executed smoothly 

and are in line with the QNSA quality standards. Moreover, the rigorous process of 

reviewing the QNSA reports ensures that the judgments are supported by evidence to 

provide credibility of findings, as mentioned by another interviewee.  
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School principals’ perceptions of QNSA elements of validity. The questionnaire's 

findings corresponded with the documents’ findings as well as the findings from the 

interviews (see Table 4.10), as more than 65% of the school principals strongly 

agreed/agreed about several elements that lend validity to QNSA. 

Table 4.10: School principals’ perspectives of the QNSA validity 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or 

agree on the following?  

SD D D Nor 

A 

A SA 

1. I explicitly refer to the scoring rubric of 

the QNSA when deciding on priorities for 

the school. 

2.08% 

 
12.50% 

 
20.83% 

 
43.75% 

 
20.83% 

 

2. Preparation for the QNSA process is 

mainly about putting protocols and 

procedures in writing that are in place in 

the school and gathering documents and 

data. 

2.08% 

 
25.00% 

 
4.17% 

 
50.00% 

 
18.75% 

 

3. I discourage teachers to experiment with 

new teaching methods that do not fit the 

scoring rubric of the QNSA. 

14.58% 

 

58.33% 

 

14.58% 

 

8.33% 

 

4.17% 

 

4. The latest documents/facts and figures we 

sent to the QNSA administration office 

present a more positive picture of the 

quality of our school than how we are 

really doing. 

37.50% 

 

33.33% 

 

4.17% 

 

20.83% 

 

4.17% 

 

 

 

Evaluators’ perceptions of QNSA elements of invalidity. Although some evaluators 

viewed aspects of QNSA as valid, evaluators also saw that it contained elements of 

invalidity. Specifically, three evaluators highlighted these elements. Two explained, 

61. The tools we used when evaluating schools are not valid and affect our 

decision to grant or deny the accreditation to schools such as the rubric which 

is not developed professionally. It uses measures such as “some” and 

“sometimes” and this made our judgments not complete because the 

description written in the measurement of the standards is not so much as it 

expresses how we see the place. [To overcome this] we excluded the pure 

description in the four weights of the rubric and we stick to the indicator itself 

and evaluate based on it. 

 

62. The form of classroom observations is not comprehensive and only provide 

the peels of what is done in the lesson so, I can evaluate an aspect and give it 

a score of 1 and my colleague give it a score of 3. 
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These evaluators centred their criticism on the tools used to assess schools. Although their 

criticism is correct, there is no attempt to change the tools formally, and their "adapting" 

the use of the tools does not resolve validity concerns. 

Also, five evaluators highlighted that the school principals’ fear of the QNSA outcomes, 

represented in depriving them of the vouchers’ money, led some schools to apply “fake 

practices” during the visit. They made deals with students to behave well or ask their 

teachers to implement new teaching strategies to impress the team members. Another 

evaluator added that a few schools manipulated the data presented in their self-study 

reports, saying:  

63. The staff in the school administration are always trying to beautify the picture 

and upgrade the schoolwork because in a lot they have a wrong perspective 

that the visit’s outcome is harmful to them, the school administration may 

support this idea that they need to appear in a good way. 
 

 

The issue of validity is once again addressed. Two evaluators expressed that as a forced 

pressure by the MEHE, the SED inflated scores of some failed schools to enable them to 

obtain the QNSA. This certainly raises the question of the SED’s objectivity and begins to 

raise ethical concerns.  

 

School principals’ perceptions of QNSA elements of invalidity. A few school principals’ 

perspectives aligned with the evaluators’ perspectives on QNSA elements of invalidity. As 

shown earlier in Table 4.10, 25% of school principals strongly agreed/agreed that the latest 

documents/facts and figures they sent to the SED presented a more positive school picture’s 

quality than how they were doing. But confirmation that if it were not for the vouchers, 

some school principals would quit the process was also telling. Simultaneously, the 
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findings from the quantitative analysis of the questionnaire contradicted the evaluators' 

perspectives regarding applying fake practices during QNSA visits. 73% of the school 

principals strongly disagreed/disagreed that they ask their teachers to modify their teaching 

methods to meet the QNSA quality standards, 16% neither disagreed nor agreed, and 12% 

strongly agreed/agreed.   

Hence, the respondents expressed mixed views about the QNSA procedures and practices' 

validity from the findings above. There are some discrepancies, perhaps due to the lack of 

standardisation and the SED’s reliability and ethical concerns about score inflation. The 

weights of the QNSA scoring rubric and lesson observation form were also perceived as 

not well-developed evaluation tools. These findings suggest that the QNSA process's 

validity is questionable and probably in need of more attention. However, Although the 

QNSA validity was questioned, there was a triangulation of findings highlighting the 

accuracy, objectivity, and fairness of QNSA. 

4.2.4.2 The Credibility of QNSA Findings 

The findings from the documents analysed illustrated that the QNSA system urges the 

evaluators to be objective, respect evidence, and commit to transparent and accurate 

judgment, aligned with the interviews and the questionnaire’s findings.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. One evaluator highlighted that the evaluators perform several 

additional procedures to achieve these. 

64. Collect evidence to ensure that the findings that I reached have supported 

evidence. At the end of the visit, specifically one day before the final day, the 

picture became clear to me that I covered all the [QNSA quality] criteria, 

sub-criteria and indicators. I have proof of every judgment I have reached. 

At the end of the fourth day [I will be sure that I] formed a general idea [about 

the school’s overall judgment]. 
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A second evaluator added that the evaluators’ practices during the visits ensure that the 

school receives support based on its circumstances. For example, they clarified that: 

65. During the five days [of the visit], in the first four days, we attend lessons by 

a number of 40 or 60 percent of the number of teachers. The number is not 

stable, but it is according to the school’s situation. Sometimes we have a 

school, for example, at a specific weakness. We need to increase the number 

of lesson observations so that we can be sure of the quality of the teaching 

provided to the students, and sometimes they [the schools] have been visited 

once and have not been accredited so the second visit is so much intensive 

that the team is keen to make sure about the progress achieved in teaching 

[quality]. 

 

A third evaluator added that the team fills the scoring rubric objectively. They said: 

66. We work on the rubric as a team in order to make sure that all the judgments 

are approved by all the members of the team, especially some aspects that are 

measured in more than one standard, such as teaching and students’ 

outcomes. So, it will be a discussion session. Then, based on the school results 

in the rubric, the school is granted or denied accreditation based on the 

percentage obtained. 

 

These evaluators’ comments suggest that they work to provide an objective, well-supported 

and accurate judgement. All three moved beyond the prescribed procedures and practices 

to provide an evidence-based and fair assessment of the school. This additional effort plays 

a role in establishing the credibility of the QNSA findings. 

Also, an additional evaluator highlighted that the evaluators’ experience resulting from 

evaluating many schools provided them with the required skills to perform their duties 

accurately. Besides, the team does not visit schools with presumptions but relies on 

evidence. Another evaluator clarified that their “presence in schools aims to improve, 

support and help not pick mistakes.” 
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However, a different interviewee mentioned that when the team’s oral feedback differed 

from the schools’ expectations, the school principals made the evaluators feel as if “they 

were subjected to injustice.” Another evaluator said when the school fails to obtain QNSA: 

67. They [school principals] begin to say that the team members did not have a 

look at the lesson plans when they attended lessons, or they stayed for 5 

minutes, and of course, all these are false claims. 

 

School principals’ perceptions. It seems that the school principals agreed with the 

evaluators regarding QNSA credibility of findings. As shown in Table 4.11, more than 

75% of the school principals strongly agreed/agreed that the QNSA procedures and 

practices were accurate, objective, and fair to their school.  

Table 4.11: School principals’ satisfaction with QNSA procedures & practices 

Q: To what extent do you disagree 

or agree on the following? 

SD D D Nor 

A 

A SA 

1. The QNSA procedures and practices 

were accurate and objective 

4.44% 

 

4.44% 

 

13.33% 

 

60.00% 

 

17.78% 

 

2. The QNSA procedures and practices 

were fair to your school 

6.67% 

 

6.67% 

 

11.11% 

 

62.22% 

 

13.33% 

 
 

Simultaneously, two school principal who provided qualitative responses to the 

questionnaire and confirmed that their school did not pass QNSA agreed with the 

evaluators’ perceptions regarding the failed schools’ feelings of injustice, saying: 

68. I got the impression that the team had made their decision before they even 

investigated. There was no reference at all to the recommendations of the 

previous QNSA investigation. 

 

69. The staff observations focused on the cover teacher we, unfortunately, had to 

use due to understaffing. The experienced staff was observed once by one of 

the team for no longer than 20 minutes in the middle of the lesson on the last 

day. 
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In summary, the respondents perceived QNSA as a tool for improvement. Simultaneously, 

some respondents perceived it as overwhelming due to its lengthy procedures. Findings 

indicated the respondents' respectful and trustworthy relationships and highlighted that the 

evaluators’ efficiency played a significant role in this relationship. Simultaneously, the 

attitude of a few evaluators was criticised by some school principals during the visit 

describing evaluators as digging for information to find school faults. The QNSA stage 1, 

the respondents’ receptive and cooperative attitudes during the visits, and the SED support 

to schools were highlighted as factors that facilitated the QNSA implementation. However, 

the icy relationship between the evaluators and the SED, the missing procedures in QNSA 

implementation, such as the lack of follow-up on schools that passed QNSA, indicated 

negative perceptions of respondents and negatively impacted schools’ performance. 

Although the QNSA validity was questioned regarding the quality of the scoring rubric and 

the lesson observation form, there was a triangulation of findings highlighting that QNSA 

attempts to provide an accurate, objective, and fair process. 

4.3 RSQ #3: In what ways does the national external evaluation process motivate 

private schools to improve? 

Research question three centres on the factors that motivated schools towards improvement 

in the QNSA context. In what follows, the findings indicate that these factors involved 

internal and external evaluation, QNSA feedback to schools, frequent visits to schools that 

failed QNSA, the attitude of stakeholders during and after visits, and the voucher system’s 

money.  
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4.3.1 School Motivation Factors towards Improvement  

4.3.1.1 Internal and External Evaluations 

The findings highlighted that combining internal and external evaluations in QNSA 

supported school improvement as both incentivised schools in detecting their weaknesses.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. The findings from the interviews highlighted internal and 

external evaluations as factors that triggered school improvement. In detail, the evaluators 

attributed school improvement to the link between the QNSA process and the school’s self-

study process; one evaluator said: 

70. QNSA helps schools self-assess themselves and their ability to achieve their 

vision and mission, which is based on the accreditation criteria because the 

school should prepare a self-study report with the participation of all 

members of the school community to evaluate their practices, especially in 

the last two years and this gives the school a chance to assess and see itself.  

 

Additionally, school improvement was attributed to the internal evaluation process, as one 

evaluator highlighted:  

71. The self-evaluation process with involvement from the [school] community 

finds points that need to be improved. It increases the performance of the 

schools so that the community benefits from the process. Also, the ministry 

will be assured that private schools obtain the minimum quality standards in 

education. 

 

This evaluators’ point of view aligned with the QNSA Handbook and Mandatory 

Evaluation Manual that stated:  

72. Successful management is evident through having a clear vision and 

administrative and educational planning, which is implemented through 

precise internal quality assurance mechanisms and regulations, and 

monitoring work accuracy of staff, and developing effective partnerships with 

almost all of the school's stakeholders (p. 6). 
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73. Schools must show collaboration on development of self-study with 

representatives from all stakeholder groups. This includes governing body, 

administration, teachers, other staff, parents, and students (p. 18). 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The school principals also agreed with evaluators that 

combining internal and external evaluations in QNSA supported them in detecting their 

weaknesses. One of them confirmed this by saying: “it was very helpful to understand 

where we stand in performance.” 

Hence, internal and external evaluations and the link between both in the QNSA context 

incentivised schools to evaluate their work with contribution from school stakeholders and 

help in highlighting schools’ weaknesses and strengths. 

4.3.1.2 QNSA Feedback  

The findings showed that evaluators’ feedback provided to school principals during and 

after the QNSA visits motivated school principals to improve.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. All the six interviewees (the evaluators and supervisor) 

highlighted the feedback they provide to schools during QNSA visits as a significant 

element that led school principals to accept the QNSA outcomes and work on improving 

their schools. One evaluator said: When there is quality feedback, the schools improve 

themselves during and after the visit. Another evaluator added: 

74. The way I deal with the schools is diplomatic and intelligent which for sure 

will facilitate the task. The points of improvement need to be presented 

respectfully as we learned that we should provide the weak points with a sense 

of professionalism and respect so that the school leadership team accepts 

them because in the end we do not have a personal interest we make them 

[school principal] understand that we are here to support them and we are 

here [at schools] for the sake of the student’s [learning].  
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School principals’ perceptions. In agreement with the evaluators’ perceptions, the highest 

factor motivating schools towards improvement was the QNSA teams’ feedback during 

and after visits. This finding was confirmed by 86% of the school principals who strongly 

agreed/agreed that the evaluators’ feedback during the visit motivated their schools to 

improve, while 12% neither disagreed nor agreed, and 2% strongly disagreed. Also, 93% 

of the school principals confirmed that the feedback received from the recent QNSA team 

members during and/or at the end of the visit was useful, while 2% neither disagreed nor 

agreed, and 4% strongly disagreed. 

4.3.1.3 Frequent QNSA Visits  

The findings highlighted that frequent visitation carried out by evaluators to schools that 

failed QNSA motivated and supported school improvement.   

Evaluators’ perceptions. All the evaluators expressed that the frequent QNSA visits to 

failing schools (schools did not succeed QNSA) improved some school aspects, which they 

noticed in most schools they have visited more than once. To this, one evaluator 

ascertained: during our frequent visits to schools, we noticed an improvement in specific 

school areas. The evaluators highlighted the school areas that they noticed their 

improvement across the frequent visits, they said: 

75. During our visits [ to schools] in which the school did not succeed in the 

process of accreditation and then when we return and visit after a year, we 

find that the school has developed a procedural plan included all the points 

of recommendations made by the previous visiting team and we already see 

this improvement with our eyes. 
 

76. The process of accreditation itself and its practice benefit the school in 

relation to the documentation system, even if not in the required depth but it 

became clear to schools that the school needs to evaluate itself and its 
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programs and the schools now have job descriptions for their employees and 

so the process is stimulating schools to improve. 
 

77. I think it [QNSA] really organises a school better. Number one I think it 

provides organisation to school. It aligns them even if they know or don't 

know. It gives them a benchmark of what they should be against international 

standards if you look at the QNSA. So, I think it helps the community [of the 

school] get together it helps for schools to plan. 

 

78. When there is quality feedback the schools improve themselves during the 

visit and especially in regard to the safety and security of students. 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The school principals also agreed that the frequent QNSA 

visits motivated them to improve, in which 84% of them strongly agreed/agreed on this. 

Besides, 100% of school principals who experienced QNSA two or three times strongly 

agreed/agreed that they had acted on the feedback received from the recent QNSA team 

members, which led to improving specific areas. These areas, as shown below in Table 

4.12, are school implementation of long-term improvements, the development of the school 

plans in which the next academic year's goals were outlined, and schools’ self-evaluation. 

Also, three school principals who experienced frequent QNSA visits and provided 

qualitative responses to the questionnaire confirmed that QNSA supported their schools' 

development process. One of them expressed, “it was very helpful to understand where we 

stand in performance.” Another school principal said that the process resulted in forming 

a documentation system in their school that “provided clarity and written evidence of the 

policies and procedures in place.” While the third school principal said: “We definitely 

learn how to take the next steps for improvement.” This indicates that the frequent QNSA 

visits had a positive impact on these schools’ improvement.  
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Table 4.12: School improved areas from school principals’ perspectives 

Q: 4.2 In your opinion, to what extent do 

you disagree or agree that the QNSA 

standards affect the following? 

SD D D Nor A A SA 

1. The implementation of long-term 

improvements 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

83.33% 

 

16.67% 

 

2. The development of the school plan in 

which goals for the next academic year 

are outlined 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

75.00% 

 

25.00% 

 

3. Self-evaluation of the school 0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

0.00% 

 

75.00% 

 

25.00% 

 

 

Analysis of the QNSA Reports. The findings from the analysis of the QNSA Reports of 5 

schools that experienced QNSA frequent visits (three times) and either succeeded or failed 

to obtain QNSA confirmed the findings from the interviews and the questionnaire 

regarding specific improved school areas. The profile of these individual schools, findings 

related to individual school improved areas (areas that moved from being recommendations 

to becoming commendations) across the three QNSA Reports and declined areas (areas that 

were commendations and became recommendations in these schools’ third QNSA Report) 

are presented in Appendix 18. 

Table 4.13 summarises the improved and declined school areas of the five schools across 

their three QNSA Reports grouped under the quality indicators of QNSA standards.  

Table 4.13: Improved & declined school areas from QNSA reports’ analysis grouped under QNSA 

quality indicators 

Schools/Year 

of visits 

QNSA quality indicators 

based on the improved 

school areas after the 2nd 

visit 

QNSA quality indicators 

based on the improved 

school areas after the 3rd 

visit 

QNSA quality 

indicators based 

on the declined 

school areas 

after the 3rd visit 

School’s 

QNSA 

status 

School A 

(2016, 2017, 

2018) 

1. Mission and Vision. 

2. School policies and plans. 

3. Professional development. 

4. Students’ behaviour. 

5. Communication with 

parents. 

6. Parents’ involvement. 

1. School plans. 

2. Work mechanism. 

 

1. School plans 

2. Work 

mechanism 

Failed 
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School B 

(2015-2016-

2017) 

1. Organisation of schoolwork. 

2. Policies, regulations, and 

rules. 

3. Teaching strategies. 

4. Measurement of students’ 

learning. 

1. Students’ behaviour 

2. Students’ participation in 

classroom activities. 

3. Schools’ facilities. 

4. Students’ safety. 

1. Students’ skills 

in English 

language. 

Succeeded 

 in the 

third visit 

School C 

(2016, 2017, 

2018) 

 

1. Stakeholders’ involvement 

in the school.  

2. Students’ behaviour. 

3. Students’ self-motivation. 

4. Communication with 

parents. 

1. Work mechanism. 

 

1. Stakeholders’ 

involvement in 

the school.  

2. Students’ 

behaviour. 

Failed 

School D 

(2016, 2017, 

2018) 

1. Stakeholders’ involvement 

in the school. 

2. Vision and mission. 

3. School environment. 

4. Technology utilization. 

5. Resources activation. 

6. Students’ behaviour. 

7. Supportive facilities. 

8. Students’ safety, and 

security. 

9. Parental participation. 

1. Quality of teaching.  

2. School work organization. 

3. Formative assessment. 

4. Differentiation. 

5. Critical thinking. 

6. Teachers’ time 

management. 

7. Students’ achievement. 

8. Comparing students’ 

results over successive 

periods. 

9. Recruitment policy. 

10. Supporting community 

events. 

1. Technology 

usage. 

2. Safety of 

students. 

 

Succeeded 

 in the 

third visit 

School E 

(2013, 2016, 

2018) 

1. Benefiting from the QNSA 

previous recommendations. 

2. Clear and well 

communicated policies. 

3. Improvement in IGCSE 

results. 

4. Tracking system for 

students’ progress. 

 

1. Vision and mission 

achievement 

2. Clear plans. 

3. Effective monitoring and 

following up system 

4. Educational plan.  

5. Teaching strategies and 

quality meeting students’ 

needs 

6. Promoting higher order 

thinking skills. 

7. Using students’ results in 

decision making. 

8. Comparing students’ 

results. 

9. Supporting SEN students. 

10. Parents’ following up on 

students’ academic 

achievement. 

11. Taking parents’ 

suggestion into 

consideration. 

12. Communication between 

school staff and the 

Community institutions. 

0 Succeeded 

 in the 

third visit 
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This grouping reflects a broader image of the schools’ improved and declined areas in light 

to the QNSA quality standards. As the above table illustrates, schools that failed did little 

to address and improve upon the QNSA quality indicators. Successful schools addressed 

numerous dimensions of the QNSA quality indicators. 

Table 4.14 shows the specific areas improved in more than one of the five schools whose 

reports were analysed.  It also shows that the declined school areas occurred in individual 

schools after the third visit and did not decline as a trend. Hence, Table 4.14 sheds light on 

the school areas that QNSA frequent visits mostly improved in these five schools.  

Table 4.14: Occurrences of improved and declined school areas across the five schools’ three reports 

Improved school areas after 2nd & 

3rd visit 

The occurrence Declined school areas 

after 3rd visit 

The occurrence 

1. Students’ behaviour. Four schools 

 (A, B, C, D) 

1. School plans.  One school  

(A) 

2. Parental participation in school 

life. 

Four schools  

(A, C, D, E) 

2. Students’ skills in 

English language. 

One school 

(B) 

3. School vision and mission.  Three schools 

(A, D, E) 

3. Stakeholders’ 

involvement. 

One school 

(C) 

4. School policies, regulations, and 

rules.  

Three schools 

(A, B, E) 

4. Technology usage. One school 

(D) 

5. Quality of teaching. Three schools 

(B, D, E) 

5. Safety of students. One school 

(D) 

6. Schools’ facilities. Two schools 

(B, D) 

6. Work mechanism. One school  

(A) 

7. Organisation of schoolwork Two schools 

(B, D) 

7. Students’ behaviour. One school 

(A) 

8. Schools’ facilities. Two schools 

(B, D) 

- - 

9. Students’ achievement. Two schools 

(D, E) 

- - 

10. Comparing students’ results over 

successive periods. 

Two schools 

(D, E) 

- - 

11. Students’ safety and security. Two schools  

(B, D) 

- - 

 

From the above table, it can be seen that three out of the five schools eventually succeeded 

in obtaining QNSA on the third visit. Despite this, the frequent QNSA visits across three 
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consecutive years (one visit yearly) in four out of the five schools improved specific areas 

in their performance across the visits. These improved areas were detected in more than 

one school concerning students’ behaviour, parental participation, vision and mission, 

school policies, regulations, rules, teaching quality, facilities, schoolwork organisation, 

students’ achievement, and students’ safety and security. In contrast, school performance 

was declined in other areas, such as school plans, students’ English language skills, 

stakeholders’ involvement, technology usage, students' safety, and work mechanism. This 

decline occurred in individual schools and did not happen as a trend. This raises a concern 

regarding the sustainability of school improvement in the QNSA context.  

4.3.1.4 QNSA Stakeholders’ Attitudes 

The findings highlighted that the attitudes of the evaluators, the school owners, the school 

principals, and the cooperation between evaluated and unevaluated school principals 

stimulated school improvement in the context of QNSA. 

Evaluators’ perceptions. One of the interviewees highlighted that the school leadership 

team was more receptive to the QNSA outcomes when the evaluators, especially the team 

leaders, dealt with tact. Also, another two evaluators stressed that: 

79. The school administration's direction and the owner of the school have a 

great role in motivating the [school] improvement. You find owners of schools 

who have wonderful thoughts, and this reflected on the improvement and 

development of education.  
 

80. The cooperation between schools that have gained accreditation and schools 

that have not experienced it is one of the biggest drivers of improvement. 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The questionnaire’s findings corresponded with the 

findings mentioned above as more than 79% of the school principals strongly 
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agreed/agreed that having a professional team leader, the attitude of school owners towards 

QNSA, and cooperation between schools stimulated school improvement (see Table 4.15). 

Table 4.15: Attitudes as school principals’ motivating factors 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or 

agree on the following? 

SD D D Nor A A SA 

1. Cooperation between schools in any 

aspect that relates to the QNSA process 

0.00% 

 

6.98% 

 

13.95% 

 

65.12% 

 

13.95% 

 

2. Having a professional team leader 

during the QNSA visit 

0.00% 

 

2.33% 

 

11.63% 

 

65.12% 

 

20.93% 

 

3. The attitude of the school owner 

towards the QNSA process 

0.00% 

 

6.98% 

 

6.98% 

 

65.12% 

 

20.93% 

 

 

4.3.1.5 The Voucher System 

Evaluators’ perceptions. The findings from the interviews showed that the voucher system 

contributed to school motivation towards improvement. One of the interviewees expressed 

that the voucher system is a method to reward quality schools for their achievements, 

saying: “I think quality schools should be rewarded and Qatari children should have those 

opportunities as everyone else to go to quality schools.” The evaluators also expressed that 

the system created a competitive environment among schools towards improvement. 

Another interviewee agreed and added: 

81. A large group of schools was one of the best motives for them to get the 

accreditation is to get the vouchers specially the ones that have a large 

proportion of Qataris it was a kind of stimulus! 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The school principals’ perceptions aligned with the 

evaluators’ perceptions, in which the school principals confirmed that the voucher system 

is a factor that motivated their schools towards improvement. As shown below in Table 

4.16, the bigger percentage of the school principals (43%) were of the opinion that the 

money from the voucher system motivated them to improve, in contrast to 31% of them 
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strongly disagreed/agreed. Also, 48% of the school principals considered the system’s 

money prevention as a motivation to keep quality in their systems. In comparison, 24% 

strongly disagreed/disagreed that preventing them from the voucher’s money demotivated 

them towards improvement.  

Table 4.16: The voucher system as school principals’ motivating factor 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or 

agree that the following elements 

motivate your school to improve during 

the QNSA process? 

SD D D Nor A A SA 

1. Rewards such as the money from the 

voucher system 

4.76% 

 

26.19% 

 

26.19% 

 

26.19% 

 

16.67% 

 

2. Sanctions such as deprivation from the 

voucher system’s money, etc. 

7.14% 

 

16.67% 

 

28.57% 

 

30.95% 

 

16.67% 

 

 

In summary, the findings indicated that combining internal and external evaluations and 

the practices within self-evaluations triggered schools’ improvement. During the visit, the 

evaluators’ feedback was the highest factor that stimulated schools to improve. The QNSA 

stakeholders’ attitudes towards QNSA and the voucher systems are motivational factors in 

the QNSA context towards school improvement. Also, improvement in specific school 

areas was triangulated from the findings and conditioned to the QNSA frequent visits to 

schools.  

4.4 RSQ #4: What modifications are needed to improve the external evaluation 

system? 

Research question four centres on the faced challenges by the two key actors involved in 

the national external evaluation process, the evaluators and school principals. This 

contributes to revealing modifications needed in QNSA. In what follows, the findings are 
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presented based on the respondents’ feelings of pressure, the flaw that occurred during the 

QNSA implementation, and the lack of stakeholders’ awareness of QNSA functions. 

4.4.1 Respondents’ Pressure 

The findings highlighted that some elements of QNSA procedures and lack of policies 

pressured evaluators while school principals were pressured by school owners to receive 

positive QNSA outcomes. These elements that pressured both actors resulted in unintended 

outcomes of QNSA. 

Evaluators’ perceptions. The interviews findings showed several elements that pressured 

the evaluators during the QNSA implementation, as mentioned by four interviewees. First, 

one interviewee expressed: “Time is limited, and I have a lot of tasks.” Another interviewee 

echoed the same point of view, adding: 

82. We have been so focused I think there is been a drive to visit as many schools 

as possible toward accreditation over the last few years that we haven't really 

had a time to pause. Again, we are so busy with the hustle and bustle of 

moving from one school to the other. 

 

An additional interviewee echoed the same point of view but highlighted it did not 

affect their work quality, saying: 

83. We as evaluators have a raised awareness of the importance of the role we 

are doing, and we can overcome any obstacle. The goal must be achieved, 

and the work must be performed in high quality even if I have to stay up till 1 

am. If the work is not done [during the visit], the opportunity will not be 

compensated later to complete the work. We are programmed on to do our 

utmost. Some things make the work harder in some schools than the other. 

Some schools have a nature that makes our tasks difficult.  

 

Second, the location of schools formed another pressure on the evaluators. One interviewee 

said: 
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84. When distributing accreditation teams [by the SED] consider the areas of 

residence, it is possible that this school is far from my house and close to my 

colleague’s house and vice versa and I noticed through all the schools I 

visited that I was more comfortable during working when I go to schools near 

my residential area. If this is taken into account, it would be a good thing. 

 

Third, all the evaluators felt frustration and depression while going through the QNSA 

process. One of them mentioned:  

85. Even if we know before we go to a school that this study [school self-study] 

is poor we just go and what's happening is that there's even pressure to return 

back to the school in like six months knowing that the school even in good 

faith even with everything it's still a baby it's still needs a lot of work to get 

up to the standard that's required for accreditation. 

 

Fourth, three evaluators highlighted the absence of applied systems for incentives, 

promotion, and appreciation in the SED. They confirmed that albeit this absence did not 

affect the quality of the evaluators’ work, it demotivated and discouraged them while 

performing their tasks and led some of the veteran evaluators to resign. To this, one 

evaluator said: “With all my respect, I have no privileges, I am not talking about the 

financial sides only but also the psychological sides as well.” They added: 

86. Where is the problem if the SED just prints a piece of paper written on it 

“thank you!” …. in fact, this made me feel depressed. Every year I took 

excellent in the annual appraisal and they [the SED] tell you that you scored 

the highest degree in it and then nothing we are all the same at the end we 

are equal to a new employee who started the work yesterday no distinguish 

and this, in fact, made me feel depressed but thank God it does not affect my 

work because I have a conscience. 

 

Hence, the interviewed evaluators confirmed that the limitation of time, the lack of 

incentives and promotion systems, and some schools' distant location formed pressure on 

the evaluators during QNSA implementation. However, evaluators suggested that the 

challenges did not affect the quality of their work. 
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School Principals’ perceptions. There are specific QNSA stakeholders who pressured the 

school principals to receive QNSA positive outcomes. As shown below in Table 4.17, the 

school owner is the highest stakeholder who pressured 80% of the school principals to 

receive positive QNSA outcomes, followed by the Qatari government and school boards 

pressuring more than 66% of them. Whereas the parents, the school staff, and other school 

principals pressured less than 46% of school principals to receive positive QNSA 

outcomes.  

Table 4.17: School stakeholders’ pressure on school principals 

Q: To what extent do you feel that the following 

people/stakeholders put you under pressure to 

receive positive QNSA outcomes? 

Not at 

all 

To a 

minor 

extent 

To a 

moderate 

extent 

To a 

great 

extent  

1. I feel the school owner puts me under pressure to 

receive positive QNSA outcomes 

20.93% 

 

18.60% 

 

20.93% 

 

39.53% 

 

2. I feel the school board put me under pressure to 

receive positive QNSA outcomes 

28.57% 

 

23.81% 

 

30.95% 

 

16.67% 

 

3. I feel the government puts me under pressure to 

receive positive QNSA outcomes 

32.56% 

 

18.60% 

 

23.26% 

 

25.58% 

 

4. I feel parents put me under pressure to receive 

positive QNSA outcomes 

44.19% 

 

32.56% 

 

16.28% 

 

6.98% 

 

5. I feel the school staff puts me under pressure to 

receive positive QNSA outcomes 

51.16% 

 

20.93% 

 

18.60% 

 

9.30% 

 

6. I feel colleagues (principals of other schools) put 

me under pressure to receive positive QNSA 

outcomes 

53.49% 

 

20.93% 

 

16.28% 

 

9.30% 

 

 

4.4.2 Lack of Awareness of QNSA Functions  

4.4.2.1 The MEHE’s Lack of Awareness: Evaluators’ Perceptions 

Three interviewees expressed that the MEHE lacked awareness about the QNSA 

improvement function. One of them expressed that the Ministry interferes in QNSA 

procedures and pressured QNSA teams to return to failed schools that are in a “need of 

much work to get up to the standard that's required for accreditation.” The aim was to hold 

schools accountable as a means to grant or prevent them from the voucher’s money. 
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The evaluators added that there was a detached link between the Ministry’s different 

departments that are concerned with the work of the SED. They said: 

87. We need to rethink all the work of accreditation, especially that the 

authorities that are interrelated with us should separate to authorities that 

offer support, others that evaluate, and others that take decisions. Those 

cannot work separately from the others and they should be integrated. As far 

as I know in international schools, according to my knowledge, there is a full 

department to deal with the private schools in the Ministry in the Education 

Sector, and we are here to evaluate and grant accreditation. But the link 

between us is detached. 

 

88. There is no correlation between the various bodies in the Ministry. We 

produce a product that I would call it a decision-maker. I mean, our report 

that follows the visit. It is a decision-making report. Therefore, the decision-

making officer is able to make the appropriate decision for the school. 

Unfortunately, our report is only used to take a single word from it which is 

grant or decline accreditation for the sake of deciding on granting or 

declining the vouchers. 

 

The evaluators also highlighted that the QNSA reports with its recommendations were not 

being used effectively by these Ministry’s department. One interviewee highlighted: 

89. I mean they [the MEHE] have access to the visiting team reports of course. 

And there's a [report]summary that I don't know about the effectiveness of the 

application of recommendations or if other departments use that in making 

decisions. I don't know. I can't gauge that effectively. I think that could be 

done much better. I mean, I think the work that we do is so valuable. But it's 

not used effectively.  

 

Hence, the evaluators were concerned about the MEHE’s focus on granting or 

preventing schools' vouchers more than school improvement. They also highlighted 

discontent regarding the detached link between the SED and other departments in the 

Ministry, which led to the ineffective usage of QNSA reports by these departments. 

It is acknowledged that the MEHE’s departments were not a part of this study; a 

reflection on this is in section 6.4.  
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4.4.2.2 Respondents’ Lack of Awareness about Parents’ Perception of QNSA 

Although this study’s scope did not investigate the parents’ perception of QNSA, the 

findings highlighted a lack of awareness about how parents perceive the QNSA function.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. The evaluators highlighted that most parents did not attend the 

teams’ meetings when invited, which presented a challenge to the teams during the visits. 

They could not collect the parents’ opinions about the quality of the schools’ provided 

services or their knowledge about QNSA functions. To this, one evaluator expressed: I 

mean a school that has 500 parents and only 30 attended for the interview it is not a valid 

percentage. 

School principals’ perceptions. The questionnaire's findings (see Table 4.18) highlighted 

the lack of awareness of 42% of the school principals, who neither disagreed nor agreed, 

about parents’ usage of the QNSA standards/outcomes to voice their opinions to schools. 

Also, 49% of the school principals neither disagreed nor agreed about the parents’ 

utilisation of the QNSA standards and feedback to choose a school for their children. 

Table 4.18: School principals’ awareness of parents' usage of QNSA outcomes 

Q: To what extent do you disagree or 

agree on the following? 

SD D D Nor A A SA 

1. Parents use the QNSA standards and/or 

the QNSA feedback to voice their 

opinion to the school 

4.65% 23.26% 

 

41.86% 

 

30.23% 0% 

2. Parents use the QNSA standards and/or 

the QNSA feedback to choose a school 

6.98% 16.28% 

 

48.84% 

 

27.91% 

 

0% 

 

4.4.3 Some QNSA Procedures and Practices’ Flaw 

The findings highlighted that the lack of written policies and the inconsistent application 

of printed ones formed a challenge during QNSA implementation.  
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4.4.3.1 QNSA Policies and Rules 

Evaluators’ perceptions. The interviews’ findings showed a lack of written policies in the 

SED, which confused the staff during the practices’ application, as mentioned by four 

evaluators. For example, the evaluators highlighted: 

90. The policies in the [SED] office generally need to be written, declared and 

known, and the procedures should be unified.  
 

91. The lack of clarity in some situations and the lack of clear and well-

established policies, whether for schools or us, resulted in putting the entire 

burden on the evaluation team. 

 

The SED sometimes overrides the rules that govern the QNSA process due to pressure 

forced by the MEHE, as mentioned by four evaluators. From their perspective, the school 

owners pressure the MEHE to force the SED to send the teams to evaluate/accredit their 

schools even if they did not complete two years of operation to obtain the money from the 

vouchers as soon as it can be. One evaluator expressed: 

92. Sometimes we break the rules as an excuse for that. I believe that we should 

not do this. We are supposed to have authority and not to be submitted to 

anyone’s pressure, and we must implement the laws and bylaws of 

accreditation and be straightforward. However, someone comes and tells me 

the undersecretary [of the MEHE] or the school principal wants this! No, I 

see that this impedes the process of accreditation and quality. 
  

The interviewees also clarified that the SED rigidly applies the QNSA bylaws as, 

sometimes, it did not consider the schools’ valid circumstances that led them to ask to 

postpone the QNSA visit’s day.  

School principals’ perceptions. Four school principals agreed with the evaluators on the 

QNSA rigidity. One of them said: “the rigid nature of the QSNA means there is little leeway 

for international schools to offer a point of difference.” They wondered about the insistence 
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on standardising all international schools while each one has its educational philosophy. 

Another school principal yielded the same idea saying, “insisting on implementing 

bureaucratic procedures would make us feel more like an institution and less like an open 

family.”  

4.4.3.2 Inconsistent QNSA Practices 

Evaluators’ perceptions. The interview findings showed that there were inconsistencies in 

applying the QNSA practices. All the six interviewees clarified that the QNSA practices 

need to be aligned in all the visits. Both the team leaders and members apply different 

strategies based on their understanding of the quality standards. Some evaluators also apply 

different strategies when they ask the interviews’ questions and when they write the QNSA 

reports. From the evaluators’ perspectives, these inconsistencies were linked to:  

93. The tools we used when evaluating schools are not valid and affect our 

decision of granting or denying the accreditation to schools. 

 

94. When evaluating the rubric, each person comes with her or his experience. 

The older the person and her or his experience, the greater she or he can deal 

with the spirit of evaluation. 

 

School principals’ perceptions. The perception of two school principals who responded 

qualitatively to the questionnaire aligned with the evaluators’ perceptions concerning the 

evaluation tools' impact on QNSA implementation consistency. One of them commented 

on the QNSA scoring rubric, saying: 

95. It felt like we were being judged against a generic checklist that is meant to 

fit all types and styles of schools, without taking into consideration the unique 

philosophy of each school. 
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4.4.3.3 School Self-Study Reports 

Evaluators’ perceptions. The interviews’ findings highlighted another inconsistency when 

some of the school self-study reports' quality is low because they were not written based 

on the QNSA quality standards. One of the interviewed evaluators added that the SED 

stopped the reviewing process of the self-study reports that formerly raised the reports’ 

quality “due to the increase in the number of schools and the [QNSA] consultant became 

very busy to scrutinise the reports.”  

School principals’ perceptions. The self-study reports also formed a challenge for the 

school principals. One of them described the requirements for preparing the self-study 

reports as excessive and pointless, adding that there are contradictions in the requirements 

for the self-study too.  

To summarise, some of the QNSA policies were not written, and some evaluators did not 

consistently implement the ones that are printed. Also, the requirements for the self-study 

reports are overwhelming to schools which resulted in producing low-quality reports.  

4.4.4 Respondents’ Insufficient Training Programmes  

The findings highlighted that both actors in this study experienced some challenges related 

to the SED's insufficient training programmes to prepare them for QNSA or enhance 

evaluators skills.  

Evaluators’ perceptions. The interviews’ findings showed a lack of proper professional 

development offered to the evaluators by the SED. Five interviewees highlighted that when 

the evaluators were confused about a specific school system, the SED did not offer training 

or provide information to clarify it. Instead, the evaluators searched online websites to gain 
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information; however, this consumed their time and effort. This same point was highlighted 

by one of the school principals who responded qualitatively to the questionnaire, 

commenting on the evaluators’ efficiency, saying, “the knowledge and skills lacking [in 

the evaluators’ skills] were an appreciation and understanding of different schools’ 

systems and models.” 

Also, three of the interviewees expressed the need for a better induction programme for 

new evaluators. One of them clarified: 

96. We, as evaluators, are assigned to do this task [train the new evaluators] so 

that my [new] colleague shadows me during the visit to train her. I have no 

one to tell me to train her about this or let her see that. No, it’s up to me. So, 

this raises a conflict inside the trainee.  

 

Additionally, five interviewees clarified that the veteran evaluators' professional 

development programs were not based on their actual needs. One of them said:  

97. The training regarding accreditation or evaluation is a waste of public money 

and effort because it is not based on our needs, we said several times we need 

training in writing our reports as we have lots of problems in writing reports. 

 

They further suggested offering more than one programme yearly to target strategic 

planning, international evaluation practices, intelligence types, schools’ different systems, 

and early years evaluation practices. They also emphasised the need to develop a 

mechanism to facilitate team discussions to exchange experience and clarify encountered 

situations during the visits among evaluators. Simultaneously, another evaluator suggested 

that the MEHE should provide scholarships to the non-Qatari evaluators to continue their 

graduate studies in school evaluation/accreditation. 
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School principals’ perceptions. There seems to be an agreement between the school 

principals and the evaluators regarding the SED’s insufficient training. 40% of school 

principals strongly disagreed/disagreed that their school received proper training from the 

SED to prepare them for QNSA, 31% strongly agreed/agreed, and 29% neither 

agreed/disagreed. Besides, 3-questionnaire respondents who provided qualitative 

responses to the questionnaire highlighted the lack of proper training about QNSA. One of 

them said:  

98. The general practice [of QNSA] was unfair because we never received any 

training or reliable information about the accreditation process. We did not 

receive any training in QNSA procedures. Had we received training, perhaps 

we would have been better prepared for the QNSA visit. 

 

Hence, it is apparent that neither the evaluators (novice and veteran) nor the school 

principals received proper training programmes from the SED to prepare them for the 

QNSA process. This issue was related to the lack of explicit training instructions.  

In summary, the findings highlighted that the evaluators and the school principals were 

pressured by several QNSA procedures, time limitation, and specific stakeholders’ 

pressure (the MEHE and school owners) when fulfilling their duties in the QNSA context. 

Some stakeholders were found to lack awareness about QNSA, in which they considered 

it a means to grant the vouchers to schools. Additionally, some QNSA procedures and 

practices were flawed, in which inconsistent implementation occurred, some policies were 

not applied, and insufficient training was offered. These issues formed challenges to both 

the evaluators and school principals during QNSA implementation.  
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4.5 Summary of the Chapter 

This chapter reported the findings integrating the quantitative and qualitative data. The 

perspectives and experiences of the evaluators and the school principals were aligned at 

multiple levels. The QNSA documents and the transcripts of the interviews were analysed 

employing thematic analysis. The aim was to provide information about the process’s 

procedures and practice and its impact on schools, uncover the respondents’ patterned 

responses. Besides, quantitative data was summarised through descriptive statistical 

analysis. Combining the complementary and supplementary evidence from different 

methods helped develop a more nuanced picture of the impact of QNSA on international 

schools. The next chapter grounds the discussion of the research findings in the relevant 

literature. 
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CHAPTER 5    : DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents a discussion of the study’s findings to answer the main research 

question and its sub-questions. The findings are interpreted and compared to the reviewed 

literature to identify similarities and differences, and explanations are provided. The 

research questions are used to organise the discussion. Data triangulated from the study’s 

findings were connected regardless of their grouping order in Chapter 4, in which only 

prominent selected findings are discussed in this chapter. This regrouping relates that some 

findings offer interpretations of the other findings or are interrelated in the discussed 

literature. 

The discussion of findings for questions one and two are constructed around the theory-

practice gap. Scholars argue that there is often a theory-practice gap in various areas of 

education. This gap occurs when practitioners struggle to apply knowledge learnt in an 

academic setting to real-world practice. Most academic fields find practices that are not 

linked to theories (Normand and Pereiro, 2009) and practices that contradict theory 

(Donaldson, 2002; Kessels and Korthagen, 1996). The theory-practice gap is reported in 

educational leadership theory and practices (Modeste, Pavlakis and Nguyen, 2020; 

Roegman and Woulfin, 2019; Lochmiller and Lester, 2017), teacher education (McGarr, 

O’Grady and Guilfoyle, 2017; Peercy, 2012; Harsch and Schroder, 2009), assessment 

(Schmid et al., 2020; Wright and Homer, 2009; Rwanamiza, 2008), use of technology (Ko 

and Fink, 2010) among numerous other academic areas. Other parts of the discussion 

highlighted consistency in theory and practice in the QNSA system. This chapter ends with 

an overview.  
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5.1 RSQ #1: What are the Current Procedures and Practices of the National External 

Evaluation Process in Private Schools? 

The procedures and practices applied within the QNSA system have not been explored. To 

be able to shed light on the process, documents related to QNSA were analysed, evaluators 

were interviewed, and school principals were surveyed. This exploration highlighted a 

discrepancy in theory and practice regarding implementing some QNSA practices while 

other practices’ implementation was consistent in theory and practice. The findings support 

illuminating QNSA’s several aspects that were not yet explored.  

5.1.1 QNSA Implementation  

The findings showed that QNSA procedures and practices, involving document and facility 

inspection, observations, interviews with school stakeholders, providing oral and written 

feedback to schools, are aligned with the commonly applied practices in many evaluation 

systems such as the UK and the USA (CIS, 2018b; Goyker, 2014; Ehren et al., 2013; 

OECD, 2013; Perry, 2013).  

For example, a fundamental dimension of an effective external evaluation process includes 

follow-up procedures (Van Bruggen, 2010; Matete, 2009; Chapman, 2001) which are 

included in the QNSA guidelines. Respondents expressed the vital role that the follow-up 

procedures on schools that experienced QNSA play in ensuring schools’ commitment to 

the process’s recommendation of improvement areas. However, in practice, although 

frequent QNSA visits to failed schools that did not obtain QNSA occur in the QNSA 

system, follow-up procedures lack successful schools that obtained QNSA. Several authors 

argued that such a lack of follow-up procedures on evaluated schools demotivate schools 

to respond to the evaluation’s recommendations, decrease the benefit of external 
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evaluations on school improvement, and lead to school performance decline (Van Bruggen, 

2010; Faubert, 2009; Matete, 2009; Matthews and Sammons, 2004; Chapman, 2001). In 

this study, the lack of follow-up visits on evaluated schools resulted in a performance 

decline of some visited schools in renewing their QNSA status, as expressed by evaluators.  

More importantly, the consistent application of practices within external evaluations 

decreases the burden on practitioners’ shoulders during the process (Matthew, 2012; The 

OSCE Mission to Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2007). Memişoğlu (2013: 14) emphasised the 

importance of unification of work procedures as it leads “to develop administrators’ 

occupational competencies and generate a system where they can follow the legal 

regulations regarding the evaluation.” The QNSA system comprises some written 

procedures and policies. In practice, the QNSA teams struggled during some visits due to 

implementing inconsistent practices from one team to the other. For example, filling QNSA 

scoring rubric strategies depends on evaluators’ different experience and understanding of 

quality standards. The procedures followed during writing QNSA reports and posing 

questions during interviews with school staff differed from one evaluator to another due to 

a lack of written procedures and guidance. Respondents also expressed other policies were 

not comprised in the system, such as the incentives and promotion policies that contributed 

to the evaluators’ feelings of depression.  

Respondents stressed the importance of coordination between the MEHE’s departments 

whose work relates to QNSA outcomes, such as the Private School Affairs Department. 

However, in practice, the MEHE’s departments notified of the QNSA outcomes did not 

communicate appropriately with each other or with the SED to coordinate their efforts and 

increase schools’ benefits from the process. Matthews and Sammons (2004) expressed the 
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importance of using the external evaluation outcomes by governmental sections to train 

teachers, adjust the education policies, plan for students’ learning, and enhance the school 

self-evaluation processes. Findings showed that MEHE’s departments did not use the 

QNSA outcomes to follow up on schools to improve their performance. They only use 

these outcomes to determine schools’ eligibility for the voucher system instead of 

providing the needed school support. Apparently, the lack of marketing for the role of 

QNSA in the Qatari community and the link between the voucher system and the QNSA’s 

outcomes led the Ministry’s departments to consider obtaining the vouchers’ money as the 

only benefit schools may gain from the process. Hence, according to the evaluators, the 

Ministry’s departments refrained from using QNSA outcomes to support school 

improvement.  

Regardless of the previously mentioned QNSA elements that led to an inconsistency in the 

theory and practice of the QNSA process, other elements led to the process’s smooth 

implementation. Respondents referred to QNSA stage 1, the supportive and cooperative 

evaluators’ attitude, the integral team leader, and the school principals and owners’ 

receptive and cooperative attitude during visits as elements that facilitated the QNSA 

implementation. These elements made some school principals feel comfortable providing 

their evidence without fearing the evaluation outcomes, prepared schools, familiarising 

them with the QNSA standards and procedures, and enhancing the school principals’ trust 

in the process’s credibility. These factors have a long and current standing as being 

essential for external evaluations (Brimblecombe et al. 1996; Matthews and Sammons 

2004; Ehren and Visscher 2008; Ehren et al. 2013; Bitan et al. 2014; Kambuga and Dadi, 

2015; Behnke and Steins, 2017; Bellei, 2020).  
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5.1.2 School Accountability 

Several evaluation systems discussed in the OECD’s (2011) report and Faubert’s (2009) 

study highlighted the integration of one or more accountability types in education systems 

(e.g., performance and regulatory types) based on the contextual needs. In this study, 

findings showed that within QNSA implementation, three accountability approaches were 

integrated: performance accountability, regulatory accountability, and the voucher system. 

5.1.2.1 Performance Accountability  

In theory, performance accountability focuses on the quality of students’ results, not the 

schools’ processes (Schmid et al., 2020; Friedman, 2016; Erdağ and Karadağ, 2017; 

Spencer, 2006). Béguin and Melanie (2011) stressed that some countries’ external 

evaluators are legally complied to use students’ outcomes when judging schools’ 

educational quality to provide needed support. In agreement with these previously 

mentioned authors’ views, this study’s findings showed that evaluators use students’ 

outcomes as input in QNSA to ensure school accountability towards education quality. 

Schillemans and Bovens (2011) advocated that using students’ results holds schools 

accountable in front of external authorities. In practice, QNSA uses performance 

accountability as a key dimension of the process. Although the QNSA system does not 

directly supervise students’ tests, the system heavily depends on the students’ results to 

judge schools’ performance. In this sense, high students’ results indicated the raised quality 

of school leadership in managing all other school aspects to ensure school improvement 

concerning its students’ results. 

However, Figlio and Loeb (2011) discouraged depending on students’ results solely to 

determine school quality of work because it does not hold schools accountable for other 
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students’ outcomes, such as the students’ social and moral outcomes. Hence, the QNSA 

system integrated other accountability types, as elaborated in the following sections, to 

hold schools accountable for all types of students’ outcomes (e.g., academic and social 

outcomes) to improve education quality. 

5.1.2.2 Regulatory Accountability  

School evaluations either implemented internally by schools or externally by governments 

monitored schools’ regulatory compliance to a particular set of criteria (UNESCO, 2017; 

Anderson, 2005). Schools must comply with external rules and regulations regarding 

school curriculum, assessment, or targeted levels of student outcomes that schools need to 

comply with, give account for their actions, and be accountable to other persons or bodies 

(Ehren et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2016; Lock and Lummis, 2014; Anderson, 2005; Scott, 

2000). The MEHE uses QNSA that comprises findings from internal and external 

evaluations to assess schools’ quality based on their compliance with the Ministry’s 

mandates to hold schools accountable for raising education quality. In theory, private 

schools comply with the QNSA quality standards, procedures, and regulations regarding 

staff salary scales and qualifications, school buildings’ specifications, students’ results in 

international and standardised tests, and compliance to teaching the Arabic language.  

In practices, evaluators showed concern that some schools were not building their internal 

self-evaluation process on the forms included in the QNSA Handbook, which disjointed 

their self-study reports from the QNSA quality standards. This could affect schools’ ability 

to comply with the Ministry’s mandates comprised in QNSA and, in turn, affect their 

accreditation status. Simultaneously, other schools, when complying with QNSA 

regulations regarding this matter, supported them obtaining QNSA, and in turn, the 
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government subsidised them. A key element to the success of regulatory accountability in 

improving schools is the compatibility between enforced regulations and schools’ human 

and material resources; otherwise, regulations will be ignored in practice (UNESCO, 

2017). Hence, this might indicate that schools with sufficient human and material resources 

could comply with QNSA regulations without being burdened.   

5.1.2.3 The Voucher System 

The MEHE forced further accountability pressure on schools by linking QNSA outcomes 

to granting or preventing money through the schools’ voucher system. In agreement with 

Ehren et al.’s (2005) study that emphasised linking school funding to achieving quality 

requirements, the voucher system in Qatar rewards the schools for succeeding in QNSA by 

granting them the school fees money in the form of vouchers and punishes the failing 

schools by withholding this benefit. This provided more resources and more budget for 

schools that obtain QNSA, as expressed by the evaluators.  

Theoretically, the voucher system provides parents with a voice to choose their children’s 

schools (Spencer, 2006). Parents choose schools that offer quality services, making schools 

accountable to parents to be subsidised by governments (Erdağ and Karadağ, 2017; Bruns 

et al., 2011, Gill et al., 2001; OECD, 2011). Respondents expressed that linking the voucher 

system to the QNSA outcomes increased school principals’ pressure to receive a positive 

QNSA assessment. Interestingly, in practice, findings revealed that parents did not force 

this pressure on school principals because of choosing their children’s schools as designed. 

On the contrary, school owners represented the highest pressure on school principals to 

receive positive QNSA outcomes to receive the voucher’s money. As highlighted by 

respondents, this pressure led a few school principals to alter their educational practices 
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during the QNSA visit or present forged data in their self-study reports to fit the QNSA 

requirements. This resonated with Clapham (2015) and Perryman (2009), who argued that 

schools fabricate their documents “to both inculcate and demonstrate a discourse of 

effectiveness” to pass the process (Perryman, 2009: 620). Some other authors (e.g., 

Dobbelaer, Godfrey and Franssen, 2018; Clapham, 2015; Ehren et al., 2013; Courtney, 

2012; Perryman, 2009; Ferguson et al., 1999) clarified that schools perceived evaluations 

as stressful when the fund is at high stakes, which overwhelmed some schools leading to 

present unreal data during evaluation processes. This sheds light on the adverse effect of 

linking the voucher system to QNSA outcomes on overwhelming school staff during 

QNSA visits.  

Simultaneously, schools that failed QNSA had to comply with the evaluators’ 

recommendations to succeed QNSA to receive the vouchers, which had positive elements 

on improving some school areas such as implementing long-term improvements and 

planning for the next steps. This indicates that the voucher system gauged school 

improvement by forcing pressure on failing schools to comply with QNSA 

recommendations and quality standards. These findings respond to the controversy in the 

literature about whether the voucher system contributes to long-term school improvement 

(Macguidwin and Narayanan, 2015), suggesting that the system led to such an 

improvement in the QNSA context. It is also acknowledged that parents were not part of 

this study’s scope to investigate their perception of the voucher system’s pros and cons. A 

reflection on this is provided later (see section 6.4).  

Hence, the MEHE applied three types of accountability on schools, in which the outputs 

of one type formed inputs in the other type to raise education quality. Also, holding schools 
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accountable achieved QNSA’s aim number two that emphasises ascertaining the level of 

schools’ performance.  

5.2 RSQ #2: How do the evaluators and the school principals perceive and experience 

the national external evaluation process? 

As stated in the introduction chapter, the role and contribution of the QNSA system in 

Qatar’s reform and Qatari educational context has not been explored before conducting this 

study. Particularly the voices of the evaluators and school principals. To gain this insight, 

evaluators were interviewed and school principals surveyed to gain information about how 

they perceive and experience the national external evaluation process. The central theme 

that emerges in the evaluators and school principals’ perceptions and experiences is a 

discrepancy in theory and practice and inconsistencies in their thoughts and actions. The 

findings produced useful data that can be used to improve the process. 

5.2.1 Respondents’ General Perception of QNSA  

The theory-practice gap is evident in the findings presented in this section. These findings 

present several discrepancies centred on theory and practice in evaluators’ and school 

principals’ perceptions and experiences as they discuss the national external evaluation 

process. The self-evaluation process is based on the theory that teachers and school leaders 

are the significant agents of change, and hence, self-review leads to school improvement 

(Fullan, 1991). The thought is that schools examine their policies, procedures, teaching, 

learning, and assessment practices to determine their effectiveness. Ehren (2019: 42) 

argued that using the school self-evaluation results by external evaluators “incentivised 

schools to become proficient in gauging their own effectiveness.” However, there is a 
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demand that school self-assess be objective and honest (OECD, 2013; Andersen et al., 

2009). 

Theoretically, in this study, evaluators and school principals viewed the self-evaluation 

process and its outcomes’ usage in QNSA as an improvement tool. Respondents viewed 

various elements of QNSA as a trigger towards school improvement, with 91% of the 

school principals and all the evaluators indicated that QNSA is an objective, accurate, and 

fair process. In theory, their perceptions hold true since the process includes QNSA quality 

standards, the detailed handbook and manual, the triangulation of evaluation findings 

through different sources, and scrutinising QNSA teams’ work by a SED shadowing body 

during the visits assisted in producing credible judgements on schools’ performance. These 

are valid external evaluation dimensions (Ehren and Pietsch, 2016; Frazer, 1994; Sowada; 

2010), and respondents indicated that the process was legitimate. 

However, in practice, respondents raised some concerns. Although they considered the 

QNSA process valid and legitimate, its findings broadly matched the schools’ initial 

expectations; they were also aware of the actual practices that risked validity. Baxter 

(2018b: 5) suggests that evaluators work within a context and “infrastructure of rules and 

regulations” in which their work conditions are not necessary to comply with policy 

documents but are more likely to represent policy traditions that profoundly impact the 

evaluations’ practices. Respondents discussed the MEHE interference in the QNSA 

implemented procedures to decide on granting or preventing the vouchers’ money to 

schools resulted in unintended QNSA outcomes. Some newly operated schools failed 

QNSA because of overriding the QNSA rule of visiting schools that completed two years 

of operation. Besides, due to the Ministry’s demand to accredit specific schools, the SED 
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pushed some schools’ scores to obtain QNSA to avoid the Ministry’s pressure and avoid 

being complained by schools, which risked the QNSA validity. However, it is also 

acknowledged that the MEHE’s related parties’ voices were not a part of this study’s scope, 

which formed a limitation in this study; a reflection on this is in section 6.4. 

The practices carried out by evaluators, and the tools used can directly influence the 

process’s validity (Ehren, 2016; Bitan et al., 2015; Perry, 2013; Matthews et al., 2010; 

Sowada, 2010). For example, Jonsson and Svingby (2007: 130) suggest that the lack of a 

well-developed scoring rubric that is “analytic, topic-specific, and complemented with 

exemplars” risks the validity of judgment on performance evaluations. Likewise, the 

absence of a valid lesson observation form might substantially negatively impact external 

evaluations’ validity because the teaching quality is one of the prominent aspects that 

supports the evaluators form an opinion about the school’s competency (Matthews et al., 

2010). Respondents raised this issue when they were concerned about the low-quality 

lesson observation form and scoring rubric weights, which did not help them form a 

reasonable judgment on some schools’ performance, leading them to discard the weights 

in both forms stayed with the holistic criteria.  

Furthermore, principals claimed that the process was valid. Yet, in practice, under pressure, 

principals altered their educational practices during the QNSA visit or presented forged 

data in their self-study reports to fit the QNSA requirements to obtain the vouchers’ money. 

As mentioned above (section 5.1.2.3), it is not unusual for schools to fabricate their 

documents and even train their students to show good behaviours during the evaluation 

visit “to both inculcate and demonstrate a discourse of effectiveness” to pass the process 

(Perryman, 2009: 620). However, the inconsistency of suggesting the process’s validity in 
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theory and practice working under that validity is problematic for the QNSA process and 

schools. 

5.2.2 Respondents’ Perception of some of QNSA Mechanisms  

Evaluation reports play an influential role in improving schools (Gaertner et al., 2014; 

OECD, 2013; Ehren and Visscher, 2008; Matthews and Sammons, 2004; Brimblecombe 

et al., 1996). The most critical dimension of QNSA occurs in Stage 2 after the school visits 

when the evaluators report to MEHE, notifying them about the visit’s outcomes and the 

school. The school report documents the strengths and weaknesses, focusing on teaching 

and learning quality. More importantly, these reports are significant in granting 

accreditation, which, in turn, determines the school’s eligibility to receive money from 

vouchers. These evaluation reports are detailed, including all procedures and practices that 

the QNSA team accomplished during the school visit. Findings indicated that 92% of the 

school principals who experienced stage 2 received detailed reports after the visit. More 

importantly, 88% of these school principals strongly agreed/agreed that the written QNSA 

reports helped identify areas for improvement. As previously mentioned, a vital dimension 

of an effective external evaluation process includes follow-up procedures (Van Bruggen, 

2010; Matete, 2009; Chapman, 2001), which are included in the QNSA guidelines. 

However, in practice, it seems that respondents reported that the lack of follow-up 

procedures on schools that passed QNSA might have minimised the positive impact of 

these reports’ usage on accredited schools’ long-term improvement, as mentioned by the 

evaluators.  

The publication of external evaluation reports is essential to promoting transparency, 

ensuring school accountability and informing the stakeholders, especially parents, about 
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the schools’ performance (Gaertner et al., 2014; OECD, 2013; Ehren and Visscher, 2008; 

Matthews and Sammons, 2004; Ehren, Leeuw, and Scheerens, 2005; Brimblecombe et al., 

1996). In theory or as designed by QNSA, respondents stressed the importance of 

publishing QNSA reports to raise transparency and promote trust in QNSA mechanisms. 

However, in practice, when implemented, evaluators raised a concern that the MEHE 

stopped publishing QNSA reports on its website, which decreased the transparency 

principle in QNSA. This also goes against achieving the QNSA aim number four, which 

focuses on enabling parents, students, and other stakeholders access to the schools’ data 

and raising awareness about schools’ accountability towards quality. This indicates that the 

SED’s attention is needed to the republication of QNSA reports (see section 6.3). Similarly, 

not publishing QNSA reports may explain the school principals’ lack of awareness if 

parents use the QNSA outcomes in choosing schools for their children or voicing their 

opinion to hold schools accountable for achieving their vision and mission. However, this 

study did not explore parents’ views about these raised issues, which is a limitation in this 

study; a reflection on this is in section 6.4. 

5.2.3 Respondents’ Experienced Relationship During QNSA 

The relationship between external evaluations’ actors plays a significant role in school 

accountability and improvement (Baxter, 2018; Gökyer, 2014; Duval and Silvia, 2002; 

Steins and Wicklund, 1996). Respondents considered their relationship trustworthy and 

respectful. This was confirmed by more than 88% of school principals and all evaluators. 

School principals trusted the evaluators’ skills, professionalism, and efficiency. Evaluators 

also trusted school principals’ willingness to improve and appreciated their receptive 

attitude towards QNSA recommendations. Smith and Benavot (2019: 197) emphasised that 
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between actors, “trust is a kind of lubricant, a needed condition, in contexts where 

accountability operates to lead to improvement.”  

Additionally, the European Commission report (2020: 18) concluded that “trust and respect 

between and among internal and external actors are fundamental for effective evaluation 

and school development.” Hence, the respectful and trustworthy relationship between 

evaluators and school principals could be the reasons that led 100% of school principals 

whom schools experienced the process more than once to commit to the evaluators’ 

recommendations and act upon them. There are other possibilities principals acted on the 

evaluators’ recommendations, such as securing accreditation and vouchers. Acting on this 

led schools that did not pass QNSA to show signs of improvement, as previously 

mentioned.   

Although respondents stressed their trustworthy relationship, in practice, a few school 

principals criticised the evaluators’ attitude during the visits who sought to find faults rather 

than schools’ strength, which raised concern about these evaluators’ objectivity. It could 

be inferred that not all of the 88% of school principals who, in theory, confirmed trusting 

the evaluators do so in practice. It might also indicate that perhaps the rest who were not 

of positive perceptions (12%) do not trust evaluators. Several authors including John 

(2017), Mboyo (2017), Kayıkçı, Şahin and Cantürk (2016), Bitan et al. (2015), Courtney 

(2012), Chapman (2001), and Ferguson et al. (1999) discussed the untrustworthy 

relationship between evaluators and evalutees. For example, Mboyo (2017) and Kayıkçı et 

al. (2016) explained that the conflict between evaluators’ desire to follow the rules to hold 

schools accountable and their willingness to generate improvement at the same time led 

some of them to dig for information during visits and interrogate the school staff. 
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Apparently, in Qatar, achieving the accountability principle through different 

accountability types may have led some evaluators to dig for more information and gave 

the impression that they sought deficiencies rather than school strengths. This can also 

result from the low-quality school self-study reports that did not comprise all needed 

information, leading the evaluators to dig for information instead of validating school data 

generated from the internal evaluations, as explained by the evaluators. This evaluators’ 

action might have given the impression that they were searching for faults rather than 

school strengths, which affected a few school principals’ perceptions of the evaluators’ 

objectivity and, in turn, influencing their trust in the evaluators. This also may explain the 

evaluators' feelings of school principals’ cold receptions during the QNSA visit as no one 

likes to be evaluated, as mentioned by a few evaluators.  

5.3 RSQ # 3: In what ways does the national external evaluation process motivate 

private schools to improve? 

To gain insights regarding the factors that motivate school improvement in the national 

external evaluation process, QNSA reports of schools that completed QNSA three times to 

succeed in the process were analysed, evaluators were interviewed, and school principals 

surveyed.  Contrary to research sub-questions one and two, the central theme that emerges 

in the findings of research sub-question 3 is the consistency between theory and practice 

in evaluators and school principals’ thoughts and actions that triangulated with findings 

from the analysed reports. The findings produced useful data that can be used to enhance 

the aspects of QNSA that motivated school improvement. These factors centre on 

evaluators’ feedback to schools during and after QNSA visits,  the frequent QNSA visits 
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to schools that did not pass the process, and the link between the voucher system and QNSA 

outcomes. 

5.3.1 Feedback as a Motivation Factor 

Several authors highlighted that the role of feedback in motivating school improvement is 

based on the theory that effective evaluation systems provide feedback to schools 

conveying relevant information that helps schools understand their teaching and learning 

quality and what they can do to improve in areas such as school planning (Quintelier et al., 

2020; Bitan et al., 2015; Ehren et al., 2013; Ehren and Visscher, 2008; Hattie and 

Timperley, 2007; Matthews and Sammons, 2004; Kluger and DeNisi, 1996). School 

evaluation systems that can provide schools with relevant feedback that effectively helps 

schools understand needed improvement areas with proposed ways of improvement  “are 

trusted by schools to help them improve their practices” (OECD, 2020: 3). Concerning 

evaluators’ feedback, Klerks (2012) examined 14 research studies finding that evaluators’ 

feedback to school principals during external evaluations is the most influential component 

that motivated school improvement. This was also reported by the OECD (2020; 2013) 

research that examined several systems in school evaluation. In the QNSA context, 

evaluators’ feedback was the highest motivating factor towards school improvement in 

theory and practice. Theoretically, it motivated 86% of school principals to improve 

specific school areas. In practice, school principals confirmed that evaluators’ feedback 

supported them mapping their way to determine where their schools stand in classroom 

practices and how to use this to improve, leading this way when planning for school next 

steps. 
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Furthermore, respondents linked school acceptance to improving their schools based on 

QNSA recommendations to the realistic evaluators’ feedback commensurated with school 

resources. This resonated with research that demonstrated that quality feedback that is 

relevant, understandable, clear, and constructive influences the impact of external 

evaluations’ outcomes as it determines whether school actors will accept these outcomes 

(Quintelieret al., 2020; Ehren et al., 2013; Hattie, 2009; Vollmeyer and Rheinberg, 2005; 

Wilcox, 2000). Besides, other authors related school principals’ attitude towards accepting 

or rejecting the evaluation feedback to evaluators’ professional attitude and the team 

leaders’ professionalism in presenting the feedback (Behnke and Steins, 2017; Mboyo, 

2017; Gökyer, 2014; Matthews and Sammons, 2004). Similar motivational factors towards 

school improvement in the QNSA context were stressed by respondents to be interrelated 

with the quality of evaluators’ feedback. The effectiveness of feedback and how it was 

presented led to accepting the process’s recommendations and, in turn, benefiting from 

QNSA outcomes. This indicates the vital role of the quality oral feedback provided by the 

evaluators to school principals during the visits in motivating schools to commit to the 

QNSA outcome and act on its recommendation to improve areas that needed improvement.  

However, the effect of quality feedback on school improvement, in the long run, depends 

on applying follow-up interventions, to remove such interventions may result in adverse 

school performance (Matthew, 2012; Vollmeyer and Rheinberg, 2005; Kluger and DeNisi, 

1996; Komaki, Heinzmann and Lawson, 1980). Findings confirmed the same point of view 

linking school improvement to frequent QNSA visits to schools that failed the process, as 

elaborated in the following section. 
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5.3.2 QNSA Frequent Visits as a Motivation Factor 

The follow-up strategy for schools that completed external evaluations is an essential 

procedure that motivates schools to take action on the evaluation teams' recommendation. 

It encourages them to re-experience the process and increase the benefit of the external 

evaluation process in school improvement (John, 2017; Kambuga and Dadi, 2015; Ahmad 

et al., 2013; Matthew, 2012; Ehren and Visscher, 2006; Matthews and Sammons; 2004).  

In this study, the QNSA frequent visits to schools played a significant role in motivating 

84% of school principals to improve in theory. Matthews and Sammons (2004) ascertained 

that frequent visits to schools by the external evaluation body helped schools focus on the 

needed actions to address the shortcomings and improve the weak points stated in the 

evaluation outcomes such as instructions and management. In practice, drawing on 

Matthews and Sammons’ assumption, specific school areas were confirmed to be improved 

by 100% of school principals who completed QNSA multiple times, all evaluators, and the 

analysed QNSA reports as outcomes of the QNSA yearly school visits. These areas were 

mainly about students’ safety and security, students’ behaviour, the implementation of 

long-term improvements, planning for the next steps, school self-evaluation, building a 

documentary system within schools, teaching quality, and school organisation of work. 

Van Bruggen’s (2010) study of evaluation systems in 18 European countries contends that 

follow-up visits performed once a year supported schools in achieving improvement in the 

long run, specifically with school planning, teaching, and learning is necessary. What may 

validate Van Bruggen’s argument in this study is the previously mentioned claims that the 

frequent yearly visits to schools improved areas similar to the ones stated by Van Bruggen. 
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This conclusion sheds light on the positive impact of frequent QNSA visits on improving 

schools. 

John (2017) and Wilcox (2000) argued that school follow-up visits support implementing 

external evaluations’ outcomes that effectively improve areas that require simple school 

tasks. Gray and Wilcox (1995: 14) emphasised that “it was no doubt easier for schools to 

provide curriculum information to governors than to devise a system of evaluating school 

practices and policies.” Findings contradicted these authors’ argument because, as stated 

earlier, the improved school areas as outcomes of QNSA frequent visits targeted not only 

simple tasks such as helping schools developing a documentation system but also complex 

tasks such as improving teaching quality. Apparently, the link between the QNSA 

outcomes and the voucher system might have motivated the schools to strengthen their 

performance in areas that needed more effort and hard work to succeed QNSA to gain 

financial profits. It could also be inferred that the school staff’s diversity in international 

schools played an influential role in their improvement quest. Ysenbaert, Van Houtte and 

Van Avermaet (2020) and Faddar et al. (2018) argued that established evaluation systems 

with their internal and external practices capable of aligning their teaching and assessment 

methods enhance the school staff’s competencies, self-accountability skills and strengthen 

the school staff’s ability to improve teaching and learning. Hence, as previously mentioned 

in section 1.2.1, staff in international schools in Qatar who came from a diverse of advanced 

educational systems may have experienced established evaluation systems in their 

countries. It could be inferred that this allowed them to apply various instructional practices 

and enabled them to comply with the QNSA recommendations and improve their schools 

simultaneously.  
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It is worth noting that the improvement in the school action planning highlighted by the 

findings contributed to achieving QNSA aims number one and three. These aims focus on 

improving the quality of education in private schools and highlighting the schools’ 

strengths and weaknesses to support schools in developing their action plans based on these 

identified areas to improve their performance.  

5.3.3 The Voucher System as a Motivation Factor 

Theoretically, the voucher system acts as an incentive for continuous school improvement 

in countries where the largest number of students attend private schools (OECD, 2017; 

Patrinos 2012). This is because offering parents a significant level of schools’ choice 

created a competitive school environment to attract students to enrol and receive 

governmental subsidisation through vouchers (Bruns et al., 2011). This study, where the 

largest students’ number attend private schools, rewards and sanctions represented in 

offering and depriving schools of the voucher system’s money, motivated 50% of school 

principals towards school improvement. In theory, evaluators highlighted that the system 

led schools to compete in offering quality education to enrol as many students and increase 

their income through the vouchers’ money.  

In practice, findings indicated that the system stimulated school improvement. According 

to Elmore and Fuhrman (2001), schools experiencing sanctions’ systems place 

considerable emphasis on the improvement areas stated in their external evaluation 

outcomes. Although this could expand the taught content, it could also lead to a short-term 

rapid improvement instead of long-term sustainable school development. In this study, 

Elmore and Fuhrman’s views are contradicted. Findings showed school improvement in 

areas that could not improve unless by long-run increased efforts such as teaching quality 
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and students’ behaviour. Simultaneously, it is still questioned if this generated 

improvement by the QNSA system is sustained in school performance, which forms a 

limitation in this study (see section 6.4). It could be inferred that schools worked on 

improving these areas that needed continuous efforts to succeed QNSA to be subsidised by 

the government, which indicates the voucher system’s positive impact on long-term school 

improvements, as highlighted by respondents. These findings resonated with several 

studies that assumed that schools work harder when something valuable is gained or lost 

(Ehren et al., 2013; Matthews and Sammons, 2004; Elmore and Fuhrman, 2001; Heubert 

and Hauser, 1999; Malen 1999). 

Furthermore, Ehren et al. (2013), Van Bruggen (2010), and Malen (1999) argued that 

sanctions and rewards could not positively impact schools’ educational quality unless 

linked to quality feedback. This is Qatar’s case, where the school principals considered 

evaluators’ feedback during QNSA visits as the highest stimulus factor towards 

improvement emphasising the voucher system’s significant role, the oral feedback linked 

to QNSA frequent visits in school improvement.  

To sum up, most of the motivational school factors highlighted in this study were entangled 

with the quality of the feedback and the way it is presented. So, in the Qatari context, where 

the feedback appeared as the highest factor motivating schools towards improvement, 

evaluators’ professionalism and efficiency may be stressed because they are the primarily 

responsible personnel who provide feedback to schools daily, aligning with Behnke and 

Steins (2017). These authors emphasised the evaluators’ professionalism as the highly 

influential factor motivating school principals towards improvement in nearly all 

evaluation processes implemented in any educational context. Besides, what might validate 
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Behnke and Steins’ assumption in this study is that the presence of professional team 

leaders during QNSA visits was highlighted by 86% of the school principals as a school 

motivation factor towards improvement. In turn, this conclusion may underline the vital 

role that the evaluators’ efficiency and professionalism played in the improvement that 

occurred in the QNSA context. 

5.4 RSQ #4: What modifications are needed to improve the external evaluation 

system? 

As discussed in questions one and two, respondents experienced some challenges during 

the implementation of the national external evaluation by issues resulting from 

discrepancies in theory and practice. The findings also identified several difficult 

challenges related to respondents’ workplace and communication issues and a lack of 

adequate evaluation system training programmes. These findings added valuable insights 

on how to improve QNSA.  

5.4.1. Workplace Pressure  

The existing literature reports a conflict between evaluators and their administrations. For 

example, in advanced evaluation systems such as in England, the top-down evaluation 

approach has been a struggle since 1970 (Baxter, 2018b; Hall, 2017). In novice evaluation 

systems such as in Pakistan, India, Bangladesh, Cambodia, Uganda, and Tanzania, the 

evaluators felt they could not speak freely or share ideas. Workloads burdened them 

because of the human resources shortages, and they faced communication challenges with 

their administrations, which hindered their work (Hossain, 2017; Ahmad et al., 2013).  



 

242 
 

In this study, the evaluators raised concern about their untrustworthy relationship with the 

SED that formed a challenge while performing their duties. Evaluators expressed similar 

issues they faced with the SED related to specific issues. These issues involved the top-

down way of communication, their ignorance of some taken decisions by the SED, the lack 

of confidence in the SED’s promises, the negligence of the evaluators’ suggestions, and 

the low competence of some SED’s administration members related to ignorance of quality 

assurance mechanisms and concepts. Matthew (2012) argued that the lack of knowledge 

about quality assurance standards leads to inaccurate recommendations. In the novice 

evaluation systems, there is a possibility that in QNSA’s case, more practice of the system’s 

requirements and managerial training may support overcoming these problems (Ahmad et 

al., 2013). It is acknowledged that this study’s scope did not allow for exploring SED’s 

members’ perceptions about this matter.  

Furthermore, findings highlighted that evaluators felt burdened by the workload resulting 

from the stress initiated by the consecutive school visits, the lengthy procedures of writing 

the QNSA reports, and the shortage in evaluators’ numbers. Besides, all these issues 

limited evaluators’ time to perform their tasks, which overwhelmed them during QNSA 

implementation. Research demonstrates similar adverse effects of external evaluations that 

burden evaluators (Lawler, 2019; Sherrington, 2018; Mboyo, 2017; Ahmad et al., 2013). 

Sağır, Göksoy, and Ercan (2013) and Matthew (2012) argued that the limited time given 

to the evaluators to perform their duties is considered a fundamental challenge that impedes 

the evaluation process’s impact on students’ learning. According to these authors, the 

limited evaluation time did not provide equal opportunities for schools to be evaluated and 

provided with needed support. It can also lead to inconsistent practices across evaluations 
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(Memişoğlu, 2013), which was evident in this study. These challenges indicate the 

MEHE’s needed attention to expanding the benefits of QNSA on schools’ development.  

More importantly, evaluators felt depressed because the SED did not apply systems for 

incentives, promotion, and appreciation. This also resulted in the turnover of other 

experienced evaluators. Al Naqbi, Yusoff and Ismail (2019) emphasised a significant 

relationship “between incentives in the form of rewards and recognition and better work 

performance.” They added that work performance is essential for employees to improve 

their quality of life and upgrade living standards as these impact employees’ characteristics. 

Vroom (2013) stressed that employees work harder on a task when they believe that this 

performance will lead to a promotion or feeling good about themselves. This highlights the 

importance of systems of incentives and promotion in QNSA.  

5.4.2 Communication Issues  

Communication between actors in the external evaluation context is a significant factor for 

smoothing the process, clarifying evaluation procedures, and improving overall 

performance (Aguti, 2015; Gökyer, 2014; Chevalier, 2010; Wilcox 2000). School 

principals faced a communication challenge with the SED administration while 

experiencing QNSA. They expressed receiving minimal communication from the SED, 

which hindered their proper preparation for QNSA. Gökyer (2014: 491) stressed that 

communication is an essential aspect of a healthy evaluation, in which all parties should be 

“open, involved, cooperative, display a facilitative attitude and duty orientation with no or 

limited resistance, and keep a certain social distance so that the organisational climate can 

be protected and evaluation leads to improvement.” The lack of such communication 

impedes the external evaluation function. It makes it challenging to serve the accountability 
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and improvement principles within the process, leading to perceiving accountability as an 

end, not as a means to improve schools (Hossain (2017, Wilcox, 2000). However, it is 

acknowledged that the SED administration members were not part of this study’s scope.  

5.4.3 Training Issues 

Training programmes for evaluators to offer needed professional development or enhance 

their skills in work-specific tasks play a vital role in reinforcing evaluators’ skills and 

development (Alkutich and Abukari, 2018; Mboyo, 2017; Ehren, 2016a; and Ehren and 

Pietsch, 2016; Richards, 2004b; Wilcox, 2000; Gray and Wilcox, 1994). In this study, the 

lack of training programmes in the QNSA context seemed to be a shared challenge between 

evaluators and school principals.  

Evaluators expressed that induction programmes’ strategies for novice evaluators were not 

detailed, which created tensions between the trainers and the trainees. Also, veteran 

evaluators’ training programmes did not target their needs, which consumed their time and 

effort to enhance their skills independently. Hossain’s (2017) study examined evaluation 

systems in six countries in Africa found that the lack of professional orientations and 

training decreased evaluators’ work quality, leading to discarding some evaluation aspects 

during evaluation visits. In this study, evaluators confirmed that their competencies helped 

them produce quality work, referring to their motivation, love for the profession, long 

experience, exposure to several international schools’ practices, and collaboration with 

their colleagues as supporting elements. However, effective evaluators’ training 

programmes were also confirmed to be needed in QNSA, as evaluators expressed, to 

enhance their competencies.  
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School principals were also concerned about the lack of preparation for QNSA offered by 

the SED, which resulted in tons of paperwork and an overwhelming documentation 

process. Even the successful training that helped schools during their self-study process 

was stopped a few years, which decreased the quality of the self-study reports. The increase 

in the educators’ skills, knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs contribute to developing their 

competencies (Moore, 2009). Effective training programmes help staff in educational 

organisations develop and enhance those competencies and keep them up to date regarding 

the current practices and theories (Hall, 2015; Guskey, 2000) and are vital to the 

organisation’s success (Thomas, 2012). It also helps the staff “transform their roles and 

assume new and different responsibilities” (Kibodeaux, 2010, p. 25), facilitates building 

teams’ professionalism, strengthens interpersonal communication and accountability 

(Filipe et al., 2014). Simultaneously, the lack of training on the evaluation procedures and 

the ineffective induction programs result in issues such as producing low-quality reports 

(Richards, 2004b). It could be inferred that the lack of offered training programmes to the 

evaluators and the school principals was likely due to the SED understaffing. It also may 

relate to a shortage of qualified personnel in the SED’s administration, as expressed by the 

evaluators.  

Hence, the QNSA system’s training challenges necessitate developing procedures and 

practices to enhance and promote evaluators’ and school principals’ related skills to further 

smooth QNSA implementation. It is worth noting that all these challenges provided 

suggestions for improvement in the QNSA system, reflected in the following chapter. 
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5.5. So, What is the Impact of the National External Evaluation Process on Private 

Schools in the State of Qatar from the Perspectives of the Evaluators and the School 

Principals?  

This chapter closes with a discussion of the impact of the national external evaluation 

process on private schools from the perspectives of the evaluators and the school principals 

to provide a holistic overview of the QNSA’s impact on private schools. Pierce (2020) and 

Keyte and Ridout (2016) stressed that deciding on the impact of a process involves 

exploring the process’s achievement of its functions and aims. Hence, to shed lights on the 

QNSA impact on private schools, the combination of school accountability and 

improvement is discussed, as they are the two functions of QNSA.  

The elements that supported this combination are presented and discussed, leading to an 

integrated accountability approach within the quality assurance (QA) system applied in 

Qatar that led to an improvement in some schools. This accountability approach expands 

on several attempts by different authors who tackled the concept of integrated 

accountability in education (e.g., Burns et al., 2016; Shawyun, 2015; Ehren, Machteld and 

Swanborn, 2012; Gilbert, 2012; Aspen Institute Education and Society Program, 2009; 

Faubert, 2009; Scott, 2000). 

Additionally, the achievement of the QNSA aims is highlighted within this discussion. This 

does not mean discarding the earlier discussions presented in this chapter when tackling 

the QNSA impact on private schools. These discussions provide valuable information on 

the improvement needed in QNSA and support illuminating the QNSA process. Also, these 

previously discussed research sub-questions support the following section’s argument. 



 

247 
 

5.5.1 The Integrated Accountability Approach  

The study’s findings suggested a successful combination of accountability and 

improvement in Qatar’s QA system due to integrating several accountability approaches. 

As shown in Figure 5.1, the outputs of one accountability type became inputs in the other 

type, so integrating the performance and regulatory accountability might have incentivised 

schools to exert substantial efforts to improve to get the voucher system’s funds.  

To illustrate, the students’ results as the performance accountability outputs became an 

input in the school’s internal regulatory accountability when schools use these results as a 

means, among others, to decide on its education quality and needed modifications during 

their self-study process. Following this, QNSA uses students’ results and the school self-

study outcomes to judge the level of school compliance to QNSA quality standards and the 

MEHE’s mandates, as a means, among others, to assess the school quality and, in turn, 

decide its accreditation status. Finally, the QNSA outcomes form the only input in the 

voucher system to grant or deny the vouchers’ funds to successful and failed schools in 

QNSA, respectively. The voucher system was proved across many countries, including 

Qatar, to enhance school improvement (Financial Times, 2012; Patrinos 2012; The OECD, 

2017). It created a competitive environment between schools to attract students. Thus, this 

means that in seeking ways to improve their practices, the quality of their services, and 

exerting an effort to raise their students’ performance, schools inevitably end up attracting 

and enrolling a higher number of students. The higher number of enrollments in private 

schools in Qatar means that schools must fulfil the improvement suggestions stated in the 

outcomes of QNSA, which, in turn, leads to the improvement of the QNSA accountability 

mechanisms. This school improvement was evident in the study’s findings linked to the 
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frequent QNSA visits to schools (see section 5.3.1), among other supportive elements 

integrated with the accountability approaches, as shown below (see Figure 5.1).  

Figure 5.1: The integrated accountability approach in the Qatari quality assurance system 

 
 

In this cycle mentioned above, there are six possible explanations for why the successful 

integration of accountability approaches led to school improvement in the Qatari QA 

system. 

First, using the self-evaluation/self-study’s outcomes as inputs in QNSA, combine with 

outcomes of QNSA to judging the school’s performance in the Qatari QA system, 

contributes to the success of the integrated accountability approach that led to the 

improvement of some schools. Brown et al. (2016: 10) emphasised that “school self-

evaluation and external evaluation could be mutually beneficial to serving the school 

accountability agenda on the one hand and school improvement agenda on the other.” 
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These authors emphasised that both evaluations equipped schools with the opportunity to 

individually highlight their weaknesses in light of complying with external predetermined 

quality criteria to derive school changes/improvement. In theory, both evaluations in the 

QNSA context were built on the same quality standards with contributions from the school 

stakeholders and the community during the internal evaluation, which enabled the school 

to identify its performance level in light of QNSA standards to self-improve. In practice, 

the basis of the evaluators’ task is to validate the data in the schools’ self-study reports, 

which, in turn, may have made the school principals feel appreciated, and their efforts were 

considered, as highlighted by most of them. Consequently, school principals showed a 

receptive attitude towards the QNSA recommendations and improved based on them. It is 

worth noting that combining internal and external evaluations in QNSA supports achieving 

QNSA aims number one and two. These two aims focus on (1) enabling schools to perform 

internal evaluations to determine their performance level and (2) highlighting schools’ 

strengths and weaknesses through external evaluations.  

A second explanation is supported by Smith and Benavot’s (2019: 197) argument that 

attributed school improvement in evaluation contexts to the trustworthy relationship 

between evaluators and school principals, referring to trust as as “a kind of lubricant, a 

needed condition, in contexts where accountability operates to lead to improvement” (see 

earlier section 5.2.3). Hence, in QNSA, as the school principals trust the evaluators’ 

efficiency and professionalism, this may have convinced them to comply with the 

recommendations the evaluators offered, which also resonated with Ehren et al. (2019), 

who confirmed trust as a key element that supports combining accountability and 

improvement in external evaluations. Simultaneously, evaluators’ efficiency enabled them 
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to provide schools with realistic feedback about their needed areas of improvement, which 

supported school improvement, as stated by school principals.  

Third, this is supported with research that evaluators’ efficiency and their credible feedback 

to schools play a significant role that leads to improvement in external evaluation contexts 

(Quintelier et al., 2020; Hakim and Suharto, 2018; OECD, 2013). Hence, it could be 

inferred that trustworthy relationships and the evaluators’ efficiency in the Qatari QA 

context are elements that led the integrated accountabilities to improve schools. 

Fourth, Skedsmo and Huber (2019) argued that combining accountability and 

improvement is problematic when the power is unbalanced between evaluators and school 

principals, assuming that accountability only leads to improvement in a fair evaluation 

context when several accountability mechanisms are aligned and understood as intended. 

In this study, school principals confirmed that QNSA is a fair and objective evaluation 

process. This led 91% of them to self-commit towards the QNSA’s outcomes as they 

achieved its recommendations, which improved long-term school areas such as teaching 

quality and students’ behaviour. Hence, Skedsmo and Huber’s (2019) argument supports 

this study’s argument that the integration of accountability approaches led to an 

improvement in the Qatari QA system. 

Fifth, Wilcox (2000) contends that holding schools accountable for their work requires 

some action to be taken by schools, which means that eventually, a change will occur in 

their system. He added that this change might improve schools’ practices, such as bringing 

their documentation system up to date, paying more attention to lesson preparations, and 

smartening the school premises in various ways. Considerably, in QNSA, where similar 
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improvements were detected in school areas, Wilcox’s (2000) assumption may be 

considered an explanation for Qatar’s success in integrating accountability and 

improvement.  

Sixth, the school staff’s diversity who came to Qatar with their gained experience from 

several advanced education systems (e.g., British, Canadian, French, American), might 

have led them to be familiar with these evaluation practices, making it easier to comply 

with QNSA requirements, standards, and recommendations, and, in turn, generate 

improvements in QNSA context. This resonated with Darling-Hammond, Wilhoit and 

Pittenger (2014) suggest that school systems employing skilled and committed educators 

in a community that demonstrates a sense of self-accountability might achieve 

improvement in the context of external evaluations.  

To sum up, as shown above in Figure 5.1, the Qatari QA system integrated three 

accountability approaches. Within them, different elements were also integrated into 

implementation, which was argued by the study’s findings to strengthen school practices, 

improve specific school areas, and ensured school accountability at the same time. This 

integrated accountability approach supported QNSA in achieving three out of its four aims: 

number one, two, and three. These aims involve ascertaining school improvement, 

accountability, self-evaluation, planning, and highlighting schools’ performance level by 

specifying their weaknesses and strengths. 

5.6 Summary of the Chapter 

The chapter discussed the findings in the context of the wider literature. Integrating the 

data from the two phases of the study provided a vivid account of the impact of Qatar’s 
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quality assurance system on private schools through the perceptions and experiences of the 

evaluators and the school principals. Discussions were developed in relation to the main 

research question and its sub-questions and presented in a way that helped to explore 

fulfilling the QNSA’s functions and aims, illuminating the QNSA process, and 

highlighting the needed modifications in the system. The findings proposed the integrated 

accountability approach that reinforces the vital role the relationships built on trust and 

respect play in producing successful external evaluations that ensure school accountability 

and improvement. It highlighted the role played by the school principals’ diversity, the 

evaluators’ efficiency, and the QNSA frequent visits to failing schools in stimulating 

school improvement. The study carries contextual, theoretical, and practical contributions 

addressed and recommendations provided in the final chapter.  
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CHAPTER 6 : CONCLUSION 

This chapter provides the conclusion of the thesis by presenting four sections. First, it 

provides an overview of the study and a summary of its key findings. Second, the study’s 

contribution to global knowledge is discussed in three dimensions, context, theory and 

practice. Third, it offers recommendations for policymakers, evaluators, and school 

principals related to policies and practices. Finally, it reflects on the limitations of the study 

with recommendations for further research.    

6.1 Overview and Summary of the Key Findings 

This study aimed to answer an overarching question: What is the impact of the national 

external evaluation process on private schools in Qatar's perspectives from the perspectives 

of the evaluators and the school principals?  To be able to do so, the study explored (1) the 

QNSA’s applied procedures and practices, (2) the perceptions and experiences of 

evaluators and school principals about QNSA, (3) how QNSA motivated schools towards 

improvement, which finally led to (4) propose the needed modifications in the QNSA 

system (see later section 6.3).  

The investigation was done applying a mixed-method exploratory sequential design that 

combined two phases. The first phase included the qualitative analysis of 18 documents: 

the QNSA Handbook, the Mandatory Evaluation Manual, the QNSA Policy, and 15 QNSA 

Reports related to 5 schools during three QNSA visits. The documents’ analysis applied 

thematic analysis, which provided an understanding of the QNSA process and fed into the 

interviews’ questions. Then, semi-structured interviews were conducted with five 

evaluators and one supervisor to collect rich qualitative data. The interview analysis was 



 

254 
 

performed manually, applying thematic analysis and following Creswell’s (2014) six 

analysis steps comprising Thomas’s (2003) general inductive coding approach.  

The documents and interviews’ combined findings fed into the development of the phase 

two instrument, which comprised the online dissemination of a questionnaire that included 

quantitative and qualitative questions. The questionnaire was disseminated to all 

international school principals, excluding the questionnaire pilot respondents, in which 

52% of them responded. The questionnaire’s quantitative analysis was performed applying 

a descriptive statistical analysis using the ‘SurveyMonkey’ website’s analysis features, 

while its qualitative analysis was done by aggregating responses to each open-ended 

question to compare different variables to generate data triangulation. The study’s 

qualitative and quantitative data were then brought together to present and report the 

study’s findings. The triangulation of the documents, interviews, and questionnaire lent 

corroboration to the study’s findings and coherence to its results in which the research 

problem was seen from different perspectives.  

The study’s empirical analysis highlighted some discrepancies in theory and practice 

within QNSA implementation. Linking the voucher system to the QNSA‘s outcomes 

created a tensioned relationship between the QNSA practitioners and the Ministry of 

Education and Higher Education (MEHE). The QNSA process was considered 

overwhelming to both the evaluators and the school principals due to its lengthy procedures 

and documentation process, which formed some challenges. The evaluators were 

challenged by their relationship with some of the SED administrative members, the lack of 

some policies and procedures, workload and time limitation, which depressed them. School 

principals also faced a communication challenge with the SED, which resulted in a lack of 
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adequate preparation for QNSA. Also, evaluators and school principals faced challenges 

related to the SED’s insufficient training programmes.  

Simultaneously, the trustworthy and respectful mutual relationship shaped the respondents’ 

perception and experience about QNSA. The feedback given by the evaluators to the school 

principals during QNSA visits about needed improvement areas in their schools played a 

significant role in motivating school principals towards school improvement. The voucher 

system also appeared as a QNSA element that encouraged schools towards improvement. 

The yearly QNSA visits to failed schools positively improved some schools in specific 

areas. Besides, several accountability approaches integrated into the QNSA system 

strengthened the implemented practices within the QNSA context, leading to the 

achievement of its functions, which are school accountability and improvement.  

To conclude, some challenges exist in the QNSA system involving the overwhelming 

nature of QNSA procedures, some inconsistency in QNSA implementation, and some 

tensions between QNSA practitioners and MEHE. Nevertheless, the QNSA system led to 

school accountability and improvement, which is the QNSA ultimate goal since its 

initiation. This resulted from integrating several accountability approaches, namely, 

performance and regulatory types of accountability and the voucher system. This was 

supported by some elements involving trustworthy relationships between evaluators and 

school principals, effective QNSA feedback, incentives and sanction through the voucher 

system, and frequent QNSA visits to failing schools.  
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6.2 The Study’s Contribution 

6.2.1 Contextual Contribution 

This study adds an original regional contribution to global knowledge in the field of quality 

assurance. It sheds light on the QNSA process. This is the first study that discussed the 

application and the effect of the national external evaluation process on Qatar’s private 

schools to my knowledge. The study illuminated unexplored aspects related to theory and 

practice in the Qatari external evaluation context. It also offers recommendation for 

practice, see section 6.3, to improve the QA system in Qatar. Thus, the study should appeal 

to policymakers, evaluators, and the school community in Qatar. It will enable them to 

strengthen the good practices and amend the challenges highlighted by the study’s findings 

to enhance the QNSA’s impact on school accountability and improvement. Thus, this may 

help raise the quality of education offered to students in private education and support 

Qatar’s National Vision 2030, focusing on human development by offering quality 

education. The study’s recommendations in section 6.3 should also appeal to the GCC 

evaluation systems and other countries that rely on a substantial migrant population to drive 

their economies and countries with a significant number of private schools. This can be 

done by adopting and/or adapting the study’s recommendations to their needs and contexts. 

6.2.2 Theoretical Contribution 

The study contributes to the literature by demonstrating that school accountability and 

improvement can successfully result from external evaluations. Therefore, the study 

proposes an ‘integrated accountability approach’ in the Qatari QA context that adopts 

several mechanisms and elements for combining accountability and improvement. Despite 

the several studies investigating this combination, research on whether external evaluations 
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achieve accountability and gauge improvement in schools is still fragmented. Also, 

research that tackled the successful integration of accountability mechanisms is still under 

exploration. The study addresses this gap in the knowledge by presenting the effect of 

integrating three school accountability approaches (performance accountability, regulatory 

accountability, and the voucher system) in one evaluation system. This integration clarified 

how each accountability output forms an input to the other in a cycle that strengthened 

practices in the QNSA context and led to school improvement. This successful integration 

is supported by QNSA yearly visits to failing schools, actors’ mutual trust and respect, 

evaluators’ efficiency, and private schools’ diversity.  

This contribution expands as the study revealed this integrated accountability approach 

towards QA  and the exploration of the external evaluation practices in the context of the 

accreditation process in private education, while most existing research focuses on school 

inspections in government schools. Hence, the research findings should appeal to 

policymakers, evaluators, school principals, and more widely to the academic community 

in Qatar and regional communities, such as some evaluation systems in the GCC countries 

that face the same issues as the Qatari QA system.  

6.2.3 Practical Contribution 

The study had an instant practical contribution to QNSA procedures. At the end of the 

study’s interviewing process, evaluators’ experienced challenges and what they perceived 

as challenges for school principals in the QNSA context emerged in the evaluators’ daily 

conversations. This led the SED to develop a Handbook to create a framework that includes 

additional needed QNSA policies, procedures and practices. The aims were to overcome 

these challenging factors and ensure the consistent application of all the QNSA operations. 
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These developed procedures in the Handbook included follow-up strategies on schools that 

succeeded QNSA, training strategies covering evaluators and school principals, incentives 

and promotion policies, and detailed visits’ practices. The ultimate goal was to make the 

QNSA process less overwhelming eventually. Upon completion, several orientations were 

provided to the remaining SED employees, the feedback was elicited, and subsequently, 

modifications were done.  

The findings from this study demonstrated the value of some mechanisms that led QNSA 

to gauge school improvement. Until the current time, there is a debate about such 

mechanisms. It highlights the usefulness of frequent QNSA visits to schools in order to 

improve long-term improvement areas such as teaching quality and students’ behaviour. 

The study brings attention to the effective role that the evaluators’ efficiency plays in 

providing constructive feedback during QNSA visits, motivating school improvement. It 

also gives insights into the significant role that the trustworthy and respectful relationship 

between evaluators and school principals plays in leading actors to respond to the external 

evaluation recommendations to improve schools. Hence, the research findings should 

appeal to policymakers and the evaluation systems’ operators in Qatar in preserving the 

QNSA elements that support school improvement and amend the needed modifications in 

the system (see below section 6.3). Besides, the study’s findings regarding evaluation 

practices should appeal to policymakers, the evaluation systems’ operators and 

practitioners abroad to adopt or adapt this study’s recommendations into their systems.  

The research findings will also familiarise Qatar’s academic community about the QNSA 

practices and what is considered good and unfavourable practices from the eyes of both the 

QNSA implementers (the evaluators) and the receivers (the school principals). This can be 
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done by sending the thesis’s link to all school principals and evaluators to gain knowledge 

about its findings and recommendations. Also, publications derived from this thesis could 

reveal the study’s findings to the academic community, such as researchers, policymakers, 

teachers and practitioners. Besides, I am currently initiating a program at the MEHE 

comprising several sessions to reveal this study’s findings targeting school principals and 

evaluators as a first step and other academics as the following step.  

6.3 Recommendations 

6.3.1 Recommendations for Policy 

The study offers three recommendations to the SED:   

(1) As mentioned above in section 6.2.3, the SED developed a Handbook incorporating 

mechanisms and procedures to overcome some emerging challenges. Nevertheless, 

the SED is recommended to provide orientation to school principals about the parts 

that concern their work in the Handbook (e.g., the follow-up policy and procedures 

after evaluation/accreditation visits, the QNSA preparation process, the visits 

procedures). The SED could ensure an accurate and consistent application of the 

Handbook’s procedures and the compliance of all the SED working personnel and 

schools to its guidelines to avoid inconsistent practices. This can be accomplished 

by establishing a permanent internal committee comprising the most experienced 

evaluators with the QNSA department head. This committee could meet monthly 

to discuss the Handbook’s application outcomes, detect the gaps, and plan future 

steps. The SED Director could supervise this committee by attending its meetings 

or reviewing its monthly reports to make the needed decisions.   
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(2) The SED is recommended to go back to the old practice that was stopped and 

resume publishing the QNSA reports on the MEHE’s online website. The 

publication of the reports will strengthen the QNSA accountability principle. It will 

enable all the stakeholders to follow up on evaluated schools’ performance and hold 

schools accountable for achieving their mission and educational goals. It will also 

promote the sense of transparency that was highlighted to be lacking in the QNSA 

process. For the SED to do so, there is a need to restore the reports’ publication 

procedures implemented at the beginning of the QNSA initiation. The SED may 

modify these procedures to fit the current QNSA context if there is a need to do so. 

As a first step, The SED should orient the evaluators about these old procedures. 

The evaluators should then be asked to provide their suggestions if modifications 

of these old procedures are needed. As the following step, when there is an 

agreement about the suitable publication procedures, the SED should communicate 

with the Communication and Relation Department at the MEHE to reach a final 

agreement about the process of resuming the QNSA reports’ publication online. 

Finally, an announcement should notify all related parties of resuming the QNSA 

reports’ publication on the Ministry’s website. 

(3) The SED is recommended to review and make necessary modifications to its 

evaluation tools, namely, the lesson observation and the scoring rubric forms. Both 

were found in the study’s findings as not well-developed and confusing to the 

evaluators during school evaluations. To do this, the SED should communicate with 

the Quality Assurance Department (QAD) and the Curriculum and Instruction 

Department (CID) at the MEHE. The aim is for the SED to seek advice from the 
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QAD and CID’s experts about the modifications needed in both forms. After both 

departments provide their insights, the SED should benefit from its staff’s expertise, 

who hold degrees and have experience in curriculum development and quality 

assurance, to finalise the modified lesson observation and scoring rubric forms. As 

a final step, orientation should be delivered by the SED’s head of department to 

evaluators and school principals. Evaluators and school principals’ notes regarding 

the modifications should be taken and discussed by the SED’s department head. 

Any needed additional modifications should occur by the SED’s experts. Finally, 

the modified lesson observation and scoring rubric forms should be published and 

revealed to all concerned stakeholders to promote the principle of transparency 

within QNSA.   

6.3.2 Recommendations for Practice 

The study offers two recommendations for practice.  

(1) The SED is recommended to provide the evaluators (novice and veteran) and the 

school principals with training programmes based on their needs. The SED may 

disseminate a questionnaire to collect the evaluators’ and school principals’ 

opinions about their professional development needs in the context of QNSA. This 

questionnaire should be anonymous, in which the evaluators and the school 

principals are not asked to provide their personal information as a means to allow 

them to specify their needs freely. The questionnaire should comprise a qualitative 

question that asks the evaluators and school principals to identify the areas they 

need to enhance their skills. Another question may ask them to specify the unclear 

QNSA procedures, and a third question may ask about any further needs or 
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comments they want to add. Based on this questionnaire’s analysis results, the SED 

should benefit from their expert employees who hold degrees and have experience 

in the professional development field to devise the needed training programmes. 

The SED may also communicate with the National Centre for Educational 

Development at QU and the Professional Development Department at the MEHE 

to seek their advice regarding these programmes’ implementation methods. 

Additionally, both the evaluators and school principals are recommended to expose 

themselves to the best practices in school evaluation worldwide by doing their 

research as an additional way of enhancing their knowledge.  

(2) The MEHE is recommended to make necessary coordination between the SED and 

the Department of Private Schools Affairs of the MEHE responsible for providing 

schools with needed support. This preamble should allow both departments to 

cooperate in providing the opportunity for the school principals who are about to 

experience QNSA for the first time to meet termly or occasionally with other school 

principals who experienced QNSA. The aim is to discuss the process and acquire 

knowledge about its procedures from their colleagues’ perspectives. This exchange 

of experience may enable the school principals who did not experience the process 

to understand it, which, in turn, may clarify the procedures of the QNSA and 

facilitate its preparation process. It may also help the school principals who 

experienced the process reflect on their practices with a transparent and honest 

approach to determine the advantages and disadvantages for their future benefits 

when re-experiencing QNSA. Eventually, this may contribute to making the QNSA 

process less overwhelming for schools.  
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6.4 Limitations and Future Research 

First, the findings are linked to the perception and experience of the evaluators and school 

principals in Qatar. This provides a glimpse of the evaluation process from two essential 

QNSA stakeholders’ perceptions in two opposite positions: the implementers (evaluators) 

and the receivers (school principals). However, this study does not tell us how the other 

QNSA stakeholders perceive and experience QNSA, such as the SED, the MEHE, parents, 

and teachers. Future studies could investigate the impact of QNSA on private schools from 

the perspective of other different QNSA stakeholders (e.g., policymakers, parents, 

teachers, students) to provide a broader image of the process. Besides, other research may 

extend the scope of the study to the public schooling system.  

Second, this study relied on perceptions and experiences of evaluators and evaluatees rather 

than observed behaviours and practices. Although the respondents’ expressed views are 

valuable and fall within the real QNSA context, drawing on observed live evaluation events 

and interviewing the stakeholders on-site would have enhanced data richness. 

Nevertheless, I tried to enhance the trustworthiness of self-reported interviews by analysing 

QNSA reports as a triangulation technique and conducting a survey. Further research could 

employ observation methods during the QNSA visit to reflect on the direct attitudes of the 

evaluators, school principals, and the wider school community towards the process to 

provide a broader image of QNSA from different angles and perspectives.   

Third, the study’s findings revealed the lack of parental involvement in the QNSA process. 

However, due to the time limitation and the study’s scope, this area could not be 

investigated to determine its impact on fulfilling the QNSA aims. Therefore, other research 

may explore the impact of parental involvement on the QNSA implementation in the 
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future. Other researcher/s may apply a mixed methodology with an explanatory sequential 

design to collect a large amount of data by surveying parents and then interviewing a 

sample of them to broaden the researcher/s understanding of the issue under study. Besides, 

considering the controversial nature of the voucher system globally and in Qatar, another 

study may be conducted to explore the parents’ perspective about the extent of liberty they 

enjoy when choosing schools for their children.  

Fourth, the study’s findings highlighted the MEHE’s interference in QNSA 

implementation and the absence of its departments’ role in using the QNSA outcomes to 

support schools. Again, this study’s limited time and scope did not allow for exploring 

these issues from the concerned MEHE’s employees’ perspective. Hence, future research/s 

may be conducted to investigate the Ministry’s role and its departments in the QNSA 

process and how this role affects QNSA in fulfilling its aims. The researcher/s may deploy 

a comparative study employing a qualitative approach. They may interview concerned 

MEHE employees and analyse related documents to draw inferences between their study 

findings and this study’s findings.  

Finally, the QNSA’s first visit to schools occurred in 2013. This means that until the data 

collection phase of this study (early 2019), a limited number of schools were revisited every 

three or five years to renew their accreditation stature, which resulted in the limited QNSA 

reports’ number of these schools. This formed another limitation in this study. I was only 

able to access QNSA Reports of failed schools (schools did not pass QNSA) that were 

visited yearly to obtain QNSA to track school improvement areas across schools’ several 

reports. In contrast, the limited number of QNSA reports of succeeded schools did not 

allow for exploring these schools’ improvement areas to highlight the ramification of the 
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lack of follow-up procedures on these schools’ improvement. This also confines the 

improvement conclusion of this study to schools that failed QNSA. Future studies could 

investigate the impact of QNSA on private schools by analysing both reports of succeeded 

and failed schools in QNSA and compare the results to provide a broader image of the 

impact of QNSA on school improvement. Also, once an adequate number of schools pass 

QNSA more than one time in the future, other researcher/s could interview school 

principals to explore their perspective on the sustainability of school improvement 

generated by QNSA.  

6.5 Final Thoughts  

Finally, I would like to reflect on my journey while performing this research. Although it 

was an overwhelming and stressful time in my life, especially with being a mother of seven 

children running around, it was an ongoing learning experience. Several things were 

learned, specifically avoiding bias during the data collection phase, as I used to feel that I 

once dominated the evaluation context as a team leader and a supervisor. New strategies 

and practices were learned to avoid bias when reporting the study’s findings, that I will 

benefit from them during my upcoming research plans. I became familiar with the process 

of documents’ analysis, development of a survey instrument, and interview questions. I 

hope that I will be able to conduct other research studies wider in their scope during the 

coming years and apply several methods.  

I appreciated the time I spent with my colleagues when conducting the interviews in which 

I listened to their stories about QNSA. It was a memorable time, mainly because it was my 

last professional contact with them before I resigned from the SED after ten years working 

by their side to contribute widely to the field of Quality Assurance at QU. Somehow, I 
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enjoyed communicating with the school principals as peer educators without feeling the 

authority barriers I used to feel when working as a team leader and supervisor.  

I am thankful that I had the opportunity to gain professional experiences through my 

doctoral supervision and peers’ support. I believe that this research’s faced challenges 

enhanced and reinforced my skills and added useful practices to my knowledge and 

expertise. However, if I received the chance to redo this task, I would appreciate observing 

some of the QNSA processes during implementation. This observation will allow capturing 

the immediate impact of the process. It may also reveal other QNSA elements that have 

not appeared in the evaluators’ and school principals’ told experience. Still, I consider the 

experience I gained through this study as so precious. Deciding to do this research was the 

most  fulfilling decision I took in my professional life and an appreciated journey in my 

personal life. 
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APPENDIX 1 

1.1 How the Study’s Phases Build on Each Other  

Lacking information 

from Document Analysed 

(DA) 

Questions added in the 

interviews guide based on 

DA  

Further clarifications 

needed/raised issues from 

interviews’ Analysis (IA) 

Questions added in the 

questionnaire based on IA & 

DA 

▪ During stage 1 & 2 

visits, procedures and 

practices include 

interviews, lesson 

observations, analysis of 

school documents, and 

facility checks. 

▪ Q:1: What exactly is your 

role in the QNSA process, 

and what does it entail? 

▪ Evaluators confirmed 

what was stated in 

documents, adding that 

they provide schools with 

feedback during and at 

the end of visits and 

detailed reports about 

their performance. 

Section 2: Q: 2.9  

Which of the following 

procedures and practices have 

you encountered when you 

experienced the QNSA visit? 

(you can tick more than one 

choice) 

▪ Meetings with the evaluation 

team during the QNSA visit. 

▪ The examination of your 

schools’ documents by the 

QNSA team during the 

school’s visit. 

▪ Lesson observation visits 

done by the QNSA team 

members during the visit. 

▪ Tours in the school done by 

the QNSA team. 

▪ Receiving feedback from the 

QNSA team during the visit. 

▪ Receiving feedback from the 

QNSA team at the end of the 

visit. 

▪ Receiving detailed report 

after the end of the QNSA 

visit. 

▪ Other, please specify 

▪ Insufficient details were 

found on the evaluators’ 

feedback during QNSA 

visits.  

 

 

▪  Q: 2: Can you explain how 

the evaluation process works 

regarding providing 

feedback to schools?  

 

▪ The evaluators referred to 

the quality of their 

feedback as a school 

motivating factor towards 

improvement  

Section 5: Q: 5.1  

In your opinion, which of the 

following elements motivate 

your school to improve during 

the QNSA process?  

3. The feedback provided by 

the QNSA team (strongly 

disagree-disagree-neither 

disagree nor agree- agree-

strongly agree). 

▪ Clarification needed 

regarding the follow-up 

procedures on schools 

after the QNSA visits 

▪ Q: 4-the supervisor question 

guide: It is stated in the 

evaluation manual that if 

schools failed to pass the 

evaluation stage more than 

▪ The positive impact of 

QNSA frequent visits to 

failing schools on 

teaching, learning, and 

Section 1.2: Q 2 

To what extent do you agree 

or disagree about the 

following?  
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▪ Clarification was needed 

regarding the next steps 

in case the school failed 

QNSA several times. 

once, action would be taken 

with the school. However, 

the manual did not clarify 

the type of action or its 

consequences. Can you 

kindly clarify this 

procedure? 

school organization was 

revealed. 

6. The preparation for the 

QNSA visit led to changes in 

the teaching and learning and 

organiSation in/of the school 

(strongly disagree-disagree-

neither disagree nor agree- 

agree-strongly agree). 

▪ Roles and 

responsibilities of 

evaluators during QNSA 

visits  

 

▪ Q: 1: So, tell me how long 

you’ve been working in this 

role and what you did 

before? What exactly is your 

role in the QNSA process, 

and what does it entail? 

▪ Evaluators said that some 

school principals 

considered “some 

evaluators as too young 

to evaluate their 

performance.” 

Section 3: Q: 3.1.2 

To what extent do you agree 

or disagree about the kind of 

feelings you had towards the 

QNSA team members during 

the recent visit?  

8. During the recent QNSA 

visit, I felt the QNSA team 

members were too young to 

evaluate my performance 

(strongly disagree-disagree-

neither disagree nor agree- 

agree-strongly agree). 

4.1 To what extent do you 

agree or disagree about the 

following? 

1. The recent QNSA team 

members collected sufficient 

data to assess the school 

properly (strongly disagree-

disagree-neither disagree nor 

agree- agree-strongly agree). 

▪ How the QNSA system 

enabled the parental 

choice of their children 

schools was not clear. 

▪ Q: 10: In your opinion, how 

do schools’ benefit from the 

evaluation system? Does it 

motivate them to improve? 

How? Prompting the 

voucher system. 

▪ Lack of parental interest 

in QNSA interviews.  

Section 4: Q: 4.4.3  

To what extent do you feel 

that the following 

people/stakeholders put you 

under pressure to receive 

positive QNSA outcomes?  

3. I feel parents put me under 

pressure to receive positive 

QNSA outcomes (not at all - 

to a minor extent -to a 

moderate extent - to a great 

extent) 

▪ The application of the 

voucher system was not 

mentioned.  

 

▪ Q 10: In your opinion, how 

do schools’ benefit from the 

evaluation system? Does it 

motivate them to improve? 

How? (e.g., the voucher 

system) 

▪ Several negative issues 

were emerged, 

recommending separating 

the voucher system from 

QNSA outcomes. 

Section 5: Q: 5.1  

On a scale of one to five, 

which of the following 

elements motivate your school 

to improve during the QNSA 

process?  

1. Rewards such as the money 

from the voucher system 

(strongly disagree-disagree-

neither disagree nor agree- 

agree-strongly agree). 

2. Sanctions such as preventing 

schools from the voucher 
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system’s money (strongly 

disagree-disagree-neither 

disagree nor agree- agree-

strongly agree). 

▪ More detailed 

description of the 

evaluators’ performed 

procedures and practices 

during QNSA was 

needed.  

 

▪ Q 2: Can you explain how 

the evaluation process 

works? (e.g., integration 

between internal and 

external evaluation, apply 

the same strategy when 

reporting the QNSA 

findings to schools with 

different performance) 

(Prompt: what is the level of 

preparation schools have? 

How well in advance 

schools are informed about 

the evaluation? What level 

of detail is provided to them 

in terms of what is 

expected? 

▪ Corroboration needed  2.9 Which of the following 

procedures and practices have 

you encountered when you 

experienced the QNSA visit? 

(you can tick more than one 

choice)- all procedures were 

listed (see Appendix 12) 

- - ▪ Insufficient training 

programmes 

Section 1.2: Q 2 

To what extent do you agree 

or disagree about the 

following? 5. The school 

received proper training from 

the QNSA administration 

office to prepare it for the 

QNSA process 

- - ▪ Evaluators highlighted 

schools’ fake practices 

within QNSA. 

Section 1.2: Q 2 

To what extent do you agree 

or disagree about the 

following? 3. The latest 

documents/facts and figures 

we sent to the QNSA 

administration office present a 

more positive picture of the 

quality of our school than how 

we are really doing. 

- - ▪ The evaluators referred to 

QNSA procedures and 

practices as “accurate,” 

“objective,” and “fair,” 

Section 2.10  

How do you feel about the 

following: 

 1. The QNSA procedures and 

practices were accurate and 

objective 

2. The QNSA procedures and 

practices were fair to your 

school 

- - ▪ The evaluators referred to 

school principals as “co-

educators,”“cooperative,”  

Section 3: Q: 3.1.1  

To what extent do you agree 

or disagree about the type of 

relationship you had with the 
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- - ▪ Evaluators’ relationship 

with schools is 

trustworthy and, in some 

cases, tensioned. 

QNSA team members during 

the recent QNSA visit? 

Q: 3.1.2  

To what extent do you agree 

or disagree about the kind of 

feelings you had towards the 

QNSA team members during 

the recent visit? 

Choices added about tension 

and trust (see Appendix 12). 

- - ▪ The icy relationship 

between evaluators and 

the SED 

Section 3: Q: 3.2  

3.2.1 To what extent do you 

describe your relationship 

with the QNSA administration 

office regarding the following 

aspects? choices were added 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

312 
 

APPENDIX 2 

2.1 Documents’ Access Approval Request Letter 
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APPENDIX 3 

3.1 Semi-structured Interviews  

 To be with schools’ evaluators x5 and QNSA supervisor x 1– split of age, gender, 

experience, etc. 

3.1.1 Interview Protocol  

1. Explain the aim of the interview. 

2. Overview of the interview form sections.  

3. State their rights of confidentiality, anonymity, not answering any unliked question, 

and their right withdraw at any time. 

4. Welcome the evaluators as icebreakers. 

 

 

3.1.2 Questions for Evaluators 

1. So, tell me how long you’ve been working in this role and what you did before? 

What exactly is your role in the QNSA process, and what does it entail? 

2. Can you explain how the evaluation process works? (e.g., feedback, integration 

between internal and external evaluation, apply the same strategy when reporting 

the QNSA findings to schools with different performance) (Prompt: what is the 

level of preparation schools have? How well in advance schools are informed about 

the evaluation? What level of detail is provided to them in terms of what is 

expected?). 

3. How do you utilise the evaluation framework/QNSA handbook during evaluating 

schools? 

4. How has the QNSA process changed since its initiation and until the current time? 

(e.g., the evaluation stage replaces the candidacy stage, what did this change take 

place? Was it the right decision? Why?) 
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5. In your opinion, what is the purpose of QNSA? (prompt: Why do you think 

schools should be evaluated? Why some schools are evaluated, and some are not, 

how would you describe the impact of the QNSA process on schools?) 

6. Can you explain the reception you get in schools when you visit for evaluation? 

(e.g., cooperation, attitudes, from principals and teachers) (Prompt: Why you think 

you get such reception? How it differs across the schools? How do you characterize 

your relationship with schools’ principals? Does the co-operation between schools’ 

evaluators and schools’ principals’ benefit in achieving the QNSA purpose, how 

could the relationship be improved (if at all)? 

7. What are the facilitating factors influencing the implementation of the QNSA 

process?  

8. In your opinion, what is/are the challenge/s that hinder QNSA with its two stages 

from fulfilling its purpose? 

9.  How could the QNSA process improve? (Kindly provide examples) 

10. In your opinion, how do schools’ benefit from the evaluation system? Does it 

motivate them to improve? How? (e.g., the voucher system, evaluators’ feedback, 

potentials, attitudes, training, competency and commitment, the publication of 

QNSA reports for low performing schools and quality of schools’ leadership)   

11. Do you feel skilled enough to carry this evaluation? Is there some level of support 

(e.g., training/ professional development) that could make your work better? Is 

there anything that the department/ministry can do to make your work better? 

12.  Do you feel you want to share any further personal experience about the QNSA 

process? 
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3.1.3 Questions for QNSA Supervisor 

1. So, tell me how long you’ve been working in this role and what you did before? 

What exactly is your role in the QNSA process, and what does it entail? (e.g., 

planning for schools’ visits, choosing schools to be evaluated, prepare schools for 

QNSA process with its two stages, ensure the validity of the process) How well in 

advance schools are informed about the evaluation? (It was stated in the evaluation 

manual that schools are notified of the visit date one week prior to the visit and at 

the same time they are obliged to submit the evaluation forms of their performance 

one week prior to the scheduled date of the visit. Can you kindly clarify this 

procedure?) What level of detail is provided to them in terms of what is expected?   

2. How does the QNSA process change since its initiation and until the current time? 

(e.g., the evaluation stage replaces the candidacy stage) 

3. How does the schools’ evaluation department deal with the change of the structure 

from the SEC to the Ministry of Education and Higher Education when applying 

the QNSA procedures? (e.g., the committee formed by the Minister of Education, 

Secretary-General of the former SEC to study the recommendations and grant the 

approval or not for the accreditation) 

4. It is stated in the evaluation manual that if schools failed to pass the evaluation stage 

more than once, action would be taken with the school. However, the manual did 

not clarify the type of action or its consequences. Can you kindly clarify this 

procedure? 

5. How do the evaluators utilise the evaluation framework/QNSA handbook during 

evaluating schools? 
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6. In your opinion, what is the purpose of QNSA? (prompt: Why do you think 

schools should be evaluated? Why some schools are evaluated, and some are not, 

how would you describe the impact of the QNSA process on schools?) 

7. Can you explain the reception you get in schools when you visit for supervision? 

(e.g., cooperation, attitudes, from principals and teachers) (Prompt: Why you think 

you get such reception? How it differs across the schools? How do you characterize 

your relationship with schools’ principals? Does the co-operation between schools’ 

evaluators and schools’ principals’ benefit in achieving the QNSA purpose, how 

could the relationship be improved (if at all)? 

8. What are the facilitating factors influencing the implementation of the QNSA 

process?  

9. In your opinion, what is/are the challenge/s that hinder QNSA with its two stages 

from fulfilling its purpose? 

10.  How could the QNSA process improve? (Kindly provide examples) 

11. In your opinion, how do schools’ benefit from the evaluation system? Does it 

motivate them to improve? How? (e.g., the voucher system, evaluators’ feedback, 

potentials, attitudes, training, competency and commitment, the publication of 

QNSA reports for low performing schools and quality of schools’ leadership)   

12. Is there some level of support (e.g., training/ professional development) that could 

make your work better? Is there anything that the department/ministry can do to 

make your work better? 

13.  Do you feel you want to share any further personal experience about the QNSA 

process? 
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APPENDIX 4  

4.1 Interviews’ Meeting Schedule  
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APPENDIX 5 

5.1 Documents Analysed Codebook  

Code Description Approach  

Procedures 

performed by the 

evaluators and 

school principals 

before stages 1 

and 2 visits 

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals before the QNSA visit. 

For example, school self-study, initial visit. 

Deductive 

Procedures 

performed by the 

evaluators and 

school principals 

during stages 1 

and 2 visits 

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals during the QNSA visit. 

For example: 

Evaluators: Procedures of document analysis- lesson 

observations-facility inspections-providing oral feedback. 

Deductive 

Procedures 

performed by the 

evaluators and 

school principals 

after stages 1 and 

2 visits 

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals after the QNSA visit. 

For example: 

Evaluators; Written reports- QNSA decisions- follow-up 

visits. 

School Principals: working on recommendations. 

Deductive 

School 

Improvement 

Develop school plans that include evaluators’ 

commendations and recommendations to improve schools. 

Inductive 

School 

Accountability 

The voucher system: Parental choice of schools. Schools 

are accountable to parents.  

Performance Accountability: Using students’ results as the 

basis for holding schools accountable for their work to 

judge education quality.  

Regulatory Accountability: Compliance to QNSA 

requirements and standards, MEHE requirements. Any 

school principals’ compliance activities within QNSA 

(e.g., policies, quality standards, etc.).  

Mainly 

Deductive 

with 

Inductive 

codes 

added 

during 

analysis 
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APPENDIX 6 

6.1 Analysed Documents (QNSA Handbook-Mandatory Evaluation Manual- QNSA 

Policy) 

RSQ 1: What are the current procedures and practices of the national external evaluation process in private schools?  

 

Categories 

 

Codes 

Analysed Documents 

 

QNSA Handbook 

 (Stage 2) 

Mandatory Evaluation 

Manual (Stage 1) 

QNSA Policy 

(General Guidelines) 

 

 

Before stages 1 

and 2 Visits 

 

▪ Internal evaluation 

process  

 

▪ The system is based on the 

principles it is built on, standards 

of accreditation and quality 

assurance, and stages of 

operations to obtain 

accreditation (internal and 

external processes for assertion 

of quality). Internal quality 

assurance operations are the 

systems that schools put into 

place that include foundation of 

the quality system, planning 

processes, and self-study 

towards school improvement 

(p.6). 

▪ Schools must first apply for 

school candidacy with QNSA by 

completing appropriate school 

description forms and report. 

This is then followed by a school 

visit by QNSA to validate school 

description report. QNSA will 

then recommend QNSA 

candidacy stature to those 

schools meeting requirements 

to begin full accreditation 

process, and fulfill requirements 

for school relicensing (p.13). 

▪  Evaluation Date and 

Preparation for the Visit: - 

The school will be visited 

after two academic years 

after operation. - The 

Evaluation Department will 

determine which schools 

will be visited, and a team 

of approximately 3 

evaluators will be assigned 

to each school. Visit day will 

consist of two to three days 

depending on the size of the 

school. - Schools will be 

informed one week prior to 

the visit. - The school will be 

required to complete 

correlated forms with 

school data and send it to 

School Evaluation 

Department a week before 

the scheduled date for the 

visit (P.31).  

 

▪ The policy was 

found to include the 

same information 

as found in the 

QNSA Handbook 

but briefly. No new 

information was 

added. Also, no 

contradictions were 

found.  

▪ Stakeholders’ 

involvement in 

internal 

evaluations 

 

▪  Quality improvement entails 

involving all stakeholders in a 

constant cycle of planning, 

implementation, monitoring, 

and revision. (p.7) 

▪ Successful management is 

evident through having a 

clear vision and 

administrative and 

educational planning, which 
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▪ Collaborate with members of all 

stakeholder groups in each 

section of the self-study (p.12).  

▪ accreditation process: (1) 

Develop with input of 

stakeholders a clear school and 

community profile (p. 13). 

▪ Schools must show 

collaboration on development 

of self-study with 

representatives from all 

stakeholder groups. This 

includes governing body, 

administration, teachers, other 

staff, parents, and students (p. 

18). 

▪ Promote effective 

communication and good 

relationships with parents 

through providing various 

activities and programs; 

responding to parents’ 

suggestions and complaints, 

encouraging them to supervise 

their children’s academic 

attainment and participate in 

school activities and functions 

(p.40).  

▪ When developing any plan or 

project or face any problem, the 

school should involve all 

stakeholders (staff - students - 

parents - Board of Trustees) in 

the decision-making (p.57). 

is implemented through 

precise internal quality 

assurance mechanisms and 

regulations, and monitoring 

work accuracy of staff, and 

developing effective 

partnerships with Almost all 

of the school's stakeholders 

(p. 6). 

▪ Self-study process ▪ School Profile & Self-Study: 

Represents what the reality of 

the school is based on 

accreditation standards and 

indicators, with internal quality 

assurance taking a critical look 

at where school site is in specific 

target areas, that reflect support 

on student learning.(p.10) 

▪ Schools that have already 

attained national 

accreditation must present 

a new self-study before the 

expiration of their 

accreditation to be visited 

to renew the accreditation 

granted to them. In case of 

accreditation denial, the 

school is awarded an 

academic year to carry out 
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the recommendations and 

to be visited by an 

evaluation visit after that (p. 

32).  

▪ QNSA teams’ role ▪ The visiting review team will 

carry out review of quality 

assurance (p. 19). 

▪ The visiting team consists of 3-4 

evaluators and study the self-

study review and record notes 

before visiting the school (p. 84).  

▪ No Data Found 

During stages 1 

and 2 Visits 

 

▪ Interviews 

▪ Document 

Analysis 

▪ Lesson 

Observations 

▪ Facility 

Inspections 

 

▪ This evidence should include 

samples of student work at all 

levels, minutes of meetings, 

survey results, assessment and 

other academic analysis, data on 

various school areas, interviews, 

observations, and other relevant 

and supportive documentation. 

In addition, evidence gathering 

should be varied reflecting 

stakeholder input. (p.10) 

▪ The visiting team will spend a 

number of days (2-4 days, 

depending on size and other 

aspects of the school) to study 

the programs and services 

available in order to deepen 

their understanding of the 

selfstudy report submitted. This 

will include meetings with 

various stakeholder groups and 

review of evidence at school 

site. The responsibilities of the 

QNSA school visiting team are: • 

Ensure the school completion 

and taking into account the 

views of beneficiaries regarding 

the strengths and areas of 

growth, and the willingness of 

the school to achieve its vision 

and objectives. • Report on the 

school’s commitment to the 

standards. • Review the school's 

commitment to the process of 

▪ The visiting team will spend 

between 2 to 3 days at the 

school, depending on its 

size and other aspects, to 

study the system of 

education and care 

available. The visit will 

include meetings with 

various stakeholder groups, 

review of evidences, and a 

school tour of almost all 

school facilities, and Lesson 

Observations of 

approximately 30% to 40% 

from the total number of 

teachers in the school (P. 

31).  

▪ The Responsibilities of the 

Evaluating Visiting Team are 

to: Ensure the availability of 

the following requirements 

at the school: a. Clear vision 

and objectives. b. A clear 

curriculum to achieve the 

school vision, mission, and 

objectives. c. Review of the 

administrative system 

ensuring that school 

leadership provides 

appropriate support, 

guidance, monitoring, and 

supervision of almost all 

school programs in general. 

d. The necessary facilities 
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continuous improvement. • 

Assessment strategies for school 

quality assurance. • Assessment 

of meeting learning needs of ALL 

students (i.e. programs, 

resources and support available, 

and methods of teaching applied 

in school). • Review learning 

results and their application 

school wide (p. 19). 

▪ Teams carry out several 

processes and procedures in the 

school such as reviewing records 

and conducting interviews (with 

students, parents, teachers, 

Principal and administrators), 

and other evidence review. 

Focused interviews with 

stakeholder groups who actively 

participated in the school 

accreditation process will also 

occur. Inspection of school 

facilities, financial plans, and 

various other resources will also 

be reviewed (p. 84).  

and development programs 

for school employees. e. 

School plans are in place to 

achieve the school mission 

and objectives, and other 

plans to evaluate students 

of almost all levels. The 

evaluation visiting team will 

provide the school 

Evaluation Manual towards 

the National School 

Accreditation (Stage 1) 32 

All rights reserved to School 

Evaluation Department - 

The Ministry of Education 

and Higher Education, Qatar 

management with feedback 

that includes a summary of 

its findings and evidence of 

the visit, and with 

recommendations for the 

school o to improve and 

develop its performance. f. 

A safe and supportive 

learning environment (P. 

31-32).  

▪ Oral Feedback ▪ No data found ▪ The evaluation visiting team 

will provide the school 

Evaluation management 

with feedback that includes 

a summary of its findings 

and evidence of the visit, 

and with recommendations 

for the school o to improve 

and develop its performance 

(p. 31).  

 

 

 

 

After stages 1 

and 2 Visits 

 

▪ Written Feedback 

 

▪ Chairman of the visiting team 

submits a comprehensive 

report to the Accreditation 

Committee, which in turn, 

studies in-depth, the 

recommendations made. The 

QNSA then submits its 

recommendation for 

accreditation term and 

▪ No data found 
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supportive reports to the 

MEHE who then makes a final 

decision on the granting of 

accreditation (p.19).  

▪ The visiting team writes a 

report including details about 

each criterion and 

recommendations, and 

focuses on the learning 

quality. This report is then 

presented to the self review 

committee for discussion and 

the final report and 

recommendations are written 

according to the discussion. 

The recommendations are 

either agree or disagree on 

accreditation, with a 

recommended term of 

accreditation with justification 

report given to the SEC for 

final approval on accreditation 

status term for a school. (p. 

85). 

▪ Accreditation/eval

uation Decision 

 

▪ Chairman of the visiting team 

submits a comprehensive 

report to the Accreditation 

Committee, which in turn, 

studies in-depth, the 

recommendations made. The 

QNSA then submits its 

recommendation for 

accreditation term and 

supportive reports to the 

MEHE who then makes a final 

decision on the granting of 

accreditation. Each school has 

the right to challenge the 

decision within two months of 

its issuance and may form a 

committee to look into it with 

both the MEHE and QNSA 

findings (p.19). 

▪ The report and 

recommendations are 

▪ If the school has passed the 

evaluation stage by 

obtaining a total of 2.5 

points or above, it will be 

required to apply for school 

accreditation, and is given 

the opportunity of up to 18 

months to present the self-

study to the national school 

accreditation stage (QNSA) 

(P. 32).  

▪ Schools that have already 

attained national 

accreditation must present 

a new self-study before the 

expiration of their 

accreditation to be visited 

to renew the accreditation 

granted to them. In case of 

accreditation denial, the 

school is awarded an 
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presented to the accreditation 

committee (committee 

formed by the Minister of 

Education, Secretary General 

of the SEC) in order to study 

the recommendations and 

grant the approval or not for 

the accreditation (p. 85). 

academic year to carry out 

the recommendations and 

to be visited by an 

evaluation visit after that . - 

Schools that have already 

obtained current 

international accreditation 

from one of the recognized 

organizations by the 

Ministry of Education and 

Higher Education, must 

complete the renewal of 

their accreditation with the 

concerned authority before 

the expiry of the 

accreditation, or apply for 

the national accreditation 

procedures. - Schools that 

have national or 

international accreditation 

and have failed to complete 

to renew their accreditation 

procedures will be required 

to go through the 

mandatory evaluation stage 

and visit (P.32).  

▪ Follow-up on 

schools  

 

▪ Schools must yearly commit 

to: • Carrying out continuous 

improvement of operations as 

required. • Conduct internal 

quality assurance processes to 

make sure that school goals, 

optimal school programs, and 

support services targeting all 

students are being met (p.20). 

 

▪ No Data Found 

▪ Re-visit/Re-

accreditation 

 

▪ After obtaining a term 

accreditation, the school 

commits to targeting goals of 

action plan, with further 

improvements directed 

towards improving and 

committing to high quality of 

education standards for 

students, so that they are 

▪ If the school fails to pass the 

evaluation stage by 

obtaining a score of less 

than 2, it will be: • Given a 

maximum opportunity for 

an academic year, to carry 

out the recommendations 

and to make the necessary 

improvements and then to 
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prepared for new 

accreditation and self-study 

process (p. 20).  

be visited by another 

evaluative visit. a. If the 

school has failed to pass the 

evaluation stage more than 

once, An action will be 

taken with the school 

depending on the 

recommendations and how 

many times it fails to pass 

the evaluation stage (P. 33). 

(What is this action?).  

 

 

Categories 

 

 

Sub-categories  

 

 

Codes 

Analysed Documents 

QNSA Policy: The policy was found to include the same 

information as found in the QNSA Handbook but briefly. 

No new information was added. Also, no contradictions 

were found. 

QNSA Handbook Mandatory 

Evaluation Manual 

 

School 

Accountability 

 

Performance 

Accountability 

▪ Students results 

 

▪ Steps for setting up a 

system of quality assurance 

(through school 

accreditation team) in 

school: Assess student 

programs and its impact on 

student learning relative to 

the development of the 

learning results at specific 

school site. (p.12) 

▪ The role of a school 

is to provide 

learners with 

knowledge and skills 

to support them to 

continuously 

improve, according 

to their varied 

learning needs. This 

is best achieved by 

adopting learning 

approaches and 

assessment 

methods which 

contribute to 

meeting the school's 

vision, mission and 

philosophy in a way 

that is 

demonstrated in 

students' academic 

outcomes and their 

behavior as well. 

Other prominent 

school practices, 

whether in the area 

of assessment or 

enhancement of 

▪ students’ outcomes/results 

 

▪ Main Criteria for Evaluating 

Performance of Schools: 

Comparison in light of the 

standards where each 

school is required to 

illustrate the extent of 

commitment (linked to 

processes and results) on 

the basis of performance 

indicators/standards as set 

in this handbook for review. 

(p.8) 

▪ Formation of Learning 

Results: what each student 

should know in a specific 

school program, and 

benchmarks in place as to 

how students are doing on 



 

326 
 

attainment of these learning 

results at each level. (p.11) 

learning are also 

indicators of quality 

teaching offered by 

the school (P. 9).  

▪ Learning outcomes 

Deductive 

▪ Main Criteria for Evaluating 

Performance of Schools: The 

effectiveness of the 

intended learning 

outcomes/results to be 

achieved according to the 

school stage for all students. 

▪ Assess student programs 

and its impact on student 

learning relative to the 

development of the learning 

results at specific school site 

(p.12). 

 

Regulatory 

Accountability 

▪ Commitment to QNSA 

standards 

Inductive 

 

▪ The objective of the school 

accreditation system is 

realising quality school and 

accountability through the 

visits of accreditation 

experts of the Qatar 

National School 

Accreditation (p.42). 

▪ QNSA establishes 

expectations for student 

learning outcomes/results 

and identify them, with a 

focus on the final products 

indicating whether or not 

the educational processes 

and objectives have been 

achieved,  and are 

measurable through all 

school programs and 

support services available 

to students. 

▪ Ensure schools are 

meeting 

requirements and 

specifications of the 

school under 

evaluation and 

accreditation (p. 5). 

▪ The school 

recognizes that 

support for human 

and physical 

resources motivates 

and enhances the 

teaching and 

learning process 

and meets the 

different needs of 

stakeholders. The 

impact of recruiting 

staff according to 

their qualifications, 

meeting their 

professional needs, 

and the 

commitment to 

safety and security 

standards lead to 

positive results 

which is reflected 

on the institution's 
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work in general 

(P.11).  

▪ QNSA requirements 

 

▪ The external quality 

assurance processes 

include implementing the 

requirements of external 

audit, applying for 

accreditation, a 

commitment to the review 

of the external evaluation 

team, the accreditation 

decision, and periodic 

reviews. (p.7) 

▪ To start with the 

accreditation 

process, it is of high 

importance for a 

school to finish the 

Evaluation Stage, 

which mainly aims 

at ensuring that a 

school has achieved 

the basic 

educational 

prerequisites before 

applying for school 

accreditation. 

Realizing the 

importance of this 

stage, precise 

regulations and 

criteria have been 

developed, upon 

which almost all 

private schools in 

Qatar will be 

evaluated on a 

systematic and 

unified basis. This 

will create better 

opportunities for 

identifying 

strengths and areas 

of improvement in 

schools, before a 

school embarks on 

the self-study 

process resulting in 

school accreditation 

(p.1).  

▪ Successful 

management is 

evident through 

having a clear vision 

and administrative 

and educational 
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planning, which is 

implemented 

through precise 

internal quality 

assurance 

mechanisms and 

regulations, and 

monitoring work 

accuracy of staff, 

and developing 

effective 

partnerships with 

Almost all of the 

school's 

stakeholders (P.6).  

▪ MEHE’s requirements in 

health aspects, classroom size, 

resources availability. 

▪ Main Criteria for Evaluating 

Performance of Schools: 

The school's commitment 

to high standards and 

regulations related to its 

activities (such as health 

systems, infrastructure, 

resources, accounting 

standards, and others). 

(p.8) 

▪ No data found 

 

The voucher 

system 

▪ School data made available for 

parents to choose schools. 

▪ Schools must ensure access 

for students and parents to 

the information that shows 

how students are assessed 

and attain grades/their 

degrees, based on academic 

standards of high quality 

(p.5).  

▪ Insufficient data. 

▪ Establishing reliable 

and independent 

information about 

the quality of 

education in every 

school (p.5). 

School 

Improvement 

Action plans 

 

▪ QNSA Recommendations 

 

▪ The visiting team's 

recommendations after the 

school visit and completing 

necessary reports is the basis 

for the accreditation 

decision of which the final 

approval for the 

accreditation term is given 

by the MEHE. This system is 

introduced in a transitional 

form beginning with a school 

▪ Schools that have 

already attained 

national 

accreditation must 

present a new self-

study before the 

expiration of their 

accreditation to be 

visited to renew the 

accreditation granted 

to them. In case of 
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receiving candidacy, 

followed by completion of 

self-study, visiting team 

review and reports, and final 

decision of accreditation 

term by the MEHE. The 

terms of accreditation as 

described in detail later in 

this document are 0, 3, and 5 

year accreditation status. 

(p.7) 

accreditation denial, 

the school is 

awarded an 

academic year to 

carry out the 

recommendations 

and to be visited by 

an evaluation visit 

after that (p. 32).  

▪ Continuous internal evaluations 

and improvement. 

▪ This system provides schools 

with a framework, and 

standard elements for 

continuous improvement. 

This improvement is through 

a school cycle, which 

includes the processes of 

strategic planning in the light 

of the vision, mission and 

values set for the school 

(long-term and short term), 

a self-study (internal quality 

assurance) depending on the 

evidence and indicators of 

quality performance, and 

writing special reports. After 

which, an external audit 

(external quality assurance) 

by teams of external 

auditors/evaluators by QNSA 

visits school to certify and 

validate the results of the 

school's performance against 

their own objectives and 

accreditation standards as 

set by QNSA. (p.7). 

▪ Commitment to continuous 

improvement: The school is 

expected to develop the 

school action plan and apply 

the critical elements crucial 

to continuous improvement. 

(p. 10). 

▪ Having been 

accredited, a school 

should commit to 

ongoing school 

improvement and 

further in developing 

its performance 

continuously and 

consistently (p.1).  

▪ The Major 
Objectives of Private 
Schools Evaluation  
Improving school 
performance using 
established 
standards to ensure 
that each child in 
the State of Qatar 
receives an optimal 
learning experience 
based on his/her 
individual 
educational needs 
(p.5). 
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▪ Implementation of Quality 

Plan and identify database 

for performance (p.12). 

▪ Emphasis on continuous 

quality improvement and 

commitment to respond to 

changing needs, and move 

the performance of fixed or 

minimum performance to 

the continuous improvement 

of performance to reach for 

excellence (p.13). 
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APPENDIX 7 

7.1 Tracking the Recommendations Across the Three QNSA Reports (School D)  

School D Reports’ Analysis  

(Accredited 2018 for three years)/ highlighted recommendations refer to the ones that have been removed to be 

commendations in the following report 

Report 1 (2016) 

Standards 

(ST) 

Number of 

Recommend

ations 

Recommendations in Report 1 

ST 1  

(Education

al 

Leadership

) 

5 1. Involve all stakeholder groups in the decision-making process to embrace the school vision 

and mission and collaborate to achieve it. 

2. Incorporate the school vision and mission in teaching and learning activities more 

effectively. (improved in the 3rd visit) 

3. Improve the learning environment to reflect the school objectives, vision, and mission.  

4. Follow more effective procedures to evaluate and monitor the performance of staff. 

(improved in the 2nd and also 3rd visit in different ways) 

5. Design programs and activities that reflect the school vision and mission on behavior 

management.  

ST 2 

(Educatu8o

nal 

Performan

ce & 

Learning 

Environme

nt) 

7 1. Apply modern teaching strategies that take into account differentiation to address the 

needs of all the learners. (improved in the 3rd visit) 

2. Promote students’ critical thinking in classrooms’ activities.  
3. Activate the use of technology in the classes in a more effective way to support students’ 

learning.  (improved in the 3rd visit) 

4. Make lessons more student-centered and engage students more effectively in the learning 

process (improved in the 3rd visit) 

5. Apply various tools to measure students’ learning to monitor and evaluate the achievement 

of lesson objectives. (improved in the 3rd visit) 

6.  Provide students with constructive feedback on their work to help them make use of their 

mistakes. (improved in the 3rd visit) 

7.  Use the available resources in an effective way to support students' learning 

ST 3 

(Developm

ent and 

Care for 

Learners) 

7 1. Utilize students' academic results in making decisions related to continuous students' 

academic improvement. (improved in the 3rd visit) 

2. Analyse and track assessment results in all subjects over successive periods to measure 

progress. (improved in the 3rd visit) 

3.  Adopt appropriate external assessments to measure progress correlated to the school’s 

curricula. 

4.  Implement more higher-order thinking skills in t students' work and in the school's 

different assessments.  

5. Develop plans and programs that address the needs of gifted and talented students. 

6.  More effective follow up on the ESL students' academic performance.  

7. Provide more activities and programs that promote positive behavior and limit behavior 

infractions. 

ST 4 

(Resources 

Manageme

nt) 

4 1. Recruit a qualified librarian for organizing the library and a social worker as well. 

(improved in the 3rd visit) 

2. Develop an effective P.D policy and plan to implement more and better training courses that 

are catered to actual and identified staff needs. 

3. Provide school facilities with more resources and equipment to enhance the teaching and 

learning process. (improved in the 2nd and also 3rd visit in different ways) 

4. Further health and safety measures should be taken to improve the learning 

environment(improved in the 2nd and also 3rd visit in different ways) 
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ST 5 

(Parental 

& 

Communit

y 

Partnershi

p) 

2 1. Encourage teachers to exchange visits with other schools to share the experience. 

2.  The school needs to provide more opportunities for parents to be involved in the decision-

making process. (improved in the 2nd and also 3rd visit in different ways) 

 

Report 2 (2017) 
Standards Number of 

recommend

ations 

Recommendations from 

Report 1 became 

Commendations in Report 2 

Recommendations in Report 2 Improved School Areas 

ST 1  

(Education

al 

Leadership

) 

5 1. Involving most stakeholders 

in the decision-making process. 

 2. The school vision and 

mission support setting up a 

safe and healthy environment 

for students and staff. 

1. Further, improve the teaching 

and learning quality to reflect the 

vision and mission in all stages and 

subject areas across the school.  

2. Provide an effective mechanism 

for delegating and distributing 

tasks to ensure ease and accuracy 

of work for all staff. 

 3. Develop a more effective 

system of following up and 

monitoring staff and students' 

performance.  

4. Recruit a special coordinator for 

the Early Years Foundation Stage 

to ensure effective administration 

of this stage.  

5. Provide a mechanism for 

following up and evaluating school 

plans and programs. 

1- Stakeholders’ 

involvement 

2- Vision and mission 

3- school environment 

ST 2 

(Educatu8o

nal 

Performan

ce & 

Learning 

Environme

nt) 

6 1. The positive impact of using 

technological and learning 

resources in increasing 

students’ motivation. 

1. Apply effective formative 

assessment tools to evaluate the 

achievement of lesson objectives 

and support students' needs during 

lessons.  

2. Improve the differentiation 

practices across all subjects and 

stages to address the needs of all 

learners.  

 3. Promote students’ critical 

thinking skills in classrooms’ 

activities and raise overall learning 

expectations of students.    

 4. Improve teachers’ time 

management skills during lesson 

activities.  

5. Teachers should give clear 

instructions to students through 

learning practices. 

  

1- Technology utilization 

2- Resources activation. 
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ST 3 

(Developm

ent and 

Care for 

Learners) 

6 1. Most students exhibit good 

behavior throughout the school. 

1. Exert more effective efforts and 

planning in raising students' 

achievements and proficiency in 

the core subjects of English, 

Maths, Science, and Arabic.  

 2. Further, integrate higher-order 

thinking skills in all assessment 

practices. 

  3. Develop plans to address gifted 

and talented students.  

4. Implement an effective ongoing 

assessment system for the Early 

Years Stage to measure children's 

progress over successive periods. 

 5. Further, develop the 

implementation of external exams 

in order to compare students' 

results with other schools and track 

their progress.  

 6. Provide SEN students and slow 

learners with ample academic and 

social support to enhance their 

learning.    

1- Students’ behavior  

 

  

ST 4 

(Resources 

Manageme

nt) 

3 3.  The school buildings and 

facilities are clean and 

supportive of the school's 

educational goals. 

 4. The school's health unit 

effectively supports the needs 

of students and follows up on 

all facilities. 

1. The impact of professional 

development should be reflected in 

teachers’ performance school-

wide.  

3. Provide the library with greater 

resources in particular for the Early 

Year Foundation Stage and Arabic 

department.  

 

1- supportive facilities 

2- The health and safety of 

students.  

ST 5 

(Parental 

& 

Communit

y 

Partnershi

p) 

1 2. Planning and implementing 

programs that promote parental 

participation in school life. 

 3. A positive and effective 

response to parents’ complaints 

1. Encourage the various 

community organizations to 

support the school in achieving its 

educational goals. 

1- parental participation 

Report 3 (2018) 
Standards Number of 

recommen

dations 

Recommendations from 

Report 2 became 

Commendations in Report 3 

Recommendations Improved school 

areas 

Declined Areas 
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ST 1  

(Education

al 

Leadership

) 

3 1. Involving most stakeholders 

in decision-making processes.  

 2. The school vision and 

mission are reflected through 

students' safety and quality 

teaching in most of the lessons 

visited. 3. The organizational 

structure is clear, 

comprehensive, and facilitates 

the smoothness of work 

throughout the school. 4. 

Communication amongst 

stakeholders is robust and keeps 

them abreast of the school's 

updates.  

5. Follow up, and monitoring is 

purposeful, guides training 

sessions, and enhance most 

teachers' performance. 

 6. A positive workplace 

atmosphere enhances shared 

responsibility and a sense of 

belongingness and leads to staff 

stability. 

 

1. Teachers need to 

apply and follow up on 

the assessment processes 

that develop high order 

thinking and critical 

thinking skills 

consistently across 

different key stages to 

challenge and stimulate 

students' thinking.  

2. The school needs to 

provide and implement 

external assessments that 

are aligned with the 

school curriculum to 

track students' results 

internationally and 

measure their progress. 

 3. The school needs to 

develop and apply plans 

and programs that 

support gifted and 

talented students to meet 

their needs. 

 4. The school leadership 

team and teachers need 

to follow up on the 

effective implementation 

of the provided ESL and 

ASL programs to 

support students' 

academic needs.  

1-stakeholders’ 

involvement  

2- Vision and 

mission 

3- the quality of 

teaching.  

4- school work 

organization 

5- school 

environment.  

---- 

ST 2 

(Educatu8o

nal 

Performan

ce & 

Learning 

Environme

nt) 

5 1. Developing and implementing 

comprehensive lesson plans that 

take into account different 

students’ needs and clear 

learning objectives, teaching 

strategies, and assessment 

methods in most subject areas. 3. 

Utilizing textbooks and 

copybooks together with regular 

marking and constructive 

feedback in almost all subject 

areas.  

1. The school needs to 

research and plan for 

applying interactive 

technological activities 

in classes and not limit it 

to only display, in order 

to engage students and 

enhance their role in 

learning.  

 2. The school needs to 

enhance further class 

activities that promote 

students’ critical and 

higher-order thinking in 

all subjects to achieve 

the school’s goals by 

promoting students’ 

challenge and thinking.  

3. The school needs to 

provide Islamic classes 

in English for non- 

Arabic speaking 

Muslims to ensure 

1- formative 

assessment 

2- differentiation 

3- critical thinking 

4- teache4rs’ time 

management. 

 

1- Technology 

usage. 
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catering for all 

categories of students.  

4. The school needs to 

plan and implement 

“English as a Second 

Language” programs and 

procedures to enhance 

the students’ progress 

and proficiency in 

English 

ST 3 

(Developm

ent and 

Care for 

Learners) 

4 1. Students' performance shows 

evident and continuous 

improvement in most subjects 

over successive periods.  

4. Students' commitment to the 

rules of discipline and behavior 

in the school 

1. Teachers need to 

apply and follow up on 

the assessment processes 

that develop high order 

thinking and critical 

thinking skills 

consistently across 

different key stages to 

challenge and stimulate 

students' thinking. 

2. The school needs to 

provide and implement 

external assessments that 

are aligned with the 

school curriculum to 

track students' results 

internationally and 

measure their progress. 

3. The school needs to 

develop and apply plans 

and programs that 

support gifted and 

talented students to meet 

their needs.  

4. The school leadership 

team and teachers need 

to follow up on the 

effective implementation 

of the provided ESL and 

ASL programs to 

support students' 

academic needs. 

1- Students’ 

achievement 

2- comparing 

students’ results 

over successive 

periods. 

------ 

ST 4 

(Resources 

Manageme

nt) 

3 1. The school has effective 

recruitment policies and 

procedures.  

3. Most of the school facilities 

and classrooms are supplied 

with sufficient and effective 

materials that support teaching 

and learning.  

5. Safety and security 

procedures are cared for 

throughout the school facilities. 

1. The school leadership 

team needs to investigate 

the impact of 

professional 

development sessions on 

enhancing higher-order 

thinking and critical 

thinking skills.  

2. The school leadership 

team needs to provide 

the music room with 

more resources to meet 

students’ varied 

interests. 

1- Recruitment 

policy 

2- Resources 

3- students’ 

security 

Safety of 

students  
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 3. The school leadership 

team needs to complete 

the issuing license for 

the school’s nurse from 

the Ministry of Public 

Health. 

ST 5 

(Parental 

& 

Communit

y 

Partnershi

p) 

2 2. The school encourages active 

parents’ involvement in school 

activities and events. 

 3. The school participates and 

supports various local 

community activities and 

celebrations. 

 4. The school responds quickly 

to parents’ complaints and takes 

their suggestions/options into 

consideration. 

1. The school needs to 

organize further staff 

(teachers) visits with 

other schools to 

exchange expertise. 

 2. The school needs to 

develop further effective 

plan to encourage 

community engagement 

in supporting the school 

in achieving its 

educational goals.   

1- Supporting 

community events 

 

---- 
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APPENDIX 8 

8.1 Theme, Categories, Sub-Categories of All Analysed Documents 

Theme Categories Sub-Categories 

Two stages’ procedures 

and practices 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Before the visits ▪ Internal evaluation process  

▪ Self-study process 

During the visits ▪ Interviews 

▪ School’s Document Inspection 

▪ Lesson Observations 

▪ Facility Inspections 

▪ Oral Feedback 

After the visits ▪ Written Feedback 

▪ Accreditation Decision 

▪ Follow-up on schools  

▪ Re-visit 

▪ Re-accreditation 

School 

Accountability 

▪ Performance Accountability: Students 

results, students’ outcomes, Learning 

outcomes 

▪ Regulatory Accountability: Commitment to 

QNSA standards, QNSA requirements, 

MEHE’s requirements in health aspects, 

classroom size, resources availability.   

School 

Improvement 

▪ Action plans: QNSA Recommendations, 

Continuous internal evaluations 

▪ School improved areas as outcomes of 

experiencing QNSA 
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APPENDIX 9 

9.1 Examples of Assigning Text Segments to Interviews’ Codes 

Codes Segments from transcripts’ text 

Before stage 1 

visit  

Me:  

Who’s responsible for determining the kind and names of schools that will be visited during the year?  

R 3:  

Well we have a schedule of all the schools in the department that basically tracks every school and where they are. 

What’s their status. And when do they need to be informed of the next accreditation cycle. When are they due for 

training that I had for which I do the training for them. So, there’s a database with everything that’s rated.  

 So, each school is on a schedule of where they are. Is it time for stage 1 evaluation. Are they for re-accreditation are 

they now. What’s the status of the school that tells us. So, I don’t have that. That’s not my role but there is Mr. Y. 

who controls that aspect of this process of the status of all the schools and forecasting next year making sure that we 

have all the schools that are in next year’s cycle.  

R 2: 

The school should carry out a simple study about itself, not the same as the self-study that is carried out in the 

accreditation process but a small one in which the data on the school is included and the school answers some 

questions in the candidacy booklet. Then, we visit the school to evaluate the same five standards in accreditation 

but integrated with each other.  

Me:  

Why has the candidacy stage changed to the mandatory evaluation stage?  

R 2:  

The name changed and the mechanism also. Before, there was a checklist to allow us to verify if the school practices 

exist or not. It became more intensive now because most of the standards that we observe in the accreditation are 

observed in the first stage. It made us exert less effort because before when we visit schools for accreditation and 

talk about certain things, these things were very unknown to schools. But when the schools experience the evaluation 

stage, previously candidacy stage, that includes the same standards for accreditation and the process is similar to the 

process of accreditation but in a smaller version, the school benefited clearly from the accreditation process.  

R 5:  

The visit of the first stage is 3 days, and very few evaluators about 3 people. If the school is big, they will be 4 

persons. The first stage will be evaluated and then the school will be given a period of 18 months for self-study if it 

passes the first stage.  

R 6:  

For the first stage, the school has a simple view of some of the indicators and standards in the manual, and we visit 

schools to evaluate the performance based on a Rubric that has been updated and renewed.  

Me:  

Why was the update?  

R 5:  

Because in the first it was talking about simple indicators in different areas, there was not lesson observations, 

although it is a very important part of the evaluation process, even in the first stage. So, we were considering 

schools that achieve the minimum requirements of the standards in order for it to continue to the full accreditation 

stage.  

  

In the preliminary interview with the leadership team, we inform the school that all the parties involved in the 

school will be interviewed, and then we will give them a table of the first day of the visit. Sometimes the table will 

be oral or sometimes there are leaders who prefer paper-based tables that are written.  

R 6: 

For the pre-visit accreditation procedures, the office will communicate with the schools that will be visited to 

implement the first phase, which was called the candidacy phase to ask them for preparing their documents and 

sending summary data about the school to be visited by a team nominated by the administration which consists of 

two or three members to evaluate the evaluation criteria for the first stage and the readiness of the school and its 

readiness to be eligible for the second stage of QNSA which is the total accreditation 
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Me: 

Ok, we talked about a large part of the accreditation that has two stages, in the two stages are there followed 

procedures before and after the visit? 

R 1: 

Of course, the procedures before and after the visits are there in both stages but in the mandatory stage the procedures 

are simpler than in the accreditation stage because the indicators are less although that the rubric in the mandatory 

stage is better than in the accreditation stage. We examine the school requirements which are the files sent by schools 

and plans and form an initial idea about the school before we go, 

During stage 1 

visit 

 R 2: 

We visit for 3 days and the team consists of 3 people and we search almost using the same mechanism in the 

second stage. However, attending lessons is different. We attend 20 to 30 minutes per lesson and the number of 

lessons we attend is less than in the accreditation (the second stage). We collect data and interview the school team 

but by nature is different from the accreditation (the second stage). It is not necessary to meet the teachers but meet 

the heads of departments or school leadership and parents and sometimes if we had enough data from the 

documents, we may cancel one of the interviews.  

R 5:  

We usually attend a number of classes ranging from 40 to 60% of the total number of lessons. The school is then 

provided with the most important strengths and points of improvement. The rubric is filled between the team. If the 

school passes, they send the school the decision that it passed the first stage. Schools are given 18 months to 

prepare the self-study and submit it to the office.  

Me: 

What activities do you do during school evaluation? 

R 6: 

They are ranging from school tours to lesson observations, interviews, analysis and examination of documents, as 

well as direct observations in the formal and informal rounds. 

R 1: 

During the visit, we start to measure whether the school actually meets the criteria we agreed upon through the 

protocol, through classroom visits, observations and free tours in the school, interviews with all concerned personnel 

and examination of evidence, of course, If interviews were not based on the professionalism of the evaluators they 

became useless. Because the school administration are always trying to beautify the picture and upgrade the school 

work because in a lot they have a minor thought that the visit’s outcome is harmful to them, the school administration 

may support this idea that they need to appear in a good way. So, the interviews should be done professionally 

because the pressure imposed by the school administration on the teaching and administrative staff regarding the 

evaluation and accreditation visits made them feel very pressured and transform the interviews into a protocol that 

needs to be implemented, I am being honest here, interviews became a protocol that needs to be done but to benefit 

from them in a large way, no.   

Me: 

From which activity do you benefit? 

R 1: 

Direct observations because it is the nature of the school that I am observing, lesson observations depend on the 

huge experiences of evaluators to receive an outcome that is useful, but the administrative application of lessons is 

not necessary, administrative and academic are both important. 

After stage 1 visit R 2:  

After the visit, the mechanism of writing the report is completely different from the accreditation, the first page 

includes the school’s information and then we directly state the strengths and improvement points in detail and then 

we state the decision if the school passed or failed the candidacy.  If the school passes, it prepares for its self-study 

which should be completed within a year and a half of the first stage, then we visit it for accreditation, which is a 

bigger stage than the first stage.  

R 5:  

We only take two days to write the recommendations and the report is simple and only includes the strengths and 

improvement areas. So, the time enough to prepare the report. After that, the report is sent to the school and the 

school begins preparing the self-study report within 18 months  

R 4: 

By these activities the visit is done, and other procedures will take place in the office. We review the points once 

again and translate them from English to Arabic. The team leader prepares a report on the performance of the 

school, including an introduction to information about the school, its vision and mission, and a list of the strengths 
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and points of improvement. The report ends with the team’s recommendation to grant or deny the accreditation for 

the school. The report shall be sent to the administration of the office which approves the report and send it to the 

Minister (the Minister of Education). 

R 6: 

Based on that visit we prepare a comprehensive report of the school’s strengths and areas of improvement. Then, the 

school must prepare a procedural plan to be ready for the full accreditation visit if it passed the first evaluation stage. 

Then, the school will be required to prepare a self-study process as a requirement in order to be ready for the second 

phase. If the first stage is not passed by the school, a period of one-year chance will be given until the re-evaluation 

visit takes place again.  

Me: 

Is there any person who follows up on the quality of the report after you finish it? 

R 1: 

Mrs. X is following up even if she is alone doing this it is a very big burden, but she is useful in reviewing the 

reports. Before submitting the report, there is a plan to write the report which means determining who is 

responsible for what after the return from the visit and predetermined in the two phases of the accreditation who is 

going to write the standards and chapters of the report. So, someone is supposed to review the report’s content, 

which shows the errors that exist not linguistic clots but the errors exist in the consistency of evidence and 

standards with each other to ensure that there is no standard in the report is in a certain level while another 

standard that relates to this standard which results in contradiction in the report. After this, one is in charge of a 

general review of the language of the report before it is submitted to the final review. Then the report is sent back 

with the amendments I talked about according to the real level of each one in writing and performing 
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APPENDIX 10 

 

10.1 Interviews’ Codebook  

 

RSQ 1: What are the current procedures and practices of the national external evaluation process? 

 

Category Description Approach 

Procedures performed 

before stage1  

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals before the QNSA visit. 

For example: 

 school self-study, Assignment of teams 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

Procedures performed 

before stage 2 

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals before the QNSA visit. 

For example:  

school self-study, Assignment of teams 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

Procedures performed 

during stage 1  

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals during the QNSA visit. 

For example: 

Evaluators: Procedures of document analysis- lesson 

observations-facility inspections-providing oral feedback. 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

Procedures performed 

during stage 2  

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals during the QNSA visit. 

For example: 

Evaluators: Procedures of document analysis- lesson 

observations-facility inspections-providing oral feedback. 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

Procedures performed after 

stage 1  

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals after the QNSA visit. 

For example: 

Evaluators; Written reports- QNSA decisions- follow-up 

visits. 

School Principals: working on recommendations 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

Procedures performed after 

stage 2  

Any activities undertaken by the evaluators and school 

principals after the QNSA visit. 

For example: 

Evaluators; Written reports- QNSA decisions- follow-up 

visits. 

School Principals: working on recommendations 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

School Improvement School plans that include evaluators’ commendations and 

recommendations 

Inductive 

School Accountability: 

The voucher system 

Parental choice of schools. School owners’ pressure on 

schools to receive positive QNSA outcomes to enter the 

voucher system. 

Mainly 

Deductive with 

Inductive codes 

added during 

analysis 

Performance 

Accountability 

Students’ outcomes are the guiding force to judge school 

performance. 

Mainly 

Deductive with 

Inductive codes 

added during 

analysis 
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Regulatory Accountability  Compliance to QNSA requirements and standards, MEHE 

requirements. Any school principals’ compliance activities 

within QNSA (e.g., policies, quality standards, etc.). 

Mainly 

Deductive with 

Inductive codes 

added during 

analysis 

School internal evaluation Procedures performed by schools to gather information about 

their weaknesses and strengths supported by stakeholder’s 

involvement in the process. 

Deductive and 

inductive 

QNSA validity  Triangulation of evidence from different sources, Teamwork, 

discussion, discussions with school principals.  

Deductive and 

inductive 

QNSA invalidity  Unwell-developed QNSA rubric and lesson observation form Inductive  

QNSA objective 

judgements 

Being objective during judgement, neutral, having no 

presumptions, fairness of judgment. 

Inductive  

Inconsistent practices  Any differences in the procedures’ application before, 

during, and after QNSA visits. 

Inductive  

Team leader roles’ duties 

and skills 

Any performed tasks by the team leader before, during, and 

after QNSA visits.   

Inductive  

Team member’s role’s 

duties and skills 

Any performed tasks by the team members before, during, 

and after QNSA visits.   

Inductive 

Consultant role Any performed tasks by the team members before, during, 

and after QNSA visits.   

Inductive 

The voucher system  The impact of the system on school improvement, parental 

choice, school budget 

Deductive and 

inductive  

SED support to schools Professional development about QNSA Inductive 

SED provided support to 

the evaluators 

WASC training sessions, the SED training programmes Inductive 

Lack of follow-up visits No visits or follow-up on schools’ performance after QNSA 

visits are ended. 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

The guiding force for 

QNSA judgements  

Teaching is linked to students’ outcomes Inductive 

RSQ 2: How do the evaluators and the school principals perceive and experience the national external 

evaluation process? 

Category Description Approach 

No trust  between 

evaluators’ and school 

principals  

Negative perceptions about the other party regarding 

efficiency, skills, attitude, intentions  

Inductive  

Evaluators’ Feeling 

superior to schools 

Having authority over school principals because they can 

deprive them of the voucher money.  

Inductive  

Mutual respect between 

evaluators and school 

principals 

Evaluators haven’t been insulted before by school principals,  

Allowing evaluators to meet the faculty and provide them 

with all the needed materials.  

Inductive 

Schools’ turn against 

evaluators  

In case schools are not accredited, which makes pressure. Inductive 

Schools trust the 

evaluators 

Listening to the evaluator’s feedback, acting upon it, 

including it in their planning 

Deductive and 

inductive 
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The evaluators are inferior 

to schools and less 

experienced 

Too young to evaluate schools. Inductive  

Tension between 

evaluators’ and school 

principals 

Any source of discomfort such as deprivation of the 

voucher’s money, lack of awareness about QNSA function 

Inductive 

Schools are materialistic Caring for the voucher’s money more than improving 

schools 

Inductive  

Lack of transparency with 

schools  

Obscuring the QNSA rubric from schools,  

unpublishing the QNSA reports. 

Inductive 

Evaluators’ feelings when 

in schools 

Welcomed, unwelcomed.  Inductive 

Evaluators’ positive 

perception of school 

principals 

Referring to them as co-educators, colleagues, cooperation  Inductive 

Evaluators’ negative 

perception of school 

principals 

Materialistic, work on QNSA recommendations for the 

voucher system not for improvement. 

Inductive 

QNSA as inspection A process of finding faults, sorting the missing things out, 

digging for information 

Inductive 

 

Schools’ unclear 

understanding of QNSA 

Perceiving it as a way of finding faults, an inspection 

process.  

Inductive 

Schools’ Willingness to 

improve 

Using the evaluators’ feedback to improve, listen to them Inductive 

Fake practices Schools apply forged practices to satisfy the evaluators, 

obtain the voucher’s money.  

Inductive 

Schools’ have no desire to 

improve 

Do not have the required skills led to being careless Inductive 

One-way direction with 

the SED 

No suggestion to be provided,  

inflexibility,  

no space for discussion 

Inductive 

Empowerment Providing an opportunity to evaluators to contribute at the 

SED 

Inductive 

No confidence in SED Lack of quality assurance understanding,  Inductive 

Lack of support from 

administration 

Limited training programmes  

Do not take evaluators’ circumstances into consideration.  

Inductive 

Evaluators’ negative 

attitude towards SED 

Careless to contribute to the office by providing own opinion 

Staff turn over 

Inductive 

Hope in new SED 

administration 

Less workload, more cooperation with schools.  Inductive 

Evaluators’ fear from 

schools 

When schools are not accredited, they complain to the 

Minister of Education. 

Inductive 

The SED insisting on 

completing the visit 

without considering the 

schools’ circumstances 

Refusing to postpone the visits.  Inductive 

No marketing for the 

evaluation work 

Schools do not know the QNSA function 

MEHE does not know the QNSA function 

Inductive 
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No reliable feedback taken 

from schools 

The SED does not collect feedback from schools about 

QNSA, only oral feedback.  

Inductive 

Evaluators’ confidence and 

trust in each other 

Confidence in their skills, professionalism, ways of asking 

questions. 

Teamwork 

Cooperation  

Inductive 

Varied level of evaluators’ 

skills 

The older the evaluators, the more experience she or he has. 

Newcomers cannot ask questions properly 

Inductive 

Evaluators’ confidence in 

themselves  

Long experience, friction with schools gained them required 

skills. 

Inductive 

Evaluators’ feeling of 

challenge 

Lack of knowledge about different school systems.  Inductive 

QNSA improves schools An improvement tool. 

 Enable parents to access quality schools 

Inductive 

QNSA support schools Highlight weakness and strength Inductive 

Community’s rights to 

know QNSA outcomes  

Publishing QNSA reports, schools should be accountable in 

front of the community  

Inductive 

Flexibility When using 

QNSA Handbook 

Evaluators’ discard some rubric criterion when they do not 

fit with the school system.  

Inductive 

Flexibility When providing 

feedback to schools during 

the visit 

Using diplomacy and tact with failed schools.  

Allowing for debate and discussions. 

Inductive 

QNSA Facilitating Factors Any factors evaluators state they smoothed their 

implementation of QNSA two stages.  

Deductive and 

Inductive  

Attitudes of school 

principals towards QNSA 

How the evaluators describe the principals’ attitude towards 

the team in school visits. 

Deductive and 

Inductive  

Perception of school 

principals towards QNSA 

The evaluators’ opinion about how the school principals see 

QNSA (e.g., improvement tool, overwhelming).  

Deductive and 

Inductive  

QNSA initial visit as a 

QNSA facilitating factor 

Raise the schools’ awareness of QNSA procedures and 

quality standards.  

Inductive 

QNSA reports as a QNSA 

facilitating factor 

Schools' usage of the reports’ details in improving their 

schools and in turn, facilitates the coming QNSA cycles.  

Inductive 

Cooperation Any kind of cooperation between team members, evaluators 

and school, and administration and evaluators   

Inductive 

Appreciation Ways of appreciation between team members, evaluators and 

school, and administration and evaluators 

Inductive 

RSQ 3: In what ways does the national external evaluation process motivate private schools to improve? 

Category Description Approach  

Feedback provided to 

schools by evaluators 

Providing areas of strengths and weaknesses to schools 

during the visit (oral feedback). 

Deductive and 

Inductive 

QNSA several visits Visiting failing schools frequently until they obtain QNSA  Inductive  

Cooperation between 

schools  

Cooperation between evaluated schools with unevaluated 

ones regarding QNSA.  

Inductive  
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Stage 1 Experiencing QNSA stage 1 familiarises schools with QNSA 

procedures and quality standards.  

Inductive  

Good team leader Skilled, professional, and considerate team leader  Inductive  

Professional team 

members 

Skilled, professional, and considerate team members Inductive  

Attitudes of evaluators  Having high expectations towards schools’ improvement  Inductive  

Attitudes of school 

principals  

Having positive reception towards the teams, accepting their 

feedback. 

Inductive  

Attitudes of school owners Encouraging their schools to use QNSA outcomes  Inductive 

The voucher system  Facilitates parental choice to quality schools 

Promote school competition.  

Deductive and 

Inductive  

Combining internal and 

external evaluations  

To be set on the same standards Deductive  

School improvement  Factors highlighted by the evaluators to lead to improving 

schools 

Inductive  

School improved areas Areas specified by the evaluators as aspects that have been 

improved in schools as results of experiencing QNSA. 

Inductive  

RSQ 4: What modifications are needed to improve the external evaluation system? 

Category Description Approach 

Time limitation Not enough time for the evaluators to perform tasks during 

QNSA 

Inductive  

Overriding QNSA rules The MEHE pressures the SED to override the QNSA rules 

and evaluate schools that did not finish two years of 

operation.  

Inductive  

Lengthy QNSA reports’ 

procedures 

Minimise the reports’ writing procedures, redo the 

procedures to be less overwhelming.  

Inductive  

No privilege for team 

leader 

Tones on work more than members and nothing to 

distinguish them. 

Inductive  

Lack of written policies Some procedures are done according to personal whims, no 

written guidelines  

Inductive  

No cooperation between 

SED and MEHE’s 

departments  

Regarding using the outcomes of QNSA to support schools.  Inductive  

Workloads Too many procedures and tasks before, during and after 

QNSA visits  

Inductive  

Consecutive QNSA visits Moving from one school to the other without rest Inductive  

Lack of evaluators’ 

appreciation  

No policies for incentives, promotion, or even thank you 

certificate.  

Inductive  

Shortage in evaluators 

numbers  

No compatibility between the number of private schools and 

the number of evaluators  

Inductive  

No one like to be 

evaluated  

Evaluators’ feeling unwelcome during school visits Inductive  

Weak professional 

development for new 

employees 

Programmes are not structured and are performed according 

to personal skills of evaluators.  

Inductive  

Professional development 

for veteran evaluators 

Programmes are not based on the evaluators’ needs.  Inductive  

Schools’ lack of awareness 

about QNSA  

Lack of school understanding of QNSA role, which is school 

improvement. 

Lack of awareness about QNSA procedures. 

Inductive  
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MEHE’s lack of awareness 

about QNSA  

MEHE considers QNSA a tool to only grant vouchers to 

schools. 

Inductive  

Evaluators’ lack of 

awareness  

Evaluators’ lack of awareness about some QNSA procedures Inductive  

Team leaders’ depression No sound voice for team leaders in taking decisions about 

QNSA 

Inductive  

Lack of next steps What happened if schools frequently fail in QNSA is not 

developed yet 

Inductive  

QNSA rigidity  SED does not consider schools’ valid circumstances and visit 

them in anyways.  

Inductive  

Low-quality self-study The review process of its content was stopped Inductive  

Lack of parents’ 

participation 

They do not attend the team’s interviews Inductive  

Weak preparation for 

schools 

No proper training to prepare schools for QNSA Inductive  

Educational background of 

owners 

Owners do not have an educational background which made 

their focus on finance, not school improvement.  

They fire school staff  

Inductive  

MEHE’s pressure on the 

SED 

Pressuring the SED to return to failed schools to obtain 

QNSA 

Inductive  
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APPENDIX 11 

11.1 The 36 Categories and 81 large codes/sub-categories 

 

Categories Large Codes/Sub-categories  

QNSA Stage 1 procedures and 

practices 

 

Before the visit:  

School simple self-study 

Assignment of teams 

Initial visit 

During the visit: 

 School data collection 

School data analysis 

Oral feedback 

After the visit:  

QNSA rubric filling and decision 

Written reports 

QNSA Stage 2 procedures and 

practices 

 

 

Before the visit:  

School self-study 

Assignment of teams 

Initial visit 

During the visit: 

 School data collection 

School data analysis 

Oral feedback 

After the visit:  

QNSA rubric filling and decision 

Written reports 

QNSA Accountability  Performance accountability 

Regulatory accountability 

The voucher system  

QNSA teams’ roles and 

responsibilities 

Team leader: before, during, after the visits 

Team member: before, during, after the visits 

Consultant: before, during, after the visits 

Positive perceptions of QNSA  Improvement tool: Quality education 

Raised awareness 

Positive reflection on students’ outcomes 

Evaluators’ positive relationship 

with schools 

Evaluators’ feelings: welcomed, appreciated, feeling 

superior 

Characteristics of relationship: respect 

Characteristics of relationship: trust 

Perceptions of evaluators’ 

efficiency  

Positive perceptions: confidence in themselves, long 

experience, skilful, Friction with schools,  

Positive perceptions: Evaluators’ confidence in their 

colleagues 

Negative perception: weakness in asking questions 

Lack of follow-up on schools 

passed QNSA 

 

No visits, no procedures 

School performance decline 

Improvement conditioned to schools’ willingness 
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Lack of transparency Obscuring lesson observation form and the rubric’s 

weights. 

Unpublishing QNSA reports 

No marketing for evaluation work School lack of awareness about QNSA purposes 

QNSA reports publication Stopping the publication process 

An overwhelming QNSA Long procedures: written reports 

Low quality self-study reports 

consecutive visits 

Evaluators’ relationship with the 

SED 

Top-down relationship 

Inflexibility 

No suggestions taken 

Evaluators’ ignorance of following steps  

Distrust.  

Negative perception of the voucher 

system 

Not to link it to QNSA outcomes 

Tension: fear of losing money, lowered the school 

quality, transformed school principals to be 

materialistic 

Stage 1 as a facilitating factor Raises awareness about stage 2 

Decreases pressure and efforts 

Evaluators’ attitude as facilitating 

factor 

Team leaders’ flexibility & professionalism  

Supportive attitude 

School principals’ attitude as 

facilitating factor 

Receptive & cooperative attitude towards QNSA 

Perceptions of QNSA validity  Group work,  

Triangulation of evidence 

A third shadowing body, daily feedback,  

Judgement depending on quality of teaching and 

students’ outcomes. 

Perceptions of QNSA invalidity No reliable feedback from schools,  

Fear from school,  

School manipulation of data,  

Un well-developed tools, 

Perceptions of QNSA credibility of 

findings  

Accuracy  

Objectivity 

Farness of judgments 

Motivation factors: Feedback  Quality feedback 

Ways of delivery   

Motivation factors: Internal 

evaluation 

Internal evaluation practices 

Motivation factors: external 

evaluation 

The link between internal and external evaluations 

Motivation factors: Attitudes as a 

motivating factor 

Evaluators’ attitude during the visit 

schools’ principals’ attitude towards QNSA 

School owners’ attitude towards QNSA 

Cooperation between schools 

Motivation factors: QNSA 

frequent visits  

Areas concerning school organisation 

Areas concerning long-term improvements: planning 

for the next steps 

Areas concerning: Documentation in schools  

Areas concerning students’ welfare  

Motivation factors: The voucher 

system  

Created a competitive environment towards 

improvement, a reward for quality school 
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Pressure on Evaluators Time limitation 

School location 

Evaluators’ Frustration & 

depression 

Visiting schools in six months 

Poor self-study reports 

Lack of motivational systems in 

the SED 

Lack of incentives, promotion, and appreciation in 

the SED 

MEHE’s lack of awareness Lack of awareness about QNSA improvement 

purpose.  

Lack of awareness about parents’ 

perception of QNSA 

Evaluators’ lack of awareness  

School principals lack of awareness  

Flaw in some QNSA policies Overriding rules, No written policy, Rigidity of 

bylaws 

Flaw in school self-study Review its content, Not based on QNSA Handbook 

Inconsistent practice During visits: Team leaders’ practices, Team 

members’ practices 

During visits: Team members’ practices 

After the visits: Understanding of QNSA 

Evaluators’ weak professional 

development 

Weak PD for new and veteran evaluators,  

Lack of training procedures Lack of teams’ discussions, Lack of scholarships 
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APPENDIX 12 

12.1 The Questionnaire 

Dear school principal, 

The purpose of this survey is exploring the perspective and experience of schools’ 

principals about the QNSA process, whether they had experienced it or have a presumption 

about it. This is being conducted as a part of my Ph.D. degree titled “The Impact of a 

Quality Assurance System on Private Education in the State of Qatar” at the Institute of 

Education, University of Warwick, United Kingdom. It should take you about twenty to 

thirty minutes to complete.   

This questionnaire is anonymous, and your privacy will be respected. Your answers will 

not be linked to you personally in reporting or publishing the results. Only university staff 

will be aware of where the completed questionnaires came from. QNSA evaluators and 

other interested organizations will not be able to trace individual responses back to 

individual schools. There is no risk to your privacy if you choose to participate or not. You 

can request a copy of this study’s results via emailing me at r.mohamed.1@warwick.ac.uk  

Please note that by responding to this survey, you give your consent of participation.  

Thank you in advance for your contribution to this study.   

Sincerely,  

Rania Y. Mohamed 

PhD. Candidate  

Institute of Education, The University of Warwick,  

Coventry, CV4 7AL 

mailto:r.mohamed.1@warwick.ac.uk
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GENERAL INQUIRY: 

➢ Have you experienced the Qatar National School Accreditation (QNSA) process as a 

school principal, whether in your current school or any other schools in the State of 

Qatar? 

▪  Yes 

▪  No  

If yes, in the subsequent sections’ questions about QNSA, please think about the 

evaluation/accreditation visit/s you had. If no, please go directly to questions in section 6 

of this questionnaire. 

SECTION 1: SCHOOL PREPARATION FOR THE QNSA VISIT 

1.1 How many hours do you estimate that you and your staff spent preparing for the most 

recent QNSA visit? 

▪ Less than 24 hours 

▪ 24-72 hours 

▪ 72-120 hours 

▪ More than 120 hours 

1.2 On a Scale Questions of 1 to 5: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree 

or disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree, to what extent do you agree or disagree about 

the following? 

1. I explicitly refer to the scoring rubric of the QNSA when deciding 

on priorities for the school. 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 
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2. I discourage teachers to experiment with new teaching methods 

that do not fit the scoring rubric of the QNSA 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. The latest documents/facts and figures we sent to the QNSA 

administration office present a more positive picture of the quality 

of our school than how we are really doing 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

4. Preparation for the QNSA process is mainly about putting 

protocols and procedures in writing that are in place in the school 

and gathering documents and data.  

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

5. The school received proper training from the QNSA 

administration office to prepare it for the QNSA process 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

6. The preparation for the QNSA visit led to changes in the teaching 

and learning and organization in/of the school 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Comment:  

 

 

SECTION 2: THE QNSA PROCEDURES & PRACTICES 

2.1 How long ago have you last experienced the QNSA process? 

0-1 year 

1-2 year 

2-3 years 

More than three years 

2.2 What is the kind of visit that you experienced? 

▪ The mandatory evaluation stage.  

▪ The full accreditation stage. 
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▪ Both stages 

2.3 Did you pass the evaluation stage? 

▪ Yes 

▪ No 

▪ Not applicable 

2.4 How many visits your school needed to pass the mandatory evaluation stage? 

▪ One visit 

▪ Two visits 

▪ Three visits 

▪ More than three visits 

▪ Not applicable 

2.5 Did you obtain the full accreditation? 

▪ Yes 

▪ No 

▪ Not applicable 

2.6 How many visits your school needed to obtain the full accreditation? 

▪ One visit 

▪ Two visits 

▪ Three visits 

▪ More than three visits 

▪ Not applicable 

2.7 What is the period of accreditation that your school obtained? 
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▪ Five years 

▪ Three years 

▪ 0 years 

▪ Not applicable 

2.9 Which of the following procedures and practices have you encountered when you 

experienced the QNSA visit? (you can tick more than one choice) 

▪ Meetings with the evaluation team during the QNSA visit. 

▪ The examination of your schools’ documents by the QNSA team during the 

school’s visit. 

▪ Lesson observation visits done by the QNSA team members during the visit. 

▪ Tours in the school done by the QNSA team. 

▪ Receiving feedback from the QNSA team during the visit. 

▪ Receiving feedback from the QNSA team at the end of the visit. 

▪ Receiving detailed report after the end of the QNSA visit. 

▪ Other, please specify ……….. 

2.10 On a Scale Questions of 1 to 5: (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither 

agree or disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree), how do you feel about the following: 

1. The QNSA procedures and practices were accurate and objective □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. The QNSA procedures and practices were fair to your school □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Comment:  
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SECTION 3: RELATIONSHIPS 

3.1 Relationship with the QNSA visiting team members 

3.1.1 To what extent do you agree or disagree about the type of relationship you had with 

the QNSA team members during the recent QNSA visit? 

1. I had a respectful relationship with the QNSA team members 

during the recent QNSA visit. 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. I had a hostile relationship with the QNSA team members during 

the recent QNSA visit. 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. I had an aggressive relationship with the QNSA team members 

during the recent QNSA visit  

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

4. I had a passive relationship with the QNSA team members during 

the recent QNSA visit 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

5. I had a proactive relationship with the QNSA team members 

during the recent QNSA visit 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Other, please specify ………. 

 

 

3.1.2 To what extent do you agree or disagree about the kind of feelings you had towards 

the QNSA team members during the recent visit?  

1. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt the QNSA team members were 

co-educators 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt the QNSA team members were 

supportive  

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 
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□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt the QNSA team members were 

considerate  

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

4. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt the QNSA team members were 

untrustworthy  

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

5. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt there was a tension with the 

QNSA team members  

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

6. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt the QNSA team members were 

cooperative 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

7. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt appreciation towards the 

QNSA team members Appreciation 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

8. During the recent QNSA visit, I felt the QNSA team members were 

too young to evaluate my performance 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Other, please specify ………..  

 

 

3.1.3 To what extent do you agree or disagree about the following: 

1. Overall, the recent QNSA team members had the required 

knowledge and skills to adequately assess the school   

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. The recent QNSA team members were professional in their 

approach to school evaluation/accreditation 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. There were disagreements between the school and the recent QNSA 

team at the oral feedback stage. 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Comment:  
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3.2 Relationship with the QNSA administration office  

3.2.1 To what extent do you describe your relationship with the QNSA administration 

office regarding the following aspects? 

1. I have a respectful relationship with the QNSA administration 

members  

 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. I have a supportive relationship with the QNSA administration 

members  

 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. I have a proactive relationship with the QNSA administration 

members  

 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

4. I have a flexible relationship with the QNSA administration 

members 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

5. I have a professional relationship with the QNSA administration 

members 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

6. I have a hostile relationship with the QNSA administration 

members  

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

7. I have an aggressive relationship with the QNSA administration 

members  

 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

8. I have a transparent relationship with the QNSA administration 

members  

 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Other, please specify…………. 

 

 



 

358 
 

 SECTION 4: THE OUTCOMES OF THE QNSA PROCESS 

4.1 To what extent do you agree or disagree about the following? 

1. The recent QNSA team members collected sufficient data to 

properly assess the school 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. The feedback received from the recent QNSA team members 

during and/or at the end of the visit was useful 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. The feedback received from the recent QNSA team was realistic 

given the resources of the school 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

4. The recent QNSA team identified additional strengths that the 

school had not identified 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

5. The recent QNSA team identified additional weaknesses that the 

school had not identified 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

6. There was some contradiction between the verbal communication 

of the recent QNSA team members and the final QNSA report 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

7. Written QNSA reports are helpful in identifying areas for 

improvement in the school 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

8. The recent QNSA findings broadly matched the school’s initial 

expectations 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

9. The school in the main will act/had acted on the feedback received 

from the recent QNSA team members 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

10. Overall, the school was happy with the feedback it received □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 
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□ Strongly agree 

11. Overall, the QNSA process is a worthwhile exercise □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Comment:  

 

 

4.2 In your opinion, to what extent do you agree or disagree that the QNSA standards 

affect the following? 

1. The implementation of long-term improvements □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. The development of the school plan in which goals for the next 

academic year are outlined 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. Self-evaluation of the school □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Comment:  

 

 

4.3 To what extent do you agree or disagree about the following? 

1. The school’s Board of Governors is very aware of the contents of 

the school’s QNSA report 

 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. The school board tailors their school management and/or the 

evaluation and monitoring of our school to the QNSA standards 

and/or the QNSA team’s feedback 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. Parents use the QNSA standards and/or the QNSA feedback to 

voice their opinion to the school. 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 



 

360 
 

4. Parents use the QNSA standards and/or the QNSA feedback to 

choose a school 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Comment:  

 

 

4.4 On a Scale Questions of 1 to 4: (1 = not at all; 2 = to a minor extent; 3 = to a moderate 

extent; 4 = to a great extent), to what extent do you feel that the following 

people/stakeholders put you under pressure to receive positive QNSA outcomes?  

1. I feel the school owner puts me under pressure to receive positive 

QNSA outcomes 

□ Not at all 

□ To a minor extent 

□ To a moderate extent 

□ To a great extent 

2. I feel the school staff puts me under pressure to receive positive 

QNSA outcomes  

□ Not at all 

□ To a minor extent 

□ To a moderate extent 

□ To a great extent 

3. I feel parents put me under pressure to receive positive QNSA 

outcomes  

□ Not at all 

□ To a minor extent 

□ To a moderate extent 

□ To a great extent 

4. I feel colleagues (principals of other schools) put me under 

pressure to receive positive QNSA outcomes  

□ Not at all 

□ To a minor extent 

□ To a moderate extent 

□ To a great extent 

5. I feel the school board put me under pressure to receive positive 

QNSA outcomes  

□ Not at all 

□ To a minor extent 

□ To a moderate extent 

□ To a great extent 

6. I feel the government puts me under pressure to receive positive 

QNSA outcomes 

□ Not at all 

□ To a minor extent 

□ To a moderate extent 

□ To a great extent 

Other, please specify… 

 

SECTION 5: SCHOOL MOTIVATION 

5.1 On a Scale Questions of 1 to 5: (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree 

or disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly), In your opinion, which of the following elements 

motivate your school to improve during the QNSA process?  
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1. Sanctions such as preventing schools from new students’ enrolment, 

deprivation from the voucher system’s money, etc. 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. Rewards such as the money from the voucher system. □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. The feedback provided by the QNSA team. □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

4. Publication of QNSA reports. □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

5. The schools’ level of training regarding the procedures of QNSA. □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

6. The several visits of QNSA □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

7. Having a professional team leader during the QNSA visit □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

8. Cooperation between schools in any aspect that relates to the QNSA 

process 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

9. The attitude of the school owner towards the QNSA process □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

10. Experiencing the mandatory evaluation stage before experiencing 

the full accreditation stage 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Others, please specify …………. 
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SECTION 6: AWARENESS ABOUT THE QNSA PROCESS 

6.1 On a Scale Questions of 1 to 5: (1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree 

or disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly), to what extent do you agree or disagree about the 

following? 

1. I know the standards that the QNSA evaluators use to evaluate 

schools 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

2. My school staff is familiar with the standards the QNSA evaluators 

use to evaluate schools 

 

□ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

3. I am aware of the role of the QNSA process □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

4. I am familiar with the QNSA procedures and practices □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

5. I have a positive perception of the QNSA process □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

6. I am willing to experience/re-experience the QNSA process □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

7. The QNSA process leads eventually to schools’ improvement □ Strongly disagree 

□ Disagree 

□ Neither agree or disagree 

□ Agree 

□ Strongly agree 

Comment:  

 

 

SECTION 7: BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

Please tick a response from the following: 
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7.1 Gender  

▪ Male 

▪ Female 

7.2 Age  

▪ Less than 30 

▪ From 30- 40 

▪ From 40-50 

▪ From 50-60 

▪ More than 60 

7.3 Nationality 

▪ Arabic nationality 

▪ Non-Arabic nationality 

7.4 Position in the school 

▪ Principal 

▪ Other (please specify): 

7.5 Years of experience in this job as a school principal 

▪ Less than 5 years 

▪ 5-10 years 

▪ 10-20 years 

▪ More than 20 years 

7.6 Highest level of education (college/university education)  

▪ Bachelor’s degree 
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▪ Master’s Degree 

▪ Ph.D. 

▪ Other, please specify ………. 

7.7 If an interview with you is needed as a following step after responding to this 

questionnaire to further discuss the QNSA process, are you willing to be interviewed 

by the researcher? 

▪ Yes 

▪ No 

If yes, please provide your details below or send them directly to the researcher’s email 

address: r.mohamed.1@warwick.ac.uk  

Name of the school: …………………………………………… 

Name of the school principal: …………………………………. 

Contact phone number: ………………………………………… 

Or contact email address: ……………………………………….  

   

Thank you for your time and participation! You have contributed to the first study 

that tackles the concept of quality assurance in private education in Qatar! 

 

 

 

 

mailto:r.mohamed.1@warwick.ac.uk
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APPENDIX 13 

13.1 Survey’s Sample  Representation of the Whole School Population Nationally 

 

Variables The study’s sample Private schools’ population  School population nationally 

Gender Females (n38-68%) doubled 

males (n18-32%) 

Females (n8458-72%) nearly 

tripled males (n3301-28%)  

Females (n24661-74%) almost 

triple males (n8718-26%) 

 

 

 

Age  

50% (n19) of females 

(40 to 50 years) 

 

 

 

Age average of private school 

principals in Qatar 

 (=51 years) 

 

 

 

Age average of all school 

principals in Qatar 

 (=45 years) 

26% (n10) of females (30-40) 

19% (n7) of females (50-60) 

5% (n2) of females (over 60) 

67% (n12) of males 

(50 to 60 years) 

22% (n4) of males (40-50) 

6% (n1) of males (30-40) 

5% (n1) of males (over 60) 

Nationality Non- Arabic nationality (n48-

86%) tripled Arabic Nationality 

(n8-14%) 

Non-Arabic nationality (n7310-

68%) doubled Arabic 

nationality (n3399-32%) 

Non-Arabic nationality 

(n7626-24%) is less by three 

quarters of Arabic nationality 

(n24395-76%)  

(Sources: Planning and Statistics Authority, 2019; Department of Educational 

Policy and Research, 2015; 2018c; SED, 2016: Table 3; SED, 2018: Table 3) 
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APPENDIX 14 

14.1 The Study’ Data Reporting  

RSQ #1 What are the current procedures and practices of the national external evaluation process 

in private schools? 
Sections Sub-sections 2/details 

in sub-section 1 
Sub-sections 1 Data Analysis 

Method 
Two Stages’ 

Procedures and 

Practices 

 

Before the visits School simple self-study Interviews + 

Document 

Analysed 
Assignment of teams 

Initial visit 
During the visits School data collection Interviews + 

Survey + 

Documents 

Analysed 

School data analysis 
Oral feedback 

After the visits QNSA rubric filling and 

decision 
Interviews + 

Survey 
Written reports 

School Accountability Performance accountability Interviews + 

Survey + 

Documents 

Analysed 

Regulatory accountability 
The Voucher system 

RQS #2 How do the evaluators and the school principals perceive and experience the national 

external evaluation process? 
Sections Sub-sections 1 

 

Sub-sections 2/details in sub-

section 1 

Data Analysis 

Method 

Respondents’ Positive 

Perception of QNSA 

QNSA as an 

improvement tool 

Raises awareness of education 

quality 
Interviews 

Improved failing schools 

because of the frequent 

following- up 
Improvement conditioned to 

schools’ willingness 
Trust in QNSA tools, 

judgements, outcomes, 

procedures 

Interviews + 

Survey 

Evaluators’ feedback leads to 

improvement 
Professional experience 

Learning experience 
Schools’ willingness to 

reexperiencing QNSA 
Survey 

A worthwhile exercise Survey 
Respondents’ 

relationships 
Mutual trust Interviews 

+Survey Mutual respect 
Negative aspects of the 

relationship 

Interviews 

School principals’ 

relationship with the 

SED 

Trustworthy relationship Survey 
A 100% free of aggressiveness 

and hostility relationship 
Evaluators’ efficiency Confidence Interviews 
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 Long experience in the 

education field 
Skilful: interaction with 

colleagues, friction with 

schools 
Competency: evaluators’ have 

the required skills and 

knowledge to evaluate 

schools. 

Interviews + 

Survey 

Evaluators’ confidence in their 

colleagues 
Interviews 

Respondents’ Criticism 

of QNSA 
QNSA Missing 

elements 
Lack of follow up on schools Interviews + 

Survey 
Lack of transparency 

Lack of communication with 

the SED 
Survey 

Lack of proper QNSA 

marketing 
Interviews 

Unpublishing QNSA reports 

An overwhelming 

QNSA 
Tons of documentation Survey 

Little preparation information 

Too many procedures Interviews + 

Survey 
Digging for information Survey 

Low-quality self-study reports Interviews 
 Icy relationships 

between evaluators and 

the SED 

Distrust 
Top-down relationship Interviews 
Ignorance of next steps 
SED inflexible attitude 

The voucher system: 

Evaluators’ perspective 

 

Not to link it to the QNSA 

outcomes 

Created tension: Fear of losing 

money 
Lowered the school quality 

Transformed school principals 

to be materialistic 
Respondents’ 

Perceptions of QNSA 

Facilitating Factors 

QNSA Stage 1 

 
Less efforts Interviews + 

Survey Raise awareness about stage 2 
Stakeholders’ Attitudes Evaluators’ attitudes during 

the visits 
Interviews + 

Survey 
School principals’ attitude 

during the visits 
Respondents’ 

Perceptions of QNSA 

legitimacy 

QNSA Validity and 

invalidity 
Elements of validity Interviews + 

Survey Elements of invalidity 

The credibility of 

QNSA findings 
Accuracy, objectivity, the 

fairness of findings 

Interviews + 

Survey + 

Documents 

Analysed 
RSQ #3 In what ways does the national external evaluation process motivate private schools to 

improve? 

 
Sections Sub-sections 1 

 

Sub-sections 2/details in sub-

section 1 

Data Analysis 

Method 
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School Motivation 

Factors towards 

Improvement 

Internal and External 

Evaluations 
The link between internal and 

external evaluations 
Interviews + 

Documents’ 

Analysed Internal evaluation practices 
QNSA oral feedback Quality feedback Interviews + 

Survey Ways of delivery 
Frequent QNSA visits Improved school areas: 

(documentation, students’ 

safety & security, planning, 

work organization). 

Interviews + 

Survey + 

Documents’ 

Analysed 
QNSA stakeholders’ 

attitudes 
Evaluators’ attitudes during 

the visits 
Interviews + 

Survey 
School principals’ attitudes 

towards QNSA 
School owners’ attitude 

towards QNSA 
Cooperation between 

evaluated and unevaluated 

schools 
The voucher system 

 
Created a competitive 

environment towards 

improvement 

Interviews + 

Survey 

A reward for quality school 
RSQ # 4 What are the challenges facing evaluators and school principals involved in the national 

external evaluation process? 

 
Sections Sub-sections 1 

 

Sub-sections 2/details in sub-

section 1 

Data Analysis 

Method 

QNSA Challenging 

Factors 
Respondents’ pressure Pressure on evaluators Interviews 

Pressure on school principals Survey 
Lack of awareness 

about QNSA function 
MEHE’s lack of awareness Interviews 

Respondents’ lack of 

awareness about parents’ 

perception of QNSA 

Interviews + 

Survey 

Some of QNSA’s 

procedures and 

practices flaw 

QNSA policies and rules Interviews + 

Survey Inconsistent QNSA practices 
Low-quality of school self-

study reports 
Respondents’ 

insufficient training 
Evaluators’ insufficient 

training programmes 
Interviews 

School principals’ insufficient 

training programmes 
Survey 
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APPENDIX 15 

15.1 Ethical Approval Form 
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APPENDIX 16 

16.1 Interview Consent 

16.1.1 Statement of research intent    

Dear  

As you are aware, I am currently working towards a PhD in Education at Warwick 

University, and my research focuses upon The Impact of a Quality Assurance 

System on Private Education in the State of Qatar. 

As we have already discussed, you have kindly agreed to allow me to discuss this 

with you on ……… at ……… in ……… Our discussion should last no more than 

……… minutes and will be digitally recorded to enable future transcription.  

 

The conversation will focus upon your perception and experience of the QNSA 

process as well as how it can motivate school improvement.  

I will be asking for your thoughts on the following areas:  

 The procedures of the QNSA process 

 Your perceptions and experiences of the QNSA process? 

 The role and value of the QNSA and ways in which it can be improved.  

 

With your permission, the interview will be recorded and transcribed. The 

interview transcript will be forwarded to you for approval prior to data analysis, 
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and you may correct any inaccuracies as you wish. You may also advise me if you 

feel that you need to withdraw a response or the whole interview after it has taken 

place.  

The transcript, data analysis, and thesis will make no reference to your identity, 

and the data will only be used for academic purposes by myself and my supervisor. 

All data will be held securely and confidentially in accordance with standard 

practice in educational research under the guidance of the University of Warwick 

ethics committee. Please note that this research is purely for my Ph.D. studies at 

the University of Warwick and is separate from my normal working role.  

Thank you for your assistance, and I look forward to talking to you.  

Yours sincerely,  

Rania Mohamed                                        

Institute of Education  

University of Warwick  

Coventry, CV4 7AL  

Tel: +97455404085 

Email: r.mohamed.1@warwick.ac.uk   

  

 

 

mailto:r.mohamed.1@warwick.ac.uk
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16.1.2 Consent form  

Project Title: The Impact of a Quality Assurance System on Private Education in the 

State of Qatar. 

Name of Researcher: Rania Youssry A. Mohamed   

  

I confirm that I have read and understood the statement of research intent dated 

__/__/20__ for the above project, which I may keep for my records and have had the 

opportunity to ask any questions I may have.  

  

I agree to take part in the above study. 

 

 I am willing to have my involvement in the interview recorded.  

  

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any  

time without giving any reason without being penalized or disadvantaged in any way.  

 

I understand that the interview transcript will be forwarded to me for approval prior 

to analysis, and I may correct any inaccuracies as I wish.  
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I may also advise the researcher if I feel that I need to withdraw a response or the 

whole interview after it has taken place.  

 

I understand that the transcript, data analysis, and thesis will make no reference to my 

identity and that the data I provide will only be used for research purposes.   

 

I know that all data will be held securely and confidentially in accordance with 

standard practice in educational research under the guidance of the University of 

Warwick ethics committee.  

 

_________________         _______          ___________  

Name of Participant               Date                Signature  

_Rania Mohamed____         _______          ___________  

 Researcher                             Date                Signature 
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APPENDIX 17 

17.1 Appreciation Certificates 
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APPENDIX 18 

18.1 School Profiles of Analysed QNSA Reports 

Key Term 

- Conditional accreditation status: One year of accreditation status under an 

agreement between schools and SED to improve specific recommendations 

presented by the QNSA team. 

18.1.1 School A 

School A 

School Type: Primary (years KG, 1-6) Curriculum: British international    

curriculum 

QNSA year of visits & status 

1- 2016, accreditation denied.  

2- 2017, conditional accreditation status. 

3- 2018, accreditation denied. 

Note: As shown below, although school A was eventually denied the accreditation in 2018; 

certain school areas had been improved across the three QNSA reports. These areas were 

highlighted by the QNSA as recommendations for improvement in report one and/or report 

two. When these recommendations were tracked across the school’s QNSA second and third 

reports, it was found that they were demonstrated as commendations in the schoolwork. 

Commendations in report 2 that were 

considered recommendations in report 1 

Commendations in report 3 that were 

considered recommendations in report 2 

1. The school's vision, mission, and learning 

objectives have had a positive impact on 

students' behaviour. 

2. Most of the school plans and policies are 

being implemented in an effective way. 

3. Lesson planning in the Primary stage is 

detailed and guides teaching. 

4.  Honoring students of different 

accomplishments. 

5. Communication with parents regularly, and 

in varied ways and methods. 

6. Activating the role of the PTA (Parent-

Teacher Association) in school life. 

1. The school's atmosphere is positive, 

cooperative, and with a sense of shared 

responsibility reflected throughout. 

2. Safety and security procedures are 

carried out appropriately through the 

school facilities. 

 

Note: The area of “school plans and work mechanism” that was improved and became a 

commendation in report two of school A was declined in the third report and deemed as an 

area of weakness/recommendation. 
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18.1.2 School B 

School B 

School Type: Primary (years 1-6) Curriculum: British international 

curriculum 

QNSA year of visits & status 

1- 2015, accreditation denied.  

2- 2016, accreditation denied.  

3- 2017, accreditation granted. 

Below are the school areas that were moved from being recommendations in reports one and 

two to be demonstrated as commendations in school B’s performance across its second and 

third QNSA reports, respectively. 

Commendations in report 2 that were 

considered recommendations in report 1 

Commendations in report 3 that were 

considered recommendations in report 2 

1. The school has a clear and announced 

organisational structure that identifies the 

level of leadership, responsibility, and 

instructional hierarchy. 

2. There are clearly communicated 

regulations, bylaws, and policies to 

facilitate school 

work. 

3. Appropriate support is provided for 

developing students’ reading and writing 

skills in Arabic and English languages. 

 

1. The school's vision and mission are 

reflected positively on students' 

behaviour through implementing 

purposeful programs. 

2. The positive impact of most class 

activities in increasing students’ 

motivation. 

3. The school's vision and mission are 

reflected positively on students' 

behaviour through implementing 

purposeful programs. 

4. Implementing effective policy and fair 

procedures for improving students’ 

behaviour. 

5. The school facilities and classrooms 

are supplied with sufficient and 

effective materials that support 

teaching and learning. 

The school has a health care unit that 

effectively supports the needs of 

students. 

Note: The area of “students’ skills in the English language” that was improved and became a 

commendation in report two of school B was declined in the third report and deemed an area 

of weakness/recommendation. 

 

18.1.3 School C 

School C 

School Type: Primary & Secondary (years 

KG, 1-12) 

Curriculum: American international 

curriculum 

QNSA year of visits & status 

1- 2016, accreditation denied.  

2- 2017, accreditation denied.  

3- 2018, accreditation denied. 
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Although the school did not succeed in QNSA, certain school areas had been improved in 

school C’s performance across its QNSA reports. 

Commendations in report 2 that were 

considered recommendations in report 1 

Commendations in report 3 that were 

considered recommendations in report 2 

1. Most of the stakeholders participate in 

making decisions. 

2. The positive impact of the school vision and 

mission on the behaviour of most of the 

students as a result of applying a fair and 

consistent behaviour policy. 

3. Most students in different classes 

demonstrate positive behaviour, and self-

motivation for learning. 

4. The school communicates with parents 

regularly through different methods. 

 

1. Availability of varied means of 

communication among staff that 

facilitates schoolwork. 

 

Note: The areas of “stakeholders’ involvement,” and “students’ behaviour” that were 

improved and became commendations in report two of school C were declined in the third 

report and deemed as an area of weakness/recommendation. 

 

18.1.4 School D 

School D 

School Type: Primary (years KG, 1-6) Curriculum: American international 

curriculum 

QNSA year of visits & status 

1- 2016, accreditation denied.  

2- 2017, accreditation denied.  

3- 2018, accreditation granted. 

Below are the school areas that were moved from being recommendations in reports one 

and/or two to be demonstrated as commendations in school D’s performance across its 

second and third QNSA reports, respectively. 

Commendations in report 2 that were 

considered recommendations in report 1 

Commendations in report 3 that were 

considered recommendations in report 2 

1. Involving most stakeholders in the 

decision-making process. 

2. The school vision and mission support 

setting up a safe and healthy environment 

for students and staff. 

3. The positive impact of using technological 

and learning resources in increasing 

students’ motivation. 

4. Most students exhibit good behaviour 

throughout the school. 

5. The school buildings and facilities are 

clean and supportive of the school 

educational goals. 

1. Involving most stakeholders in 

decision making processes.  

2. The school vision and mission is 

reflected through students' safety and 

quality teaching in most of lessons 

visited.  

3. The organisational structure is clear, 

comprehensive, and facilitates the 

smoothness of work throughout the 

school. 

4. Communication amongst stakeholders 

is robust and keeps them abreast of 

the school's updates.  
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6. The school's health unit effectively 

supports the needs of students and follows 

up on all facilities. 

7. Planning and implementing programs that 

promote parental participation in the 

school life. 

7.  Positive and effective response to parents’ 

complaints 

5. Follow up and monitoring is 

purposeful, guides training sessions 

and enhances most teachers' 

performance. 

6. Positive workplace atmosphere 

enhances shared responsibility and 

sense of belongingness and leads to 

staff stability. 

7. Developing and implementing 

comprehensive lesson plans that take 

into account different students’ needs 

and clear learning objectives, teaching 

strategies, and assessment methods in 

most subject areas. 

8. Utilizing textbooks and copy books 

together with regular marking and 

constructive feedback in almost all 

subject areas.  

9. Students' performance shows evident 

and continuous improvement in most 

subjects over successive periods.  

10. Students' commitment to the rules of 

discipline and behaviour in the 

school. 

11. The school has effective recruitment 

policies and procedures.  

12. Most of the school facilities and 

classrooms are supplied with 

sufficient and effective materials that 

support teaching and learning.  

13. Safety and security procedures are 

cared for throughout the school 

facilities. 

14. The school encourages active parents’ 

involvement in the school activities 

and events. 

15. The school participates and supports 

various local community activities 

and celebration. 

The school responds quickly for 

parents’ complaints and takes their 

suggestions/options into consideration. 

Note: The areas of “technology usage,” and “safety of students” that were improved and 

became commendations in report two of school D were declined in the third report and 

deemed as areas of weakness/recommendation. 

 

18.1.5 School E 

School E 

School Type: Primary & Secondary (years 

KG, 1-12) 

Curriculum: American international 

curriculum 

QNSA year of visits & status 
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1- 2013, accreditation denied.  

2- 2016, a conditional accreditation.  

3- 2018, accreditation granted. 

Below are the school areas that were moved from being recommendations in reports one and 

two to be demonstrated as commendations in school E’s performance across its second and 

third QNSA reports, respectively.  

Commendations in report 2 that were 

considered recommendations in report 1 

Commendations in report 3 that were 

considered recommendations in report 2 

1. The team applauds the school leadership 

team for their improvement efforts towards 

previous QNSA visiting team's 

recommendations.  

2. The school has clear policies to facilitate 

schoolwork and overall school processes. 

3. Students’ academic performance in IGCSE 

exams shows continuous improvement.  

8. A system for analysis and tracking students’ 

progress is in place. 

1. The school has a clear and announced 

vision, mission, and objectives 

communicated effectively to 

stakeholders.   

2. The school mission, educational 

objectives, and vision are realistic and 

appropriate to the school capacity and 

its human and financial resources. 

3. The positive impact of the school 

mission, vision and objectives on 

students’ behaviour, progress and 

attainment.  

4. The school priorities are identified and 

executed effectively to improve and 

achieve its mission. 

5. Clear plans are in place and are 

implemented in ways that contribute to 

achieving the school’s objectives.  

6. An effective system is in place to 

follow up and monitor the various 

facets within the school related to 

students, teachers, curriculum, 

discipline, etc.   

7. Preparing and implementing 

comprehensive curricular and lesson 

plans of expected targets and clarifying 

the procedures of implementation. 

8. Applying modern and diversified 

teaching strategies that cater to 

students’ needs in most subjects across 

the Academy.  

9. Promoting and activating high order 

thinking skills.  

10. Effective utilization of the students' 

academic results in driving decisions 

related to continuous academic 

improvements. 

11. Effective assessment system is in place 

for providing records through which 

students’ performance is analysed and 

tracked over successive periods to 

measure progress.  

12. Effective role of the Knowledge Centre 

in supporting a range of SEN students 

with effective implementation, 

monitoring, and follow up on to ensure 

their progress. 
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13. The school applies a solid and clear 

employment policy, which impacts 

positively on the selection of well-

qualified staff. 

14. The commitment to develop staff 

performance effectively by offering 

multiple and varied professional 

development programs to achieve the 

school vision and mission.  

15. Providing varied educational resources 

in classrooms to meet the school’s 

educational needs and supporting the 

school curricula.  

16. Parents are encouraged to follow up on 

the academic achievement of their 

children.  

17. The school responds quickly to parents’ 

complaints and takes their suggestions 

into consideration.  

18. The school provides opportunities for 

parents to present their opinions and 

suggestions. 

There is active communication 

between the school staff and the local 

community institutions. 

Note: No declined areas detected in school E’s third QNSA report. 
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