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Around the world school inspection is subject to critical scrutiny. It is too
cumbersome? Too expensive? Too disruptive to the normal flow of school
life? Does it actually improve schools? And, what does the new relationship
between inspection and self-evaluation mean for schools?

School Inspection and Self-Evaluation: Working with the New Relationship
addresses these issues, and unpicks the legacy of an Ofsted regime
widely criticised as invasive and disempowering to teachers. In this book,
John MacBeath:

e cxamines in turn each aspect of the ‘New Relationship’, its potential
strengths and some of its inherent weaknesses;

e debates issues that confront school leaders and classroom teachers,
including Every Child Matters;

e offers advice on how schools can marry ongoing self-evaluation with
Ofsted’s expectations;

e describes how to deal with PLACS, PANDAS’ and other beastly
inventions’;

e shows how to use web sources to best advantage;

e cxplains how to reconcile the tensions between accountability and
improvement;

e provides a guide to a repertoire of tried-and-tested approaches to help
teachers embed self-evaluation in day-to-day classroom practice.

The book also contains case studies from schools that have adopted
innovative approaches to self-evaluation.

While of immediate practical interest for school leaders, managers and
teachers in England, the book also speaks to an international audience, as the
issues raised here have resonance in every country where quality assurance
and standards are at the forefront of policy and practice.

John MacBeath is Professor of Educational Leadership at the University of
Cambridge, UK.
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1 New relationships for old

‘She who has a hammer sees only a world of mails.”

This opening chapter sets the sceme for the New Relationship with Schools,
(NRwS), examining the perceived need for a new velationship in light of what
had gone before. Each of the seven elements of the NRwS jigsaw are examined in
turn, arguing that schools need to view these with a critical and enlightened eye.

There is a new relationship between government and schools. It is an implicit
recognition that the old relationship had been damaged by a decade of
tensions and antagonism between agencies of government and schools. The
legacy of the Thatcher regime, which cast teachers and ‘progressive educa-
tors’ as the enemy within, was little attenuated under a Labour government
which did not want to be seen as soft on teachers. The retention of Ofsted
and its Chief Inspector were a signal to teachers, but primarily to a wider
public, that this administration too could be tough. After nearly a decade in
power it became increasingly apparent that the old relationship was no
longer sustainable and that it was time for a new approach.

The concept of a new relationship was first spelled out by the Government
Minister, David Miliband in a high-profile policy speech on 8 January 2004.

There are three key aspects to a new relationship with schools. An
accountability framework, which puts a premium on ensuring effective
and ongoing self-evaluation in every school combined with more
focussed external inspection, linked closely to the improvement cycle of
the school. A simplified school improvement process, where every
school uses robust self evaluation to drive improvement, informed by a
single annual conversation with a school improvement partner to debate
and advise on targets, priorities and support. And improved information
and data management between schools, government bodies and parents
with information ‘collected once, used many times’.

The New Relationship, elaborated in subsequent documents, promised to
allow schools greater freedom, to free them to define clearer priorities for
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themselves, get rid of bureaucratic clutter and build better links with parents.
Advances in technology promised improved data collection and streamlined
communication. A School Improvement Partner, described as a “critical
friend’ would liaise with schools and support them in achieving greater
autonomy, releasing local initiative and energy. The seven elements of the
new relationship were portrayed as an interlocking set, framed by trust,
support, networking and challenge (Figure 1.1).

It is not hard to imagine hours spent in offices of government, redrafting
and refining images and terminology to achieve the right register and to
convey a genuine conviction that things could be different. While it is impor-
tant to welcome the apparent goodwill and the government’s desire to build
bridges, it is important to understand the political and economic context in
which that relationship is set. On the economic front its main driver is the
imperative to reduce public spending. Drastic reduction in the Ofsted
budget, spelt out in the Gershon Report! specified the need for ‘light touch
inspection’; as much a concomitant of reduced funding as an argument for
‘grown up’ quality assurance. The political driver, closely allied to economic
policy and New Labour’s embrace of the internal market?, required funding
to be pushed down to front line services, accompanied by consumer choice
and institutional accountability.

The good ideas inherent in the New Relationship, symbolised in the inter-
locking pieces in the jig saw need therefore to be examined with a critical and
enlightened eye.

Elements of the New Relationship with schools

Self-evaluation

Prior to the election of New Labour in 1997 the Conservative government and
its Chief Inspector of Schools rejected self-evaluation as a soft option which, it
was claimed, had done nothing in its previous incarnations to raise standards.
The 1997 election of a Labour government was a watershed for self-evaluation
as, over the following years, it moved gradually but progressively towards centre
stage. With the coming of a new Chief Inspector, David Bell, it was given a new
status at the very heart of the new relationship. The key difference in this reborn
self-evaluation was its liberation from an Ofsted pre-determined template,
schools now being encouraged to use their own approaches to self-evaluation
with the self-evaluation form (the SEF) serving simply as an internal summary
and basis for external inspection. That at least, is the theory.

In theory, there is no difference between theovy and practice. In practice, there is.

In theory self-evaluation allows schools to speak for themselves, to deter-
mine what is important, what should be measured and how their story should
be told. In theory self-evaluation is ongoing, embedded in the day-to-day
work of classroom and school, formative in character, honest in its assessment
of strengths and weakness, rigorous in its concern for evidence. The New
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Figure 1.1 The seven elements of the new relationship.

Relationship explicitly accepts these tenets and advises schools to adopt and
adapt their own approach.

In practice it is a different story. A recent study for the National College
of School Leadership (NCSL)? asked schools to describe the framework or
model currently used in their school. The predominant response was simply
‘Ofsted’, ‘the SEF’ or its predecessor the S4. Asked for reasons for their
choice the following was fairly typical. ‘We use Ofsted because we will be
inspected and need to be prepared for that.’

While it was equally common for schools to say they used a combination
of local authority guidelines and the Ofsted framework, the NCSL survey
revealed that these are now closely matched to Ofsted protocols. Previous
research by NFER* in 2001 surveying 16 schools in 9 LEAs reported that
10 were using a local authority model, 4 were using the Ofsted framework
while others used a ‘pick and mix’ approach, in one case Ofsted, plus
Investors in People plus Schools Must Speak for Themselves. Since then the
convergence between local authority models and Ofsted has gown stronger
and the earlier more creative models tend to have been marginalised.

However strong the disclaimer by HMCI that the Ofsted SEF is not self-
evaluation it is clear that self-evaluation is seen by the large majority of
schools as a top-down form of review closely aligned with the criteria and
forms of reporting defined by the inspectorate. Faced with an array of
consultant leaders, LA advisers, school improvement partners and governing
bodies all urging conformity to the SEF, it is only a brave, and perhaps
reckless, headteacher who would not play safe. The availability of on-line
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completion of the SEF is a further impetus to see self-evaluation as forms to
be filled and an event to be undertaken rather than a continuing process of
reflection and renewal.

Inspection

The new inspection process takes the SEF as its starting point, so allowing a
shorter and sharper process, given that schools have laid the groundwork and
provided the Ofsted team with a comprehensive, rounded and succinct
picture of their quality and effectiveness, strengths and weaknesses, allegedly
warts and all. The main features of the new inspections are described in
NRwS in the following terms:

e shorter, sharper inspections that take no more than two days in a school
and concentrate on closer interaction with senior managers in the
school, taking self-evaluation evidence as the starting point;

e shorter notice of inspections to avoid schools carrying out unnecessary
pre-inspection preparation and to reduce the levels of stress often asso-
ciated with an inspection. Shorter notice should help inspectors to see
schools as they really are;

e smaller inspection teams with a greater number of inspections led by one
of HMI. Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector will publish and be responsible
for all reports;

e more frequent inspections, with the maximum period between inspections
reduced from six years to three years, though occurring more frequently
for schools causing concern;

e more emphasis placed on the school’s own self-evaluation evidence as
the starting point for inspection and for schools’ internal planning, and
as the route to securing regular input and feedback from users — pupils,
their parents and the community — in the school’s development. Schools
are strongly encouraged to update their self-evaluation form on an
annual basis;

e a common set of characteristics to inspection in schools and colleges of
education from early childhood to the age of 19;

e asimplification of the categorisation of schools causing concern, retaining
the current approach to schools that need special measures but removing
the categorisations of ‘serious weakness’ and ‘inadequate sixth form’,
replacing them with a new single category of ‘Improvement Notice’.

‘Shorter’, ‘sharper’, ‘smaller’ are key downsizing elements of the new
inspection. ‘Shorter’ applies to less notice so that schools may be seen ‘as
they really are’; while a short stay in the school is premised on the school
having ‘hard’ evidence of its practice, not preparing for inspection but always
prepared. While it may easily be assumed from this that the purpose of the
new inspection is to validate the school’s own self-evaluation, Ofsted is quick
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to disabuse people of that notion. While self-evaluation is described as an
integral element of the process, inspectors will continue to arrive at their own
overall assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of the school. They
reserve their judgement on the capacity of the school to make improve-
ments, taking into account its ability to assess accurately the quality of its own
provision. “Taking into account’ is an important caveat as it signals clearly the
nature of the relationship between the external and the internal team. There
is no pretence that this is an equal partnership.

Every Child Matters

A key constituent of the new relationship takes account of the five outcomes
for children and young people defined in the policy document Every Child
Matters.® These are:

staying healthy

enjoying and achieving

keeping safe

contributing to the community
social and economic well-being.

In judging leadership and management and the overall effectiveness of a
school, inspectors examine the contribution made to all five outcomes.
Claims made for validity and objectivity have, however, to be open to
question given the breadth and ambition of the issues addressed. The highly
subjective and sensitive nature of enjoyment, personal growth, parent and
community links and equality belie any bold claims to objectivity and
quantifiable ‘outcomes’. While now deeply internalised in the linguistic
canon of school improvement, outcomes in relation to these five areas of
growth seems singularly inappropriate.

Undaunted by complexity and subtlety inspectors are required to quantify
their judgements on the following four-point scale, while schools are
enjoined to do likewise.

Grade 1 Outstanding
Grade 2 Good
Grade 3 Satisfactory
Grade 4 Inadequate

These rest on very broad and, to a large degree, impressionistic
judgements. They are necessarily selective as to evidence that can be found
and can be measured. It is open to question whether these labels enhance or
diminish the nature of the judgements made. While their virtue is simplicity,
their weakness is the gloss which undermines the nuance and complexity of
what is being evaluated. As with summative assessment of pupils’ work which
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is more likely to inhibit than motivate,® these categorical judgements do not
of themselves provide the formative criteria which might qualify as evaluation
for learning. While much thought and agonising within Ofsted has gone into
these four descriptors they remain contentious, in particular the ‘satisfactory’
category which may be read either as a half full, or virtually empty glass.

A rush to judgement?

Inspection is judgement not description. In the New Relationship it is judge-
ment rendered within the parameters of a two-day visit, and while there is a
strong case to be made for a shorter more focused visit (see David Bell’s
rationale in Chapter 3) NRwS has in fact widened the scope of inspection to
include Every Child Matters, so while not relinquishing its traditional commit-
ment to rating the quality of school provision, as well as the robustness of its
self-evaluation, inspectors are required also to make summative judgements
including the five broad and often intangible ECM outcomes (Table 1.1).
These are the foci of inspection in the new relationship.

Overall effectiveness, including training, integrated care and extended services.

Achievement and standards, targets, qualifications, and progress relative to
prior attainment and potential, workplace skills and positive contribution
to the community.

Quality of provision, rigour of assessment, planning and monitoring learners’
progress, provision for, additional learning needs and involvement of
parents and carers.

Programmes and activities, matched to learners’ aspirations and potential,
responsiveness to local circumstances and contribution of extended
services to learners’ enjoyment and achievement.

Guidance and support, safeguarding welfare, promoting personal develop-
ment, guidance on courses and career progression and provision which
contributes to pupils’ capacity to stay safe and healthy.

Leadership and management, performance monitoring, high-quality care,
equality of opportunity and tackling of discrimination, links with other
services, employers and other organisations and governors discharge of
their responsibilities.

Provision causing concern

Inspectors must consider whether provision is failing to give learners an
acceptable standard of education, in which case they must state this clearly in
the report. There are two categories of schools causing concern:

e Schools which require special measures because they are failing to
provide an acceptable standard of education and show insufficient
capacity to improve.
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Table 1.1 Some features of Ofsted’s new approach to inspection

Previous inspection

NRwS inspection

6-10 weeks’ notice before an inspection

Large inspection teams visiting for
around a week

A maximum of 6-year interval between
inspections

Inspections cover: standards and quality
of education; leadership/management;
and spiritual, moral, social and cultural
development

Self-evaluation not structured across all
schools nor is it part of the inspection
process

Collection of a wealth of information —
extensive use of lesson observation

Detailed and lengthy (30 pages+)
inspection reports produced.

Reports produced within 40 days of the
inspection event

Schools required to prepare a separate
post-inspection action plan

Various categories of schools causing
concern — special measures, serious
weaknesses, underachieving and
inadequate sixth forms

Inspection usually conducted by
registered inspectors

Shortening the notice of an impending
Ofsted visit. 2-5 days notice prior to
inspection

Small teams visiting for not more than
2 days

A maximum 3-year interval

Inspection to cover standards and
quality of education, leadership/-
management; and spiritual, moral,
social and cultural development
Self-evaluation as for all schools, the
starting point of Ofsted inspection

Focus on core systems and key
outcomes, informed by lesson
observation and other indicators

of pupils’ progress

Short, sharp reports (around 6 pages)
focused on key outcomes with clearer
recommendations for improvement
Reports to be with the governing body,
at least in draft, by the end of the
week of the inspection

Schools feed their intended actions into
the school development plan
Rationalised system with two
categories — special measures and
improvement notice

HMI leading many inspections and
involved in all inspections

Source: Ofsted (2004) ‘A new relationship with schools’.

e Schools which require significant improvement in one or more areas of
activity, which should be served with an Improvement Notice.

A code of conduct

Inspectors work to a code of conduct” which stipulates that they uphold the
highest professional standards in their work and ensure that school staff are
treated fairly and that they benefit from inspection. They are required to
evaluate objectively and have no connection with the school which could
undermine their objectivity. They should report honestly, ensuring that
judgements are fair and reliable, treating all those they meet with courtesy
and sensitivity; minimising stress and acting in the best interests of those they
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inspect, engaging them in purposeful and productive dialogue. They should
communicate judgements clearly and frankly, respecting the confidentiality
of information and about individuals and their work. To this are added four
demanding criteria:

that the findings of the inspection are valid

that findings of inspection contribute to improvement

that the process of inspection promotes inclusion

that inspection is carried out openly with those being inspected.

These are demanding principles and may, with shorter sharper inspections,
be difficult to realise. It is, however, crucial for a school to be familiar with
these principles as they offer a set of criteria which can be used by the
school to evaluate inspectors and the process of inspection. The reciprocity
of accountability in inspection’s new clothes needs to be put to the test.
Cast as friendly, collaborative and founded on a relationship of trust,
schools, it is said, should feel safe enough to honestly disclose their
weaknesses while inspectors listen sensitively to the school’s own account. It
is an ideal and idealistic scenario which appeals to the very best of collabora-
tive quality assurance systems but nonetheless raises a number of prickly
questions:

e How feasible is it for inspectors to render accurate and valid judgements
across such a wide range of objectives?
In what sense is the accountability agenda different under the NRwS?
On what basis would schools be happy to be honest with Ofsted about
their most serious weaknesses?

e To what degree is there a genuinely reciprocal relationship between a
school staft and an inspection team?
What is the nature of ‘productive’ dialogue:?
What does it mean for an inspection team to claim objectivity?

e What test may be applied to conform or contest inspectors’ judgements
as ‘valid’?

e Is inspection under the new relationship any less ‘high stakes’ in its
consequences than before?

The school improvement partner

For each of the schools that it maintains, the local authority appoints a
school improvement partner from a pool of the people with current DfES
(Department for Education and Skills) accreditation. The local authority is
expected to consult with the school and to take account of objections for not
accepting a particular individual but the final choice rests with the authority.
The School Improvement Partner, in most cases should be someone with
current or recent headship experience, is accountable to the authority which
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carries responsibility for his or her performance, carrying out functions
previously performed by the External Adviser.

The SIP, is the ‘conduit’ between central government, the local authority
and the school. It is a telling descriptor. A conduit suggests a flow in a given
direction, and to a degree this is true of the SIP’s relationship with the
school. The direction of communication flow is from the government to the
LEA to the school improvement partner and thence to the school, instru-
mental in the service of mandated target setting and establishing priorities in
line with government policies.

As a school’s governing body is responsible for the strategic direction of
the school, the SIP also offers them ‘advice’ on the overall direction of the
school as well as on the headteacher’s conduct of performance management.
In their monitoring role SIPs are also required to advise the local authority
if they believe a school is causing concern. The authority may then use its
statutory powers to intervene, and may want the SIP to take the lead in insti-
gating action. So the SIP, described in the documentation® as a ‘critical
friend’, may also make a ‘friendly’ intervention to move the school towards
special measures. His or her accountability is to the local authority, which in
turn accounts to government through the DfES’s National Strategies
contractor who, in partnership with NCSL, is responsible for the assessment,
training and accreditation of SIPs. The renewal or ending of the SIP’s
contract is down to the National Strategies Contractor who also holds the
local authority accountable for the performance management of SIPs in their
bailiwick.

The SIP also has a relationship with Ofsted inspectors. It is spelt out® as
follows:

e They may be inspectors of schools but must not inspect in schools where
they have a connection or where they are SIDPs.
Their reports on schools are made available to inspection teams.
They must not seek to secure information about a forthcoming inspec-
tion nor divulge it to schools if they become aware of it.

The SIP clearly has a complex relationship with the school, with the local
authority, with Ofsted and with the DfES. It not only demands of SIPs that
they tread a very fine line among their various accountabilities but their remit
also casts a shadow on their relationship with their adoptive headteacher,
raising some essential questions about that relationship.

Where does the power lie within and outside the head—SIP relationship?
What, in these circumstances, does it mean for the SIP to be a ‘critical
friend’?

e What is the nature of the SIP’s accountability to the school?

e How should the success of the SIP’s performance be judged? By the
school? By the local authority? By government agencies?
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e On what basis would a SIP report the school as causing concern?
e  What is the latitude for autonomous self-improving schools to dispense
with the services of their SIP?

These and other questions are explored further in Chapter 12.

The single conversation

A single conversation with a wise man is better than ten years of study.
(Chinese Proverb)

The single conversation is the occasion for the SIP and the headteacher to
discuss how the school is performing and for the SIP to ensure that key
policy priorities are being addressed. The rationale for this is to reduce the
multiple accountabilities and need for schools to report to a variety of agen-
cies, a slimming diet widely welcomed by schools.

The agenda for the single conversation is laid down rather than negoti-
ated, with a clear focus on attainment data, variations in pupil performance,
monitoring and planning for pupil progress and evidence as to achievement
of outcomes identified in Every Child Matters. The nature of the school’s
self-evaluation is also on the agenda, framed primarily in terms of measure-
ment of pupil progress and interpretation of attainment data. Under five key
headings the nature of the ‘conversation’ is made clear.

How is the school performing?

What are the key factors?

What are the priorities and targets for improvement?

How will the school achieve them?

How are the school’s performance management systems contributing to
raising attainment and achievement?

While it is acknowledged that the single conversation will vary from school
to school, it ‘will’, have a common core as detailed in the guidance docu-
ments.!? The single conversation, in common with other aspects of the New
Relationship deserves closer interrogation.

What is the nature of the ‘conversation’?
What latitude does it offer for the headteacher to set or negotiate an
agenda tuned to the school’s current and future needs?

e  What latitude does it offer for the SIP to be responsive to the school’s
current and future needs?

e  What is the essential difference between an accountability conversation
and an improvement conversation?

e  Where, how often and for how long should that ‘single’ conversation
take place?
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School profile

The government intention for the school is to reflect the breadth and depth
of what the school does, but contained in a short accessible document. It is
a document designed for parents, as well as for a wider readership, including
the DfES, and should contain the following information:

e data on students’ attainment and progress, set against benchmarks for
schools in similar contexts;

e how the school serves all its students, not just the average student;

e the most recent assessment by Ofsted, set against the school’s own
self-assessment;

e what the school offers, in terms of the broader curriculum;
how the head and governors see the priorities for future improvement;
what the school offers the rest of the system.

This ‘short, focused report’, it was foreseen,!! would be pre-populated by
the DfES, containing standardised comparative performance data about a
school and its students, derived from information held on the National Pupil
Database, coupled with information provided by the school on its own view
of its priorities and performance. It was described in Ministerial terms!? as
follows:

To supplement the data contained in performance tables, parents also
have a right to a broader and deeper understanding of what the school
is doing. We think the answer lies in an annual school profile which
would replace the annual statutory report to parents and increase flexi-
bility around the statutory elements of the school prospectus. It will be
light on bureaucracy, easy to access and powertful in impact. It will place
new and challenging information in the public domain.

The school profile was envisaged as another conversation piece — ‘We want
to see the profile become an important part of educational discussion in the
home and the school, as well as in Whitehall’.!3 It stretches the imagination
to envisage the nature of the fireside chat that might take place in the home
or the nature of the conversation that might transpire in the corridors of
power. The tenor of the above Ministerial speech is worth a conversation
analysis of its own:

e In what way will the school profile lead to ‘a deeper understanding’
among parents?

e What “flexibility’ will it allow?

e In what ways will it be ‘light in bureaucracy’?
What is meant by ‘powerful in impact?
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e  What will make it appealing enough to provide a conversation piece for
parents? And what is likely to be the focus of such conversation?

e What from your own experience might encourage a rich conversation
with parents?

Data

Data is the sixth piece of the seven piece jigsaw. It is in some respects the
most significant as official documents and pronouncements insistently
emphasise that data is the alpha and omega of school life in the new century
and in the New Relationship. Data is in the driving seat. It is the centrepiece
in the single conversation, the overriding concern of the school improve-
ment partner, the focus of inspection and the litmus test of the school’s self-
evaluation. The Ministerial speech!* describes data as the most valuable
currency in school improvement.

Data helps teachers, heads of department and the senior leadership team
identify underperformance, and do something about it. In this sense it
is the most valuable currency in school improvement. When data makes
it evident that the same pupils are thriving in History but struggling in
Geography, decisions about performance management and professional
development suddenly become much clearer.

‘Data collected once but used many times’ has achieved the status of a
mantra. While left open to wide interpretation it appears to imply that the
annual sweeping up of performance data and its reproduction in multiple
disaggregated forms provides enough riches to last a school until the next
sweep.

‘Schools are infuriated when different bits of government make their own
data collections and waste valuable time and effort at school level’, acknowl-
edges the Minister. He makes reference to complaints from heads and gover-
nors at having to ‘wade through mounds of paper and points to progress
made in the last few years in reducing demand by 50 per cent. Life is being
made simpler by the development of one simple set of what the Minister
describes as ‘binding protocols’’® to ensure ‘the full benefits of the national
pupil level data that is now available through PLASC....to make a reality of
the statement “collect once, use many times.”’

It should, the DfES suggests,'¢ boast the following elements:

data that helps teachers develop themselves;

data that helps school leaders promote high performance;

data that helps parents support their children’s progress;

data that helps LEAs target resources;

data that helps the DfES fine-tune its interventions to spread good
practice and of critical importance;
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e the combination of qualitative as well as quantitative data that is the foun-
dation for any intelligent conversation about public service improvement.

What form this helpful data assumes is not made explicit but refers
primarily to the plethora of statistics on student attainment, aggregated and
disaggregated in relation to a cluster of variables on home background, prior
attainment, gender, and ethnicity. These are, in Ministerial parlance, a core
data set which ‘drive the data demands of the education system’.!” The
implicit is made somewhat more explicit however in this Ministerial rhetorical
flight — ‘and we will really achieve take oftf when there is a maximum use of
data and benchmarks by all those with an interest in pupils’ progress’.
A number of critical questions follow:

e  What does the term ‘data’® mean to school staft and what is the
emotional resonance of that term?

What kind of benchmarking does this imply?

Who is data for? To what extent are they for consumers or critical users?
What are the potential disadvantages of a single simplified data system?
In what ways may data be used many times?

If data are described in terms of ‘binding protocols’ what flexibility is
there for schools to be autonomous, to be creative and to speak for
themselves?

Communications

Communication, the seventh interlocking piece of the jigsaw, is the necessary
precondition of any relationship. The New Relationship promises a ‘stream-
lined communications strategy’. It includes an on-line ordering service
‘giving schools the freedom and choice to order what that they want, when
they want’.!® Documents and resources that would previously have been sent
out, encumbering the headteacher’s desk, and possibly waste bin, are now to
be available on-line, easy to find and with detailed summaries of key policies.
Schools are kept up-to-date with the latest additions to the on-line catalogue
via a regular email notification — providing a direct web link to the latest
information available online. Schools are able, therefore, to choose whether
to download electronic versions or order paper-based copies of the informa-
tion they need in the multiples required to be delivered to their school.
Choosing to ignore them does not appear to be an option suggested. It is
important to consider:

e  What key elements would you want to see in a ‘communications
strategy’?

e What kind of documents are most, and least, helpful for school leadership?

e To what are teaching and other staff included in a communication
strategy? And what is most, and least, helpful to them?
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The four framing values

Easily overlooked in the NRwS jigsaw are the key words that frame the seven
jig saw pieces. These words are challenge and support, collaboration and
networking and trust. The implication is that a new relationship is founded
on these and that it would be difficult to realise without these values being
in place. But what do they mean?

The key word on which the others depend is trust. This could be inter-
preted in a number of different ways. For example:

Teachers trust the goodwill of the government’s intentions

Teachers trust that Ofsted will be fair

Teachers trust their own management to have their concerns and inter-
ests at heart

The government trusts the professionalism and integrity of teachers
Ofsted trusts the integrity and honesty of the school’s own self-evaluation.

These are ambitious and probably unrealistic expectations because they
imply some form of unconditional trust, whereas trust in an essentially politi-
cised context is both conditional and calculative.!® Trust, says Harvard’s
Richard Elmore?® is a fragile commodity, hard to construct and easy to
destroy. The very processes by which ‘the connective tissue’ of trust are
created in schools are too easily reversible. At any point, for any reason, indi-
viduals may revoke their consent to have their interests encapsulated in
others. Trust, says Elmore, is a compound of respect, listening to and valuing
the views of others; personal regard, intimate and sustained personal
relationships that undergird professional relationships; competence, the capacity
to produce desired results in relationships with others; and personal integrity,
truthfulness and honesty in relationships. He calls these ‘discernments’
exemplified as the way in which people make sense of one another’s
behaviour and intentions.

A measure of trust, however conditional, is a prerequisite of support, as
support implies a relationship in which people experience a genuine intention
to help on the part of the other without a hidden agenda, without a sense that
this comes with caveats and some form of payback. At an individual level
we experience support from friends and colleagues as an expression of
genuine concern given unconditionally and without charge. The same prin-
ciple applies at organisational level, yet in an accountability context it is hard
to conceive of support which does not come with conditions and caveats
attached.

Implicit in the New Relationship is that support is accompanied by
challenge. These are uneasy bedfellows because they can only co-exist where
the quality of support allows challenge to be heard and accepted. When
people do not experience goodwill and genuine support they are very likely
to respond badly to challenge. The combination of support and challenge is
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implicit in the role of a critical friend — friend first and critic second, but the
critical hat is only donned once a mutuality of relationship has been estab-
lished. Schools’ experience of Ofsted has in the past typically been one of
challenge — often fruitful and appreciated but not always accompanied by a
sense of support, critical but not always friendly.

It is through the fourth of these framing words — networking — that support
and challenge are most likely to be bear fruit. Networking implies a collegial
relationship, founded on voluntarism and initiative. It is built on reciprocity
and a measure of trust. The ties that bind are conditional not on authority but
on mutual gain, give and take, learning and helping others learn.

Accountability drives everything

It is not accidental that the Miliband speech quoted at the beginning of this
chapter justified self-evaluation in these terms: ‘An accountability framework,
which puts a premium on ensuring effective and ongoing self-evaluation in
every school combined with more focussed external inspection, linked closely
to the improvement cycle of the school.’

Accountability drives everything. ‘Without accountability there is no legit-
imacy; without legitimacy there is no support; without support there are no
resources; and without resources there are no services.” In this conception of
accountability it is realised through data, attainment related, comparative
and benchmarked.?!

The data upon which we base our accountability mechanisms must
reflect our core educational purposes. It must be seen to be objective.
And it must allow for clear and consistent comparison of performance
between pupils and between institutions.

This, as government sees it, is ‘intelligent accountability’, a term attributed
to John Dunford of the Secondary Heads’ Association (SHA), demon-
strating that government can at once be intelligent as well as tough and that
it can listen to the voice of the profession. But what does intelligent
accountability mean? Its origins are in the 2002 Reith lecture given by
Baroness O’Neill in which she pleads for an alternative to ‘perverse
indicators’ which erode trust, distort purpose and provide signposts which
point people along diversionary paths.??

Elmore makes an important distinction between internal and external
accountability.?®> The former describes the conditions that precede and
shape the responses of schools to pressure originating in policies outside the
organisation. Internal accountability is measured by the degree of convergence
among what individuals say they are responsible for (responsibility), what
people say the organisation is responsible for (expectations), and the internal
norms and processes by which people literally account for their work
(accountability structures). He concludes that with strong internal



16 New relationships for old

accountability schools are likely to be more responsive to external pressure
for performance. Intelligent internal accountability suggests that schools will
respond critically to external pressure, confident in the knowledge that they
have a rich and unique story to tell, a story which rises above and goes
beyond the mean statistics and pushes against prevailing orthodoxies of
competitive attainment.



2 A view from the schools

The New Relationship has been given a cautious welcome by schools. This is
because some of the seven elements of the NRwS jig saw arve seen as a positive step
forward while others ave viewed as potentially problematic. This chapter dvaws
on recent studies which elicited teachers’ views as to the perceived strengths and
potential dvawbacks.

What is the purpose of self-evaluation? What does it mean for schools? For
heads? Teachers? Learning Support Assistants? Pupils? Or parents? Much of
the rationale is taken as implicit rather than explicitly discussed and none of
the suggestions for involvement of parents or any other group proposes a
critical dialogue as to its essential purpose. The government’s view of
purpose appears to be uncontested, or uncontestable although within their
public pronouncements we can identify a number of different purposes.
These may be seen as incompatible, or complementary, depending on where
you sit or stand.

Preparation for inspection

Self-evaluation may be introduced by a school as a prelude to inspection, and
although this is a pragmatic response to external pressure it may then come
to be seen as the primary rationale for engaging in it. In other words, its
essential purpose is regarded as one of accountability to an external body
rather than as something owned by teachers themselves. However, the SEF is
not self-evaluation, insists HMCI David Bell, reiterating what is clearly
articulated in the guidelines. It is simply a way of recording a school’s own
self-evaluation process which needs to be driven by a school improvement
motive. Ofsted, for its part, encourages schools to use a variety of approaches.

Raising standards

For many, staff self-evaluation has as its key purpose to raise standards. This
is in tune with what is widely seen as a key purpose of school education.
‘Standards’ may, however, assume ecither a broad or narrow meaning, and
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when interpreted narrowly, refers simply to the raising of pupil attainment
scores. Interpreted more broadly, standards may apply to more effective
learning and teaching in which attainment levels rise as a natural consequence
of improved pedagogy. Where this is the case self-evaluation then serves a
broader and deeper purpose.

Professional development

Self-evaluation may be seen as a handmaid of professional development.
When this is its rationale the impetus is for teachers and other staff to use
tools of self-evaluation to develop professionally, becoming more self-aware,
more reflective and more self-critical by virtue of how they monitor their
own performance and professional growth. When this happens, it is argued,
pupil learning should logically follow in its wake.

Building capacity

If an essential purpose of school improvement is to build the school’s
capacity to respond to and manage change, such a goal cannot be achieved
without a commitment to self-evaluation. This rationale sees self-evaluation
as a multi-layered process, employing a diversity of approaches to measure-
ment and evidence. Terms such as social capital or intellectual capital refer to
the synergy within a school which has the knowledge and know-how to
become more intelligent than its individual members.

Putting views to the test

How teachers and headteachers view the purposes of self-evaluation was one
of the questions in a study for the National Union of Teachers in 2005.!
Focus groups were conducted with 192 teachers, asking them first to
complete questionnaires, following this up with discussion asking them to
elaborate on their responses. The following is a summary of their views.

A question of purpose

Asked to choose among six possible purposes of school self-evaluation almost
half of all teachers who completed the questionnaire identified raising
standards as a fundamental purpose of self-evaluation in schools. Next to
raising standards was providing teachers with tools which help evaluate pupils’
learning (29.7 per cent). 10.4 per cent thought its primary purpose should
be the extension of the school’s capacity to vespond to, and implement change.
Few of them (6.3 per cent) identified the primary purpose as belping staff to
shave ideas and practice move widely, while even fewer (3.1 per cent) thought
selt-evaluation should provide opportunities for the school to hear the views of
pupils. The smallest response, however, was the 2.1 per cent of teachers who
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thought that self-evaluation should be geared towards providing Ofsted with
evidence on their schools’ quality and effectiveness.

The priority given to different purposes was clarified during group discus-
sion. Raising standards was put into a broader perspective. The purpose of
looking at the school through the lens of self-evaluation was seen as making
the school a better place for learning. ‘That leads us to raising attain-
ments.... We’re in the business of raising our standards through learning,’
argued one primary teacher, while a secondary colleague in another school
made a similar point — ‘Student learning is vital, if we can understand self-
evaluation this way, we can make something of our teaching. It will enable
schools to respond to and implement change.’

A consistent theme was that self-evaluation was for a school’s and teacher’s
own improvement in learning and teaching and not for the benefit of Ofsted
or other extrinsic purposes — ‘Raising standards of learning isn’t limited to
what we do towards Ofsted inspection, we aren’t talking about league tables,’
said one primary teacher, while a secondary teacher argued ‘Basically, what we
want in self-evaluation is to help pupils learn and see them learn better.... It
shouldn’t therefore be a part of any external assessment standards.’

Although teachers used the language of raising standards their views typi-
cally went beyond examination results or performance measures to embrace
the totality of the child’s development: ‘Standards in self-evaluation
shouldn’t be interpreted in a very narrow sense — exams. We’re not just
getting examination results...We’re talking about the attainment of every
individual capacity: academic, moral, spiritual etcetera’ (Primary teacher).

Beneath the rhetoric of standards there emerged a learning-centred view
in which pupil ‘needs’ were paramount.

To me the priority area is meeting students’ needs. Standards must be
seen in this light. Hence I will put that at the top, after identifying their
needs in terms of their views and opinions that would enable you to go
ahead and implement the change that would meet their needs.
(Primary teacher)

While only a handful of teachers had seen the purpose of self-evaluation as
to hear pupil views, there was, in fact, the finest of lines between those who
chose standards and those who chose pupil views.

If the pupils know what they want it helps them. Pupils need to plan
their learning and they also need to have some plan for them. It’s got to
be a dialogue. We can’t always dictate to pupils. .. we are very aware now
of the need to hear the student’s voice.

(Primary teacher)

A secondary teacher, explaining why he had not chosen the provision of
tools, also brought the discussion back to issues of student needs.
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I did not choose the provision of tools to help teachers to evaluate
pupils’ learning because if we have the pupils themselves evaluating their
own needs ... we are going to look more into motivation and that would
influence their attitude towards learning etcetera leading to the attain-
ment of standards.’

(Secondary teacher)

Those who chose the capacity of the school to vespond to change could be
seen as simply entering the standards issue by another door, arguing that the
starting point for thinking about standards in self-evaluation should be ‘the
school’s own culture, its systems and processes and their effects on students’
holistic learning’ (Secondary teacher).

What is perhaps surprising from the apparent disagreement among
differing choices of purpose was the degree of consensus in how teachers
appeared to be thinking about self-evaluation. Whatever their choice and
wherever they placed their tick on the questionnaire, self-evaluation, was
seen to serve one clear primary aim — to meet pupil needs and improve the
quality of teaching directed to that end.

Providing Ofsted with evidence on their schools’ quality and eftectiveness
was rejected by all but 2 per cent of the sample.

Who should be the audience for school self-evaluation?

Teachers were asked to rank audiences for self-evaluation from 1 to 5. In
order to compare these, a mean score was calculated as a measure of the
primacy given to different audiences (Figure 2.1). The school itself emerged
as the first preferred audience with a mean of approximately 5.0. This was
followed by parents, with a mean of 3.5. The LEA was ranked third with a

Mean
w

Parents School Ofsted LEA Media

Figure 2.1 Teachers’ preferred audience for school self-evaluation.
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mean of around 3.2. Although Ofsted might have been seen as the obvious
focus for a school’s self-evaluation, teachers did not rank it highly, with a
mean of 2.3, while the media was least preferred with the lowest mean — 1.0.

Asked to justify why Ofsted, the LEA, parents or media should not be the
primary audience of self-evaluation there was a widely shared view that self-
evaluation was a matter for the school and not for a wider public. As one
primary teacher remarked, ‘if we are talking about school self-evaluation,
then it is the “self” — the school — which should use its outcome’, while
another argued, ‘It should be the school itself because we’re the workers. We
need to internalise things that go on in our school and how we can change
our school.” A similar point was made by a secondary teacher who main-
tained that ‘self-evaluation is an internal affair...It is for internal guidance
especially when it comes to the implementation of school initiated change’.

A secondary teacher using the business sector as an analogy, argued as follows:

Our first and fundamental mission is to deliver a suitable and appropriate
service to our primary client — our pupils. .. If you put it in the business
context, you share views about the business internally before it goes
externally to shareholders. .. Equally the school’s staft/employees have
a right to that information before it goes outside. I don’t see why an
Ofsted should have it before those within the school.

What should be the components of self-evaluation?

Bearing in mind Ofsted’s third principle that ‘effective self-evaluation should
ask the most important questions about pupils’ learning, achievements and
development’, teachers were asked what they saw as the most important
components of self-evaluation. From a list of eight? they were asked to choose
three which they considered to be the most important. The majority
(34.4 per cent) chose pupil motivation and interest followed by school
conditions and factors that promote learning (22.9 per cent). Value-added or
measuves to ensuve progress between key stages and/or exams was a third choice
with 20.3 per cent. The remaining five components assumed less importance.
Few teachers (10.4 per cent) gave priority to the quality of velationships
between teachers and pupils and few (6.3 per cent) opted for KS4 and KS5
examination results while only 2.6 per cent identified pupils’ attitudes to school
as most important. The least preferred components were pupil performance on
key stage tests (1.6 per cent) and pupils’ performance in test and examinations
in velation to school background (1.5 per cent).

Reflecting on their choices during the group discussion, the interconnec-
tions among these varying purposes was highlighted. The consensus was that
motivation of pupils, school conditions and value-added are both inseparable
and indispensable in the school’s pursuit of improvement. These are reflected
in the following statement. “The first should be school conditions and
factors, which promote learning. There’s a symbiotic relation between
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conditions and motivating pupils to learn. This will lead to value-added
because we’re trying to add value to children’s learning’ (Primary teacher).

Who defines criteria of quality?

Given the first Ofsted principle that ‘intelligent accountability should be
founded on the school’s own views of how well it is serving its pupils and its
priorities for improvement’, teachers were asked where the criteria for self-
evaluation should come from. A majority of teachers (55.2 per cent) were of
the view that the criteria should be jointly developed by the school itself and
a critical friend. 20.8 per cent thought that criteria should be customised by
the school from a range of sources while 13.0 per cent opted for Ofsted.
8.9 per cent wanted the criteria to be developed solely by the school itself,
while only a few (2.1 per cent) thought they should be provided by the LEA.

Probing the reasons for their choices it was generally argued that a critical
friend would be more objective, more understanding and non-threatening in
his/her approach to helping the school form its judgements. Many teachers
said that they had benefited and continued to benefit from the support of
a critical friend: ‘a critical friend can help both pupils and teachers to
understand themselves better...and help the school to make good use of
self-evaluation’ (Primary teacher).

A few teachers argued in favour of Ofsted. They were of the view that if
self-evaluation was going to be used to inform external inspection then
Ofsted should be the provider of its criteria. This, they argued, would ensure
that all schools used a standardised set of criteria for evaluating themselves:
‘I think if we’re going to have a standard means of determining a successful
school, then we need an external like body to provide the criteria’ argued
one primary teacher. Another stressed that the benefit of Ofsted would be
objectivity and standardised criteria. ‘From the scientific perspective, I will
opt for OFSTED...we need a standard criteria from an external body to
compare with...Critical friends will be okay but can they give schools a
point of reference for comparison?” (Primary teacher)

What these comments reveal is a view of self-evaluation as a servant of
inspection and set firmly in a comparative standardised perspective, in
contrast with those who see it more as genuinely centre stage and within the
school’s ownership.

Factors that promote or inhibit the implementation
of self-evaluation

Teachers attributed the success or failure in implementing self-evaluation to
both external and internal factors. The most frequently mentioned factors
that promote self-evaluation in schools included first and foremost a non-
judgemental approach driven by trust, friendliness and support. This is
reflected in statements such as ‘approaching it in a positive way ... knowledge
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that there will be a non-judgemental and supportive response’; ‘friendly,
non-confrontational or threatening approach’; and ‘openness and honesty’.
One teacher elaborated on this by stressing that individuals within the school
would happily engage themselves in self-evaluation if they could be confident
that it was being carried out in ‘a non-judgemental manner and within a
supportive atmosphere . ..where there is the knowledge that all individual
contributions are valued’.

Second, a focus on professional development rather than accountability
was emphasised. In the words of one teacher, ‘self-evaluation can be
promoted where league tables, SATS etc. are not the marks of how good a
school is and when it is valued by external agencies as part of a process of
development’; while another remarked, ‘when there’s little obsession with
paper evidence gathering and results used as professional guidance’.
Agreeing with, this another teacher saw it as conditional on ‘staff in the
school seeing visible evidence of the outcomes of the process. .. and see them
as beneficial to their development’.

Yet another teacher said ‘when all staff (teaching and non-teaching)
are agreed that it is a powerful tool for moving the school forward then self-
evaluation will be fine’. For another, it was seen as possible ‘when outcomes
are used to advise staff on how best to improve and training courses are
available as a result of highlighting areas for development’. ‘An environment
for self-reflection and dialogue’ which allows staff to ‘share ideas and practise
across the school as a whole’, also emerged as crucial for the success of school
self-evaluation.

‘Understanding of self-evaluation and its importance” and the ‘willingness
to take ownership and responsibility for the curriculum” were other factors
identified as most likely to promote self-evaluation in schools. One secondary
teacher suggested:

If teachers have been trained to realise the time value of self-
evaluation . .. have been helped to develop skills and attitude of being a
reflective practitioner and have been part of self-evaluation, they may be
more willing to accept and implement any changes that need to be made.

The absence of the aforementioned factors exemplifies some factors which
inhibit the implementation of self-evaluation. Underpinning these is the
issue of time constraints emerging from workload: ‘lack of time to meet and
discuss school issues’ remarked one teacher. In the words of another:

The demand, especially the paperwork is taking too much
time...unnecessary amount of recording and processing . ..everything
relating to assessments distract my focus from other things. Moreover
there are after-school activities: putting extra time resources into
planning extra dynamics for even more stimulating lessons.

(Primary teacher)
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Table 2.1 sums up the main favourable and frustrating factors seen by school
staff as affecting implementation of self-evaluation in schools.

A change for the better?

In response to the statement ‘Ofsted are currently moving in the right direc-
tion’ 58.6 per cent of teachers agreed while 31.7 per cent disagreed. These
figures include the strongly agree and strongly disagree categories which were
hardly used, reflecting a more equivocal position in the face of an unknown
quantity and a dubious prior history. The doubters worried that however
new the regime, it would not get away from the top-down formulaic
approach. “The paperwork is still there. .. Ofsted’s self-evaluation processes
merely involve working to someone else’s formula. . . it has some of form of
accountability ... but it’s the thinking process behind self-evaluation that’s
important — not just filling in pieces of paper.” (Secondary teacher)

Another statement reveals continuing doubt about its essential purpose as
one of accountability: “The paperwork process is very time consuming. It’s
purely an accountability process. Does what the school gets out of it warrant
the time spent on it? I don’t think so.” (Secondary teacher)

The optimists, however guarded, envisaged a kinder more supportive
approach. It was likened by one teacher to the old more teacher-friendly
HMI inspection: ‘(The new proposal) is like the old HMI approach to
inspection . .. HMI was very helpful to the teacher . ..it offered criticisms but
gave support. . .it helped you find pathways forward. It was a very construc-
tive process.” (Primary teacher)

Another teacher hoped that with a new relationship there would be
greater room for dialogue, allowing the school to ask questions freely during
inspections:

The inspection process now isn’t useful....Everyone is dreading the
envelope arriving. Teachers don’t do their best under this pressure — they
play safe and are too frightened to do anything else. No one wants to let
the side down by having an unsatisfactory lesson. ... This time we’ll tell
them what to focus on. The new system will give schools opportunity to
build up their own portfolios and evidence of what they value.
(Secondary teacher)

While telling inspections teams what to focus on may be more hopeful
than realistic, there was a sense of optimism that a school’s own values and
priorities would be given more credence under the new dispensation.

A shorter sharper visit

Three quarters of teachers welcomed the new requirement for inspectors to
spend a maximum of two days in a school. 63.2 per cent of teachers agreed



Table 2.1 Favouring and constraining factors for SSE

Favourable conditions for SSE

Inbibiting conditions for SSE

External
factors

In-school
factors

When self-evaluation results are
exclusively used for
development purposes
Opportunities for staft to
engage in professional dialogue
with inspectors

¢ Open-minded inspection

Encouraging schools to take
risks

Positive feedback

Respecting the professionalism
of teachers

Friendly non-confrontational or
non-threatening approach to
inspection

Awareness of SSE purpose

The school’s commitment to
self-evaluation

Mutual trust and willingness to
share knowledge and skills with
colleagues

Teachers’ access to SSE data
Availability of self-critical
Teachers confidence

When fitted directly into school
improvement plan

Sharing good practice

Whole school ownership
Training/INSET on
self-evaluation

e Inspector’s excessive focus on

accountability

Pressure from national

exams

e Imposition of self-evaluation
criteria on schools

e Disrespect from inspectors

® Negative media publicity

Using results for

performance-related pay

Inaccurate inspection reports

Paperwork

OFSTED over-scrutiny

Lack of genuine consultation

with teachers on inspection

policies

Perceived threat from

outside audiences

Restriction to strict external

criteria

e When conducted against a

background of school league

tables/standards

Pressure from SATS

e Time constraints and workload
Fear and ambiguity about
the purpose of self-evaluation
Lack of non-contact hours
for primary teachers to

share ideas with colleagues
The fear of colleagues seeing
weakness as failure

e A blame culture

e When SSE findings are not
acted upon

Lack of support by school
leadership

e Staff reluctance to change
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with the statement a two-day shavper move focused Ofsted visit is welcomed
while 13.2 per cent strongly agreed with the statement. Nearly a quarter of
them (23.7 per cent) however did not welcome the proposal. None,
however, were prepared to strongly disagree.

Those who welcomed the two-day shorter visits were of the view that it
would reduce the pressure that in past years has characterised their prepara-
tions for Ofsted: ‘a shorter visit will give us the peace of mind to do the
best that we can with what we have to do...we’ll have time to concentrate
on what we feel is important for our school’ (primary teacher). Another
argued that:

The present system is flawed. . . the whole process of inspection does not
favour the teacher... self-evaluation form filling, prolonged gearing up
for Ofsted, the long inspection visit, recovering from the visit etc. tend
to deflect the school from its real purpose... a two-day’s visit will be
better.

(Primary teacher)

In contrast, those who did not welcome the short visit doubted whether
it would make any tangible difference. This stemmed from a view that Ofsted
could not be trusted because, over the years, as one primary teacher put it,
‘the Ofsted inspection process has been used by government as a big stick.
They’ve never been after improvements’, she claimed, adding, ‘and primary
schools are a soft target’.

Notice of intent

The teachers’ reaction to Ofsted inspection with shorter notice (Ofsted
should visit with short, or no, notice) did not show the same positive response
as to the proposal for a two-day’s shorter visit. Opinion divided almost
evenly between those in favour and those against, plus 8.2 per cent in the
strongly agree category and 4.9 per cent in the stromngly disagree category.
Shorter notice was welcomed by those who saw it as lessening the long
period of preparation, alleviating anxiety and helping an inspection team to
get a more realistic view of the school. Some argued that arrival in schools
with or without notice would be only useful if, as one primary teacher put it,
‘it is going to help teachers become more reflective about their practice and
help us improve children’s attitudes to learning’. A common theme among
those who agreed, as well as disagreed with shorter notice, was that Ofsted
needed to overhaul its own attitude towards inspection by making inspection
friendlier and more appreciative of a school’s specific context and limitations.
As an example, one secondary teacher suggested: “They should be more
constructive and committed to helping schools to improve . .. If the process
continues to be judgemental then people put shutters down, shorter notice
just won’t help.’
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Coming clearly through these views of school staff is a school-centred
purpose for self-evaluation and a desire for it to be driven by teachers
rather than by Ofsted. Yet in practice another chapter of the story is
told when schools are asked what approaches they are currently using. As
part of a study for NCSL?® 200 questionnaires were sent out to schools
asking them five questions, the first of which was to ‘describe the framework
of model used in your school’. Of the 68 returned 38 replied simply
‘Ofsted’ or ‘the SEF’ or its previous incarnation the S4. Twenty-two also
mentioned the local authority framework in conjunction with the Ofsted
model. This was either a customisation of the Ofsted model to the local
authority context or an adaptation of the authority model to meet the
requirements of the SEF. Other models receiving a few mentions each were
EFQM (the European Excellence model), Investors in People, Capita, CEA,
CSI, Target Tracker, How Good is Our School’* and one mention of
Assessment for Learning. All of these were described as a complement to
Ofsted.

The NFER study

In late 2004 the NFER reported on their evaluation of the NRwS pilot phase
involving 93 schools in eight local authorities.® These schools already had
experience of some key components of the New Relationship and were able
to offer evidence of their experiences with the SEF, the SIP and the single
conversation. The SEF was seen as ‘more detailed’, ‘more rigorous’, and
‘more effective’ than its predecessor the S4 but ‘more onerous to complete’
and posing an additional burden on school staft.

There was ‘an overwhelmingly positive view” of their SIPs although with
differing responses from primary and secondary heads. Secondary heads
considered SIPs to be more challenging and more of a critical friend than
previous LA link advisers, while primary heads were markedly less satisfied.

As a pilot none of these schools were, however, in a position where the SIP
could present a threat or where confidentiality and accountability assumed a
sharper critical edge. All were essentially responding to a new set of given
procedures, in the main seen as preferable to what had gone before.
While NFER reported a greater focus on self-evaluation, it could be put
down to external pressure, while the importance given to SIPs as helping
headteachers to prepare for an inspection underscores the extrinsic focus of
‘self” evaluation.

What becomes abundantly clear from these various research sources is the
gap between what teachers and headteachers say self-evaluation ought to be
for and how it works in practice. Ofsted protocols are now so well embedded
that counsel of the ideal appears to fall largely on deaf ears. Reading between
the lines of the NFER pilot evaluation it is clear that the whole process
is driven externally with schools responding to procedures, profiles, criteria,
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critical friends and reporting protocols rather than these arising organically
from grounded and embedded work within the schools.

Having set the scene, established the parameters and made self-evaluation
truly its own, it is now time for Ofsted to be as good as its word. It must
now actively encourage schools to be creative in self-evaluation, to stand on
their own two feet and to truly speak for themselves.
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This chapter takes the form of a dialogue between the author and David Bell, at
that time Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector. It raises questions about the origins,
strengths and weaknesses of the New Relationship and focuses in particular on the
interface of self-evaluation and inspection. It starts with a comment on the head-
line of & leaflet proclaiming ‘school inspection is changing’.

School inspection is changing. So says the headline of the Ofsted publicity leaflets
in the foyer. So what is at the beart of that?

I think it is about maintaining the independence and rigour of school
inspection but trying to learn the lessons of the last 12—-13 years. In other
words, I do not think we need to inspect in the all-encompassing way we
have in the past. Some of the features of the New Relationship are a natural
evolution of a system that has evolved over a period of time.

The leaflet says it was time for a vethink. How do you rethink? Do you sit down
in a darkened room and think great thoughts? Where do your ideas come from?

It is very interesting when people ask you where your ideas come from. I
suppose they are a culmination of my thinking over three years as to where
I wanted to take school inspection, as well as a lot of thinking already going on
within the organisation. So I found the ideas to be warmly received. But you
also pick up other ideas around in the system don’t you? You pick up from what
schools and teachers are telling you. Some of it comes from parents, trying to
get a picture of what inspection should look like. When it came to publication
of the consultation document in 2004, while we did not know exactly what the
words would be, we were fairly confident that we were going to get the mood
right. Subsequent events suggest we were pushing at an open door.

What role does SICI! play in this? Are you a part of that group?

Yes, I and my colleagues attend SICI (Standing International Conferences
of Inspectorates) meetings and we do pick up ideas from what other
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countries are doing. Our conversations with our Dutch colleagues have been
particularly fruitful. In Holland there is a statutory responsibility for inspec-
tion to contribute to improvement, which has never been the case in
England, despite the Ofsted strapline, ‘Improvement through Inspection’.
But it is likely that it will appear in legislation here.

Actually the evidence from a number of studies says that Ofsted does not lead to
improvement. And this is something accepted by Ofsted dtself. But isn’t it o
strange kind of a conclusion, to say that inspection does not do any bharm but it
does not actually benefit either?

I have always been cautious in saying that inspection causes improvement
because, frankly, we do not. But it has to be an important part of our
thinking about inspection. You do try to understand what contribution
inspection can make to improvement and that is a statutory base of the
organisation. It forces us to be more articulate and explicit about that. To say
inspection causes improvement is fundamentally unprovable. I think there
are examples of where you have greater evidence of improvement being
brought about by inspection, but again it is still not quite the same as saying
it causes it. For example, our monitoring of schools with special measures is
not causing improvement but most headteachers say to us that the process
of professional debate and discussion with HMI brings some real bite to the
improvement process. I think it is a bit too simplistic to say that either Ofsted
does cause improvement or Ofsted does not cause improvement.

If you get more sharply focused recommendations, again you are not
bringing about the improvement but you are contributing more directly to
the process by providing good clues to those in the school who are going to
bring about improvement. I think this is a wee bit of a sterile debate now,
and you might say that Ofsted got itself into it by having that strapline
‘Improvement though Inspection’. We are conscious that it is the question
most often asked of us, not least by our friends in the Select Committee.
They have always pushed hard on that and I am trying to enter into that
conversation in a mature and reflective manner rather than simply saying ‘oh
well, you know, of course Ofsted causes improvement’.

How confident ave you then that you now have got it right?

It has been the most piloted inspection system that Ofsted has ever under-
taken. Two hundred and eight pilot inspections were carried out and those
were all carried out under normal examination conditions, if you can put it
that way, because for the schools concerned this was their real inspection. So,
I felt as we embarked on the New Relationship in September 2005 we had
pretty much tested the system to destruction across a whole number of types
of schools in different parts of the country.



A view from the Bell tower 31

Yet, just as you move in one divection other countries ave moving in an opposite
dirvection. For example as you move down from a seven to a four-point scale,
Scotland is extending theirs to six.

That was a great irony actually because when we were proposing the move
to the four point scale we wrote to our counterparts across the UK and I got
the message back from Scotland saying actually we are going to stretch the
grading scale. When asked about this I say you probably cannot quite get it
absolutely right because there is always going to be a set of arguments one
way or the other.

If you start to evaluate yourself and you end up calling yourself a 1 or 2 or 3 or
a 4 do you not lose a lot of the nuance and complexity that o more qualitative
profiling would give? The label becomes everything.

I think you want to try to get self-evaluation to capture the richness of a
school’s work. I do not think that means where you position yourself on a
scale somehow loses all that. I mean clearly it is always going to be a best fit,
isn’t it. Part of our piloting was to use the self-evaluation scale to see whether
it actually worked, given that we were going to place considerable store by it
under the new system. Interestingly, that bit about capturing where you were
using a grading was not an issue raised by very many schools. It does not
seem to have caused concern, nor have schools argued that they have been
forced into a corner by having to nail their colours to a mast by saying this a
lor a 2 or a 3 or whatever.

But dow’t people not tend to opt for a middle grade rather seeming too presumptuons
by giving themselves a 1 or too self-deprecating by giving themselves a fuiling 4?

It worked both ways actually during the pilot inspections where some
schools probably graded themselves too harshly and we have put them up a
grade. Equally there have been cases where schools have graded themselves in
a wildly optimistic way without any evidence to back that up. In some ways
all that you are doing is illustrating a fundamentally flawed process at school
level where for one reason or another the school is failing to face reality. I
think it is important that inspectors can feel the confidence to put a school up
in the same way that they might say ‘No I’m sorry that’s far too generous’.

There is an irony theve, if a school has graded themselves less well than you think,
and you put it up you ave giving a donble message. You ave actually saying that
you ave not very good at evaluating yourself. So why raise the grade?

It is an interesting point that. Maybe schools are going to be a bit cautious
the first time round but I suspect as they get more confident with evaluation
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and as they gain greater confidence in the inspectors, they will be better
prepared to have the debate and dialogue. The other thing to say is, some of
these are finely graded judgements, which in some ways you might think
reinforces your argument — how could actually possibly put a number against
it> But to go from that so you cannot possibly judge whether a school is
inadequate by putting a number against it, to a school which is outstanding,
seems to me to be a long stretch. It is about the dialogue and the debate.
One characteristic of this self-evaluation, and this moves away from just the
form-capturing data, is the increasing engagement that we want to see
between the inspectors and the headteacher and other colleagues in the school.
So that the self-evaluation form becomes the beginning of the conversation
between the headteacher and the school about the strengths, the weaknesses
and what the school does. So whilst we have to grade the school according
to national criteria, we want discussion and dialogue. Why do you think this?
And does that evidence stack up against this? You have to have that kind of
dialogue and debate.

With shorter, sharper, smaller, downsized inspection arven’t you actually
reducing the room for dialogue? Are you not losing something that was therve
when you saw teachers and teachers wanted to be seen and acknowledged by
HMI?

There is a certain irony that I comment on a little jokingly — I did not
realise that the old style inspection was so popular. But when you think about
it, it is what people have got used to, but there is also a serious point of
substance. In the past we would guarantee that every teacher would be seen
and you would cover the whole curriculum and other aspects of the school.
I have known from day one that there are always trade offs when you move
to a new system and some things are lost but I believe that what we have
now is more intelligent.

You have said earlier that the SEF was the beginning of the dialogue with the
school, with the headteacher. Why is it not working in the opposite divection
where what the school does is work together as a staff, and students, building
towards the SEF?

Which it does, absolutely, I mean that is the whole point. We have said
time and time again, that the self-evaluation form is not SSE. Now, there are
questions about whether or not by having a form to fill you can constrain the
process or lay certain tramlines. We would say that in the best schools what
the form does is capture a process, usually a process that is continuing within
the school, assessing how well it is doing and understanding its strengths and
weaknesses, what is to be done and what is realistic. In a real sense, without
being too clichéd about this, it is much more about a journey than a fixed
destination. The SEF will always be, in a sense, capturing a moment in time,
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but if a school says about self-evaluation ‘oh we’ve completed the SEF’, that
raises alarm bells about their understanding of what self-evaluation is all
about.

But isn’t it then counterproductive to introduce the standavdised SEF which
conveys the wrong message about what self-evaluation is?

If you look back over the last few annual reports, SSE has improved over
time but it is actually been one of the weaker characteristics of school lead-
ership and management. So, I do not think I would argue with the point that
we are perhaps starting from a very mixed base in terms of SSE. Some people
said ‘well why did you start the school this way in September, why didn’t you
give schools time to develop self-evaluation?” Well actually SSE has been
around for a number of years. Ofsted has increasingly given greater emphasis
to SSE over, certainly over the last five years I would think it is true to say. I
think, I hope, that this will act as a further fillip to SSE and not just, ‘this is
how you fill in your self-evaluation form’.

What worries me is that when I look at local authority sites they ave all tailoved
to the SEF. When we sent out the survey, and we said ‘what ave you doing by
way of self-evaluation?’ what we got back was the SEF the SEF the SEF or the
Ofsted wmodel. One of the effects is, I think, to drive people towards o more
uniform way of looking at it because it is so high stakes. So filling out the SEF
becomes an all-consuming kind of thing. It seems to me your message hasn’t got
there yet.

We were consulting on the nature of school self-evaluation and we were
relatively open-minded as to whether there should be a standardised SSE
torm. We got a lot of feedback, particularly from headteacher associations,
that they preferred to have a standard form because they said that if you do
not do that, you do not have a single data capture form, you are just going
to add immeasurably to schools” work, because what they will all do is do
their own thing, they will all be slightly different and there will be additional
bureaucracy associated with that. I have got some sympathy with that line.
Now the danger is precisely the one that you have identified, that it then
constrains the thinking, but I felt most schools who do self-evaluation, want
some means or other of capturing the outcomes of what they have done,
because they have to report that so that they can hold themselves to account,
discuss it with the governors, engage the staff. There are inevitably going
to be different ways to capture the process but it is not an absolutely
free-flowing, loose exercise.

When you put self-evaluation into Google you get an endless list of private
companies selling their warves. We will help fill out the SEF for you. So there is
commercialisation which encourages form filling, a tactical approach which
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offers short cuts and further jeopardises the vitality of self-evaluation. I think
that in o mature system schools must do it themselves.

Once you have completed your SEF for the first time one of our jobs I
think will be to say to schools ‘Right how do you use the evidence to feed it
into the next part of the process of school self-evaluation?” So, one can argue
that the SEF constrains peoples thinking, but one could also argue that it
acts as a fillip to school self-evaluation to be done in a more systematic way.
I think we have to be careful that we do not see self-evaluation becoming an
industry. It is interesting that the teacher and headteacher associations are a
bit concerned that we are going to get all sorts of rather bureaucratic and
heavy processes introduced at school level in the name of SSE and I think
equally, local authorities have to be very careful that they do not fuel that by
implying a school has to do a, b, ¢ and d. Perhaps headteachers that have not
thought particularly about it, just do as they are told and do not actually
engage their staff in the process of self-evaluation.

I am not sure that every school would get to that point of maturity, to use
your term, by itself. I think what you have described is what I have recog-
nised in some of the best schools where actually the SEF is completely irrel-
evant and they have their own mechanisms because the SEF is not a legal
requirement of course. They have their own data and process to feed back
with. I suppose it is an interesting issue of inspection as a policy lever isn’t it.
The extent to which you use inspection to achieve desired outcomes by
saying this is something that has to be done. Then maybe people start to
think about things in a way that they previously would not have. It is a very
interesting debate. Would self-evaluation, both in Scotland and England,
have progressed so far if you had not had it incentivised through inspection
because I think in quite different ways it was incentivised in Scotland and
England and I think it is probably important to say that we are a long way
ahead of where we used to be 10 or 15 years ago. I am absolutely sold on
the mature model but maybe you have to go through this process to get
there for yourself.

And yet the apprehension and dependency on Ofted is still there.

One of the other interesting things about the change to the Ofsted system
is that we are now saying quite overtly that external inspection of every
subject of the curriculum and every aspect of your work is just not going to
happen, I think, yes, to some extent we have encouraged a sense of compla-
cency in school of ‘oh well inspectors from outside will come and tell us what
they think of history, geography and a hundred and one other things’. You
could argue that we are upping the stakes in relation to SSE because we are
saying that actually you have got much more data at school level, some of
which is generated in a sense from outside, public examination, value-added
data and so on. But actually the real story of how well your school is
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doing will be told from within. The overt decision to reduce the volume of
inspection activity gives quite a clear message. If you believe that schools
should be more self-evaluative then I think you have to reconfigure the
inspection system accordingly.

Does that mean that you used to inspect subjects but with school self-evaluation
in the New Relationship that will be lost?

Absolutely. Last year you had 4000 separate school inspection reports
which gave you a picture of history in secondary schools or science in
primary schools. I think though we were a little bit seduced by the tyranny
of the big number. Just because we had 4000 separate reports we thought
we had something that was qualitatively better than if we carried out far
fewer subject-focused inspections. What we are doing is having a much
reduced programme of subject inspections. We are saying ‘No that’s actually
your business. It’s not inspectors’ business to do that and therefore part of
our engagement with you when we do come to inspect is to assess the extent
to which you know yourself and progress actually matches up with what
you’re telling us is going on in the classrooms.’

You said therve is no legal vequivements to use the SEF. So what happens when
schools take you at your word?

It happened last week in the last week of inspection and I think it will
continue to happen with some schools that actually have not completed it,
and that is fine.

Said positively vather than negatively?

Absolutely. We were very clear in briefing inspectors, first of all this is not
a statutory requirement, therefore it will be for you to find out what
processes the school have undergone, what information/evidence that they
have. Schools have said that actually there is something quite liberating
about not completing the SEF but having other information available to
inspectors that is fine, we are quite open to that. I am really more interested
in some ways about capturing the data in an intelligent way. I do not want
to see a 100 page SEF. You are far better to get a few snappy bullet points
that are properly evaluative, that draw neatly upon the evidence you have
about how well the school is doing, than an extended essay about every
aspect of every detail about the school.

You use the word ‘object’ quite a lot and intevestingly, given the Every Child
Matters five ‘outcomes’, o terminology which 1 have a problem with. But how do
you use those kind of criteria to start to begin to collect evidence that is ‘objec-
tive’ and appears summative?
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What contribution does a school make to help children to stay healthy or
stay safe? Well, I think the vast majority of schools I can think of have a very
powerful story to tell, and we have said that, you know for God’s sake do
not go around now looking for new evidence. No, I think that the vast
majority of schools, the work that they do is, in terms of achieving those
outcomes for children, it is part of the day job for the majority of schools.

1 rotally agree on that. These arve things that have been at the heart of what
schools do anyway but I have a problem with these as outcome criteria, for
example providing healthy meals in the cafeteria ov putting in place procedures
for making suve childven feel safe. These ave input critevia not owtcomes
although no less valuable for that.

Some of these you could say are output data. I am not sure whether
‘measures’ would be the right word but we know that some schools for
example, some sports colleges are now actually getting data that demon-
strates the fitness, health, activity levels of students when they come into
school and tracking their progress as they go out, identifying what contribu-
tion the school makes. You can control for that actually. I think it is partly
just about getting schools to think a bit more about being ‘productive’,
helping youngsters make a productive contribution. Again one might say
‘Well, there are different ways in which one could evidence what students are
doing such as taking part in enterprise type activities, making a contribution
to the local community and so forth. I think we are quite clear on this John.
We are not saying there are a few things you tick in the box, and I think you
are right about inputs/outputs. This is going to be a hard one but, you
know, those are good aspirations and I think schools will want to tell us how
they are meeting such aspirations.’

Let me ask about the school improvement partner who looks to me a bit like your
critical inspector rather than friend. This person is described as the conduit to
local authority, to government. That’s not my wunderstanding of a critical
[friend velationship.

I suppose the government has tried to separate that out by saying that the
final decision about special measures rests with the inspectorate. So you can
keep the SIP clean in the relationship. I do not think however, it is wrong to
suggest that the school improvement partner, outside of the inspection
process, will act as an important source of information to local authorities
and, arguably, all the way up the line. It is conceivable that in some cases the
SIP will be so concerned about the performance of the school that she may
say this requires more immediate intervention. Well that may not be neces-
sarily a bad thing if you can see that the education of youngsters is going
down the Swannie and the school is either not recognising it or has got no
capacity to do anything about it.
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The problem is when the consequences ave high, as in vecent government
pronouncement — ‘you’ve got one year to turn avound’. For a SIP to work within
that agenda with that accountability vole while being a supporvtive critical
friend. That is a veal tension.

I recognise the tension that you are describing but I think, to be fair, the
way which the programme is designed has surfaced that tension. It has been
quite open that there is a supportive element but there is quite a tough
element in the SIP as well. I think perhaps what you are articulating is ‘Can
you quite pull that off? Can you square that?” And that is not just about
personal characteristics. Some individuals will be better at it than others, but
the question is inherently ‘can you do it in the same role?’

Isn’t it ultimately about unequal power, the lack of veciprocity in the relation-
ship, the politicised, somewhat inspectorial vole of the school improvement
partner?

You talk about prodigal friendship, unequal power, SIPs as a conduit to
government. One of the really interesting issues about inspection, I think is
the extent to which the government, certainly since 1997 has used public
sector inspection, not just in education, as something of a lever, one might
even say a battering ram to bring about improvement. Inspection has been a
very powerful tool that the government’s used, particularly in England. But
I am not naive about the power of inspection, because obviously inspection
acts as a powerful incentive to do some things rather than other things. I do
think though that we need to move away from that concept of inspection as
the policy lever. There’s something about schools, and about education,
schools being persuaded that there are things that are right to do, consistent
with their mission and not just because Ofsted are going to inspect them.

Thank you very much David for being so frank.



4 Inspection and
self-evaluation

A brief history

Quis custodiet ipsos custodes?
Who will guard the guardians themselves?

The New Relationship with Schools has to be understood in its historical context,
a process of evolution which has never satisfactorily vesolved the tensions between
the external view of schools and how schools see themselves. In this chapter the
uneven progress to the present is described, dvawing on successive vesearch reports
which bighlighted the imperatives for change.

School inspection, the guardians of educational standards, have kept a
watchful eye on British schools for 150 years. In 1833 when government
made a grant to put in place public elementary schools they followed this
with the appointment of the first two HMIs. Lawton and Gordon! suggest
that the creation of school inspection was based on the precedent set by
inspecting factories, following the Factory Acts earlier in the century. These
pioneering HMI, writes Grubb,? worked under a ‘connoisseurship’ model.
There were no criteria and guidelines for inspectors to follow. They simply
judged schools’ performance based on their experience and personal
wisdom.

As inspection developed in the late nineteenth century its focus was to
afford assistance and encouragement rather than as a means of prescription
or control. Over the years inspection practice became progressively more
structured as detailed frameworks for inspection were gradually developed.
For most of the late nineteenth and twentieth century inspection was a rela-
tively uncontroversial topic and the literature during that period is compar-
atively sparse. It is in the last two to three decades as inspection became more
controversial and more politicised that inspection provided a growing seam
of literature. Since the early 1990s the role and impact of inspection has
never been far from the news.

The higher public profile and newsworthiness of inspection is largely owed
to the institution of Ofsted, a politically inspired initiative of the Thatcher
government. It effected a paradigm shift in the nature of inspection and its
relationship with schools and local authorities. The 1988 Reform Act had
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given to local authorities the power to inspect, putting in place a parallel
system to HMI, but by 1992 then Secretary of State John Patten, impatient
with the slow progress of local authorities argued for a tougher role of HMI,
envisioning a new regime of ‘big cats prowling the educational landscape’.?
A year later Chris Woodhead was appointed as HMCI to turn that vision into
a reality.

The politics of the early 1990s was a critical watershed in the relationship
between government and schools and has to be understood within the
context of a Thatcherite zeal to clear the Augean stables of underperforming
authorities, progressive schools, left-leaning teacher unions, wrong-minded
colleges of education, agencies of egalitarianism, and HMI too soft and
collusive with the educational establishment — the enemy within. Enlisting
the support of media receptive to ‘common sense’ arguments helped to
create a public mood receptive to a series of tough measures to restore
schooling to the golden days of selection, standards and discipline.

The publication of HMI reports had been in place for ten years prior to
new Conservatism, but with advent of Ofsted, 1993 saw the introduction of
what came to be known as ‘naming and shaming’ of schools graded as
‘failing” or with ‘serious weaknesses’. This was to prove a highly controver-
sial policy as its effects were most acute in areas of disadvantage.* Within a
national school failure rate of 2-3 per cent two-thirds of those schools were
in areas now known by the kinder name of ‘in challenging circumstances’.
There is a broad consensus among countries which had studied the inspec-
tion regime in England that spotlighting failing schools was both undesirable
and dysfunctional.

In its original form, Ofsted’s remit was to inspect each state-funded school
in England and Wales, whether primary, secondary or special, at least once
over each four-year cycle. Schools were to be given up to a year’s notice prior
to an Ofsted inspection which began with®:

An extensive time-consuming process of preparation and paperwork.
Inspections were undertaken by a team of external observers over a full
week focusing on various aspects of school life including ‘classroom
teaching and pupil reaction, enrolments, pupil background, the range of
classes offered, results of national exams and the results of interviews
with parents and school governors’.

One of the first steps taken under New Labour was for the cycle of Ofsted
visits to be extended to require inspection only once every six years from the
1997 /8 school year. While providing more breathing space between inspec-
tions it left in place the essential ingredients of the process, primarily what
was seen as its narrow focus on accountability.® The extent to which Ofsted’s
top-down approach to inspection was helping schools to improve was widely
questioned. For example, Cullingford and Daniels’ 1999 study” of the effects
of inspections on school quality and standards reported an adverse effect on
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exam performance for a sample of schools, although dismissed by the then
Chief Inspector of Schools® as ‘deeply flawed, ineptly executed and poorly
argued’ Rosenthal’s® study in the following year, however, also found ‘a
significant negative effect of Ofsted visits on school exam performance in the
year of the inspection’.

Ofsted visits seem to have adverse effects on the standards of exam
performance achieved by schools in the year of the Ofsted inspection.
Perhaps the efforts required by teaching staff in responding to the
demands of the school inspection system are great enough to divert
resources from teaching so as to affect pupil achievement in the year of
the visit.

This performance drop may be explained in part by the diversion of a
school’s energy into preparing for inspection. Employment of inspection
consultants and rehearsal for the forthcoming event became an increasingly
common feature of school life. A report by the University of Brunel in 1999
referred to ‘anticipatory dread” which impaired normal school development
work and the effectiveness of teaching.

In Hertfordshire a group of secondary students conducted their own
study of Ofsted!® and reported a tenser relationship with their teachers,
special lessons being rehearsed beforehand, having to be constantly ‘on
show’ ever ready for the inspector’s visit. “Irouble students’ were sent away
to an outdoor pursuits centre to partake in a week-long alternative education
programme. Students also wrote “Teachers are too busy being stressed’;
‘Some of them have no time to teach, they are so busy getting ready’;
‘Everyone is telling us what to say and how to act. What is this dictatorship?
Are we expecting Stalin or Hitler next week?’.

In another study students counselled the research team to be wary of using
impressions of visitors as a source of evidence. With the school’s experience
of inspection they said they had become very well trained on how to show
the school off to its best for outsiders and inspectors. One student described
the school as ‘a Jekyll and Hyde school’ with two faces. ‘It has one face for
visitors and one for us.’!!

The Parliamentary sub-committee which reported in 1999'? acknowledged
the stress on teachers and recommended a briefer notice of inspection,
suggesting it to be reduced to four weeks. While broadly supportive of a
continuing role for Ofsted it also recommended that the Chief Inspector
‘should be concerned to improve morale and promote confidence in the
teaching profession” and that inspectors should ‘take account of self-evaluation
procedures used by the school’.

Ouston and Davies’ study!® in 1998 found that schools who were most
positive about the inspection experience were those that did not allow the
process to intimidate them, had a high level of professional self-confidence,
enough to challenge the Ofsted team’s findings and were able to make their
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own professional judgements as to what was right for their school. In other
words there was already in these schools an incipient, or well-developed,
self-evaluation culture.

A place for self-evaluation

In parallel with inspection self-evaluation experienced an erratic development
during the 1990s. Where it existed in any formal sense it was often a legacy
left behind by earlier models such as GRIDS!* which had been subject to
criticism due to the lack of any evidence to demonstrate an impact. This then
allowed HMCI Woodhead to dismiss self-evaluation as having been tried and
found wanting.!® Although self-evaluation had become embedded in
government policy in Scotland from 1991 in England it was resisted up until
the election of New Labour in 1997.

In spite of lack of endorsement by Ofsted, or perhaps because of it, the
mid-1990s was a period of revisiting self-evaluation during which numerous
models emerged from local authorities across the country. The local manage-
ment of schools and the advent of school development planning brought
with them an inherent self-evaluation logic. An NFER survey!® in 2001
Evaluating school self-evaluation found that all sixteen schools in the nine
LEAs visited were using an explicit self-evaluation model, in most cases a
combination of Ofsted and local authority frameworks.

The role of the NUT

The role of the NUT in advancing the cause of self-evaluation during the
second-half of the 1990s was highly significant. The study which they
commissioned in 1995, published as Schools Speak for Themselves,'” had a
wide impact on individual schools and on authority policies, many of whom
had been in search of school-friendly approach and many adopted this as
their policy framework. Among the first authorities to embrace this was
Newcastle under the directorship of David Bell who personally launched it a
headteacher’s conference in 1996. Three years later the assistant director
Roger Edwardson wrote:

Schools Speak for Themselves is utilised in all Newcastle schools, and they
have actively used a range of tools within the document, often on
training days, with governors and with pupils themselves. This was a very
powerful approach to a policy to support school self-evaluation.!®

At an NUT fringe meeting at the Labour Party Conference in 1996 where
Schools Speak for Themselves was presented, then Labour M.P. Estelle Morris
endorsed self-evaluation and promised that it would be integral to Labour
Party policy when elected. The contrast with the Conservative fringe
meeting could not have been more stark. Apologising to his Personal Private
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Secretary for not delivering the carefully prepared speech, Junior Minister
Eric Forth delivered a polemic against self-evaluation, arguing that ‘rotten’
schools and ‘rotten’ teachers needed the tough hand of an inspectorate to
sort them out. This was warmly applauded by his audience, a number of
whom rose to the occasion to roundly deride the idea that teachers could be
trusted to evaluate themselves and that pupils had anything useful to say
apart from the quality of dinner hall chips.

The idea of self-evaluation as encompassing a range of stakeholder views,
an integral aspect of the New Relationship was apparently, a decade ago, an
idea too far and too easily lampooned. However, with the election of New
Labour in 1997 self-evaluation was embraced as integral to self-improving
schools although rudimentary in form and closer to self-inspection than
what is now being advocated nearly a decade later. HMCI Woodhead was
persuaded, or required, to overcome his own antipathy to self-evaluation
and, in 1998, the document School Evaluation Matters was published, pref-
aced ironically with a Woodhead foreword posing the question How Good is
Our School? a maxim borrowed from the Scottish model which he had not
long before deprecated and dismissed.'?

Among the numerous bodies and local authorities with an interest in self-
evaluation, the GTC in particular has kept a close watching brief on the
developing relationship between what schools do and the role played by
inspection. It has argued for schools to be given more responsibility for their
own accountability, a greater role in steering and shaping their own improve-
ment and an emphasis on professional accountability to replace the culture
of compliance to external mandate.

The current accountability framework has been dominated by Ofsted
inspections of schools over the last ten years. Ofsted inspections have
mostly been seen by the profession as a punitive, expensive and time-
consuming system of ‘policing’ schools, resulting in snapshot views of
school performance at a particular time, high stake judgements and the
‘naming and shaming’ culture.

The history of Ofsted post-1997 is one of slow and erratic progress towards
a model which would try to reconcile internal and external inspection, which
would attempt to resolve the tensions between accountability and improve-
ment and which would both meet the needs of schools and satisfy agencies of
government. The tensions between these two purposes, however, were to
continue in uneasy juxtaposition. On the one side it was argued that improve-
ment would follow on the heels of accountability, while the counter line
of reasoning held that only with confident self-evaluation would schools
improve and embrace accountability as an inherent by-product.

While not swerving from a commitment to improvement through
accountability, Ofsted did respond to some of the criticism made against it.
The revised framework for the inspection of schools, published in 1999,
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reduced the period of notice to 6-10 weeks and opened the way for
differential inspections, short for schools deemed to be performing well
(20-25 per cent of schools) and longer inspections for the rest. It included
guidance on the use of the handbook for self-evaluation, with strong encour-
agement to use the Ofsted framework for the school’s own internal
evaluation. This clearly signalled a move from a parallel to a sequential
model, in other words inspection and self-evaluation would no longer run
side by side but in sequence. Self-evaluation, rather than having an indepen-
dent existence would thereafter be complementary to inspection, prior to
which schools would be required to complete an Form S4 with sixteen areas
of performance, each to be rated on a seven-point scale.

This new sequential relationship does, however, fall short of what has been
described as a co-operative model? in which there is reciprocity or partner-
ship between internal and external evaluation. It fails to meet any of the nine
criteria suggested by the Dutch academic Van Leeuw,?! the most critical of
these described as the ‘me-to-you-too principle’ on which collaboration
rests.

The asymmetry of the ‘old relationship’ is made clear in the 1999 document
in which the school’s perceptions are set ‘against those of impartial, external
evaluators’®? and ‘using inspection to test the school’s perception of itself
gives an insight into how well it is managed’.2®> What these statements imply
is some definitive and objective view of the school against which its own eval-
uation is a used as a measure of its effectiveness and leadership. The juxta-
position of ‘perceptions’ (school) and ‘insight’ (Ofsted) is revealing. It
betrays a view deeply embedded in an inspectorate view of the world. The
frequent use of the word ‘objective’ suggests that inspectors arrive with no
preconceptions, no foreknowledge of headteachers or other members of
staff, no selective focus on what they are to hear or see, no implicit theories
about teaching, learning and management. Their classroom observation and
judgement is, unlike any other visitor to a class, ‘factual’ rather than a matter
of perception and subjective judgement.

Seven years into a Labour government and with a new Chief Inspector
there has been a concerted policy to strengthen the sequential model and to
move self-evaluation progressively to centre stage. This heralded a much
needed ‘new relationship’ with schools yet some of the age-old myths
linger on. Within that relationship there is still some way to go to ensure a
transparency as to the nature and evidence base of inspectors” own work.

In the developmental history of inspection and self-evaluation we can
perceive a number of interconnecting strands.

Ofsted leadership

Since 1992 there have been three HMCI each of which has brought a very
different style and philosophy to the job. Chris Woodhead brought to the post
a belief that schools, teachers and authorities need to be sorted out and
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throughout his tenure of office his style was adversarial, relishing confrontation
and controversy. This was accomplished in part by vivid and hyperbolic
language guaranteed to capture the headlines. He had greater interest in
cultivating the media than the teaching profession, setting in opposition a
Daily Mail view of schools and classrooms with those of researchers,
academics and practitioners. This was the legacy left for Mike Tomlinson
who acted for a brief period as a caretaker HMCI without enough to time
or long-term investment to repair the ruins of his predecessor. As he has
shown since leaving that office he has a much more sophisticated under-
standing of education and is able to talk with, and listen to, the profession.
David Bell brought with him recent experience of local authority leadership
and a longstanding commitment to self-evaluation. He wanted to work with
schools in collaboration rather than opposition but recognised that the
development of a new relationship would take time and that his first duty was
to establish continuity, moving cautiously and pragmatically away from the
Ofsted of old. As an astute politician he was also keenly aware of the polit-
ical parameters constraining the degree to which policy could move forward
in more radical directions.

Political parties

Whether or not the New Relationship would have emerged had there been
a Conservative party in power is simply hypothetical but it is highly unlikely
given the party’s opposition to self-evaluation up until the election and in
light of its continuing love affair with ex-HMCI Woodhead since. The lati-
tude given to HMCI, no matter how powerful that individual, has always to
be located within party ideology and this was made apparent towards the end
of the first Labour government as Woodhead became increasingly margin-
alised. The various offices of government and those of non-, or quasi-,
government agencies have co-existed in uneasy tension, much of which can
be put down to the personalities of those who inhabit the offices of ‘state’.
Among secretaries of state and government ministers there have been
marked differences over the years in their ability to work harmoniously with
their peers or to listen to the voices of teachers. Estelle Morris was one of the
most successful of ministers in this respect but her very facility to tune into
teachers’ voices made it more difficult for her to adopt a more ruthless ideo-
logical stance that came so easily to some of her predecessors and successors.

Global policy movements

Party policy does not develop in splendid isolation but in conjunction with
movements in other parts of the world. The four UK inspectorates are all
members of the SICI, a body which exchanges views among participating
countries and develops its own European policy. Its influence depends in part
on the receptivity of country representative to the direction of SICI policy,
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and while its influence is marginal compared with political party ideology, it
did presage a new relationship half a decade ago.?* Nor should the influence
of other English speaking and Commonwealth countries be overlooked. In
New Zealand, Australian states and Canadian provinces progress has been
watched and monitored. The policy traffic with the United States has long
been a feature of thinking and practice, and developments in self-evaluation
in Scotland at least were influenced significantly by HMI fact-finding
missions to the States in the 1980s.

Research and educational literature

There is a whole library of literature on self-evaluation and inspection, both
national and international. It is difficult to gauge how influential this has
been on policy development as influence works in mysterious ways, infil-
trating consciousness over time, setting a climate, and sometimes creating
enough weight of evidence to move even the most reluctant policy-makers.
For example, research into Assessment for Learning,?® a close ally of self-
evaluation, has been taken up enthusiastically by the government although,
as in much of translation of research policy, made more prescriptive than
warranted by the research. Government agencies do send emissaries to
research conferences such as BERA, SERA, ECER and ICSEI?® and some-
times present papers of their own. A notable example is Judy Sebba, an ex-
Cambridge academic (now Professor at Sussex University) who worked in
the research unit of the DfES and was an effective conduit for the flow of
intelligence between policy and researchers.

The DfES and Ofsted also commission research and evaluation on their
own account which they may or may not publish, although the 2000
Freedom of Information Act gives people a general right of access to infor-
mation held by or on behalf of public authorities.

Teacher associations and pressure groups

The influence of teachers associations has been highly significant over a
decade and more. As already suggested, the NUT’s promotion of self-
evaluation from the mid-1990s onwards was highly influential, less perhaps
with a direct impact on policy than through local authorities and schools and
regular inputs into teacher conferences, in-service courses, newsletters and
journals. John Bangs who has, for a decade, been a tireless campaigner for
self-evaluation, is seen by political makers as the acceptable face of Teachers
Unions. John Dunford of SHA was another Union leader listened to by the
government. He has been a well-known face on the lecture circuit delivering
a number of keynote speeches challenging of current policy while pursuing
a pragmatic agenda in relation to the New Relationship. The NAHT has also
championed self-evaluation and, like SHA and NUT, have published their
own manifestos or guidelines.?”
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In the last three years the GTC has taken a major interest in self-evaluation,
setting up working groups and running conferences with inputs from union
leaders, teachers and headteachers and researchers from other countries as
well as the United Kingdom.

The self-styled Office for Standards in Inspection (Ofstin) was set up in
2001 as a professional forum in response to Ofsted. Under the leadership of
Professor Carol Fitz-Gibbon of Durham University it not only gathered
together discontents and delivered some biting anti-Ofsted polemic but also
conducted controlled research on pupil performance and school effects. In
giving evidence to the Parliamentary Select Committee in 199928 members
of Ofstin, described the Ofsted regime as ‘a flawed system’. They said they
had no opposition to external inspection but argued the need for funda-
mental change in its philosophy and modus operandi.

The voice of the profession

The voice of the profession is nebulous and multi-faceted in its expression. It
works in part through research studies which help the voice of teachers to be
heard. Teachers do also on occasion have direct access to policy-makers and
politicians, through advisory groups, sub-committees and working parties.
What many commentators find surprising,?® however, is the degree of compli-
ance of the professions with policies they patently do not agree with. While
teachers have always been adept at subversion behind the doors of their own
offices or classrooms, direct confrontation appears no longer to be on the
agenda, rather a slow process of resignation in both senses of that word.

The lessons of history — and future history

Rather than denigrating the past we have to respect and learn from it, argues
Andy Hargreaves.?® Those who cannot learn the lessons of history are
condemned to relive them. Peter Senge and his colleagues?! propose that we
need to learn from the future. ‘Learning based on the past suffices when it
is a good guide to the future. But it leaves us blind to profound shifts when
whole new forces shaping change arise.’

They go on to argue that planning, monitoring, controlling are all that is
needed when change is simply reacting to new circumstances, but when the
future may be very different from the past a new process is required which is
‘sensing and actualizing new priorities prior to their emerging’.

Perhaps we have not learned enough from the history of inspection and
self-evaluation and have not looked enough to the possibilities of a very
different future. As car manufacturers roll out their latest model, their design
teams are already working on prototypes for the future, as much as three
years ahead, anticipating rather than waiting for change. Ofsted may not be
working on the next model as the New Relationship is rolled out but schools
ought to be. That is, after all, what self-evaluation means.



5 Lies, damned lies and
statistics

The ship of state sails on a sea of statistics (Sion Simon MP)!

Schools ave now inundated with statistical data. New technologies have allowed
schools & much closer look at pupil performance and the performance of the
school as o whole. But how relinble, useful ov velevant ave those data to the day
to day work of teachers? How may they mislead? And what is the political
context in which they ave presented and validated? This chapter examines those
issues, with a health wavning as to the potential of statistics to deceive and a plea
Jor a more self confident critique by schools speaking for the themselves.

It is said that fish were the last to discover water. This is more than an
amusing homily, reminding us that as higher beings, more intellectually
endowed than fish, we should never take our environment for granted. It is
only with continued critical awareness that we are able to detect the toxins
that seep insidiously into our language and thinking.

This chapter is about only one source of toxins and, some might too easily
assume, one of the least pernicious in its impact in school life — the policy
context. However, the political and policy environment does not stand apart
from the media or the social economic conditions which make schools the
places they are. If we are to understand the viability and integrity of the New
Relationship we have to grasp something of the politics in which that new
relationship is situated.

Wrongly attributed to Disraeli by Mark Twain, the phrase ‘lies, damned
lies and statistics’ was coined in the late nineteenth century by one J. A.
Baines who was standing for election in New England in 1892. It was in fact
a defence rather than an attack on statistics, as politicians have, for at least a
century, been addicted to numbers, and in the twenty-first century use them
pervasively, selectively and sometimes dishonestly to chart the progress of
policy and practice.

In 1954 Darrell Huff wrote a best-selling book entitled How to Lie with
Statistics. It alerted readers to the hundred and one ways in which data can
deceive, whether by unscrupulous marketeers or in the hands of disingenuous
politicians. Political lying with statistics is often a matter of spin and sleight of
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hand but there is also lying with a more deliberative and sinister purpose. The
upbeat message with which Huff’s book ended was the importance of
‘talking back to a statistic’.

A more recent warning comes from the Levitt and Dubner book
Freakonomics,? co-written by a leading American economist it is full of warning
for the unwary about the deception of statistics ranging across government,
estate agents, crime and education. A chapter on the Chicago school system
examines in detail the range of ways in which teachers cheat on high stakes
tests when the incentives, such as performance pay, are high. The need to cheat
is to collude with, rather than challenge, the larger systemic corruption.

The need to be aware and talk back to statistics is made more acute by
the American social commentator Eric Alterman,® who maintains that we are
living in a ‘post-truth political environment’. Drawing on evidence from the
American context, Alterman illustrates how truth has been superseded by a
new set of norms in which truth is pragmatically and politically determined
and in which veracity has no intrinsic value. These themes find direct parallels
in Peter Oborne’s book The Rise of Political Lying* which charts an almost
exponential rise in British politics of distortion which go beyond mere spin
and half-truths to a process of systematic deception. ‘It was almost as if there
were a parallel world” writes Oborne, one inhabited by ministers,
their spokesperson and spin doctors, with another world inhabited by
everyone else. Rather than connecting these two worlds with the truth,
Ministers ‘make statements on what they would have liked to be the truth’.?
‘Conventional wisdom’; the term coined by the economist Kenneth
Galbraith, meant in its original form, convenient truth.

Convenient ‘truth’ was no more vividly on display in the infamous state-
ment by Chris Woodhead that there were 18,000 incompetent teachers in
England, a claim which received high media attention. An Ofsted inspector
describes its impact:

Almost one in five it came out as, and all over the tabloids and quality
press. As a profession inspectors were outraged as nobody working at
that time had any experience of grading teachers a 4, as it was in the days
of the five point scale. When eventually CW, rarely for him, was forced
to backtrack he admitted that he had included in his data teachers who
were graded a three which meant ‘satisfactory’. It was an outrageous
misuse of data and we lost what little respect we had for him.

In the parallel universe of school, not the ‘real world” as we are so often
reminded, there is a third world in which truth, and being truthful to the
disciplines of knowledge, lies at the very heart of its educational mission. It
is a place in which adherence to truth is the glue which holds social rela-
tionships together. Yet schools find themselves caught up in a statistical
deceit not of their own making.

In the United States the famous “Texas miracle’ under the governorship of
George W. Bush was shown to be a deception of a high order. An analysis by
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Boston College’s Walt Haney® concluded that the dramatic rise in pass rates
for high-school students on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TASS)
and decrease in dropout rate was illusory, in part due to a doubling of the
numbers ‘in special education’ and therefore excluded from Grade 10 tests,
and a significant rise in grade retention (students held back for another year),
including as many as 30 per cent of black and Hispanic students. In fact,
rather than the reported 20 per cent increase, Haney’s analysis shows a sharp
decrease despite heavy coaching for the test.

Closer to home the miraculous rise of literacy and numeracy attainment
under New Labour has been similarly weighed in the balances and found
wanting. Peter Tymms’ meta analysis at the Curriculum Evaluation and
Management Centre (CEMS) in Durham found government figures to be
hugely overstated — their 2004 figures 84 per cent, and 74 per cent, respec-
tively for KS2 English and Maths — his figures, 60 per cent and 66 per cent
respectively.

Schools with less time and requisite expertise are in no position to
conduct their own analysis of government claims, but it is critical for school
staff to be aware of alternative sources of evidence, other voices, and to
maintain a healthy scepticism as to politically inspired miracles. Failure
to be alive to the politicised nature of data and the political context in which
these are set, risks from the outset undermining the credibility of a New
Relationship.

This is not to cast doubt on the integrity of civil servants or of those who
work in other agencies of government but it is important to make the
distinction between political parties in power on the one hand and policy-
makers and advisors on the other. Not because they are not umbilically
connected but because they operate in different moral arenas. Policy-makers
and policy advisors both implement and shape policy, blind to whatever
political party may be in power but nonetheless trying to act with honesty
and impartiality, however strained that responsibility becomes. There was a
time when Sir Humphreys of the Civil Service skilfully guided their ministers
through the thickets of policy-making, but over the last decade that rela-
tionship has been fundamentally changing. Although government ministers
still rely heavily on their departmental advisors, the balance of power has
shifted. Educational decision-making is now much more politicised, much
more driven from the highest seats of power, handed down from No. 10,
from the Cabinet, from a small number of offices in Downing Street and a
small group of people who shape policies that not only bypass permanent
secretaries but even secretaries of state themselves.

The post-truth political environment in which ministers and others
operate is not one they themselves have created but is a global phenomenon.
In a globalised economy ‘transparency’, although much vaunted, is an illu-
sion. Economic transactions are undermined by too much public disclosure.
Add to this the threat of terror, civil disruption and the ‘yob culture’, all of
which provide the pretext for secrecy and surveillance. However legitimate
these may be at times, wholesale deception infects the context of thinking
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and behaviour in society and erodes the relationship between school and the
agencies of government.

Schools for economic health

In a competitive world the burden falls heavily on the centrepiece of social
and moral life — school education. However, schools are not simply to be
held to account for the moral and social welfare of their charges, but are seen
to be responsible too for the health and wealth of the economy. The link is
most clearly seen in the growing influence of the Organisation for Economic
and Social Development (the OECD). Successive PISA reports® comparing
attainments of young people in participating OECD countries are taken
extremely seriously by politicians. Together with other international compar-
ative tables, these have contributed to what David Berliner and Bruce Biddle®
term the ‘manufactured crisis’, claiming that the “crisis’ is unsupported by any
evidence. The political spin is enough to convince the populace, as well as
the profession, that only by holding schools and teachers to account for pupil
attainment will we once again be able to revive a thriving and competitive
economy. The link between what children study in school and the health of
the economy has yet to be shown but the ‘myth’ is strong enough to put
pressure on teachers to be more diligent and to work harder and longer
hours.

Among the damned lies and statistics are those which present a correlation
between earnings and educational qualifications. The sleight of hand is that
the connecting factor is success in mastery of the school curriculum rather
than the more plausible explanations of family influence or private tutoring,
for example. In her well-argued critique of the specious links between
schools and the economy Alison Wolf!? writes: ‘Our pre-occupation with
education as an engine as growth not only narrows the way we think about
social policy. It has also narrowed — abysmally and progressively — the vision
we have of education itself.’

While, in fact, statistics do show strong and positive correlations between
education and earnings it is a step too far to tribute this to the influence of
schooling. As Wolf argues, much of this can be accounted for by natural
ability, by the contribution made by the family, by peers and by other forms
of out-of-school learning. It opens to serious examination therefore whether
the huge and anxious investment in raising test scores and staying in school
longer for more and more young people will actually be of benefit to
national competitiveness in the global economy.

It is all too easy to accept the myth of education and economy, spoken with
such authority and boosted by such compelling statistics. Who could argue with
a brilliant chancellor or data presented by economists or prestigious organisa-
tions such as the OECD? Yet, without an examination of the counter evidence
we are swept along on the assumption that more means better and that a D as
opposed to an A-C grade is really significant for the nation’s well-being.
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If schools are to enter into a new relationship with the agencies of
government it has to be with eyes wide open to some of the shaky foundations
on which that relationship rests. A ‘relationship’ implies some form of equity
or power sharing. Such a relationship is one entered into willingly, with
foresight and with a measure of trust.

The magnificent myth

Hand in hand with the manufactured crisis is the perpetuation of magnifi-
cent myth. The myth, given birth during the Thatcher years, was that
‘progressive’ educators were destroying the country together with woolly
minded teachers who cared nothing for standards and pedalled a pernicious
child-centred ideology. In common with all myths it contained enough
grains of truth to give it life and to convince succeeding Conservative and
Labour governments to portray the 1970s as a black hole in English
educational history. Famously, Michael Barber, recently of the Cabinet
Office and close attendant on policy-making and politics, gave credence to
the magnificent myth in his keynote lectures delivered nationally and
internationally to a variety of audiences. A much used Powerpoint slide
illustrates four quadrants, the upper right describing the 1970s as the era of
‘uninformed professionalism’; the upper left containing the inscription
‘1980s the era of uninformed prescription’, the 1990s (lower left) charac-
terised as ‘informed prescription’, with the 2000 (bottom right quadrant) as
‘informed professionalism’. Denigration of the past in order to justify the
present is integral to such myth making!! but it carries within it an insult to
dedicated teachers who, through the 1970s and 1980s, cared deeply for
standards with a professionalism that was not prescribed but arose from the
deep commitment to their craft.

How myths become internalised is illustrated in extracts from headteacher
interviews conducted in the course of the ESRC Project Learning How to
Learn.t? Referring to the 1970s and 1980s a secondary headteacher claims
‘a short period of time ago nobody was interested in achievement in schools’.
A primary head makes a similar claim, referring to a previous time when
‘teachers took no responsibility for children’s learning at all. They had no
expectation of them at all.’

There can be no new relationship unless there is a willingness to penetrate
the rhetoric and unless it is approached on both sides of the relationship with
honest, informed and critical professionalism. Henry Giroux,!? the American
scholar, alerts his readers to the ‘omniscient narrator’, the one, the agency or
authority that tells the story on our behalf. There is no grand narrative that
can speak for us all says Giroux. Teachers must take responsibility for the
knowledge they organise, produce, mediate and translate into practice. If not
there is a danger that they come to be seen as simply the technical inter-
vening medium through which knowledge is transmitted to students, erasing
themselves in an uncritical reproduction of received wisdom.
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Rather than internalising the master narratives, argues Giroux, we need to
examine how these become constructed, what they mean, how they regulate
our social and moral experience and how they presuppose particular political
views of the world, pre-empting debate as to what knowledge counts and
what is worth learning. Why else the flurry of outrage at the publication
of Bramall and White’s book Why Learn Maths?'* as if merely posing the
question was as heretical as Galileo’s enquiries as to the nature of the solar
system.

Jerry Starrat!® has been known to shock school leaders on both sides of the
Atlantic with his uncompromising message. He makes the case that learning
is a moral enterprise and that to devalue the integrity of the learner by
teaching to the test is a ‘ransacking’ of the world of ideas, a betrayal of the
educational mission.

There are echoes here of Postman and Weingartner’s Teaching as a
Subversive Activity,'® a key text in an age in which subversion was still alive.
If teaching is not essentially about questioning received wisdom and holding
untruth to account, then they conclude, what is its value?

Three logics of self-evaluation

It is within this context that the promotion of self-evaluation by govern-
ments needs to be located. It has to be understood in the interplay of ideolo-
gies, politics, financial management and a cluster of beliefs as to what
education is for and the place of schools in the social economy. While the
case for self-evaluation has been argued by academics on primarily educa-
tional grounds, policy-makers argue on the basis of a more hard-headed
economic logic, allied to accountability and founded in a value-for-money
return on investment. In the self-evaluation literature we can identify three
leading, and sometimes conflicting, logics.

The economic logic derives from a recognition that external quality assurance,
whether through inspection or other means, does not offer value for
money especially in a policy climate where finance and financial manage-
ment is devolved to schools. In short, inspection is costly and with no
commensurate guarantee of its effectiveness. School self-evaluation is a
virtually cost-free alternative.

Accountability is a necessary complement to a value-for-money view.
Management of finance entrusted to schools implies accountability for its
use. The logical extension of the concept is accounting for the school’s
main purposes — the achievement and welfare of students. This implies
schools keeping systematic, valid and reliable forms of evidence to make
available to stakeholders including parents, wider public and government
agencies.

The improvement logic sees it as axiomatic that self-evaluation drives improve-
ment and contends that improvement is a misnomer without the means of
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knowing where one is as a school, where the school is going and how
people will know when they have arrived.

There are clearly tensions among these three driving logics and it may be
difficult to see how a new relationship can reconcile these. When driven by
purely economic motives self-evaluation is resented by school staff and seen
as an imposition on their time. When accountability is to the fore self-
evaluation becomes ritualised. When improvement is the driving force,
through that avenue a school staff may come to recognise the benefits of
keeping a systematic account and telling their story to a wider audience. With
heightened self-awareness the economy of provision may also begin to make
more sense. Reconciliation among the three logics is, therefore possible, but
reliant on visionary leadership, political nous and the self-confidence to be
different.

As Henry Giroux argues!’, it is a sensitivity to uniqueness that distinguishes
self-evaluation from the mechanistic pursuit of numbers and comparative
benchmarks and helps to separate the important from the trivial.

By its concern with what is unique, it can help us to appreciate the
distinctive qualities of individual students, thus avoiding the anonymity
that numbers invariably confer. By its concern for empathic knowing it
can help us to know what it feels like to be in a particular classroom or
school, and what it means to succeed or fail. By its concern for coher-
ence it can offer us a narrative that helps us to make sense of what would
otherwise be incoherent complexity. By being responsive to the subtle
and significant, it reminds us that not everything can take the impress of
the literal and measurable. Such contributions to our understanding of
schools are far from trivial.

Within the New Relationship policy-makers are pursuing a diversity of
provision as new forms of schooling emerge — extended schools, specialist
schools, city academies — but however different their external features they
are embedded in a common policy milieu. Schools, no matter how unique
they may be, are expected to be self-managing, competitive as well as collab-
orative, bounded by tighter control from the centre but also extended in
response to their local communities. There are five concurrent images of
schools, which are difficult to reconcile.

Schools as self-managing

The trend to push down financial responsibility and decision-making power
to the individual school is a world-wide phenomenon. It is driven by
economic as well as political motives. The middle tier between government
and schools has been widely seen as not only inefficient and, under both
Conservative and New Labour, as counter-productive as well, mediating and



54  Lies, damned lies and statistics

often weakening decision-making at both school and government levels.
School self-management carries it within it self-evaluation as a necessary and
integral component.

Schools as competitive

The extension of a parental choice, the proliferation of information on
performance, the increasing variety of school types and specialisations casts
schools as competing in an educational market place. The popular reference
to performance tables as ‘league tables’ illustrates the perception that in
order to survive schools must be able to measure their quality and output.
Self-promotion assumes a higher profile and makes self-knowledge a higher
stakes imperative.

Schools as collaborative

The isolation of schools competing unsuccessfully with their neighbours,
together with recognition of the adverse effects on some schools, has led to
a greater emphasis on collaboration. The Beacon Schools Initiative, followed
later by Leading Edge Schools, was designed to help schools provide mutual
support and raise standards through collaborative enterprise. Clusters of
schools working together has been further promoted by the National
College’s support for Network Learning Communities. In such Networks
there is the potential for self-evaluation which goes beyond the individual
school to encompass a collaborative view of quality and effectiveness.

Schools as extended

As schools extend their boundaries self-evaluation is required also to broaden
its reach. It has to concern itself with an extended curriculum, out-of-hours
learning, adult and community learning. Extended schools and ‘full-service
schools” work across professional boundaries with a child, family and
community-centred focus. The implication is that self-evaluation must be
attentive to the scope and efficacy of those relationships. The five key
concerns outlined in Every Child Matters traverse the boundaries of school
learning to include health and welfare and imply a more rounded role for
self-evaluation.

Schools as bounded

In England schools also operate within the bounds of a National
Curriculum, accompanied by key stage assessments and targets of attain-
ment. These are powerful drivers of self-evaluation and other indicators of
success count for little if the school is not able to demonstrate a trajectory of
improvement, or at least a maintenance of performance, over time.
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Living with contradiction, managing paradox

These five images of school illustrate the inherent tensions within the New
Relationship. Each successive policy initiative adds another layer, impressing
new growths on to sedimented strata, as if self-evaluation and school
improvement could be carried through without some deep archaeological
excavation.

In this disingenuous world of myth and contradiction the task of leader-
ship is not to create a parallel world of its own, insulated from the ‘real’
world and the counterfeit world of political spin, but to confront deception
and obfuscation with its own truth. Educational leadership is inherently a
subversive activity as is the process of education itself.



6 Self-evaluation, review,
audit, self-assessment and
self-inspection

Caminante no hay camino, se hace camino al andar
Traveller, there is no path, you make the path as you walk

There is a plethora of terms for self-evaluation. Many describe the same things
under o diffevent name. However, often diffevent tevms vefer to the same thing.
This chapter teases out some of the important distinctions amony common
terminology, raising questions as to differing claims and outlines the seven key
elements of self-evaluation.

Self-evaluation is a process of discovery rather than a tedious adherence to a
well-trodden trail. Yet, as we have seen from surveys and research of what
happens on the ground, the path is clearly marked out milestone by mile-
stone for the weary traveller and is less a voyage of discovery than an impa-
tient dash to the destination.

Self-evaluation has had a chequered history in British education. In the last
half century it has been embraced, discarded and re-invented. It has,
however, never gone away because it rests on an unassailable logic. As indi-
viduals, as groups, as organisations if we are blind to our faults and ignorant
of our strengths we are unlikely to grow. There is a cartoon of an ugly
ducking gazing at its own reflection in a pond and seeing an elegant swan.
This may be the promise of things to come or it may simply be self-delusion.
‘Know thyself’, the counsel of the Oracle at Delphi was prescribed as the
antidote to self-delusion and became the byword and underpinning philos-
ophy of the Scottish approach to self-evaluation which has grown steadily
from its first tentative piloting in 1989.

Previous incarnations of self-evaluation enjoyed a brief life because, as
Brian Fidler comments in reference to a previous set of protocols known as
GRIDS,! teachers were ‘better at identifying improvement rather than
bringing about improvement’. GRIDS and other forms of self-evaluation
took a back seat as a new inspection regime in the early 1990s raised the
profile of external evaluation. There was, within the government, an impa-
tience with self-evaluation. It was seen as too soft, too complacent and too
much in the hands of the profession. It needed the much firmer and more
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objective hand of an external inspectorate. It was to take a change of govern-
ment in 1997 before self-evaluation was reborn and forced on a reluctant
Chief Inspector.?

Because Ofsted occupied such a central place in the affections of both
Conservative and Labour parties, in England self-evaluation took a different
path from its more grass roots development in Scotland. It emerged from
inspection, adopting an Ofsted logic, co-opting its criteria and many of its
tools, taking on the guise of self-inspection. In the process this received
model has tended to submerge other forms of self-evaluation developed by
local authorities and by schools themselves. Figure 6.1 illustrates some of the
essential differences between self-inspection and self-evaluation.

As an NFER study® in 2001 showed, numerous legacies from earlier
periods remain and, as a consequence, self-evaluation appears in different
forms and under different names. Its varying purposes are revealed by the
diverse names often used interchangeably — terms such as self-assessment,
self-review, audit and quality assurance.

A website search is bound to confuse as local authorities and schools use
their own terminologies to describe the process. One of the most common
variants in England is self-review, while in North America the term self-
assessment is widely used. Although these various terms tend to refer to the
same thing, it is important to make some conceptual distinctions as the New
Relationship moves towards a more common lexicon of terms.

The following may be seen as lying on a spectrum from summative to
formative in purpose:

Aundit. The origins of audit are from a financial practice, designed to ensure
the books were kept rigorously and ethically. It has also connotations of
stock-taking and in a school context applies to obtaining an overview of the
educational ‘stock’ or physical and human resource. Summative in nature.

Self-inspection Self-evaluation

Top-down Bottom-up

Is a one-off event Is continuous and embedded in the
nature ofteachers’ and headteachers’ work

Provides a snapshot Is a moving picture

Is time-consuming Is time-saving

Is more about accountability than Is more about improvement than

improvement accountability

Applies a common framework Is flexible and spontaneous

Uses a set of predetermined criteria Uses, adapts and creates relevant criteria

Tends to create resistance Engages and involves people

Can detract from learning and teaching Improves learning and teaching

Encourages playing safe Takes risks

Requires consensus Celebrates difference

Figure 6.1 Self-inspection and self-evaluation.
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Onality assurance is a form of audit. The term denotes a systematic
examination of quality, usually by an external body and, like audit, is essen-
tially geared to accountability in return for the trust and responsibility
invested in schools and teachers. Among the many web definitions you will
find if you ask Google, one that speaks for the many, is ‘All those planned
or systematic actions necessary to provide adequate confidence that a
product or service is of the type and quality needed and expected by the
customer.” Summative.

Self-review tends to be used as synonymous with self-evaluation and is a term
adopted by most local authorities. Some, such as Shropshire, make a
distinction between the wider sweep of one-off review and ongoing self-
evaluation. The term, ‘re-view’ implies looking again, with a connotation
of scanning as in ‘scanning indicators’, which take a comprehensive
overview rather than an in-depth investigation of selected areas. Tends to
be used summatively but may also be formative.

Self-assessment. Also used widely as synonymous with self-evaluation. The
distinction between assessment and evaluation is, however, important. In
the UK assessment refers to knowledge, skills and attitudes gained by
pupils and is used both summatively (as in test performance) and forma-
tively (as in assessment for learning). Evaluation, on the other hand, is
concerned to critically examine the extent to which a process such as
assessment is effective, bringing to it an evaluative judgement on the
process or outcome. Both summative and formative.

Inquiry is a term with North American resonance, used to denote a more
open-ended process, less tied down to pre-specified criteria. A form of this
known as ‘appreciative inquiry’ sets out to understand the strengths of a
school within its own frame of reference. It is essentially formative rather
than summative.

Research is sometimes used as a synonym for inquiry and has much in common
with self-evaluation in that it is a disinterested process aimed at uncovering
the way things are or are seen to be. While much of student-led, teacher-led
or school-based research looks very similar to self-evaluation and draws on
similar tools, ‘research’ is a broader concept encompassing many schools
of thought with application in multiple contexts. Can be both formative
(action research) and summative (‘pure’ or fundamental research).

Self-evaluation as the term of use has a growing currency in European and
Asia-Pacific countries and is now favoured by Ofsted which sets out its key
constituents as follows:

1  Intelligent accountability should be founded on the school’s own views
of how well it is serving its pupils and its priorities for improvement.

2 Strong self-evaluation should be embedded in the school’s day-to-day
practice.

3 Effective self-evaluation should ask the most important questions about
pupils’ learning, achievements and development.
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4 It should use a range of telling evidence to answer these questions.

5 It should benchmark the school’s and pupil’s performance against the
best comparable schools.

6 It should involve staff, pupils, parents and governors at all levels.

7 It should be integral to the school’s central systems for assessing and
developing pupils and for managing and developing staff.
8 It should lead to action.

Some matters for discussion

These are far-reaching principles and need careful scrutiny and teasing out.
As such they offer a useful starting point for dialogue within a staff as well as
a set of criteria against which a school can begin to evaluate its own approach
to self-evaluation. Each of these eight principles may be interrogated as
follows:

What do we wunderstand by “intelligent accountability’? And what would
unintelligent accountability look like?

The first principle suggests that intelligent accountability should be
founded on the school’s own views of how well it is serving its pupils and
setting its own priorities for improvement. This provides considerable scope
for a staff to think through, on its own terms and with its own goals, the
criteria that will assess what it means to really serve pupils well. Such a
discussion would immediately cast doubt on some conventional measures of
success, and raise to the surface some of the constraints that impede an
intelligent approach to the school telling its own story. It might expose some
of the unintelligent accountability whereby teachers feel held to account for
practices they do not believe in and to which they owe no allegiance.

What does it mean for strong’ self-evaluation to be embedded in the school’s
day-to-day practice? And what would weak self-evaluation look like?

Strong self-evaluation may be taken to imply a concern for rigour and
evidence as against intuition or subjective judgement. As such what form
might it take in day-to-day practice? A reflective daily dairy? Systematic
record keeping of pupil behaviour and achievements? End of lesson review?
Pupil feedback forms? It may prove hard to justify formal systematic proce-
dures on a daily basis and any single protocol such as pupil feedback or end
of lesson review may become tedious and devalued, while a commitment to
recording pupil achievement or daily diarying is likely to be onerous and
demotivating for teachers. A more realistic counsel is for self-evaluation to be
embedded in the nature of classroom practice, creating a learning/teaching
climate in which reflection and critique are routine. Observations and
reflections can be recorded on a more ad hoc basis, developing a portfolio of
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evidence which is available for sharing among colleagues and for scrutiny by
inspectors or school improvement partners.

What does it mean for effective self-evaluation to ask the most important
questions about pupils’ learning, achievements and development and what are
the least important questions?

The most important questions about learning are a matter for deep
debate as is the question of where learning ends and ‘achievement’ and
‘development’ begin. Do the most important questions about learning refer
to the process of learning or to the outcome? Is there a useful distinction to
be made between learning as achievement and learning how to learn as
process? Noel Entwistle’s* distinction among surface, strategic and deep
learning is apposite here as so much of measurement encourages surface
learning and strategies designed to beat the examiner. Measuring deep
learning is a much more taxing proposition and explains why it so routinely
ignored. Authentic self-evaluation cannot afford to ignore it.

What does it mean to use o vange of telling evidence to answer self-evaluation
questions?

When can evidence be described as ‘telling’? The language of evidence is,
unfortunately, beset with dichotomies of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’, ‘subjective’ and
‘objective’. Yet educational and school life is full of subjectivities. What
worth can be placed, for example, on the subjective evidence of one child
about bullying? ‘By its concern with what is unique’, writes Eisner,® ‘it can
help us to appreciate the distinctive qualities of individual students, thus
avoiding the anonymity that numbers invariably confer’.

By its concern for empathic knowing it can help us to know what it feels
like to be in a particular classroom or school, and what it means to
succeed or fail....By being responsive to the subtle and significant, it
reminds us that not everything can take the impress of the literal and
measurable.

What does it mean to benchmark the school’s and pupil’s performance against
the best comparable schools?

Benchmarking is concept borrowed from the corporate world. For
example, the Xerox Corporation describe benchmarking as ‘the continuous
process of measuring products, services and practices against the toughest
competitors or those companies recognised as industry leaders (best in
class)’.® This definition does not sit very easily within an educational context
where best in class is a much more contested notion. A more fluid and open
definition is to think of benchmarking as learning from others through
comparing specific aspects of their procedures or modus operandi.
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Comparing pupil performance, as suggested in the above criterion is one
aspect of this, a rather meaningless process unless accompanied by critical
inquiry into how that level of performance may have been achieved.

What does it mean to involve staff, pupils, pavents and governors at all levels?

Involvement at all levels may be seen as a ritual procedure of eliciting views
through surveys and questionnaires. ‘Involvement’ however ought to carry
a deeper meaning. It suggests something proactive rather than reactive,
something integral to people’s way of thinking rather than simply offering a
view when prompted. A governing body may routinely reflect on its own
efficacy and on the development trajectory of the school. It may suggest or
initiate forms or tools for improved reflection. Parents’ response, to their
children’s learning, sometimes emanating in complaint, is an implicit form of
evaluation which is a valuable form of evidence that can be turned to a more
proactive use. The energy inherent in pupils’ day-to-day evaluation of
teaching and of school life, as often negative as positive, can equally be
turned to advantage by releasing and directing that energy to new and
creative forms of self-evaluation.

What does it mean to make it integral to the school’s central systems for assessing
and developing pupils and for managing and developing staff?

Self-evaluation is integral to everything the school does. It is integral to
planning. It is integral to professional development. It is integral to assess-
ment and to pupil development. There is, however, more than a hint in this
statement of something managed from the centre, planned, rational and top-
down. There is a danger in arriving at what Bortoft” calls ‘the counterfeit
whole’; a mechanistic summary, buried under the weight of numbers and
rhetoric and devoid of the human side of the enterprise and the vitality which
makes a school a school.

What does it mean to for it to lead to action?

Self-evaluation without action is a waste of time. Revealing evidence of
success and excellence does not imply passivity and inaction, but rather an
active commitment to maintain, or further improve and share with others.
What appears to be implicit in this statement, however, is the self-evaluation
as a summary event followed by action to put things right. Self-evaluation
viewed as mini or micro cycles of reflection and action embed this principle
deep in the nature of learning and teaching, of planning and review.

Some prior questions

Any discussion of the eight criteria suggested earlier immediately raises
some prior questions about the nature and purpose of self-evaluation.



62  Self-evaluation, review, aundit

For example, why should schools engage in self-evaluation? What is its
essential purpose and of what benefit to teachers and pupils? The case for
self-evaluation may be argued on a number of different grounds — personal
and professional, institutional, and with reference to national and inter-
national policy imperatives. The following are four kinds of arguments and
applications.

o As an essential human quality. The counsel offered by the Oracle
of Delphi to ‘know thyself” refers to a deeply individual quality and may
be seen as a fundamental tenet of what it means to be an educated
person.

o Asa professional responsibility. Selt-knowledge assumes a greater sense of
urgency when applied to teachers or other personnel who deal with
children and are accountable to their colleagues, to parents and their
employers.

o Asa policy imperative. In a policy, or quality assurance context, ‘self” is
generally seen as applying to the school as an institution. Like the indi-
vidual, a school is expected to know itself in all its complexity. Lack of
insight into its own quality and effectiveness is to the detriment of its
students and its staff and is apt to mislead parents.

e As an economic indicator. In an international climate in which nations
are compared according to the performance of their students, politicians
and policy-makers do not wish to be taken by surprise by external eval-
uations undertaken by OECD or by other influential external agencies.
Self-knowledge, therefore, assumes great importance on an international
stage.

The seven elements of self-evaluation

However embedded, spontancous or intuitive self-evaluation may be, it is
also systematic, evidence-based and with a clear sense of purpose and
outcome. Table 6.1 suggests seven key elements and poses the question
‘What happens if any one of these elements is missing?” What, for example is
the likely outcome if all the elements are in place but there is no shared
understanding of purpose? What if there is lack of clarity as to the audience
to whom the story may be told? What if there is much ongoing activity but
no coherent framework? How can self-evaluation be effective without criteria
being thought through critically and matched to the needs of the school?
How can self-evaluation operate well without the right, most appropriate,
tools for the job? How is it implemented in order to vouchsafe the greatest
engagement, ownership and promise of success? What is the final product
one is aiming for and what kinds of differing forms might it take? In exam-
ining Table 6.1 the questions for schools are:

e Are all these elements in place?
e Have you considered the consequences of any missing element?
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Table 6.1 The seven elements of self-evaluation

Purpose Audience Framework Criterin Tools Process Product
? Audience Framework Ciriteria Tools Process Product
Purpose : Framework  Criteria Tools Process Product
Purpose Audience ? Criteria Tools Process Product
Purpose Audience Framework ? Tools Process Product
Purpose Audience Framework Ciriteria ? Process Product
Purpose  Audience Framework  Ciriteria Tools ? Product
Purpose Audience Framework Ciriteria Tools Process ?
Purpose

Question: Why are we doing this?

The strategy through which to answer this question is to create a forum or
forums for discussion, gathering differing views, examining the potential range
of purposes and agreeing which one is pre-eminent for the school. There may
not be one single purpose but a cluster of cognate purposes, brought together
to provide one overarching visionary purpose, neither too vague nor grandiose
but one that people feel represents their lived priorities. Where there is core
purpose for a school as an entity it implies a sense of shared identity. As
Limerick et al8 suggest, identity is never static or self-satisfied but constantly
evolving (‘growing up’) in response to the challenges of a changing world.

An environmental scanning exercise conducted every few years does not
make much sense. The organization has to remain in a constant state
of environmental scanning, so that it can revisit its identity in the face of
discontinuous change.

Audience

Question: Who is this for?

It is difficult to discuss questions of purpose without considering the
audience for self-evaluation. If the audience is seen as Ofsted, the purposes
will necessarily be different from self-evaluation with an internal focus. When
asked about audience teachers tend to see self-evaluation as for the school
itself,? as informing planning and practice and putting the improvement of
learning and teaching at its core. Reporting to an external audience such as
Ofsted is then seen as subsidiary and the school’s story becomes shaped
by an improvement, rather than an accountability, purpose. Maintaining
different documents for differing audiences betrays the tensions inherent in
the improvement-accountability interface, a tension that can be resolved
when there is a clarity as to the primary audience and the courage to follow
that conviction.
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Framework

Question: What is the best structure?

Self-evaluation is often a random unco-ordinated process, occurring in
pockets within a school, in individual classrooms or departments. This is
often a lively and valuable process in which self-evaluation takes root. In
order to grow and infuse whole school policy however, disparate elements of
practice do need a supporting structure of framework. There is such a
plethora of these that schools often adopt the Ofsted framework because it
is there and because it is on that basis that inspectors will judge the school.
But if teachers, and pupils, are to feel any ownership, they should be encour-
aged to do one of the two things. Either adapt the Ofsted model to give it
their own flavour or branding, or devise their own model and then cross
reference it with the Ofsted framework.

Criteria and measures

Question: How are we to judge?

Self-evaluation has to be evidence-based. Many schemes pose the question
‘How do we know?” We know because we have criteria against which to
‘measure’ success or progress. The most easily measurable criteria are attain-
ment in tests or exams. These can be reported in scores, levels and percentages
and for that reason have a compelling attraction. The danger is that these
criteria override others because they are both easily measurable and carry high-
stake consequences. Criteria which ‘measure’ the quality of learning or
teaching, or school ethos and culture for example, are less easy to grasp and
report on. These have most meaning when developed by teachers themselves
with the help of pupils and if possible with the support of a critical friend.
There are plenty of sources to draw on rather than having to re-invent the
wheel, but engaging critically in the process of thinking these through for
oneself will lend greater vitality and ownership to the process ‘ We must learn
to measure what we value vather than valuing what we can easily measure.
(Education Counts, Report to US Congress, 1991)

Process

Question: What do we do?

Self-evaluation often takes the form of an event. Groups of key ‘stake-
holders’, including some or all of the following — senior leaders, middle
leaders, teachers, support staff, pupils, parents — may go through the criteria
and make a judgement on each, perhaps using a four-point scale such as the
one adopted by many schemes including the new Ofsted reporting format.
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This can be a time consuming process but if well handled can also produce
a rich dialogue. It is also likely to throw up a very wide diversity of
viewpoints and make it difficult to arrive at a consensus. That may be treated
as a virtue rather than a problem, however, as it illustrates the complexity and
diversity of what a school ‘is” and what it means to different people.

The process is not always an event however. If self-evaluation is truly
embedded in a school’s way of thinking and being then the tools of self-
evaluation (see Chapter 14) can be assembled to tell a continuing and
evolving story.

Tools

Question: What ave the tools for the job?

The tools of the trade come in a variety of shapes and sizes. Some of
these are complex and cumbersome and people shy away from using them
because they require time to read and digest. Tools that teachers, and pupils,
are most likely to use are simple and accessible but at the same time
powerful. They need to be amenable to use on an ad boc basis, spontaneous
and suited to the task in hand rather than as a ritual process at a given time.
The most simple examples of such a tool are the thumbs up, thumbs down
or traffic lights which a teacher can use to check out pupils’ understanding
or evaluation of teaching. Such a tool can then become part of the pupil
repertoire and used by them rather than instigated by the teacher. As with
all tools there are dangers of overuse. So selective use and variety is the
touchstone here.

Product
Question: What does the final product look like?

The final product may take the form of a written report, a video, a power-
point presentation, a set of photographs with commentary, a website or a
combination of some or all of these. In a sense however, self-evaluation has
no final product as it is ongoing and developmental. It may take the form of
a sequence of reports or an open portfolio which goes on being added to and
refined as understanding and insight grow. A website is a conducive medium
for the progressive unfolding of the continuing story. The Ofsted self-
evaluation form requires a set of grades on a 1—4 point scale. As a product these
say little about the quality of a school, or aspects of it. When self-evaluation
is discussed it is often in terms of different kinds of metaphors. Some draw
from accountancy such as audit, balance sheet and stock-taking, some from
the medical field such ‘Sergiovanni’s!® listening to the heartbeat’ or the
‘health check’. The metaphors which we use may tell us something about
how we understand what a school ‘is’ and what self-evaluation is for.
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Metaphor 1: The health check

A health check-up taken by a doctor produces a set of key measures such as
height, weight, good or bad cholesterol, heartbeat and blood pressure. These
are fairly ‘hard” numbers that together begin to tell a story of physical health.
They might not only bear little relation to the subjective feeling of well-being
but may also be misleading. For example, a doctor takes a blood pressure
check in her surgery on a given day at a given hour, perhaps in a situation
perceived by the patient as highly stressful, failing to take into account
proceeding our successive events surrounding that visit — a rush through
traffic, a violent domestic argument, or an anticipated financial transaction.
The blood pressure reading reveals a high diastolic and systolic level and may
look something like this: 165 over 102. The doctor counsels a return visit the
following week to check blood pressure again, warning he might have to
apply special measures if there is no tangible improvement. Against the doctor’s
advice the patient goes out and buys a do-it-yourself blood pressure kit and
begins to take her own blood pressure at regular intervals over the course of
24 hours. Her reading looks something like the one shown in Figure 6.2,
plotting rises and falls against events of the day and night. Peaks and troughs
become understandable and, set in the context of his daily activities, the
‘patient’ is able to monitor her behaviour and can both avoid, and learn how
to deal with, the stressors and increase the calming influences.

There is a close analogy here between external and inspection and self-
evaluation. Measures taken at a given time provide a static picture, a set of
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Figure 6.2 Blood pressure: reading over time.
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data on the health of the school body which is potentially helpful but also
potentially misleading. But they cannot chart the dynamic or capture the
flow of activity that tells the school’s own inner story.

The life of classrooms is not one of even flow but of highs and lows, peaks
of interest and engagement, troughs of boredom and anxiety. As any teacher
knows, time of day, place in the week of the term of the school year all have
a bearing on the vitality or langour of lessons. All impact on anticipation and
anxiety on and off task behaviour. The flow of classroom life may be depicted
in similar ways to the blood pressure chart period by period in a secondary
school or over the course of a day in a primary classroom (see page 147).

Metaphor 2: the wedding cake

The wedding cake model (Figure 6.3) comes from the University of
Washington. It illustrates the upward and downward flow of learning
through the three levels, implying that without professional and system-wide
learning student learning is necessarily impoverished, and that student
learning in turn informs and shapes professional and system learning. It is
metaphor for organisational learning or, as some writers!! prefer, a ‘learning
community’.

What lies behind the wedding cake model are outer layers which look
beyond the institution of the school to the external environments. The first
outer layer is described as ‘Family and Community contexts’, the second
layer referring to the ‘Larger policy and professional contexts’. This resonates
with the broader focus of Every Child Matters. It implies an extension of self-
evaluation to sites where learning and the relentless construction of reality
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Figure 6.3 The weddingcake: pupil, professional and system learning.



68  Self-evaluation, review, aundit

take place in home and community, to the social agencies which support or
conflict with a school’s mission, and to the wider political environment which
penetrates day by day the work of teachers and the learning of students.

Peter Senge and colleagues!'? write that ‘the difference between a healthy
and an unhealthy organisation is in members’ awareness and ability to
acknowledge their felt needs to conform’. The ability of a school staff or
leadership to challenge ingrained habits of seeing and respond self-confidently
to external pressures may be a reflection of a school’s stage of development
or it may simply stem from a conscious decision to pursue the path of least
resistance. This is, however, ultimately self-defeating. Figure 6.4 illustrates
some of the sources of pressure and support. Knowing the difference between
these two is crucial as many of the apparently friendly sheep may in fact prove
to be unfriendly wolves.

This diagram, or a version of it tailored to the context of the school, may
be used as a focus for discussion, opening up to question the school’s
own response to these influences. Such a discussion might prompt a staff
to ask where it would place itself on a continuum from conformity to self-
determination. The greater the sense of self-determination the more the
school may view some, or all, of these as sources of potential support rather
than threat and come at the accountability question with greater insight.

The more decision-making power and financial independence has been
pushed down to schools the greater had been the accountability required in
return. The term ‘accountability’ is not one that immediately endears itself
to teachers. Drawn from an accounting model it carries connotations of a
bureaucratic and oppressive process. Yet accountability has always been
implicit in the work of teachers and schools if not always observed in practice.
With school self-governance and its immediate allies — self-evaluation and
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Figure 6.4 Sources of pressure and support.
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in a form that strengthens the work of the teachers and of the school.
The essential tenets of professional accountability are described by Eraut!? as:

a moral commitment to serve the interests of clients;
a professional obligation to self-monitor and to periodically review the
effectiveness of one’s practice;

e a professional obligation to extend one’s repertoire, to reflect on one’s
experience and to develop one’s expertise;

e an obligation that is professional as well as contractual to contribute to
the quality of one’s organisation;

e an obligation to reflect on and contribute to discussion on the changing
role of one’s profession in a wider society.

These principles of professional accountability not only describe what
good teachers do but also underpin a notion of self-evaluation which is inte-
gral to the teaching task, with a reach that extends beyond the classroom to
parents and the wider community.



7 Hearing voices

The last few years have witnessed an enthusiastic embrace of student voice by
government departments as well as by vesearchers and schools themselves. But
schools ave places in which many voices mingle and the ability to discriminate
amonyg them is a challenging but significant task for self-evaluation. Hearing
the contribution of each of the varvious players — teachers, parents, pupils and
school leaders is the subject of this chapter.

When we enter into a new relationship we become acutely sensitive to voice
because it is only through that medium that we come to know and under-
stand one another. Hearing voices with sensitivity and with accuracy is,
however, a highly developed skill and one honoured most typically in the
breach. Stephen Covey! captures something of the frustration of not being
heard, arguing that listening for understanding is a high art.

‘Seek first to understand’ involves a very deep shift in paradigm. We typi-
cally seek first to be understood. Most people do not listen with the
intent to understand; they listen with the intent to reply. They’re cither
speaking or preparing to speak. They’re filtering everything through
their own paradigm, reading their autobiography into other peoples’
lives. If they have a problem with someone — a son, a spouse, an
employee — their attitude is “That person just doesn’t understand’.

In its simplest guise voice is elicited through the medium of a survey.
A recent example? from Ofsted found that 90 per cent of primary pupils and
80 per cent of secondary students were ‘very satistied’ with their schools.
This is one version of ‘voice’, as embraced by government and, as in this
example, exercised through the medium of a questionnaire. Other channels
through which pupil voice is encouraged by Ofsted guidelines are through
schools’ councils and other formal avenues of consultation and communica-
tion. As widely perceived, ‘voice’ is seen as letting pupils have a say but
within the strict parameters of school conventions. Within these boundaries,
however, pupils quickly adapt to the rules of the game. They are highly sensi-
tive to the grammar of different contexts and know how to talk to different
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audiences — inspectors, headteachers, counsellors, student teachers, teachers
they know and teachers they are meeting the first time. They become adept
at testing the limits of what can be said and heard.

In common with many other important movements, ‘voice’ risks becoming
another add-on, like citizenship, assessment for learning, personal, social and
health education, something else to which schools have to accommodate
rather than embed in their thinking. As Ben Levin,® now in the Ontario
Ministry has argued:

The history of education reform is a history of doing things to other
people, supposedly for their own good. Even though all the participants
in education will say that schools exist for students, students are still
treated almost entirely as objects of reform.

However, pupils merit no special privileged status as against the voices of
teachers or parents or others who also have a right to be heard. Schools are
places in which there are many voices which carry, and carry in differing
bandwidths. There are voices which demand to be listened to by virtue of
their status. Some voices have an inherent authority. Some are powerful
because of their emotional resonance while others, reasoned and rational, fail
to infect attitudes or practice. There are strident voices and voices which have
been systematically silenced by rules and mores, or by the weight of historical
inertia and frustration.

Pupil voice can only be understood and given its place when we grasp the
complex dynamic of beliefs, relationships, conventions and structures that
characterise the culture of a school and where, within that culture, authority
and power lie, either hidden or are made highly visible. It is in the counter-
weight and balance of the fluctuating acoustic of teachers’, pupils’ and
parents’ voices that a school culture either flourishes or flounders. A new rela-
tionship is one that is able to tune in to what Jennifer Nias and colleagues*
described as ‘the secret harmonies of the school’ as well as discordant, less
comforting and sometimes challenging voices.

Pupil voice is in fact something of a misnomer since it implies a form of
homogeneity, whereas we know from thirty years or more of research® as well
as immediate experience that young people speak in many and varied
tongues. While schools draw clear lines of demarcation between pupils’ and
teachers’ roles, the boundaries of their individual and collective powers of
expression are less easily defined. Some pupils can be more articulate and
persuasive than their teachers but it is at times of crisis that the weight of
pupil and teacher voice is given its severest test, for example, when the testi-
mony of a teacher has to be weighed against that of a pupil, the wisdom of
Solomon and impartiality of judgement has to be demonstrated. While such
adjudication at times of crisis crystallises issues of voice, it is in the day-to-day,
moment-to-moment arbitration of voice that the true character of the school
is exposed.
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Voice is both an individual and collective phenomenon. It is verbal and
non-verbal. It is neither constant nor without contradiction. It is highly
responsive to context, politically sensitive and socially conscious. Celebration
of pupil voice as if it were always naive, authentic and untrammelled by
convention may lead to an equivocal place. What is expressed by a child or
young adult may be spontaneous or may be a studied choice with an acute
grasp of audience. The choice of appropriate linguistic and social register for
different occasions is one of the principal lessons that schools try to teach but
it is one learned more powerfully through the hidden than through the
formal curriculum. The simple exhortation to pupils to have their say in
the formal setting of the classroom or school council tends to neglect the
powerful process by which voice is given shape in the less formal arenas of
school life.

Expression of voice is not only bounded by precedent and protocol but
assumes the presence of an appropriate metacognitive repertoire on the part
of pupils. It is easier to admonish teachers to listen to their pupils than to
help them acquire the management expertise and interpersonal skills to do
so within the normal routines of classroom life. To hear the authentic voice
requires the space, the calm and the patience to listen to what lies beneath
the words and to offer a support sensitive enough to help young people
expand their social and intellectual lexicon.

What is given expression by a child or young person reflects a prevailing
internal voice which may be that of a parent, an older sibling, a teacher or a
specific peer group, what the sociologist G. H. Mead® referred to as ‘the
internalised other’. What ‘education’ intends, whether by the agency of
parents or teachers, is to help children unravel the disparate narratives that
speak to them so to find their own voice and discover the confidence to
express it.

Transactional analysis is a useful theoretical framework for explicating how
different vocal registers work in the context of a school or classroom. In
Berne’s” model the individual is portrayed as expressing a view in one of
three internalised voices — child, parent or adult. The pupil’s conscious, or
more commonly unconscious, choice of voice is shaped by the voice in which
he or she is addressed. So a response ‘in the child” is most likely to be evoked
by an admonition from a teacher who is ‘in the parent’. Helping pupils to
express their views ‘in the adult’ is most likely to occur when teachers or
others also adopt the mature ‘adult’ register. Characteristic of such
adult—adult transactions is the ability to listen and, most crucially, to listen to
views that differ from your own.

Voice grows from the roots up and only when allowed the space to grow.
A school culture which wishes to achieve the acoustic balance among
competing desires to be heard will consciously strive to maximise
‘adult—adult’ transactions. This implies a strategic approach on the part of
leadership, neither achieved in the short-term nor by mandate, but through
a process which models from the top-down and builds from the bottom-up.
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It is an approach which recognises that teachers will not listen to pupils
if they are not listened to by their managers or peers. It is an approach which
understands that teachers are unlikely to tolerate divergent views from their
pupils in a professional culture which can only live with sterile consensus.

The genesis of ‘voice’ is in the day-to-day business of the classroom where,
no matter the subject of study, there is a respect for persons, a positive
embrace of diversity, and an anticipation of surprise. A day without surprise
is a teaching rather than a learning day. The learning day is one of contin-
uing discovery of the talent and ingenuity that is uncovered in the dialogic
classroom® and the dialogic school.® ‘Dialogue’ as a search for meaning
embeds the singular notion of pupil voice in a wider more multi-layered
discourse.

The end of consensus

‘Organizations require a minimal degree of consensus but not so much as to
stifle the discussion that is the lifeblood of innovation” write Evans and
Genady.!? These authors contend that it is the constant challenge of
contrasting ideas that sustains and renews organisations. Schools that play
safe, driven by external mandates and limiting conceptions of improvement
set tight parameters around what can be said and what can be heard. As such
they are antithetical to the notion of a learning organisation which, by defi-
nition, is always challenging its own premises and ways of being.

When we understand schools as marked by complexity and diversity we
have to reach for an alternate paradigm to traditional measures of school
effectiveness with their suites of key indicators. A learning school is open to
dissent and paradox. There is freedom to break rules because the culture is
resilient enough to learn from it.

In many of the self-evaluation schemata that you will find on the web (see
Chapter 13) it is assumed that schools speak with a singular or limited voice.
The Ofsted SEF, for example, is designed to eliminate paradox and provide
a definitive statement of quality and effectiveness. On each of the given
criteria or indicators a grade is agreed attended by definitive labels such as
‘good’ or ‘outstanding’. In the final reporting what is concealed, however, is
the very essence of selt-inquiry — the contested views and appeals to evidence
that lead to the eventual compromise. The real story to be told lies in the
process by which knowledge is created and recreated, the beginning of
insights to come rather than the extension of knowledge past.

Such a messy and conflicted story of a school’s inner life is not amenable
to the tidy requirement of external review, but for learning, developmental
and improvement purposes it is indispensable. Managing the tension
between self-evaluation for accountability on the one hand and for deep-
ening self-knowledge on the other is a challenge familiar to schools in every
administration in which quality assurance has been embraced. ‘La qualita
non e un punto da vista’ (quality is not a point of view) was a subject for
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debate in a Spanish research!! forum. It is a debatable proposition in many
contexts where quality is the benchmark, but most significantly in the varied
and heterogeneous mix of people, beliefs and values that is a school.

The vital process through which a school becomes a community of
learners is what has come to be known as capacity-building. It is the means
by which a school expands its intellectual and human potential. The term
‘potential’ as applied to individual pupils is a confining construct; when
applied to a whole school community the inherent potential is similarly
beyond realisation. Time, logistics, and external pressures conspire to limit
what schools can do to liberate the inner resources of their pupils and staft,
but tuning in to the range of voices through self-evaluation is the essential
first step in transforming school life and learning.

Who tells the school’s story?

Summative self-evaluation as represented by the Ofsted SEF is an attempt to
bring together the most definitive version of the school’s story, the best fit,
the most adequate compromise of what the school ‘is’. It is an unsatisfactory
compromise among the many different stories that could be told. It is a point
which Ofsted appears to concede when insisting on self-evaluation as
ongoing and embedded, with the SEF as merely a shorthand summary. Built
in as an integral aspect of the New Relationship is a requirement on schools
to extend the franchise and involve a wider group of stakeholders.

Michael Fielding!? asks schools to ‘probe the rhetorics and realities of
student voice’, to consider:

Who is allowed to speak?

To whom are they allowed to speak?
What language is encouraged /allowed?
Who is listening?

Why are they listening?

How are they listening?

In 1998 Peter Coleman!® conducted a study in Canada in which he
brought together the voices of teachers, parents and pupils and examined the
potential for schooling when these three voices were aligned. He described
this latent potential as ‘the power of three’, alerting schools to a deeper form
of listening, tuning in to the voices of those who matter most to school
success. Rather than simply adopting a reflex position and sending out the
annual questionnaire a staft might start with some key priori questions such
as these.

e Who knows best about what happens in classrooms?
e Who is best placed to judge the quality and effectiveness of teaching?
e Who is best placed to judge the quality and effectiveness of learning?
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Teachers?

The simple answer to all three of the above questions is likely to be ‘well
teachers, obviously’. Teachers are self-evaluators in their own classrooms.
They employ a range of tools to determine the quality of learning and seek
evidence on their own impact. They make intuitive and often explicit judge-
ments on the quality of learning and on occasion ask pupils for feedback on
their teaching. This is sometimes a teacher-initiated activity although it can
too easily remain privatised within the bounds of their own classrooms.
However, when the school climate is one that encourages teachers to share
their insights there is a rich and powerful resource for telling the school’s
story.

Day by day, week by week and year on year teachers build a body of exper-
tise that becomes a personal repository of ideas to draw on although in the
past it has tended to be inaccessible to their colleagues. There is now a
growing trend for teachers to observe one another and provide collegial
feedback, learning opportunities for the observer as well as the observed. As
such practice grows, observation becomes more systematic and less impres-
sionistic. Teachers develop their own schedules or focus for what is to be
observed and fed back which may start with lesson beginnings or endings,
management of plenaries or questioning strategies, for example. These forms
of inquiry and feedback are formative in nature but they also feed into the
developing story of the school.

In evaluating the quality of a school the collective expertise of teachers,
much greater than the sum of its individual parts, can all too easily be missed.
Often teachers are involved at the periphery and what is offered to a visiting
inspection team is the senior leaders’ view, smoothing the wrinkles and
ironing out the complexities of disparate voices. Exploiting the rich seam of
teacher voice is a collective as well as individual activity. It is now increasingly
common for a school to institute a cross-disciplinary group of staff such as a
school improvement group, a teaching and learning group, or school
evaluation group, entrusted with the task of evaluating, planning for and /or
implementing change. A group of six to eight staft may include learning
support assistants and other school staft such as caretakers or catering staft.
Such a group, representing different experiences and viewpoints can serve as
a reservoir of expertise and tools of evaluation and provide an important
lever of school improvement.

A medium for expression of voice encompassing a whole staft is described
in the following article:!*

At Barnwell School the challenge was to make practice visible on a large
scale. .. . The strategic team constructed a mock-up of a brick wall on a
notice board at the entrance to the staffroom...Whenever a teacher
used a post-it to record an observation it would be posted on to the wall.
Soon, posting observations took on a degree of competitiveness and it
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was clear which departments were contributing most because of the
colour of the post-its. As the wall grew, members of staff found that it
was worthwhile to stop and read the post-its as they passed on their way
into the staff room. These classrooms’ observation therefore became the
catalyst for cross-cutting conversation about teaching and learning.

Organisations are, says Chris Argyris,!® generally less intelligent than their
individual members. This is because they do not, as in the Barnwell example,
find ways to bring to fruition the hidden capital of their staff.

The parents?

What do parents know about the inner life of classrooms? In fact, they often
know a great deal but it is most typically through the medium of their own
children. These tales out of school, brought home with vivid colour and
emotion, offer a singular and selective lens through which to view learning
and teaching but they can also give insights into learning to which a teacher
is not privy. Parents will often ignore lurid stories, suspend disbelief, or, in
some cases, react aggressively and demand to see a teacher. They are also
likely to share anecdotes with other parents, at the school gate or through
more formal channels such as the PTA or governing body. Parents have been
viewed by teachers both as allies and as conspirators, sometimes accused of
‘interfering’ in their own children’s education. Yet from a parental viewpoint
there has been an investment in a child’s learning for five critical years before
a teacher even catches a glimpse of their child.

When parents and teachers meet in the context of parent evening, often
held in the classroom, ‘saturated with immaturity’®, the teacher behind the
desk and the parent perched on a low chair, there takes place an exchange of
views about a child’s behaviour, learning and persona. Exploring this
Essentinl Conversation'” in-depth Sara Lawrence Lightfoot describes the
meeting as marked by decorum and politeness, wariness and defensive
postures, both sides of the table ‘wracked with anxiety’.

She describes these meetings as infused with histories on both sides of the
table, occasions in which parents call up references to their own childhood
experiences while teachers fall back on their adult experiences in the
classroom.

They sometimes lead to important breakthroughs and discoveries in the
conversation, and at other times force an abrupt breakdown and
impasse. But for the most part, these meta-messages remain hidden,
inaudible, unarticulated. They are the raw, unvarnished subtext to the
ritualized, polite, public text of the conversation.!®

These interchanges are often an occasion for surprise that a child could be
viewed so differently by a teacher, often more positively than expected. ‘He
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is a different child at home” may often be said, and there is an almost literal
truth to this as Judith Harris illustrates in her prize-winning book The
Nurture Assumption.'® Children become different people within their peer
group, in the classroom, with their siblings and with their parents. She calls
it the ‘Cinderella syndrome’.

The involvement of parents tends to be restricted to surveys and
questionnaires although group interviews or focus groups appear to be a
growing trend. These formal mechanisms are not the only source by which
a school can gain a parental perspective. Ongoing feedback through face-
to-face conversation, telephone calls, letters to and from home, parent meet-
ings and workshops all help to provide a parental perspective. The area in
which parents have most to contribute is in relation to home learning, home
study and homework. It is through their children’s work in the home that
parents can offer the most helpful insights to the school and the school can,
in return, help parents to monitor or support their children’s learning more
effectively. A continually developing home-school dialogue is one of the
most significant levers for enhancing learning and raising standards of
achievement. For example, home learning logs in which pupils and parents
jointly record their observations provides a bridge between school and home
learning. In some special schools video recordings of children’s learning in
school is sent home and cameras provided for parents to record home
learning which then travels back to school. These insights are not only
valuable but essential if helping learning to travel from one context to
another. As research has persistently demonstrated, it is only when there is
traffic across that bridge that schools improve.

The GTC, which is the professional body for teaching, says parents are
vital to supporting school improvement and argued for the government’s
New Relationship With Schools to include more consultation with both
parents and pupils as part of school self-evaluation. GTC Chief Executive
Carol Adams says:?°

With the New Relationship with Schools should come a new relation-
ship with parents. Parents are vital to supporting the aims of schools and
the work of teachers...We must find ways to better galvanize the
valuable support that parents are able to offer, at the same time
providing more satisfactory feedback to parents about pupils’ potential
and achievements.

The pupils?

When posed with the question ‘Who knows best about what happens in
classrooms?’ heads and teachers will cite pupils as often as they cite
teachers.?! They are, after all, closest to the action, informed insiders with a
close and detailed knowledge of the inner workings of school and classroom.
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They are immersed every day and every period in its culture. While teachers,
with a bird’s eye view, are able to plane over a whole class and see patterns
in classroom behaviour, pupils have a worm’s eye view. They see the class and
the teacher from where they habitually sit. They rarely get the overview
which the teacher has but they see more of a hidden life of the classroom and
above all, they are unique experts in their own feelings, frustrations and
triumphs.

Pupils are the school’s largest untapped knowledge source in a school, says
SooHoo0?? ‘the treasure in our very own backyard’. As he argues, a school
which overlooks that intelligence source is inevitably poorer as a conse-
quence. Much has been written?? about pupil voice and about the role pupils
can play as researchers into their own learning and as critical commentators
on school life. Historically they have been the last to be consulted about
school quality and effectiveness yet, as this developing literature attests, they
may get closest to the heartbeat of the school and have the most compelling
stories to tell. Those schools which do put pupils at the heart of the self-
evaluation process have discovered just how rich pupils’ insights can be and
what can happen when that trapped energy is released. Teachers, almost
unfailingly, testify to the honesty, fairness and acuity of pupils’ views, giving
them greater confidence in enlisting pupils in development planning and
school improvement. Including their voice in self-evaluation can also be a
risky business as they are usually fair but almost always honest critics. They
challenge assumptions with counter evidence which may not always be imme-
diately welcome. A Cambridgeshire teacher involved in the ESRC project on
Consulting Pupils?* about their learning describes six stages she went through
with her class over a two to three-year period, a gradual maturing of their
expertise so as to become collaborative commentators on learning and
teaching. She described the process as evolving through six stages:

Stage 1. Delivering the curriculum. Fitting with the traditional role of the
teacher as passing on curricular content from she who knows to those who
do not know.

Stage 2. Beginning to discuss with pupils the purposes and objectives of
what they were learning. What is the objective of your learning?

Stage 3. Involving pupils in considering and writing down indicators by
which to measure their achievement. How will you know when you have
learned something?

Stage 4. Involving pupils in assessing their own and others” work. How good
is this piece of work? What criteria can be used to judge it?

Stage 5. Pupils become determiners of learning. They make decisions about
when, how and what of classroom learning. What is the best way to
organise learning in this classroom?

Stage 6. Collaborating with pupils as learning partners. What shall we do
together to improve the conditions, processes and evaluation of our
learning?
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On what aspects of school and classroom life
should students have a voice?

Jean Rudduck and Julia Flutter?® suggest a continuum of voice which has at
one end the ‘comfort issues’; toilets, lockers and school dinners, then
moving through the discomfort issues of bullying, harassment and classroom
disruption to the other end of continuum which reaches into the very heart
and soul of school life — the quality of learning and teaching. They suggest
that typically young people’s voices are heard in descending order of
frequency as one moves from the easy ‘comfort’ issues to the more contested
issues of learning and teaching and staff selection. A decade ago it was brave
schools that would involve children and young people in the process of
selecting teaching staff. When experience of those leading edge schools
showed just how insightful and fair those pupils could be, many schools
followed suit, so that the heresy of 1996 is the orthodoxy of 2006.

Rudduck and Flutter suggest three key conditions for pupil voice to be
heard together with two caveats:

Climate, marked by trust and openness, so that pupils are not anxious about
reprisals if they comment critically on teaching, and will not be anxious if
they acknowledge their difficulties in learning.

Positive perceptions of students and being able to see students differently and
to believe that even their more difficult and disengaged pupils can be
different.

Valuing of ‘life’ skills alongside academic achievement.

Equity. Hearing only the strident or articulate voices can make other
students feel disenfranchised. One of the strengths of consultation is the
opportunity to hear from the silent — or silenced — students and to under-
stand why some disengage and what would help them get back on track.

Authenticity. Students are very quick to ‘suss out’ when consultation is
tokenistic and will quickly tire of invitations to express a view on matters
they consider to be unimportant or that are framed in a language they find
alienating or patronising. Nor will they continue to express their views if
doing so seldom results in actions that affect the quality of their school life.

What we have learned over the last decade is that pupils are not simply
consumers of what schools and teachers put in front of them but share a
responsibility in constructing their own learning and that of their peers, and
can play a significant role in making their schools better places not just for
themselves and their classmates but for their teachers too.



8 Learning in and out of
school

Inspection and self-evaluation have traditionally confined their inquirvies to
school and classroom as if that was where the quality of pupil learning could be
found and evaluated. The New Relationship and its embrace of Every Child
Matters means that schools will now have to take a wider view of sites and
contexts of learning. The advocacy of personalised learning raises the need to
understand more about the nature of out of school learning, while learning in
informal sites and through move formal provision in study support, is now at a
preminm. This chapter exploves those issues and raises questions as to the compass
of self-evaluation and the reach of inspection.

School as the site for learning

‘My mother wanted me to have an education so she kept out of school’, so said
the anthropologist Margaret Mead, claiming, as did other luminaries such as
Albert Einstein, that school had damaged their intellectual and emotional
health. The Spanish author Gabriel Marquez who wrote ‘I would give wings to
a child but Id let him learn to fly alone’, was perhaps thinking of how much
we underestimate the capacity of children to learn with minimal intervention or
support. For some, perhaps many young people, learning to fly alone is a prefer-
able alternative to the routinised approach to learning which they encounter in
school. Mary Alice White captured this in her essay on ‘doing school’.

Imagine yourself on a ship sailing across an unknown sea, to an
unknown destination. An adult would be desperate to know where he is
going. But a child only knows he is going to school...The chart is
neither available nor understandable to him ... Very quickly, the daily life
on board ship becomes all important. .. The daily chores, the demands,
the inspections, become the reality, not the voyage, nor the destination.

(Mary Alice White, 1971)

It is easy for children to become inured to the rituals of schooling,
having lost the wide-eyed agility of their first encounter with that form
of institutional life. It does not take long for that potentially rich and
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challenging world to become all too familiar and inevitable in its daily
demands. The story is told of a 5-year-old returning home after the first day
of school and being quizzed by his parents. ‘How was it?”> ‘A bit funny but
I suppose it was o.k.” “That’s reassuring’, said his mother, ‘You’ll begin to
like it the more you get used to it.” Surprised by his mother’s reply the
5-year-old asks, ‘What? I have to go back again tomorrow:’

Schooling may be a one-off event but it is one that lasts for ten or more years.
It is a world of'its own in which adults rule and children obey and questioning
is restricted to a classroom routine in which pupils answer rather than ask ques-
tions and in which there are clear parameters around the kind of questions that
it is legitimate to pose. What tends to remain beyond questioning are the very
structures and cultural routines within which learning and teaching take place.
The very essence of schooling has remained largely unchallenged by pupils since
the invention of timetables, lessons, subjects, homework, tests, classroom
layout, sanctions and rewards, hierarchies, permission to speak or act, restriction
of language and behaviour and peer association and friendships, all of which
come within the jurisdiction of authorised agents of the school.

‘Agency’ is the term used to denote a sense of authority to take the initia-
tive, to think and act for yourself rather than at someone else’s behest. The
history of schooling has been one of fettering children and young people to
the ritual demands of the institution, often blunting a sense of agency,
personal authority and desire to learn.

Yet, schools matter. That was the triumphant message of school effectiveness
studies in the late 1970s and 1980s.! It is at first sight a bizarre conclusion given
the massive investment governments have made in school education over a
century and an almost universal conviction that school is where you get an
education. But it was a reassertion of the value of schooling, which had come
under attack in the 1970s. In 1971 Ivan Illich published his blueprint for
deschooling society, while Everett Reimer wrote an educational best seller
School is Dead and Jonathan Kozol excoriated the Boston school system in his
book Death at an Early Age. These often polemical tracts were written in a
climate where doubt had been cast on the ability of schools to affect the prede-
termined patterns of success and failure which children brought with them
from their homes and communities. ‘Inequality’,? a large and influential study
by a Harvard team had concluded that school effects were marginal compared
with the much more potent effects of family and community background,
reinforcing an equally influential study five years carlier by James Coleman.3

While later studies of school effectiveness were able to demonstrate that
some schools were significantly better than others in mitigating the influence
of social class and family background?, the effects proved to be marginal.
Despite decades of school improvement initiatives and the range of
government interventions, the gap in GCSE attainment levels by parental
socio-economic group has changed little in the last ten years.> In 1992
the attainment gap (five or more GCSEs grade A* to C) between children
with parents in managerial or professional occupations and those with parents
in unskilled manual occupations was 44 percentage points. In 2002 it was
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45 percentage points. In 2002, 77 per cent of young people in Year 11 in
England and Wales with parents in higher professional occupations gained
five or more A* to C grade GCSEs, nearly two and a half times the proportion
for young people with parents in routine occupations (32 per cent).

The gap is explained not by differences in schooling but by social,
economic, health and lifestyle factors, chronic illness, unemployment
patterns, housing and amenities and mobility. Households in disadvantaged
areas have less amenities, less space per person, higher incidence of dampness
and associated ill health, susceptibility to break-in, proximity to street crime
and high incidence of drug abuse. In 2001,/02, 86 per cent of households
in Great Britain in the highest income group had access to a home computer,
almost six times as many as for households in the lowest income group. The
gap was even wider for Internet connections.

There is a combination of factors whose impact is cumulative and
powerful, transferred inter-generationally from parents to children. Behind
the statistics lies something described as ‘social capital’, ultimately more
telling than financial capital although clearly correlated. It is social capital
that allows children from poor families to survive in their social milieu and
achieve in the school context. Social capital has a number of key attributes —
trust, social membership and access to networks, each of which are closely
interrelated. Trust is measured by whether people have confidence in their
neighbours, their peers or others who have an impact on their lives and well-
being. Social membership is measured by the number of organisations, clubs,
societies or social groups to which someone belongs and which decrease
alienation and help to build a sense of trust. This is in turn linked to another
central concept of social capital — networking. Formal and informal networks
are accumulated when people interact with one another in local associations,
in a range of informal and formal meeting places as well as in families,
workplaces and their immediate neighbourhoods.

Social capital theorists® describe three forms of social capital — social
bonding, bridging and linking capital. Bonding social capital is characterised
by strong bonds, for example among family members or among members
of the same ethnic group which help in ‘getting by’ in life. As peer bonds
which young people develop can be anti-social and anti-educational, the
more young people have opportunities to interact with adults the greater the
likelihood of pro-social and pro-educational influences. Bridging social
capital refers to more distant connections between people, characterised by
weaker, more temporary links but in some ways more important than close
strong links because they put people in touch with diversity of ideas,
different ethnic groups, a broader range of models of thought and behav-
iour. Linking social capital is a process whereby connections are made with
people in positions of power so that the ability to navigate through formal
institutions such as school holds the key to survival and success.

As has been demonstrated by work within the National Youth Agency’
‘doing school” successfully requires both young people and their parents to
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be able to engage successfully with hierarchies and authorities and to
negotiate their path through school conventions. Young people from more
privileged backgrounds owe much of their success to an ability to navigate
the system with an understanding of the rules and with a safety cushion
of home support. Grasping the complexity of this dynamic shows why it is
futile to expect schools to compensate for society and unethical to pressurise
teachers to compete as if there were an even playing field.?

The inherent weakness of school effectiveness research is that it has taken
the traditional ‘black box’ school as a given and has not addressed the deeper
and more vexed question of schooling as necessarily the best way for children
to learn. The evidence? that schools can inhibit as well as promote learning has
led to alternative forms of provision such as Steiner and Montessori schools
and education in the home. The structure of conventional schools with their
common curriculum and sequenced lockstep progress through a diet of
subjects and assessments has been widely recognised!? as inappropriate to the
needs of many young people growing up in the twenty-first century. Yet the
structure of schooling is bound tightly into a range of vested interests,
powerful subject lobbies, teachers’ organisations, government departments,
quangos, private agencies who feed off the system, parental working patterns,
the need for custodial care of young people whose presence in the community
is a potential threat and much else besides. All of this leaves little room for
manoeuvre let alone radical rethinking of educational provision. It is with this
knowledge in mind that ‘personalised learning’,!! the newest of the Emperor’s
clothes has to be situated and evaluated.

Personalised learning

Personalised learning is an important plank in the New Relationship. It is
claimed!? that rises in educational standards are attributable to individual
learning styles, motivations, and needs coupled with rigorous use of pupil target
setting, high quality assessment, well-paced and enjoyable lessons and support
for pupils which extends well beyond the classroom. High-quality teaching, it
is asserted, is based on a sound knowledge and understanding of each child’s
needs together with high expectations expressed in practical ways.

The New Relationship between the Department, local authorities and
schools is seen as bringing a sharper focus to schools’ endeavours and
releasing greater local initiative and energy. Within that relationship person-
alised learning is designed to give schools more time ‘to focus on what really
matters’. As such ‘it can only be developed school by school. It cannot be
imposed from above.’ Its three cardinal principles are to:

e nurture the unique talents of each pupil;

e achieve excellence and equity — the twin engines of progress;

e give every single child the chance to be the best they can be, whatever
their talent or background.
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It would be ungenerous to quibble with any of these aims or to argue with
many of the key principles on which they rest. They are both highly ambi-
tious and radical in implication. What, for example, might it mean to nurture
the unique talents of each pupil? Can we take at face value the statement that
schools should have time to ‘focus on what really matters’? What evidence is
there within mainstream schools to suggest that schools can cater to indi-
vidual learning styles? Indeed is there any body of consensus as to what that
means either in theory or in practice?

To turn these ambitious aims into reality five key processes are proposed:

1 Assessment for learning that feeds into lesson planning and teaching
strategies, sets clear targets, and clearly identifies what pupils need to do
to get there.

2 A wide range of teaching techniques to promote a broad range of
learning strategies, facilitated by high-quality ICT that promotes indi-
vidual and group learning as well as teaching.

3 Curriculum choice, particularly from the age of 14, and the develop-
ment of subject specialism.

4  The organisation of the school, including the structure of the day and of
lessons, using workforce reform to enhance teaching and learning and to
ensure consistency.

5 Links to services beyond the classroom, involving the wider community
and families, parents providing strong support; and the engagement of
LEAs in the agenda set out in the Every Child Matters Green Paper.

These five principles, integral aspects of the New Relationship, have to be
accommodated within the present conventions and the structures of the
schooling which allow, only in a very limited sense, a genuine personalisation
to the needs, proclivities or interests of the individual.

Construction sites

A collection of essays and research studies published under the title
Construction Sites' illustrates some of the tensions between learning in the
home and learning in the classroom. The site in which young people
construct meaning from their experience is shown to be highly significant
not only in the what and how of their learning but also in their very sense of
identity. In one chapter Ward!* describes how Marie’s mother teaches her to
survive in a racist society and school system. She teaches her children how to
take a critical perspective, how to detect racial stereotypes, to understand
how images shape perceptions and often distort the truth. Marie’s mother
instils in her daughter a desire to resist internalising other voices, those of the
media or other stereotypical characterisations of African American people.
Consistently through these accounts we see that what is learned in school
fails to connect with lessons learned in the family. The evidence is that the
academic self-esteem of black girls declines cumulatively through school and
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that for protection of self a school identity may be temporarily assumed. And
boys too have their own struggles to overcome, as one Jewish student says!®:
‘You’ve got to leave some things at home to make it here. If you come to
this school and bring the baggage of your home background, you’ll likely
meet with more failure than success.’

Our understanding of construction sites is taken further by accounts from
a unique project known as the Learning School'® in which we can perceive
how far self-evaluation may extend its compass and impact.

The Learning School

The Learning School was the brainchild of, Stewart Hay, a teacher in a
Shetland secondary school. The plan was to invite school students from a
number of different countries to take a gap year from their studies to conduct
a global self-evaluation project. The plan was for them as a group to spend
four to six weeks in each of six different schools, in South Africa, Sweden,
Scotland, Japan, Korea and the Czech Republic as visiting researchers,
working alongside fellow students and with classroom teachers to research
learning and teaching. In each location these young people would live with
host families, in most contexts without a common first language and, in some
cases, with no common linguistic ground at all. By travelling round the world
on a single ticket and living off the hospitality and goodwill of host families
project costs were projected to be minimal. Not only did the Learning School
get oft the ground as planned but building on the success of the first Learning
School (LS1) six further cohorts followed in successive years.

Before embarking on their journey students spent an intensive two weeks
familiarising themselves with research methods designed to ascertain the
degree of students’ engagement with learning in and out of school. As well
as developing the tools of their research students were encouraged to keep
weekly diaries, recording their personal reflections both on their work with
schools and on their own developing thinking.

What these young people recorded in their diaries illustrated their view of
the world, of other people and their sense of self as it became re-formed and
redefined in the three primary contexts in which they lived over the course
of nearly ten months. These were the schools in which they conducted their
research, the host families they lived with for a period of four to six weeks
and the peer group in whose close company they travelled, worked and spent
their leisure time. As they described the impact of these new and unfamiliar
contexts the impact on their learning was contrasted with their prior school
experience. ‘I have probably learnt as much in these 10 months as I did in
13 years of school. (Jolene)'”

A 16-year-old Korean student, described how for the first time he had
found his own voice after ten years of school. Preoccupation with hard work,
after hours cramming and swotting for exams, had left neither time nor
incentive to think for himself nor to question received wisdom from his
teachers.
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For most of the students involved, the Learning School was their first
extended disconnection from home. Many of them describe their sense of
self as having been defined by parents, by school and by the peer group, all
accidents of locality and propinquity. The greater the distance from the
comfort zone of home the more the notion of ‘home’ gradually assumed
new dimensions. A Swedish student, for whom home was hitherto the house
in which she grew up in Malmo, now found an expanded and more ambivalent
notion of home.

This is my home, Malmé and the school is my home school and my
home is my ‘home-home’ but now ‘home’ is something different.
‘Home’ was always where I lived with my mum and now home is also
Logan’s house because I stayed there, and Philippa’s house, that’s home
as well. The Czech host sister and everything is the home, and the
‘home’ isn’t clear now....Home can be so many different things.!8

With a broader perspective on self and with new insights into social values,
home, community and national culture came to be seen through different
eyes. Interviews reveal the extent to which students recognised the power of
parental influence and how it had shaped and constrained their own views.

When you have opinions and views, you realise your parents’ influence.
You do not notice usually how much your opinions are influenced by
your parents. I did not think by myself and I used my parents. I should
have my own picture.'’?

In this student’s attribution of values to her mother’s influence, there is
also the implicit acknowledgement of room for dissent, a more hidden but
perhaps equally powerful legacy. Interviews conducted by Learning School
students with their international peers and parents document the power of
parental expectation and reveal students’ anxiety not to let their parents
down, illustrating how powerful parental pressure can be in shaping
ambitions for the future. These data also reveal the ways in which the weight
of expectation not only shape identity in a positive sense but also through
resistance and the resolve to be different from the older generation.

Parental voice is acknowledged by many of the young people as laying
down a substratum of values with which they continue to struggle as they are
exposed to the influence of different ways of being in other families and
in the immediacy of the peer group with whom they spend a close and
sometimes claustrophobic nine months. The study reveals individual lives
lived in and through a kaleidoscope of sites, shifting daily from family to
peer group to school classroom and back again, each new set of relationships
requiring a different linguistic register and social protocol. In each situa-
tion self-concept is confronted by the novelty of the experience. Each
new encounter required these young people to reframe their familiar
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self-conceptions and forced them to start a new form of negotiated identity.
Having become comfortable with their new identities this proved to be simply
a temporal respite, waiting for the next challenging situation to present itself.

It was in the context of South African townships that students faced the
most profound culture shock and re-orientation of beliefs about self and
society. Sophie’s story as she told it to a Cambridge University audience was
so moving in recollection that she struggled to distance herself from the
experience. She had stayed with two host families, one in a ‘coloured’
community and the other in a ‘black’ township. The coloured family were
poor and virulent in their dislike of black people in general. Knowing that
after three weeks she would be staying with a black family it was hard to tread
the line between respect for this kind family who had taken her in and
tempering of racist views which she feared might prejudice her against the
black family she would shortly live with.

I remember that I was sitting in my room with my host sister and she
asked me if I wanted to hear a joke, I said yes then she began to tell me
a really racist joke and expected me to find it funny, how was I supposed
to react to something like that? That was something that I found
difficult to understand and cope with in South Africa.?°

This experience was instrumental in helping Sophie reflect on her own
prejudices, acknowledging her own ignorance as a root of bigotry and
valuing such harsh experiences as an important ‘lesson for life’.

For none of these young people had their school experience afforded
them a meta perspective on their own learning or on the process of education.
A predominant theme running through their accounts is the rediscovery of
self, persistently returning to the evolution of individual and social identities.
Their diaries, shared with researchers, reveal the continuing struggle to
resolve the tensions between the ‘I” of self, the ‘us’ of the peer group and the
‘me’ as defined by parents and teachers. It was their escape from the class-
room that allowed them to stand back and reflect critically on their experience
and to return to full-time education with new insights.

Perhaps not surprisingly many LS students had to deal with resistance
from teachers on their return to school. They were now more challenging,
less willing to passively accept what they were told, testing ideas more
critically, less patient with oversimplification, more aware of the bigger
picture. For some teachers the challenge to their own identity after twenty
years or more of teaching had been a challenge too far.?!

The most signal weakness of schooling has been its failure to understand
what children and young people bring with them to schools and to consistently
underestimate and undervalue the capacity of children to learn for themselves
and with their peers. Sir David Winckley?? tells the story from his days as a
Birmingham head when he surprised himself by his own failure to acknowledge
the unseen and unheralded gifts of his pupils. He describes coming into the
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assembly hall one morning to find a lad sitting at the piano playing classical
music of a high technical order. Parodying his own reaction he describes the
instant headmasterly response ‘What do you think you’re doing? Get to your
class immediately’, then catching himself to reflect on the wonderful hidden
talent that had just become exposed, together with his own ignorance.

The hole in the wall

In 2001 researchers embedded a computer into a brick wall in an Indian
village, connected it to the Internet and waited to see what would happen.
They reported that within a few days most of the slum children were able to
use the computer to browse, play games, create documents and paint
pictures. This experiment, and others which followed in other Indian towns
and villages were described by Mitra and Rana?? as ‘minimally invasive’
because of lack of intervention by adults.

The success of children in using the computer led the researchers
to conduct a controlled experiment, comparing children who had taken a
computer course in grade 8 with students who had no instruction. The
exam consisted of a practical, hands-on part with no instructional inputs plus
an open book theory exam. Three groups of 12-year-olds took the exam, the
experimental group who had no school instruction and two control groups,
one with 20 hours formal teaching in class, the other with no formal
teaching and no experience with computers at all. All the exams were
conducted in Marathi, the language of instruction.

The experimental group did slightly better on the practical exam than their
peers who had been systematically taught. Over 60 per cent of the untaught
group were classified as 1st Class. When it came to the theory exam the exper-
imental group fared less well than their tutored peers — 87 per cent as against
67 per cent — a creditable performance nonetheless given no previous exposure
to theory or a computer vocabulary which they were meeting for the first time.

Minimally Invasive Education kiosks (MIE kiosks) were later set up in
twenty-two rural and urban locations across India and similar results were
reported. The researchers concluded:

If given appropriate access, connectivity and content, groups of children
can learn to operate and use computers and the Internet to achieve
a specified set of the objectives of primary education, with none or
minimal intervention from adults.

On the basis of these experiments they proposed that the curriculum could
be divided into three bands:

1 A band that needs a human teacher who is conversant with the subject
matter and teaching methodology.

2 A band that needs an assistant who is somewhat more knowledgeable
than the learner.

3 A band that needs resources and a peer group alone.
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Study support

These three themes play out in homework clubs, breakfast clubs, weekend
schools, summer schools, the University of the First Age and other variants
under the generic umbrella of ‘study support’, designed not only to comple-
ment classroom learning but to provide a different kind for children and
young people to learn for themselves and with their peers.

Before 1990 the term ‘study support’ would have been unknown to all
but a very small handful of schools. Although opportunities for young
people to learn outside the classroom existed through extra-curricular provi-
sion and in the supplementary school movement within minority ethnic
communities, the link with school learning was tenuous and the impact on
school achievement had not been formally evaluated.

In 1996 The Prince’s Trust, in partnership with Tower Hamlets and
Sandwell LEAs and Merseyside Training and Enterprise Council, developed
a programme to cvaluate the effectiveness of study support. The study
followed fifty-three schools over a three-year period to:

e ascertain the impact of participation in study support activities on the
attainment, attitudes and attendance of a large sample of students in
secondary schools serving disadvantaged areas;

e develop and disseminate models of good practice, through the support
to schools of Critical Friends, and training events and publications.

Evidence, both from case studies and the authentic voice interviews, showed
not only raised attendance and measurable gains in GCSEs for those who
attended on a regular basis but, more significantly, a growth in confidence,
self-esteem and renewed interest in learning. As the report concluded?*:

Engagement leads to a virtuous circle of experience of success, growth
of self-confidence as a learner and so to further engagement in learning.
Students become more self-regulated learners. Once a critical mass is
reached this has an impact on the ethos of the school.

In May 1997, the potential for out-of-hours learning to contribute to the
raising of levels of educational achievement was formally recognised. The DfEE
publication ‘ Extending Opportunity: A National Framework for Study Support
(DfEE, 1998) endorsed the term ‘study support’ as the generic descriptor for
out-of-school-hours activities with a learning purpose. It reinforced the contri-
bution to be made by youth services, public libraries, museums and galleries,
arts and sports organisations, and business to supporting young people’s
learning. At the same time the government announced the creation of the New
Opportunities Fund (NOF) as the sixth ‘good cause’ to disburse monies from
the national lottery. Out-of-school-hours learning was designated as one of the
recipients of the educational funds available, ultimately £205 million being
made available across the United Kingdom.

Study support continues to thrive in many areas and in imaginative new
guises, often without the financial support that had been forthcoming from



90 Learning in and out of school

NOF or other sources. QUISS, the Quality Initiative in Study Support,?®
based at the University of Canterbury, offers:

¢  Consultancy and Services to support the development of programmes
for learning outside the classroom.

e Access to national and regional networks that include experienced
practitioners and academics.

e The QiSS Recognition Scheme including staftf development programmes

in support of the Scheme.

Training Programmes for a range of professionals.

Evaluation and Research.

Advice and information.

Case studies of good practice.

Study support continues to provide a laboratory for learning, not only for
pupils but for teachers and other adults who have the opportunity to observe
at first hand how young people learn and the conditions and relationships
which promote learning. Without direct teaching, issues of control and disci-
pline to worry about, teachers can stand back and reflect and, in their inter-
ventions, to start with where the individual learner is. For young people who
made the commitment to learning ‘out of school hours’ they were rewarded
by the pleasures of being with friends, a relaxed setting and different kind of
relationships with their peers, their teachers and other adults. Self-evaluation
is built integrally into Study Support as through The Code of Practice
(described in more detail in Chapter 14) and requires connections to be
made with the learning that transpires within the classroom.

Grasping the learning moment

Learning that matters and learning that sticks is often typified by its timing,
by its receptivity and alertness to the learning moment. Spontaneous
informal learning tends to be sporadic, often intense and deeply engaging. It
is often ‘just in time’ learning to meet a felt need. By contrast schooling
is impatient. It cannot afford to wait for the learning moment so it crams as
much as it can into the span of the learning day. There is little prospect of
the structures of schools changing in the foreseeable future as their custodial
functions alleviate the burden on families, public services and the economy
in general. If schools are genuinely to personalise learning, however, the
rhythm and flow of learning opportunities will have to undergo some radical
surgery and build some imaginative bridges with the experiential learning
that children have too often in the past left at the school gate. That is an inte-
gral aspect of the New Relationship, the challenge to a broader conception
of self-evaluation and inspection.



9 PLASCS, PATS, electronic
PANDAS and other beastly

inventions

This chapter exploves the new world of data, breeding at a prodigious pace, and
examines what data can and cannot tell us. It veminds us of the deeper
question of purpose and warns that getting it off PAT’ can also be inimical to
good practice.

A group of visiting principals from the United States was bemused by a
dinner conversation among their English hosts who were regaling one
another with stories of Pandas and how they had recently become electrified.
Only with some further explanation were the American guests relieved to
discover that the cruel sport in question was one they were all too familiar
with under another name, as they too were drowning in a sea of proliferating
data. There is a new arcane language which has entered the educational
discourse, a plethora of abbreviations, all of which carry deep significance to
those for whom they have become a daily currency.

This is the new world of data, breeding at a prodigious pace, each new
generation bringing new inventive ways of feeding the body politic. Data
now travels back and forward between school and government agencies as a
new form of currency. Schools supply the DfES with information on each
pupil in their care in return for an expanded package of data on how these
children and young people are performing relative to just about any bench-
mark that can be found.

So, annually in January or thereabouts, schools submit their PLASC (Pupil
Annual School Census) data including date of birth, date of admission to the
school, gender, ethnic group, first language, post code of the pupil’s home
and a unique pupil number identifier. In return they receive an ‘Autumn
Package’ containing one PANDA, or to give its full title Performance AND
Assessment data. With this large body of information available to DfES each
aspect of a pupil identity may then be tabulated against their performance so
that fine benchmarking can offer surprise or confirmation of performance,
for example by a recently admitted summer born Somali girl whose first
language is not English, living in an undesirable area of the city. No child is
left behind in this annual harvest. Pupil Referral Units, General Hospital and
Independent schools are required to complete a paper School Level Annual
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School Census (SLASC) while Nursery schools have the option to complete
either a PLASC return or a SLASC return.

‘PLASC provides essential information needed to understand what’s going
on in schools and ensure that national policy is developed sensibly and
appropriately’, says the DfES,! while pupil numbers provide the basis for
allocating funding to LEAs and to schools. This extensive national pupil
database, and the publications which emanate from it, provide a cornucopia
of data for researchers, while government departments, external agencies and
all make use of this information for a variety of purposes.

From the school’s point of view its purpose is to support headteachers and
their governors in the process of target setting and school improvement and
therefore, in response to requests from heads, distribution of PANDA
reports in the autumn term allows schools to use the information as early in
the school year as possible. The PANDA report is also described by DfES as
‘a management tool to help school managers see how effective their school
is in comparison with other schools’.

What’s in a PANDA:?

The Autumn Package, containing PANDA does two things. It provides
national information to allow comparison and benchmarking plus individu-
alised school data. So schools receive:

e National summary results.

e Tables of benchmark information to enable comparisons to be made
with similar schools.

e Value-added information to enable comparison of pupils’ relative
progress.

e Optional activities designed to help teachers using comparative perfor-
mance information for the first time.

e  Supplementary information about your individual school together with
‘easy to understand’ judgements about how the school is doing in key areas.

Information in the PANDA report shows data held by the Government on
schools and what becomes available to Ofsted inspectors when a school is
inspected. There are three different types of PANDA report — for primary
schools, secondary schools and special schools. The Ofsted website provides
anonymous versions of each of these in order to familiarise a wider audience
with the nature of the beast. The national summary results for a secondary
school, for example, provides the following information:

e DPercentage of all pupils, boys and girls entered for 5 or more GCSEs,
achieving 5 or more A*-C, achieving 5 or more A*-G, achieving 5 or
more A*-G including English and maths, entered for 1 or more GCSE:s,
achieving no passes in 2004.
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e For subjects English, maths, science (any), drama, communications
studies, classical studies, P.E, R.E, media studies, design and technology,
information technology, business studies, home economics, geography,
history, humanities, social science, music, modern foreign languages, art
and design, English literature for entries, A*-C and A*-G.

e Recent trends in the percentage of all pupils, boys and girls entered for
5 or more GCSEs, achieving 5+A*-C, 5+A*-G, entered for 1 or more
GCSEs, achieving no passes, any pass and average points score (capped)
over the last five years.

e Divergence as a percentage from the National average for all pupils, boys
and girls for English, maths and science.

The benchmark tables enable a secondary school to make more detailed
comparisons of KS4 performance in any given year against national perfor-
mance and as against similar schools. ‘Similar’ schools are banded according
to the percentage of pupils known to be eligible for free school meals and
prior attainment at Key Stage 2 and 3.

Accompanying the PANDA report is an annexe called the National
Summary Data Report (NSDR) containing guidance and an extensive range
of information collated from inspection evidence, allowing comparisons such
as pupil-teacher ratios, unit costs and patterns of strengths and weaknesses
in schools nationally. Each package also contains activities designed to help
those looking at comparative data for the first time, providing a step-by-step
approach to each analysis. The activities also provide a list of key questions
designed to help governing bodies identify key areas for improvement.

While the PANDA report is confidential and Ofsted will not publish it
without permission, it is available to the LEA and the DfES. Schools them-
selves are free to share the information with their staft and distribute their
PANDA reports as they see appropriate.

From 2005 onwards PANDA reports were issued electronically via the
PANDA website (¢PANDA). Schools without access to the internet are able
to request a paper copy. The electronic version comes on a CD ROM and
schools can input their own data, allowing schools and governing bodies to
undertake various ‘what if” exercises and help them plan for the future.

Table 9.1 illustrates for a primary school the range of data that is held for
each individual pupil at Key Stage 2.

Getting it off PAT

The introduction of the Pupil Achievement Tracker (PAT) software has
allowed schools and LEAs to import and analyse pupil performance data
against national performance benchmarks published in the Autumn Package.
School staff can now use value-added data to compare progress of individual
pupils or groups of pupils between key stages in comparison with progress
nationally. The PAT also provides a tool specifically designed to assist schools



Table 9.1 Data table for primary school (Key Stage 2)

Background
information

Name, address and telephone number

School type/category

Age range

Charter mark (if applicable)

Total number of pupils on roll (all ages)

Total number and percentage of pupils with

statements of SEN

e Total number and percentage of pupils with SEN,
without statements

e Number of pupils on roll aged 11

Value-added mensure KS1-KS2 VA measure based on progress between
KS1 and KS2
Percentage of eligible pupils included in the VA

measure (coverage indicator)

Key Stage 2 Test vesults  ® Total number of pupils eligible for assessment under

the 2005 Key Stage 2 arrangements on roll at the
time of the tests

e Percentage of pupils in the school for the whole of
their KS2 education (mobility indicator)

e Number and percentage of pupils eligible for KS2
assessment with statements of SEN

e Number and percentage of pupils eligible for KS2
assessment with SEN, without statements

o English
— Percentage of eligible pupils achieving Level 4 or above
— Percentage of eligible pupils achieving Level 5
— Percentage of eligible pupils who were absent or
— unable to access the test

® Mathematics
— Percentage of eligible pupils achieving Level 4 or above
— Percentage of eligible pupils achieving Level 5
— Percentage of eligible pupils who were absent or

unable to access the test

Average point score o Science
— Percentage of eligible pupils achieving Level 4 or above
— Percentage of eligible pupils achieving Level 5
— Percentage of eligible pupils who were absent or
— Unable to access the test
Points allocated for each pupil’s results using
equivalences adopted in the Autumn Package
Pupils that are absent or unable to access the tests are not
included in the calculations for the average point score

Year on year ® Aggregate of the three test percentages for 2002
comparison e Aggregate of the three test percentages for 2003

o Aggregate of the three test percentages for 2004

e Aggregate of the three test percentages for 2005
Absence rates e Total number of pupils of compulsory school age on

roll for at least one session

e DPercentage of pupil sessions (half days) missed
through authorised absence

e Percentage of pupil sessions (half days) missed
through unauthorised absence
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in target setting for individual pupils, departments and the school as a whole.
The PAT uses the following national data:

National summary results and trends.
KS4 benchmark information based on KS2 prior attainment or KS3
prior attainment and on free school meals.

e Value-added data for KS2 to KS4 and KS3 to KS4.

The PAT can then generate tables which provide data at whole school level
in relation to raw scores and value-added scores correlated with percentage
of pupils eligible for free school meals, the school’s previous KS3 results, and
in relation to all schools. All tables cover mainstream, maintained schools in
England with GCSE results in 2004, and exclude independent schools,
special schools and pupil referral units (PRUs).

Value-added Graphs allow a school to evaluate its effectiveness for the
school overall and for different groups of pupils. The DfES helpfully provides
this example based on a sample class of five pupils (Table 9.2).

The inclusion of a wider range of qualifications has required the adoption of
a new scoring system, developed by the QCA. The QCA’s new scoring system
has led to significant changes to the way the average points score is calculated.
In the old system for example, a GCSE at grade G was worth 1 point; in the
new system it is worth 16 points. An A* in the old system was worth 8 points
and in the new system is worth 58 points. The new system has also reduced
the ratio between grades. Table 9.3 illustrates thee new grade points.

The data for the five pupils shown in Table 9.2 can be plotted on a line
graph as in Figure 9.1. This shows a median line to represent the ‘average’
as in the pupil sitting halfway between highest and lowest score with the two
adjacent lines representing 25 per cent (or the quartile) of scores which fall
above and the 25 per cent which fall below the median. This leaves, of course
a further 25 per cent in below all three lines — the bottom quartile,
(e.g. Aziza) and 25 per cent of pupils above all three lines in the top
quartile (e.g. Trisha).

More information is available on the Achievement and Attainment Tables
website: (www.dfes.gov.uk/performancetables) and for more details on

Table 9.2 Five exemplary pupils

Pupil Key Stage 3 Level KS$3 Capped GCSE
Average Points score

English Maths  Science points (Best 8 GCSEs)

Mick Jones 6 7 7 43 218

Trisha Baines B A A 21 226

Joshua De Souza 5 6 5 35 320

Natasha Clarke 7 6 7 43 460

Aziza Paris 5 N 4 30 124
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Table 9.3 The revised points system

Grade Points
Full GCSE Half GCSE

A* 58 29
A 52 26
B 46 23
C 40 20
D 34 17
E 28 14
F 22 11
G 16 8
U 0 0

2002 Key Stage 3—2004 GCSE capped total point score (New method) value added line
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Average 2002 key stage 3 points score

— — — Lower quartle — — Upper quartle —— Median O Pupils |

Figure 9.1 Key stage scores and the value added line.

GCSE, GNVQ and other equivalent qualifications the web link is
http: / /www.dfes.gov.uk /performancetables /nscoringsys.shtml#sc.

The Fischer Family Trust

Many schools now complement the DfES data with information from
The Fischer Family Trust. Its database which now contains performance
information on over 10 million pupils in England and Wales together with a
range of analytic tools to support self-evaluation and target setting. The
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Trust has recently contributed a range of background materials to include in
an Ofsted training CD, in due course to be made available to schools
through the Ofsted website. Called ‘Interpreting Data’, the CD focuses
upon the data analyses currently provided in the Performance and
Assessment (PANDA) report, and includes reference materials for some of
the different analyses that schools use, including those from Fischer Family
Trust. Data, support materials and much else can be downloaded from
www.fischertrust.org.

The value-added conundrum

Value-added data is somewhat of a minefield and may cover, as well as
uncover, a multitude of sins. A simple measure of value-added data for an
individual pupil shows the difference between where a pupil was at a given
point and when he or she is at a later point, for example, between KS2 and
KS3. This is simple VA based on one measure. However, Contextual Value-
Added (or CVA) takes account not only of prior attainment, but also a
number of other pupil and school characteristics associated with performance
differences that are deemed to be outside a school’s control. In other words,
trying to hold all the external variables constant assumes that one can then
get a purer measure of what the school is actually adding, so allowing a
teacher to gauge expected performance and set targets accordingly.

At school level the complexities of VA are conflated further to render a
school-level value-added score. The aggregation of pupil-related factors to add
to prior attainment include gender, ethnicity, age in year, special educational
needs (SEN), Free School Meals (FSM) and a postcode-based measure of afflu-
ence or deprivation, English as an additional language (EAL) status, mobility,
and looked after children status. The published data will show an average figure
of prior attainment plus the range or within school variation. While it may be
claimed, tenuously, that a pupil level value-added score can be put to formative
purposes, such is the complexity of the CVA primer, the justification for its use
is as an indicator for normative comparison against other schools.

Through PANDAs and PATS, CVA data is already being made available to
schools, their LAs and SIPs for SSE and improvement planning, and will
continue to be refined as the model is developed. The Government’s inten-
tion is to pilot secondary school CVA indicators (KS2—4 and KS3—4) so that
in 2006 they can be published in the Secondary Tables while piloting
primary school CVA indicators (KS1-2) in 2006 so that they can be in the
published Primary Tables in 2007.

Questions of purpose

It is apparent from these quotes that the PLASC and PANDA data serve at
least two masters. Schools willingly, or less willingly, provide vital personal
data on each of their pupils so that they themselves can be held to account



98 PLASCS, PATS, electronic PANDAS

for the performance of those pupils by their political masters, and are thereby
complicit in feeding performance tables and parental choice. At the same
time the data supplied by DfES is used to set pupil and school-level targets
and to provide a database which will inform teaching and learning. While it
may be argued that these disparate aims are not in conflict, they are not easily
reconcilable either. There is now a substantial body of opinion and evidence?
that formative and accountability data are uncomfortable bedfellows and that
indicators can pervert the cause of learning.

In fact, we can infer at least six different kinds of putative functions of
the data:

To provide data for research studies

To inform policy making

To hold schools accountable

To provide information for parental choice

To inform whole school planning and improvement strategies
To provide formative data for teachers.

The least contentious of these is for research purposes, since researchers,
at least good ones, problematise their data, raising and nullifying hypotheses
and, as often as not arriving at inconclusive findings. More contentious is
how these same data are used to inform policy-making, which eschews some
of the caveats that researchers would bring to it. Policy-makers are famously
intolerant of researchers’ equivocation, preferring the crispness of definitive
answers and ‘hard” numbers. Not unrelated to this is the third use of these
data — to hold schools to account. As has been repeatedly shown,? despite
value-added measures, it is schools in the most disadvantaged of areas that
are most likely to be called to account for underachievement. Using these
same measures as a basis for parental choice compounds the felony as it is the
most educated and motivated of parents that add value to a school, so by
their opting out of low attaining schools it perpetuates a downward spiral
from which schools find it almost impossible to escape.

The OECD’s 2004 PISA Report* concludes that many of the aspects of
educational disadvantage are not amenable to education policy and that it is
only in the longer term with a rise in the educational achievement of parents
and wider economic development that the attainment gap will be reduced.
This is not, however, simply a counsel of despair as one of main messages
from the 2004 report is that the closer policy and practice is to the individual
learner, the greater the likelihood of impact. This means teachers having a
sensitivity to students’ background, knowing where students are in their
learning, and schools identifying ways of supporting students in an internal
school climate conducive to engagement with learning, together with
external climates which sustain learning.

What schools can do is examine the wide variation in performance within
their own organisations. The OECD reports that variation in performance
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within British schools is four times greater than that between schools. Even
when social background factors are removed, variation is greater in British
schools, than in almost any other developed nation.® Tackling this has been
described by Richard Harrison, formerly of the DfES® as ‘the greatest
educational challenge of our time’ implying that it is within the power of
schools to reduce the disparity of pupils’ experience of success.

Working with a group of pilot schools NCSL is helping them investigate
ways of dealing with variation and developing new approaches to both iden-
tify and reduce it. The participants are also exploring ways of sharing their
findings with schools nationally and are developing a toolkit to support other
school leaders in tackling variation within their schools. Being aware of the
variation between the highest and lowest achieving pupils within the school
is a first step. The next and most important step is to begin to explore some
of the factors that may correlate, or begin to explain, the reasons for that
variation. For example, in one secondary school (Dartmouth Community
College) whose story is told on the NCSL website’” KS4 Heads of
Department spent considerable time analysing the previous year’s results and
trying to identify trends in pupil performance. Three key influences on
students’ GCSE grades proved to be:

Attendance: pupils who regularly attended lessons
Completion of coursework and homework: pupils who were conscien-
tious about deadlines

e  Curriculum content: Pupils who made the decision to reduce the
number of exam courses they were following and focus on core subjects.

While such findings are perhaps not greatly surprising they do offer some
evidence rather than simply guesswork and can inform both school and
classroom practice. In South Dartmoor Community College this was
only the beginning of a larger story leading to teachers identifying and
supporting students more effectively and tailoring support strategies more
appropriately.

It is also important to bear in mind that data can mislead as well as inform
and that the danger is particularly acute when there is too much data or
when data carries with it high stakes takes consequences. The counsel there-
fore is to remember that data can be seductive. It can, by weight of numbers,
carry with it an apparent authority, especially given its provenance with the
statistical offices of government. The advice for every member of school staff
is to approach the use of data with care and discernment, taking care not to
allow this plethora of data to marginalise other, equally or more important,
information or divert staff from other perhaps more critical priorities.

For more information see the DfES Achievement and Attainment Tables
website, www.dfes.gov.uk/performancetables, and Statistical Services
website, www.dfes.gov.uk /rsgateway, for further details.
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The Children Act and the ensuing publication of Every Child Matters (ECM)
promises to radically change the nature of inspection and self-evaluation. It
extends the boundaries of the school and the task of leadership, placing an
extended rvesponsibility on schools for effective linison and collnboration with
other agencies. This chapter examines the five ‘outcomes’ of ECM and their
implications for the work of schools and teachers.

Every Child Matters. It is, like any truism, hard to dispute. Yet the need to
assert it points to something that has been deeply missing in quality assur-
ance within the old relationship. Its publication is also curiously coincidental
with the American policy No Child Left Behind, the policy under the Bush
administration which has also apparently rediscovered education as a mission
to all children. Both English and American documents stem from a similar
source, that is, concern over the measured gap between the highest and
lowest achievers with the tackling of that disparity represented as the respon-
sibility of individual schools. The evidence of between school and within
school variance! is enough evidence for politicians to convince themselves
that schools can make a substantial difference and be held to account for
raised standards of performance.

Like its American counterpart Every Child Matters is not a soft-centred
liberal document but one that actually carries high stakes consequences for
schools. What it does acknowledge, however, is that achievement is a more
far-reaching notion than test scores and that schools are not solely respon-
sible for pupil outcomes. It presents the kinder face of policy-making as
pursuing a child-friendly agenda, its five key ‘outcomes’ derived from consul-
tation with young people themselves. The subtitle of the document Change
Sfor Children is an explicit acknowledgement that there is an urgent need for
a new relationship, one which reaches out to other services for children and
families. It places an extended responsibility on schools for effective liaison
and collaboration with other agencies. The following description of the
key elements of ECM requires a close reading of the vocabulary and register
of policy literature and critical appraisal of the potentially far-reaching
implications for schools as well as other services.
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The five outcomes are at the heart of the 2004 Children Act which
provides the legislative underpinning for Every Child Matters. These are:

staying healthy

enjoying and achieving

keeping safe

contributing to the community
social and economic well-being.

Every Child Matters: Change for Children sets out a national framework for
150 local programmes of change to be led by local authorities and their part-
ners along with a more detailed Outcomes Framework for Inspectorates® and
other partners ‘to inform local needs analysis and the monitoring of progress
towards priority targets and indicators’.

The National Service Framework for Childven, Younyg People and
Maternity Services (NSF) makes it the responsibility of everyone and every-
body ‘delivering services for children and young people’ to improve
outcomes whether in childcare settings, schools, health services, social care,
youth services, the police and criminal justice system, the voluntary and
community sector and cultural, or sports and play organisations.

In realising this Local Authorities have a responsibility to bring together
local partners through Children’s Trust arrangements. These have the
following essential components:

e DProfessionals enabled and encouraged to work together in more inte-
grated front-line services, built around the needs of children and young
people. This means both high-quality universal services such as early
years and childcare provision, personalised learning in schools and a
wider range of opportunities and support for young people. It also
implies effective targeted and specialist services such as services for chil-
dren with disabilities, for those looked after by local authorities, or
young people engaging in offending behaviour or substance misuse.

e Delivering more integrated services requires new ways of working. A Pay
and Workforce Strategy set out the action needed nationally and locally
to help shape and deliver the workforce of the future.

e Common processes designed to create and underpin joint working,
supported by a Common Core of skills and knowledge, a Common
Assessment Framework and improved practice in information sharing.

e A planning and commissioning framework which brings agencies and
their resources together where appropriate and ensures that key priori-
ties are identified and addressed through local needs analysis and the
development of a Children and Young People’s Plan.

e Strong inter-agency governance arrangements, in which shared owner-
ship is coupled with clear accountability, including the development of
Local Safeguarding Children Boards.
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e Regional Change Advisers and other strategic advisers based in
Government Offices with a key role in working with local authorities and
their partners to support the development of Children’s Trust arrange-
ments. The Government, working with a wide range of national partners,
provides leadership support and development. Progress is monitored and
reviewed through an improvement cycle for children’s services, including
the development of Annual Performance Assessment based on the
Outcomes Framework and Joint Area Review.

In addition to resources devoted to improving services to children and
young people, specific resources are being made available to support the
Every Child Matters programme, including £22.5 million in 2006-7 and
£63 million in 2007-8 to help local authorities implement change.

The Government is developing further ways of communicating to ensure that
everyone involved knows what ECM means for them. Working with voluntary
and community organisations to deliver change for childven and young people,
published alongside Every Child Matters sets out how the Government intends
to work with the voluntary and community sectors in delivering this agenda.

This broader encompassing agenda has implications for schools, gover-
nors, headteachers, teaching and support staff, for parents and for students.

For schools it means closer collaboration with their communities and the
agencies which serve those communities. This will mean a continuing move
towards extended schools which will become the hub for all children’s services
in each local authority, offering services such as social care, healthcare and
childcare. In Scotland, known as ‘new community schools’, these began in
2000, inspired by the American model? of ‘the full service school’. The notion
of “full’ service signals a shift from the partial service of classroom teaching to
a one-door entry that leads into the whole range of services which a family
might need. The one-door entry obviates the frustrating, time-consuming and
ultimately self-defeating process of shuttling between one agency and the next,
each conveying a weary disinterest in issues which fall outside their bailiwick.

For governors there is a statutory duty to establish a policy and procedure
for safeguarding and promoting the welfare of children, a set of responsibil-
ities which extend beyond the immediate boundaries of the school building.
Governors will have to ensure that child protection arrangements reflect
guidance issued by the Secretary of State, reviewing policies, including
health and safety, bullying and providing for children with medical needs, as
well as children with other social and emotional needs.

For headteachers the implications reach well beyond the school precincts as
heads are the first point of contact with directors of other services who need to
develop collaborative strategies at the highest level. Aspects of this liaison have
to be delegated, as heads do need to attend to the immediate business of leading
their schools. They need however to be familiar with the statutory responsibili-
ties, the professional values and the working protocols of other services. And it
is down to them to take a lead in establishing communication channels which
allow for swift and spontaneous contact as the occasion requires.



Every Child Matters? 103

For teaching and support staff there are professional development
implications, for example, information and training on child protection
issues, sensitising staff to indicators and symptoms of special needs. Staff also
need to be attuned to the work of other agencies, their professional values
and working practices and be open to challenge about their own practice.
There will be an increasing need for staff to share information and collabo-
rate with childcare professionals regarding individual pupils. The Government
argue that the changes should not increase teachers’ workloads but should
free them to teach. Where there are well-established procedures and
prescient leadership this may be the case. Without skilful management,
sound infrastructure and appropriate support the challenge for teachers and
support staff should not be underestimated.

Local authorities are the body charged with making this work. Putting the
needs of children and families first and the logic of joined up services is unar-
guable but there is not a lot of encouragement so far as to practices which
exemplify a smooth articulation and delivery of services. In Hertfordshire, one
of the first authorities to move to integrated children and family services, its
then CEO Ray Shostak used the case study of Carole and her family
(Figure 10.1) not only to bring home the absurdity of multiple and unco-ordi-
nated interventions but to highlight the nature of the mountain to be climbed.

The likelihood of any family being able to manage this nexus of relationships,
let alone a family or lone parent in disadvantaged circumstances, is slim. The
potential benefits to children and families of a one-door access become obvious
but nowhere has it yet proved quite that simple. The history of inter-agency
work is one beset with problems — differences in values, traditions and working
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Figure 10.1 Carole, her family and social /educational agencies.
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practices, territorial disputes and micropolitics* and, while the intention of
ECM is both ambitious and right, the implications for self-evaluation and
inspection are far reaching and not easily solved by rhetorical gloss.

Inspection

The grand plan is to move to an integrated inspection framework for children’s
services (including education) led by Ofsted, reporting on the range of local
authority services. These are judged separately as well as how effectively they are
working together. The Education Secretary could, in his or her wisdom, order
ajoint review of children’s services by two or more of the following watchdogs:
the Chief Inspector of Schools, the Commission for Social Care Inspection, the
Commission for Healthcare Audit and Inspection, the Audit Commission, the
Chief Inspector of Constabulary, the Chief Inspector of Probation.

The mechanism for judging how these services to children (including
schools) are working is through Joint Area Reviews (JARs). These reviews
take the place of separate inspections of councils’ education and children’s
social care services and are intended to cover the range of services provided
in the local area. Evidence from other inspections, such as in schools and
residential settings, all contribute to the overall coverage. The focus of JARs
is on how those services, both singly and in concert are working locally to
‘improve outcomes’. So, the guidelines® suggest:

e Targeted inspection activity explicitly around clear outcomes for chil-
dren, and focussed on the user, unconstrained by service boundaries.

e Inspection guided by assessment of all universal, targeted and specialist
services in so far as they relate to children.

e Arrangements made for the effective coordination of inspection activity
to prevent duplication and to reduce burdens and pressures on those
inspected.

The vision is one of agencies working with such close integration and
harmony, that in measuring a pupil’s outcomes it will be difficult to detect
where the joins are and who should take the credit. This should spell the end
for league tables, the basic flaw of which is the attempt to separate out
achievement as if it floated free of context and efficacy of public services.
Inspection of outcomes, as detailed in Figure 10.2, illustrates graphically
how problematic it is, however, to pin down both the locus of accountability
and the locus of improvement.

In analysing the effectiveness of local cooperation and integration, young
people are to be given a direct say in how the provision of services affect
them. The Framework for Inspection of Children’s Services sets out principles
as to the purpose, coverage, conduct, reporting and quality of children’s
services inspections. The principles are based on recommendations, applying
to inspection generally, contained in the report by the Office of Public
Services Reform.
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The extent to which schools enable learners to be healthy

Delete as
appropriate

understanding of employment and the economy

Learners are encouraged and enabled to eat and drink healthily Yes/No/NA
Learners are encouraged and enabled to take regular exercise Yes/No/NA
Learners are discouraged from smoking and substance abuse Yes/No/NA
Learners are educated about sexual health Yes/No/NA
The extent to which providers ensure that learners stay safe

Procedures for safeguarding learners meet current government Yes/No/NA
requirements

Risk assessment procedures and related staff training Yes/No/NA
are in place

Action is taken to reduce anti-social behaviour, such as bullying Yes/No/NA
and racism

Learners are taught about key risks and how to deal with them Yes/No/NA
The extent to which learners make a positive contribution

Learners are helped to develop stable, positive relationships Yes/No/NA
Learners, individually and collectively, participate in making Yes/No/NA
decisions that affect them

Learners are encouraged to initiate, participate in and manage Yes/No/NA
activities in school and the wider community

The extent to which schools enable learners to achieve

economic well-being

There is provision to promote learners’ basic skills Yes/No/NA
Learners have opportunities to develop enterprise skills and Yes/No/NA
work in teams

Careers education and guidance is provided to all learners in Yes/No/NA
Key Stage 3 and 4 and the sixth form

Education for all learners aged 14-19 provides an Yes/No/NA

Figure 10.2 Inspecting for improvement (2003).

Self-evaluation

In theory, Every Child Matters should not make any difference to schools in
which self-evaluation is well embedded in the day-to-day work of staft and
students. In such schools there are monitoring and evaluation procedures for
bullying and harassment, for ensuring safety and well-being, for keeping in
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Outcomes Sources of evidence Tools of inquiry

Engage in decision-making
and support the community
and environment

Engage in law-abiding
behaviour in and out of school

Develop positive relationships
and choose not to bully or
discriminate

Develop self-confidence and
successfully deal with
significant life changes and
challenges

Develop enterprising behaviour

Parents, carers and families
promote positive behaviour

Figure 10.3 Probing the evidence base: a starter for discussion.

touch with vulnerable and disaffected children and young people, together
with outreach strategies for keeping in touch with families and other local
agencies. Feedback loops allow a flow of information between home, school
and community. The tools of evaluation are in the hands of children as well
as staff, not reliant on once-in-a while surveys but employing ongoing vigi-
lance, record keeping and diarying for example.

This does not preclude more formalised data collection as the occasion
demands, a survey, a response form following an event, a snapshot spot
check administered by pupils in classrooms, playgrounds or in the wider commu-
nity. Criteria detailed in Every Child Matters may also be explicitly addressed by
using a form such as the one illustrated in Figure 10.3 as a starter for discussion
around what might constitute evidence, thinking creatively about how evidence
could be found and used to the wider benefit of students, staft and parents.

A case study

The following account written by a headteacher illustrates a partnership
approach.

Four years ago, Cardwell School was in special measures. The turning
point came when an airgun pellet came through the window of my office
during a meeting. I thought ‘either I’'m going to give up or I’m going to do
something that makes a difference’. But how? So many things were wrong.
I began a strategy that eventually formed the Cardwell wheel.
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It is a way of putting all the different elements together so that, at every
stage, learning within school is connected to the community. It has become
‘government speak’ but the reality is what you do within the school to
connect with families.

Take literacy. In Early Years, the children were coming in at a level where
they could not communicate, they did not have the language for survival, the
language for living. I sent out questionnaires to families. They were still
beating my door down but at least I was asking them what they wanted.
They wanted a one-stop shop, a place they could be proud of — which was
great, because that is how I felt.

I got Sure Start to come in with speech and language therapists. I won a
bid from DfES for two nursery nurses to work on speaking and listening with
young children. It has made a massive difference — they can manage conflict,
communicate feelings and learn independently and co-operatively. It is quite
a joy to go in there now.

Parents come in on courses. We buddy up parents who speak similar
languages (twenty-seven at last count). We have Family Liaison workers and
a family therapist. There has been a lot of hunting and gathering for money,
trying to get a whole community so that children feel school is a stable and
exciting place to be.

Opverall, it has been a success story. SATS results have gone up, our value-
added is incredibly good. I do not do exclusions. Parents and children do
French together. We have a big new nursery and in January 2006 will have
lots more things for the community.

Reading on and between the lines

A concern for safety, enjoyment, excellence and well-being were not recently
invented. These have for long been at the very core of teachers’ concerns, if
at times observed in the breach. Before the invention of ECM there were
schools using self-evaluation tools to gather information on such things as
safety, enjoyment, life skills and well-being.

As with all such manifestos, the ECM documentation requires a careful
documentary analysis, unpicking the use of terminology and phraseology,
perceiving what lies beneath the overt content and what a new school-
community relationship really means for practice. Such a critical analysis
might begin with the framing of the four key areas as ‘outcomes’. The
reasons for this are not hard to find. Within a general policy thrust
premised on outcomes, ‘processes’ would be seen as an unacceptable second
best to ‘hard’ attainment measures. Yet, patently, being healthy, staying
safe and enjoying learning are not outcomes at all but ongoing and
developmental, and intrinsic to what Jerome Bruner describes as The Process
of Education.’

Accordingly, the five ECM outcome status within the New Relationship
carries with it the implication that these aspects of children’s well-being can
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no longer be taken for granted but need on the one hand, to be subject to
measurement both by self-evaluation and by Ofsted inspection, and on the
other, to take account of the school’s widening remit to collaborate with
other services to children and young people.

The wider responsibility placed schools has also be contexualised within
government policy on workforce remodelling and what is described as
‘modern professionalism’, lying at the heart of New Labour commitment
to reforming public services. Mark Smith” writing on behalf of Infed
(a watchdog organisation on informal education) writes:

The basic concern is, on the one hand, to make those working in public
services more disposed to the implementation of government policies
(rather than what they might discern as being right for the individual,
group and community). On the other hand, there is a desire to contain
costs. The result has been an attempt to remove areas of professional
discretion (through the implementation of procedures, common assess-
ment frameworks and the like); to shift responsibility for the ‘delivery’
of key elements of education to those less expensive and less skilled prac-
titioners (the use of the word ‘delivery’ here immediately transforms
education from a process to a product); and to encourage flexible
working patterns.

The concern expressed here is about the further restrictions that policies,
however apparently well intentioned, affect those who work with children,
including teachers. Government documents and Ministerial speeches are quick
to add that the new school-community relationships will not increase teachers’
workloads. This is to miss the point as well as being largely untrue. If there
is to be a genuinely new relationship the implications must be radical. New
ways of thinking and collaborating cannot simply bypass teachers and allow
them to get on with teaching, as if teaching were some insulated activity
disconnected from learning and the multiple contexts of learning. The
inherent fallacy is that teachers are apparently expected to continue to simply
‘deliver’ the curriculum while above and around them others take care of the
strategic matters and the fallout of inclusion policies.® If schools are to be
genuinely ‘full service’ and integral to a child and family service, how can
teachers liaise with other professionals without increasing their workload?
How can inclusion policies work without some fundamental changes in
teachers’ conditions of work, expertise and professional development?
How can government attune itself more intelligently to the needs and prior-
ities of teachers and the massive implications of a paradigm shift in the nature
of school education? Time and experience on the ground will ultimately tell
if ECM is a liberating or constraining framework.

More information is available on www.everychildmatters.gov.uk, including
copies of the documents, downloadable presentations and a forward look at
forthcoming publications and consultations.
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A school always prepared for inspection, but not always preparing for inspection,
is a self-evaluating school.
(Leicestershire County Council)

The summer of 2005 saw a flurry of activity as many English headteachers spent
their summer holidays hurriedly completing the school Self Evaluation Form
(the SEF) in case of a drop-in visit by HMI. This chapter exploves different ways
in which the SEF may be used to the schools’ advantage, reitevating the Chief
Inspector’s message that the SEF is NOT self-evaluation, and that schools can
[find other ways to tell theiy own stovies.

The Self-Evaluation Form, now affectionately known as the ‘SEF’, is a critical
document in the new inspection process. While it may be an insufficient instru-
ment to capture the vibrant nature of a school’s life, getting it wrong will be
used by Ofsted as a contra-indication of good leadership and management. Its
introduction in the summer of 2005 provoked something approaching mass
hysteria as heads due for inspection hurried to meet the deadline for comple-
tion of the SEF. The advice that it was not compulsory was met with general
disbelief. A glimpse into how schools went about the task provides a trail of
clues as to a school’s culture and approach to self-evaluation.

Who did it?

My Smith on the beach with bis laptop

Mr Smith, alerted to the possibility of an Ofsted, given the last visitation four
years ago, devoted his summer holidays to filling in the SEF including a few
days on a Spanish beach. Although recognising that this was not the ideal
way to proceeds it was a pragmatic response to a potential crisis, relieving staff
of the burden immediately on their return to school, perhaps even endearing
himself to them for carrying this weight by himself. It was an onerous task
to find the evidence, sifting through mounds of documentation, minutes and
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performance management records. Although in need of a another holiday on
his return to school, Mr Smith found it a useful exercise, alerting him to just
how much he did not know and how much he did not have to hand by way
of evidence. It prompted him to think of how to put in place a more contin-
uous ongoing process of self-evaluation.

Ms Swmyth in bev office with the SLT

Ms Smyth kicked off discussion of the SEF with her senior team towards the
end of June. She arranged a series of SLT meetings to pull together the
various strands of the SEF, each member opting to gather evidence in one of
the key areas. Over a series of five weekly meetings each member brought his
or her report to be interrogated by colleagues, revised and eventually agreed
as robust enough to be incorporated in the final document. Ms Smyth took
responsibility for fine tuning the SEF and joining the dots. Having gone
through the exercise once, Ms Smyth decided that next time round this
could be devolved to departmental level, with each department going
through a similar exercise to that of the SLT, with the senior leadership team
performing the final editorial role.

Mrs Smiley in the staffroom with the whole staff

When she first became aware of the New Relationship, Mrs Smiley brought
together the whole staff and presented them with key extracts from Ofsted
and DfES documents, arranging a follow-up meeting at which they would
be asked to come having read the relevant texts, prepared to share their views
on how the school should approach the SEF task. At the next meeting she
opened up discussion on their views of self-evaluation and its links to the
SEF. They discussed how they should proceed and how responsibilities
might be divided among the staft. Over the following weeks members of staff
worked in pairs or three on aspects of the SEF to which they could
contribute, coming together as a staff to share their findings. The senior
leadership then presented the draft document to the governors for discussion,

taking final responsibility for drawing up the finished SEF.

The School Improvement Team in dialogue with
colleagues

The “SIT’, composed of a cross-section of six staff, with the task of keeping
their colleagues up-to-date on self-evaluation, saw the opportunity presented
by NRwS to review their own progress as a school with self-evaluation.
Bringing the whole staft together, the SIT organised a workshop in which
small cross-departmental groups worked together to review purposes, frame-
works, tools and products. Groups then sub-divided, each half group meeting
with another half group, this time with the role of critical friend and the task
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of interrogating their evidence base. Returning to plenary, discussion ensued
on how their disparate bodies of practice and supporting evidence could be
incorporated into a summary story for external audiences including Ofsted.
Staft as a whole found it difficult to agree on whether or not to use the SEF.
The SIT suggested, and it was agreed by the senior leadership team, that on
this occasion they would pull their findings together in the SEF and, through
what they learned from that experience, determine to be bolder in the future.

Completing the SEF proved for many heads to be a frustrating chore,
especially those who laboured over an on-line version and tackled the task
single handedly in the splendid isolation of their offices. Few who completed
it found it a satistying experience. However, it is intended not to be a form
filling exercise but a record of the school’s own ongoing self-evaluation. As
Ofsted advises!:

The existence of a SEF itself it will not demonstrate that a school has
secure methods of review and evaluation, but the quality of completion
will be a clear pointer to the effectiveness of the practices (particularly of
leadership and management) within the school. ...

Inspection with heart

In the New Relationship the SEF is ‘at the heart of the new inspection
arrangements’.? It allows inspection to be shorter, sharper and to focus on
the school’s evaluation of itself. The SEF asks schools to:

evaluate their progress against an inspection schedule;

set out the main evidence on which this evaluation is based;

identify their own strengths and weaknesses;

explain the action the school is taking to remedy the weaknesses and
develop the strengths.

The SEF template retains much of what went before in the school $4 but
now also takes into account the requirements of Every Child Matters
(Children’s Act) and its five key outcomes. Leicestershire County Council
illustrates the relationship as shown in Figure 11.1

When the inspection team draw up their report they bring together the
school’s view of itself together with their own view, justifying where those
perspectives might differ. The leadership and management section of the
inspectors’ report includes an evaluation of quality of the school’s self-eval-
uation process that led it to make its judgements in the SEF. A SEF judged
to be good or outstanding would reflect a school’s ongoing self-evaluation,
describing a process of evidence-based practice and the aspects of school and
classroom life that such a process had uncovered. When there is a rich body
of evidence to draw on the SEF can afford to be short, concise, evaluative
and evidence-based. And, adds, the Ofsted guidelines ‘honest’.
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The school demonstrates that it: Ofsted uses it to:

Knows its learners well in all
aspects of their learning

Compare the school’s
view of itself with its
own findings
Provides well for learners
From this, make judgements about
the quality of the school’s self-
evaluation and its subsequent
capacity to improve

Monitors and evaluates widely and
rigorously

Consults and communicates
with others Leading finally to a judgement
on the quality of leadership

Considers its impact and and management

plans for the future

Figure 11.1 The Leicestershire plan.

If you cannot say what you need to in about 20 pages, you are probably
describing what you do rather than analysing the impact of what you do.
Remember you are trying to convey what parents, pupils and other
stakeholders think of the school and give a succinct evaluation.

Providing a SEF that meets all the criteria of brevity, wit and honesty relies
not only on fine judgement but also political and presentational skills. It is
not surprising therefore to find consultants being brought in, or bought in,
by schools, and courses being offered by entreprencurial agencies on how to
complete the SEF. It is a task difficult to achieve, however, without a genuine
retrospective story to tell.

The nature of advice provided by consultants or bespoke courses includes
the following:

Know what is expected

As might be said to an exam candidate the first rule is — answer the set ques-
tion. In other words, there is a strategic or tactical element to getting down
the essential content and meaning. In order to ensure a clear understanding
of those expectations it is important to refer to the evaluation schedule in the
Framework for Inspecting Schools. Anticipation means putting yourself in the
shoes of the visiting team and considering ‘If you were an inspector what
questions would your SEF lead you to ask?” From their point of view
the primary questions will be ‘What does this document tell me about the
unfolding living process of self-evaluation in your school?” At least that is
what a prescient HMI would ask, and should, ask.
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Identify the key messages you want to convey

There is a subtle balance to be achieved in both answering the set question
and ensuring you get across the messages you want to convey. There is a
danger in too slavish a conformity to the formula and formulaic language.
Creativity and sincerity also need to shine through any written report.
Inspectors, like exam markers, weary of stereotypical and uninspired writing,
will see through obfuscation and lack of substance. Their advice is ‘Be
specific. Ask yourself “Have I captured what makes our school tick, what
makes it special, what makes it as it is?” > Creativity and self-confidence mean
there is latitude to depart from the script and provide some value-added of
your own.

Keep pupil outcomes to the fore

A school’s story is bound to be larger and more varied than simply
‘outcomes’. However, Ofsted guidelines make it clear that leadership, culture,
out-of-school activities and other aspects of school performance have all, as
far as possible, to be related to pupil outcomes. This is an unreasonable
demand given decades of research which are unable to demonstrate any direct
links between, for example, leadership and pupil outcomes. Like so many
other things in school life effects are mediated. For example, heads may
encourage and provide opportunities for peer observation and feedback,
leading to greater collaboration and sharing of good practice which may
increase pupil engagement and, in the long-term, pay-off in better exam
performance. What s reasonable is to provide a rationale for innovation or
shifts in policy and how this is intended to impact in the longer term on
higher levels of motivation and achievement. Too simplistic a casual inference
is liable to overclaiming and ultimately to prove counter-productive.

Keep in mind the ECM agenda

The five aspects of the ECM agenda are of key importance but at the same
time illustrate just how difficult it is to be simplistic about outcomes.
Evidence here is bound to be qualitative and may include for example, pupil
work, examples of pupil progress effectively followed through over time,
reports from parents and community partners, evidence from out-of-school
activities such as study support in the form of pupil diaries, or drawn from
the Code of Practice (see Chapter 8). These may be linked to numeric indi-
cators such as attendance at school and at out-of-school activities. This
may all too easily turn into a highly contrived exercise, however, unless
there is a prior commitment to a school ethos in which enjoyment, safety and
well-being are implicit in behaviour, relationships and language, made explicit
in the day-to-day life of classrooms and in complementary out-of-hours
learning.
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Consider the audience

In all writing the prime consideration is for the readership. Writing for
Ofsted inspectors is liable to be of a different tenor than writing for parents
or governors. Since Ofsted advice asks schools to consider ‘How you would
summarise the findings for a new governor or interested parent?’ the impli-
cation is that the SEF is tailored to that audience and Ofsted’s assessment has
to do with how well the school tells its story to those key stakeholders. This
calls for a balanced judgement with an eye on two bodies of readers.

Keep it simple

There is a fine balance to be struck in the demand to keeping language simple
and direct for a lay audience while dealing with some seminal educational
issues. Even terms such as ‘outcomes’, while endearing to Ofsted, may be oft-
putting for parents. It is important, therefore, that the SEF is not a hurried
form-filling exercise conducted by the head or senior management team, but
a document that evolves over time through consultation with parents and
governors so ensuring not only accuracy but also achieving a tone and register
that is meaningful to parents while incisive enough to speak to an HMI.

Examine the precedents

The interactive SEF website proves advice on how to complete the SEF, with
bullet point prompts to help to flesh out the response. The document A New
Relationship with Schools: Improving Performance Through Self-evaluation
gives a number of examples from schools, with accompanying commentary
on Ofsted judgements as to the adequacy of the evidence base.

Validate the evidence

The SEF calls for evidence underpinned by judgements as to what consti-
tutes evidence. It must, say the guidelines, be ‘authoritative’, ‘convincing’
and ‘verifiable’, by inspectors or other independent parties. Although
outcomes are seen to be the gold standard, changes in structures, appoint-
ment to key positions, revised forms of communication and reporting, the
nature of monitoring and systems to support newly qualified teachers are all
cited by Ofsted as examples of evidence. While these are evidence of some-
thing that has taken place and may well be verifiable they are essentially
‘input’ evidence and say nothing about what the impact of such changes has
been. As far as possible impact measures should be used, and it is vital to be
specific rather than general. However, it has to be borne in mind that
‘evidence’ is a term with wide margins of latitude and that much of what is
worthwhile is not easily verifiable. A high level of awareness and critical
attitude to the nature of ‘evidence’ required is itself testimony to the rigour
with which the school is approaching its own evaluation.
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Distinguish among types of veport writing

The guidelines advise schools to be evaluative rather than descriptive,
evidence-based rather than impressionistic or subjective. It should therefore
include the following:

Evidence: How do we know what we know?

Diagnosis. What are the key, most telling, strengths and weaknesses (or areas
for development?)

Judgement: How do we attribute meaning to the evidence and diagnosis?
Action focus: What has already been put in place and what now needs to be
addressed?

Targeting and planning: How ambitious and realistic are targets and the
planning to achieve them?

Stewardship: How effectively have we managed resources and achieved value
for money?

These can all be addressed yet still deliver an arid report. An outstanding
report should also have flair. It should bring to life, through short anecdote
and example, the vigour and creativity of pupils and teachers, allowing their
voice to come through. There is an element of artistry in painting the portrait
of a school’s vital energy combined with a hard-headed attention to the data.

Revise before submission

As with good counsel to students — always revise your work before you
submit it. Have you:

Read it through?

Made sure it is short and to the point?

Answered all of the questions?

Made your judgements clear?

Reflected stakeholders’ views?

Does it give a fair and honest picture of what the school is like?
Have you been clear about actions being taken to improve?

A global judgement, using the four Ofsted categories on overall effective-
ness is then asked for as shown in Table 11.1. This summary is referred to by
Ofsted as part of Advice and Inspection’s monitoring.

1 = Outstanding
2 = Good

3 = Satisfactory
4 = Inadequate
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Table 11.1 The SEF summary

Section Key stage
GRADE 1-4

3 Learners’ achievement and standards in their work

4 Learners’ personal development and well-being

5 Quality of teaching and learning

Quality of the curriculum and other activities

Quality of care, guidance and support
6 Effectiveness and efficiency of leadership and management
7 Overall effectiveness

Capacity to make further improvement

Improvement since the last inspection

Quality and standards in the foundation stage

The parts that make the whole

Part 1 of the SEF asks for main characteristics of learners, distinctive aims
and features of the school, contextual or other issues acting as barriers to
raising performance, additional characteristics of the school together with
main priorities that affect the context of the school’s work

Part 2 of the SEF, Views of Learners, Parents/Carers and Other
Stakeholders, gauges the range of stakeholder involvement in influencing the
direction of the school. The term ‘stakeholders’ cover a multitude of sins and
includes ‘internal’ groups such as governors, teachers, LSAs, support and
caretaking staff, office staft, pupils and parents, and ‘external’ stakeholders
such as community agencies, county councils, business partnerships and
other affiliated schools.

The invitation, or requirement, to include this range of views may set off
a flurry of activity, questionnaires and surveys in profusion. For a school that
has no such data to hand this may seem like a necessity, but it is likely to
prove counter-productive, serving short-term goals and raising expectations
without the long-term groundwork needed to create the appropriate
climate. A secondary head’s advice is worth remembering in this context —
‘Do not turn over any stone unless you are prepared to deal with what you
find under it.” A school with a strong self-evaluating culture is aware of the
views of its key stakeholders and, for the purposes of the SEF, is able to
garner selective evidence from what is already on record. Table 11.2 shows
some examples.

While the primary task of inspection teams is to evaluate the quality of the
schools’ self-evaluation, Ofsted also helpfully provides an audit grid for
schools to do this for themselves. This begins to assume the character of
Chinese boxes or wheels within wheels. It is akin to what is known as double
loop learning,? the single loop being the process of completing the SEF, the
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Teachers Pupils Governors Parents Other agencies
Deer obser- Incidence of  Reports of Feedback Surveys of
vation and bullying governor from parents’ community
impact Portfolios meetings with  evenings agencies
Evaluations  of work action points Record of Records of case
of in-service  Evaluations  Governor-led complaints, conferences
Teacher self-  of learning initiatives action taken and action
evaluations Evaluations  and impact and follow-up taken

DPeer of teaching  Records from  Parent initiatives  Evaluative
evaluations Photo governor and impact reports of
Reports on evaluations surgeries Letters from school visits
teacher-led Interviews parents

initiatives Parent postbox

comments and
suggestions

double loop as the process of returning to it at with a critical eye. Under 17
key criteria the* audit grid allows a school to review the quality of its self-
evaluation on a four-point scale from outstanding to inadequate.

Figure 11.2 suggests some of the do’s and don’ts of completing the SEF.
The do’s emphasising the need for evidence and judgement rather than
description and assertion, the don’t reminding us that ‘evidence’ can take
many and varied forms and that strategies, events, images, processes and
plans are important evidence of school culture and leadership.

In summary

Figure 11.3 illustrates the relationship among the parts when the SEF is built
from the ground up. The left-hand side of the diagram shows the ongoing
flow of self-evaluation, feeding into and feeding off the continuing dialogue.
It shapes the school profile, not as a snapshot but as a living and growing
entity. The right-hand side depicts the more formal and occasional process
of review. It is informed by self-evaluation, by meetings with the SIP, leading
into the formulation of the Single School Plan. The Single Plan and
the Profile are discrete but symbiotically related. The SEF, which sits in the
middle of the diagram, is updated from time to time as new insights emerge
from self-evaluation. These may be validated by sound evidence or held in
suspense as important but requiring further scrutiny and exploration of
sources for evidence.

During NCSL workshops on self-evaluation school leaders were asked to
consider what already existed in their schools that had never been formally
recognised as self-evaluation but were nonetheless important indicators
for them of school quality. Like Moli¢re’s Monsieur Jourdain, who was
surprised to discover he had been talking prose all his life, these school leaders



Do

Don'’t

Convey a clear picture of how well

the school is doing

Provide evidence of how you know
what you know

Show what you are doing to build

on successes and remedy weaknesses

Demonstrate impact
Interpret the evidence

Ensure contributions from a wide
range of sources
Match judgement to evidence

Try to make the links between

data sources, for example, between
quality of teaching and pupil
achievement

Link to your School Improvement Plan
Develop processes for regular updating

Assume you can only tell your story
in words and bullet points

Be intimidated by the demand for
outcome ‘evidence’

Be defensive about what remains
to be done. Show you have it in
mind and plan

Substitute quantity for quality

Make assertions without supporting
argument

Conduct hurried surveys

Expect numbers to speak for
themselves

Overclaim causal links

Be too introspective

Simply describe change

Leave it to the head or senior
leadership team

Figure 11.2 Do’s and don’ts of SEF evidence.
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Figure 11.3 The relationship of the parts to the whole.
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surprised themselves by the treasures within their own schools that they
had simply taken for granted and never considered as relevant evidence for
self-evaluation or for the SEF. In Gareth Morgan’s phraseology® they had
‘edited their understanding of reality to suit narrow purposes’. If staff, students
and parents are encouraged to keep a note of significant events, management
of critical incidents or breakthrough practices, the SEF summary document
would be enriched by a reservoir of evidence on which to draw. Like the
Boy Scouts the school can be ever prepared, taking inspection in its stride,
framing it as a welcome validation and challenge to the school’s organisational
intelligence.



12 Who needs a School
Improvement Partner?

Critical friend or Trojan
collaborator?

Is maith an scathan suil carad
A good mirror is the eye of a friend

The school improvement partner is a key element in the NRwS jigsaw. Whether
it is Justifiable to describe this vole as that of ‘critical friend’ is the focus of this
chapter. Drawing on what has been written and rveseavched about critical
[friendship a number of questions ave addvessed, most significantly for schools at
visk of ‘improvement notice’ and possible closure.

Who needs a School Improvement Partner? All schools do, says the
government, casting the SIP as an integral element of the New Relationship.
Whether this stems from a desire to support schools in their improvement
efforts or to keep a watchful eye on them is a moot point.

The Teacher Net (teachernet.gov.uk) offers the following reassuring
words based on schools’ experience of the SIP:

How would you describe the relationship with
the SIP?

I feel that it’s a very positive one. Our SIP challenges us, but he’s also
realistic and very supportive — I’ll be able to ask him to look at my self-
evaluation form when I complete it next term. I think it helps that he’s
a headteacher from a school in a rural area, as am I, so he understands
the issues affecting the school. He’s also vastly experienced.

As a government journal they would say that wouldn’t they? Anecdotal
evidence! from other heads presents a more mixed picture. It suggests that
the matching of the SIP to the needs of the school is somewhat of a lottery,
that the status of practising head is not without its drawbacks and, more
significantly, that their ambivalent role as a ‘conduit’ to government is likely
to inhibit a more genuinely open and reciprocal relationship.

The institution of the SIP draws from a fairly substantial body of evidence
that schools are more likely to improve when they enjoy external support.
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For example, Baker and associates’ compared schools which drew on
external support and those that did not, concluding that with the right kind
of support, challenge could positively effect improvement. At the same time
it opened to question the notion of the autonomous self-improving school.
As we have learned from numerous studies,® schools, like human beings,
need friends.

What ‘support’ implies is, however, open to question. Support is not some
objective fact, a simple matter of input or provision. Support is in the eye of
the beholder. It is a subjective phenomenon with an emotional connotation
of meeting one’s needs at a given period. As needs emerge, dissipate and
assume different forms over time the nature and timing of support becomes
a complex judgement.

What then is the nature of support offered by the SIP? What is his or her
role and function? What passport does she or he bring to gain legitimate
entry to the school?

SIP as critical friend*

The SIP is described in government documents® as a ‘critical professional
friend’ to the school, helping its leadership to evaluate its performance, iden-
tifying priorities for improvement, and planning effective change. The
government’s aim is for three quarters of all SIPS to be fellow headteachers,
tested, selected, trained (by the National College and contracted out to
other private agencies), appointed (by the LA) and monitored by govern-
ment through LEAs. His or her role is to ‘build the school’s capacity to
improve the attainment of pupils and to achieve other key outcomes for
pupils that bear on attainment’. The SIP acts for the school’s maintaining
authority and is authorised to approve — on behalf of the LA and DfES — the
performance targets set by the head and governing body of the school.
The guiding principles of the SIP’s work are:

e strict adherence to confidentiality;

e respect for the school’s autonomy to plan its development, starting from
the school’s self-evaluation and the needs of the community, especially
the children;

e focus on pupil achievement, and the many factors which influence it,
including the importance of pupil well-being;

e professional challenge and support, so that the headteacher feels that the
practice is improved by interaction with the SIP and there is evidence of
impact;

e cvidence-based assessment of the school’s performance and its strategies
for improving teaching and learning;

e intervention in inverse proportion to success;

e coherence, so that external agencies consistently support the school’s
normal cycles of evaluation, planning and action.
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Some of these principles characterise the work of a critical friend, most
obviously among these, respect for the school’s autonomy. There are,
however, significant differences between the SIP as described here and the
essence of a critical friend relationship.

The nature of the agenda. Typically, in a genuine critical friend relationship
the agenda is negotiated according to the needs of the school. The critical
friend is not simply passive in her role but helps to shape the agenda. By
contrast the agenda as set out above circumscribes the SIP role and explic-
itly gives central place to a focus on pupil achievement and school perfor-
mance. These words, with which few could reasonably disagree, do,
however, carry a quite specific frame of reference and denote predetermined
governmental criteria. In practice, while SIPs are likely to work to a more
flexible and responsive brief, they do have to constantly bear in mind that
they are accountable to the LEA and Government for adherence to their
prescribed remit.

The promise of confidentiality. This is either naive or ill informed. No profes-
sional working with a school can promise confidentiality because it is some-
thing they may be required to break if they discover illegal activity, for
example, evidence of abuse. In an accountability relationship such as that of
the SIP it is simply an untenable proposition. What this actually means is an
injunction to act with discretion and not talk out of turn with other schools
or other parties.

The essential contradictions. A SIP cannot respect the autonomy of the
school, establish a relationship of confidentiality while at the same time
‘intervening’ in inverse proportion to success. Being ‘authorised to approve’
performance targets together with the power of intervention is a clear
message that this in no equal partnership. Your ‘friend’, in your own best
interests of course, will report you to higher authorities if it is his or her
judgement that you are not successful.

The accountability factor

The tensions and contradictions in the SIP’s role are brought into sharper
contrast when his/her duties and lines of accountability are spelt out.®

e Discuss and assess a school’s self-evaluation and school improvement
plan against available evidence including the Ofsted report, and
comment on the effectiveness of these.

e Provide an objective review of the school’s performance data by consid-
ering its most recent national test results, trends over time, other pupil
achievement data and analysing the evidence for the school’s improvement.

e Discuss the school’s targets and priorities for the coming year, based on the
analysis of the data above, to ensure that they are ambitious but realistic.
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e Challenge the school where necessary, particularly on its capacity to
improve and whether it is focussing on the most important priorities for
improvement and development.

e Discuss a package of support and challenge for the school (provided
both by the LEA and/or external sources) and ensure that this is appro-
priately managed to give the school maximum value (particularly in the
case of complex arrangements for schools in difficulties).

e Report the outcomes of the ‘Single Conversation’ to the school’s
Governing Body, the headteacher and the school’s maintaining authority.

e Provide advice and guidance to the governing body to inform the
performance management of the headteacher.

e Contribute to the effective development of the SIPs programme.

To each according to their needs

Typically, it is advised, a SIP should devote five days to a school every year,
not all of which have to be spent at the school ‘depending on the circum-
stances of the school and the nature of its needs’. The word ‘needs’ is
another of the ambiguous terms in the government lexicon. It does not refer
to what might be called primary, or ‘felt’ needs but rather to ‘learned’ or
‘acquired’ needs. We are given something of the flavour of ‘needs’ in
Ministerial advice” which lays emphasis on targets ‘set against national prior-
ities’, ‘satisfying all monitoring requirements with accountability for pupil
outcomes’, and ‘not process measures’.

A five-day calendar

The five days, it should be noted, includes time for the SIP to advise the
school’s governing body on the performance management of the head-
teacher and the school’s performance management arrangements. Four addi-
tional days a year are earmarked for professional development and for
national, regional and local networking, and possible involvement in head-
ship appointments as decided by the LEA. A suggested calendar for the SIP’s
work is shown in Figure 12.1.

The singular conversation

The ‘single’ conversation has a number of possible meanings. The intended
meaning is of one coherent conversation rather than serving many masters
or mistresses. While not necessarily limited to one annual conversation it is a
singular conversation as the following suggested agenda reveals. The
emboldened words loom large.

How well is the school performing?

e What does the data and documentation on all pupils’ attainment,
well-being and progress say about the ambition of the school?
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Visit type When In school | Out of school Total
(preparation, days
reading, report-
writing)

Familiarisation visit* Early autumn Y Yy 1

Target setting Autumn Y A 1,

Programme of support Autumn Y Y

Head teacher’s performance Autumn Vs Yy A

management

Termly progress evaluation Spring Y Yy 3,

visits

Termly progress evaluation Summer Y Yy A

visits

Totals 23, 21, 5

Figure 12.1 A suggested calendar for the work of the SIP.

Are there significant variations and areas of underperformance within
the school?

What evidence is there that the school is addressing the range of
outcomes identified in Every Child Matters?

How well is the school helping pupils to progress to the next education
stage and beyond?

For secondary specialist/leading school

How well is the school using its specialism /leading status to improve its
own and others’ performance?

What are the key factors?

How robust is the school’s self-evaluation? Does the school regularly
measure progress in practical ways? Are there other sources of evidence
it could have used? Has the school interpreted the evidence correctly and
are its judgements sound?

How effective are the school’s core systems and policies? (pupil
assessment and target setting; CPD across the school; performance
management; behaviour; curriculum; middle management).

Is the school making the best use of its resources?
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What are the priorities and targets for improvement?

e Is the school choosing the right priorities for the next academic year?
Is the school setting its ambitions for the medium term high enough?
Is the school setting priorities and targets appropriate to achieving its
ambitions for pupils?

e  What aspects of practice could be shared with others beyond the
school so as to contribute to raising attainment and achievement more
widely?

How will the school achieve them?

e s the leadership team and are the governors choosing and effectively
implementing high-impact, sustainable strategies for improving teaching
and learning?

o s the development plan deliverable? Has the school the capacity to carry
out the plan successfully? Is it monitored and evaluated?

e  What support from outside (including National Strategies; wider
children’s services; school-to-school networks) does the school need?

How are the school’s performance management systems contributing to
raising attainment and achievement?

e Has the headteacher met the previous performance management
objectives set by the governing body?

e What would be suitable objectives for governors to set the headteacher
for next year?

e Has the school got integrated performance management and pay
policies?

What’s in the SIP kitbag?

The SIP is also required to be armed with what are described as ‘Core
Data’ which include value for money benchmarks from the DfES bench-
marking website, the latest Ofsted report and action plan and Every Child
Matters data including attendance, exclusions, local youth, crime, local
drugs/alcohol abuse, obesity etc. This is complemented by a plethora of
detail on staffing, budgets, curriculum planning, bids and tenders, reports
from Link Adviser and local authority consultant, Local Area Children
and Young People’s Plan, Local LSC data/reports, Strategic issues
aftecting the locality and much else besides. In addition, the already bulging
kitbag has a compartment for school-generated documentation such as
the SEF, the school development plan, performance management policy
and data.

All of this furnishes the single conversation which, says the guidance, will
have a common core as depicted in Figure 12.2. Given that three quarters or
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School’s self-evalution, linked How well is the school performing? Report to head teacher:
to SEF governors, local authority on

What are the key factors?
School’s development plan v - Self-evaluation

What are the key priorities and

Exceptions report to |dent|fyl targets for improvement? - Priorities and targets
areas of underperformance in
groups of pupils How will the school achieve them? - Action
Value for money comparisons - Package of support
> — . R
including engagement
Data on pupil well-being with other

schools/agencies

Recommendation on
secondary specialist school
re-designation

Advice to governing body on
head teacher performance
management and school’s
PM systems

Head teacher’s performance and
¥ school’s performance management
systems

Figure 12.2 Guidance on inputs, focus and outputs.

so of SIPS are expected to be practising headteachers the allotted five days looks
a meagre offering in return for the heavy duty requirement and responsibility
of the role.

Outputs of the single conversation

In the ‘real’ world, if such a thing exists, not all ‘conversations’ have
carefully defined outputs. This singular conversation, however, is followed
by a singular report. ‘In all cases’, it is advised,® ‘the School Improvement
Partner should follow the local authority’s standard reporting require-
ments and paperwork’. The SIP should report the main outcomes of
the single conversation to the governing body, forwarding a copy to the
local authority and the headteacher. This should include a commentary on
the quality of the school’s self-evaluation, priorities and targets in the
school development plan, progress on achieving them and a recommen-
dation about the action planned by the school, and any external support
needed.
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As the SIP is ‘independent’ of the school he or she may make a judgement
of the school different from the headteacher’s and offers independent
‘advice’ to the governing body on the headteacher’s performance manage-
ment objectives ‘informed by light touch validation of the processes’.

The documentation continually emphasises the autonomy and new
found freedoms of schools within the New Relationship. So, it is claimed,
the school is free to draw upon whatever external support it needs to achieve
its aims. This freedom comes with a major caveat. Schools assessed by the
LA or Ofsted as requiring intervention will not enjoy that luxury,
although this may ironically be the time when they most need trusted
friends. It is when a headteacher faces ‘the dark night of the soul” that he
or she is most need of a confidant or true friend with whom to share honest

doubt.

The sting is in the tail

Where a SIP has concerns about the capacity of the school to improve and
he or she cannot secure agreement on action by means of professional
dialogue with the headteacher and governors, the SIP has to alert the main-
taining authority so that early action can be taken. Triggers for concern
include:

the school not recognising significant underperformance

the school lacking the leadership capacity to improve

the school being at risk of an adverse Ofsted report

for secondary, the school being at risk of failing to be re-designated for
its specialism.

This may prompt the authority to use its statutory intervention
powers, unaltered under New Relationship. Whatever form this intervention
takes, the SIP may play a lead role in monitoring the support provided.
If monitoring is performed by any other body the SIP should be kept
informed.

Possible courses of action are set out at three levels. Level 1 may be taken
by the SIP alone, reporting concerns to the governors, alerting the main-
taining authority and advising on appropriate action. Level 2 follows on from
the SIP alert. The maintaining authority can issue a formal warning to the
school, initiate a change programme with the agreement of the school — such
as partnership or federation with other schools, change to leadership
structures, or intensive support and/or alert Ofsted to the need for an early
inspection. Level 3 follows from a formal warning. The maintaining
authority can then: withdraw the school’s delegated budget (under SSFA
1998 as amended), appoint additional governors, or apply to the Secretary
of State to replace the governing body with an interim executive board.
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Where there is an adverse Ofsted report the Education Act of 2005
identifies two categories of school causing concern:

e aschool requiring special measures, that is, one that is failing to give its
pupils an acceptable standard of education, and with leadership that does
not have the capacity to secure the necessary improvement;

e a school needing significant improvement, that is, one performing
significantly less well than might be expected.

Where a school falls into one of these two categories the SIP is expected
to initiate urgent action to address the issues identified by Ofsted whether
personally or through other agencies and ensure that the relevant informa-
tion is passed to National Strategy staff so that they can take the necessary
supporting action, agreeing with the maintaining authority who will lead
action, against clear timescales and integrated into the planning and moni-
toring systems of the school.

The maintaining authority can, with advice from the SIP, activate a range
of statutory interventions!? or non-statutory improvement strategies such as
taking back a school’s delegated budget, appointing additional governors,
appointing a new Chair of Governors, replacing the whole governing body
with an Independent Executive Board (IEB), directing the LA to appoint an
external partner to improve the school, or directing the local authority to
close a school.

From the LA’s point of view there are clearly tensions. While on the
surface, giving them greater responsibility in practice it is a further emasculation
of the LA role. It is an intermediate agency but with further limitation of
their discretionary powers. The training is done by the National College but
the managing and monitoring of the SIP is the responsibility of the LA. This
raises questions of how the relationship can be managed effectively, how the
authority is to reconcile the role of the SIP with its advisory services and ulti-
mately — What’s in it for the authority?

When is a critical friend not a friend?

There are obviously circumstances in which the SIP can act as a critical friend
because there is no conflict over the school’s progress and success. There are
also many occasions where that will not be the case. As the school has to
accept the appointed ‘friend’ (with one refusal permitted) the marriage may
be under strain from the outset. It is where the SIP moves from a friendly
role to that of critic and then to overt policing of school compliance that the
designation of “critical friend’ does not match the substantial body of writing
and research on the qualities and functions of that role.

The precepts of critical friendship shown in Figure 12.3 are taken from a
seven country international project!! in which teachers and school leaders
from seven countries identified the do’s and don’ts of critical friendship.
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A critical friend will:

e Listen/hear/observe

Learn (about the school culture and goals)

¢ Demonstrate positive regard for, and sensitivity towards the
school and its community

¢ Help to identify issues and make creative suggestions to
help the school become better at what it does

o Offer sources of evidence and/or expertise

e Work collaboratively in exploring alternative approaches

e Encourage collegiality, including the sharing of ideas
among teachers and schools

o Offer a thoughtful critical perspective on learning, culture or
leadership as appropriate

¢ Be honest, accessible, flexible, discrete, friendly, patient,
communicative and accountable to the school

Figure 12.3 The ‘do’s of critical friendship.

These qualities and working patterns do not at first sight appear in conflict
with the following list of person specifications of the SIP as detailed in the
guidelines, although an astute reader may pick up some differences in
language and tone in the following:

e Highly motivated, enthusiastic, strategic leader

¢ Open minded, active listener

e Able to cope with challenge and conflict

e Creative in problem solving

e Credible; commands respect in a wide range of circumstances

e Able to ask probing, challenging questions and use influencing skills
effectively

e Persuasive communicator, articulate in speech and on paper

e Able to give accurate feedback

e  Able to receive and act on feedback about own performance

e Keen to keep learning.

It is when we come to the counterfoil suggested by the seven country
participants of the Leadership for Learning Project that the differences
become sharply defined. Asked to define what the critical friend should NOT
do, the group (in fact a large group of 80) came up with the list shown in
Figure 12.4.

Contrast these with the following taken from the person specification of
the SIP:

e Makes reliable, independent judgements about performance and
potential.
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The critical friend will not:

Assume a directive role

Offer solutions to problems, or provide ‘quick fixes’
Rush to judgement, make assumptions or judge without
substantial evidence

Pretend to know the school better than those in the
school

Have hidden agendas

Impose agendas of his/her own

Undermine the authority of others

Use school data without consent

Compare invidiously with other schools

e Cause problems

Figure 12.4 The ‘don’ts of critical friendship.

e  Consistent in assessment of managers’ capability to deliver improvement
and evaluate impact of actions.

e Applies rigorous analysis to form soundly based judgements.

e  Takes people to their limits, but not beyond, and has expectations that
are aspirational, yet realistic.

e Pursues challenging questions, probes explanations of root causes and
apparent inconsistencies, and identifies key issues.
Rigorous; not satisfied until all angles are investigated.
Explains how judgements were made and justifies them in the face of
opposition.

What is immediately striking about these items is the tenor of the
language. It is tough and uncompromising. It is ‘rigorous’, ‘probing’,
‘pursuing’, ‘performance-orientated’, ‘taking’ people to their limits. There is
nothing conditional, tentative or negotiated about the SIP’s judgements.
They are ‘reliable’ and ‘consistent’, justifying their judgements in the face of
opposition. From these descriptors they might well be Ofsted inspectors.

It might be countered that critical friends as defined within the academic
literature are simply too soft-centred to achieve the cutting edge critique and
serious challenge that schools need if they are to improve. Critical friendship
is not, of course, the only form of support that a school can appeal to. Schools
increasingly use mentors and coaches who fulfil quite different functions and
there are times when a school may need a strong directive intervention. What
is important to recognise is the distinction among these different roles, where
they are more or less apposite and when they are actually in conflict. The flaw
in the construction of the SIP is the essential dishonesty of the ‘package’. The
roles of adviser, friend, supporter, confidante as well as judge and executioner
cannot be reconciled when actually put to the test. There will be many
circumstances in which those tensions are not made apparent or tested and
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where there is a harmonious and productive relationship between head
and SIP, but there will be other occasions in which the tensions in the role are
exposed and brought unhappily to the surface. It is in these circumstances
that the dark night of the soul is not simply the province of the headteacher
but the SIP whose friendship is given a moral test.

An abundance of qualities

Figure 12.5 presents a list of qualities'? that might be expected of a critical
friend. It is a formidable and quite daunting list, setting standards that might
be taken more as developmental aspirations than a summative checklist.
These could be used by critical friends as a basis for self-evaluation and for
their own personal development. School colleagues could use them to
inform their awareness of the potential of critical friendship, and to help
shape the particular combination of essential and desirable characteristics
they should seek in a critical friend for a specific project or purpose.

As with any competences list considerable caution needs to be exercised.
Words mean different things to different people. Some characteristics are
casier to observe and assess than others and can therefore be given undue

Roles Behaviours Qualities Skills
Facilitator Listens Respect Interpersonal skills
Supporter Questions Empathy Group work skills
Critic Reflects Genuineness Listening
Challenger Feeds back Confidence Observing
Motivator Summarises Optimism Questioning
Adviser Challenges Sensitivity Managing conflict
Catalyst Motivates Insight Team building
Networker Reassures Thoughtfulness Collaboration
Listener Commitment Technical skills
Participant Self-effacement Data analysis,
Role model Self-sufficiency interpretation and
Enabler Resilience synthesis
Disseminator Courage Managing change
Monitor and Diplomacy
evaluator Impartiality

Initiative

Reflective

Self-critical

Flexible

Resourceful

Tolerant of

ambiguity

Figure 12.5 Roles behaviours, qualities and skills of the critical friend.
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prominence. Listing many discrete points can lead to an atomistic approach
which is not helpful to the critical friends themselves, to those who support
their development, or those who seek to work with them. It is when the
focus is on the activity, the texture and testing of the relationship, the give
and take, and the process of knowledge creation that we come to understand
what critical friendship really means.

The NAEIAC framework

The list of qualities for Educational Improvement Officers (EIPs) provides
an interesting contrast to the profile of the SIP. In autumn of 2005 the
National Association of Educational Inspectors, Advisers and Consultants
(NAEIAC) produced their own framework describing the skills and abilities
required to undertake the role of an education inspector/adviser/consul-
tant. Its six key dimensions are:

Developing self and others

Professional leadership to build capacity
Accountability — evaluating practice
Promoting learning

Working with and developing organisations
Developing and sustaining partnerships

QN UL W N~

The language used in all of these areas emphasises partnership, support,
listening and understanding, building capacity, challenging appropriately, all
of this ‘underpinned by a strong belief in the ethical purpose of advancing
effective learning’.3

The documents provide a useful contrast with SEF guidelines, and while
it suffers from lists of bullet points which do not make compelling reading,
it does offer a starting point for discussion among a school staff, helping to
reflect on what is important to them, the kind of person they should look
for as a critical friend and providing a framework of values and priorities for
evaluating the work of their SIP.

A useful source on the role of the critical friends is Critical Friendship,
InFORM. October 2003, Number 3, Sue Swafficld with a contribution
from John Jones. (available from jg323@cam.ac.uk) This 7-page summary
provides a useful introduction to the issues and provides a helpful bibliography
on previous research.
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The connoisseur’s guide

Google and other companion search engines can alone furnish a school with all
it needs to know about inspection and self-evaluation. Without a discvimi-
nating set of guidelines, however, it can be a frustrating and tedious business.
This chapter offers a guide to some of the most useful souvces and suggests some
questions that need to be addressed in the process.

To google or not to google. That is the question. It seems to be less and less
of a question as Google is now the search engine of choice and has become
a vocabulary word in its own right. How Google manages to find just what
you are looking for in microseconds remains for most people a complete
mystery. You might ask Google to disclose something of its inner secrets by
entering how Google works into the search engine. This will give you an
extended narrative of Pigeon Rank technology, from which the following is
a short extract.

By collecting flocks of pigeons in dense clusters, Google is able to process
search queries at speeds superior to traditional search engines, which typically
rely on birds of prey, brooding hens or slow-moving waterfowl to do their
relevance rankings. When a search query is submitted to Google, it is routed
to a data coop where monitors flash result pages at blazing speeds. When a
relevant result is observed by one of the pigeons in the cluster, it strikes a
rubber-coated steel bar with its beak, which assigns the page a PigeonRank
value of one. For each peck, the PigeonRank increases. Those pages receiving
the most pecks are returned at the top of the user’s results page with the other
results displayed in pecking order.
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Beneath this tongue-in-cheek description is an essential element of truth
which is the PageRank system which scans or ‘crawls’ through an index to find
the most cited document corresponding best to people’s subjective idea of
importance. Google assesses a page’s importance by the number of ‘votes’ it has
received from other sites but does not take this at face value. It also analyses the
page that casts that vote. Votes cast by pages that are themselves important
weigh more heavily than less important pages. So the results of your search are
liable to find you, in 0.12 seconds, a preferred order in what you are looking for.

Finding the key word

The key of searching effectively is to find the right words and combination
of words. Self-evaluation is a possible starting point. At the time of writing
this generated over 14 million hits while self-evaluation (hyphenated)
produced under a million. As ought to be expected with a PageRank system
these become progressively less and less useful as you proceed beyond the
first half a dozen pages.

Self evaluation (unhyphenated) leads you immediately to some unex-
pected and sometimes exotic sites. One of the first things you will find is the
ADA checklist for hotels and motels. This may not be exactly what you are
looking for but makes diversionary and interesting reading nonetheless.

The self-evaluation begins by identifying barriers to effective communica-
tion within each function of your hotel; determine how the communication
barriers are currently being addressed, if at all, and then identify the range
of solutions available which will eliminate or minimize these barriers to
communication. Is your current response adequate, or must you do more?
Which solutions are effective, least expensive, or easiest to implement?

Equally fascinating is Kevin Grold’s self-evaluation scale — for adults only.
(http:/ /www.1-800-therapist.com/ses_ver_2_4.htm). It offers a checklist
for evaluating your current state of health and well-being Figure 13.1.

These two examples illustrate something important about the net. One,
the importance of refining the research term, two, the ability to get lost in
fascinating but often irrelevant sites, three, the potential for learning some-
thing which has little to do with your initial intention but may provide an
unexpected insight.

Self-review and school self-review produce a similar plethora of results as
do self-assessment and school self-assessment.

Self-assessment

Self-assessment is North American terminology and will direct you to a wide
range of American sites, some of which may be useful but also very time
consuming to peruse. Confusingly there are British examples under this
heading as well. One of the most useful sources under this heading is the
NAHT 2005 publication Making Self-assessment veally work. It is intended to
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1. How has your mood been lately as compared to your normal state?

oGl T Gnnt0] SELECT 7

unhappy ......ccceeeees average ............. very happy

2. How is your sleep pattern?

QSN N S T S Sy S S-S T ) [~

don't sleep well ................ no problem sleeping

Figure 13.1 ChecKklist for evaluating current state of health and well-being.

ensure ‘that the self-assessment process and report helps put good school lead-
ership back in the driving seat’; encouraging schools to use self-assessment to
become increasingly ‘self-directed’, ensuring a school-based ‘user friendly’
approach. It is designed to inform the Ofsted SEF with guidance on how to
use the self-assessment report as the basis of the ‘single conversation’.

Also under self-assessment, Tameside local authority has a website which
draws on the Business Excellence Model with a suggested framework for
how assessment of the school’s strengths and weaknesses can be imple-
mented. It is a useful example of the confusion over what constitutes
evidence. The website home page contains these words on its home page.
‘Self-assessment should be based on facts not individual perceptions’.

What constitutes facts and what constitutes perceptions is not made clear
but the following sentences only serve to confuse rather than enlighten:

By inviting a group of staff to reflect on where their school has areas of
strength and areas for improvement, an honest analysis of the school can
be produced by the people who know the school intimately. The
product of a self-assessment usually takes the form of a detailed report
identifying strengths and areas for improvement.

This illustrates some of the inherent weaknesses of models such as the one
advocated here. It is premised on staft judgements. It assumes a particular
validity for those who know the school intimately. It appears to equate an
‘honest analysis’ with ‘fact’.

Self-review

A search under self-review leads to a large number of New Zealand sites since
self-review is the term used in that country for a well-developed system which
may repay a virtual visit. Under the generic heading of school self-review you will
also find a number of English LA schemata. Some, such as Norfolk’s, are for
access by headteachers within the LA and take the form of on-line completion
of a database. Others give access to local authority guidelines such as, for
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example that developed by Rochdale’s School Improvement Service. This
framework uses self-evaluation alongside self-review, making a distinction
between them — self-review referring to data collection, self-evaluation referring
to judgement made on the basis of evidence. Self-evaluation is ‘characterised by
openness and consultation and is a regular part of the school’s working life.’
(http:/ /www.rochdale.gov.uk /docs/education /sse.pdf).

This same theme is echoed in the Archdiocese of Westminster site which
states:

Self-evaluation is a continuing process of review, celebration and plan-
ning for improvement. It is not a one-off process leading to inspection
but a continuous way of working to help us see more clearly and engage
more deeply with the essence of the Church’s mission to education. It is
a whole community task.

While the reference here is specifically to a Catholic set of values, most of
the statements which staff are asked to consider have much wider application
and are framed not as summative or definitive measures but ‘to encourage
conversation and further reflection’ on mission and purpose (http://
www.westminsterdiocese.org.uk /redept/Secondary%20Catholic%20Life.
doc). A number of sites take a specific focus on self-review. These include
Portsmouth’s Race Equality/Cultural Diversity performance criteria which
have been developed in conjunction with headteachers and the Ethnic
Minority Achievement Service in Portsmouth. These were developed in order
‘to offer something which goes beyond the “tick box” format’ and gives to
schools a way of assessing their progress and quality of race equality provision
in relation to a set of agreed criteria. (www.blss.portsmouth.sch.uk/emtag/
selfR_ requ.shtm).

Another more specialist offering is Nottingham LA’s website with a suite
of tools for reviewing special needs and inclusion and containing sets of ques-
tionnaires which evaluate barriers to inclusion, staff attitudes to policy and SEN
training, and the role of the governing body. (www.nottinghamschools.co.
uk/eduweb/Department/department-template).

The Merseyside SEN Partnership brings together work from eight LEAs
in the North West Group and its website gives access to two publications
Benchmarking Special Educational Needs in the North West and Merseyside
and Self-Evaluation Materials. These give a flavour of the range of work and
interests being pursued by the Partnership. (http://www.merseysen.org.uk/
pages/viewpage.aspruniqid=727).

The Doncaster local authority site includes instruments for reviewing
behaviour, harassment, bullying, attendance, punctuality, and staft develop-
ment in relation to these areas. There is accompanying guidance on coping
with severe behavioural difficulties. (www.doncaster.gov.uk/Images/

School%208Self%20Review%20(BSP6)_tcm2-19705.pdf).
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While these sites contain a mix of self-review and self-evaluation guidelines,
the predominant emphasis is on rendering judgements at whole school level
as to quality and effectiveness. Despite disclaimers that review is a prepara-
tion for inspection, and in spite of advocacy of ongoing self-evaluation, these
sites do not illustrate tools of self-evaluation which might lend themselves to
day-to-day use, nor do these guidelines suggest how a truly embedded
approach would work.

School self-evaluation

A search under this title provides an array of LA sites, most of which tend to
be structured around preparation of the SEF. The Hertfordshire site is a
good example of one whose templates are helpful in taking you systemati-
cally through the SEF, in particular suggesting the kind of evidence that
could be gathered from stakeholders. Leicestershire also offers a very
comprehensive approach to the SEF, working through each of the sections,
offering advice on the actions and on the actions needing to be taken prior
to writing up commentaries and arriving at final grades.

Essex local authority has developed a School Self-Evaluation
Tracker (SSET), a software package designed to ‘help schools through the
self-evaluation maze’. It uses a ‘Smart Chart’ to give users an instant graph-
ical view of areas of strength and areas of improvement within the school.
Statements on the planner are colour coded to allow schools to identify areas
of strength and areas of improvement and to add comments to specific
judgements and electronic forms of evidence to support their judgements,
such as Word files, pictures and sound files. SSET also produces the
‘Summary Profile’; (an Essex document that allows a focussed discussion
between the School Development Adviser and the School). Action Plans can
then be created from the priorities for improvement and printed to be shared
with staff members. (http://targettracker.org/products/SSET/).

The Becta matrix

The Becta matrix is an example of an on-line tool to support self-evaluation
and action planning. Developed by NCSL and Becta it allows schools to
review their current position against a set of statements arranged on a six-
stage continuum from ‘not yet decided’ to ‘embedded’ and ‘innovative’. As
shown below the user can click on an example for a practical illustration of
that criterion in action. Schools are also invited to submit their own exem-
plars. An action plan is generated automatically based on the responses
entered, together with support and guidance.

Once registered, the matrix saves the user’s work and allows them to edit
it according to their individual needs. The example below is from the
Learning and Skills sub-section (Figure 13.2).



138  Googling around

®

Not yet decided

O Learner access to e-learning is limited to external
Internet sites. E-learning material is not specifically linked
or recommended to learners.

Some e-learning resources are available within the
college network. Plans are in place to extend access to
curriculum content and to increase delivery through
e-learning.

Localised

Co-ordinated O

Web pages for learners, with links to both internal and
web based e-learning resource areas, are set up or
planned in most programme and subject areas. Flexible
delivery targeting the community and workplace learners
is being piloted.

Transformative O

Subject and course based websites link to a wide range of
e-learning materials and resources including external
purchases. Web based curriculum materials are
referenced and indexed within a formal intranet or
Learning Platform / VLE structure.

Embedded O

E-learning resources form part of a blended learning
delivery strategy across the curriculum for local and
distance learner target groups. Teaching staff take an
active role in content management and review.

’ Innovative O

Figure 13.2 The BECTA matrix, learning and skills.

Source: The matrix can be accessed via: http://matrix.becta.org.uk

Self-evaluation and organic planning

Cambridge Education

Cambridge Education (formerly Cambridge Education Associates) has
developed an on-line self-evaluation and school improvement framework which
allows schools to draw together everything into a single system including school
development plans, literacy/maths action plans, self-evaluation and an attached
evidence base. Staff are able to access all the material from the desktop, creating
‘organic’ plans that grow and evolve in time. The process is also designed to
encourage ‘distributive leadership’ because any member of staff from a support
assistant to the headteacher may log on to, and make their own contribution
to, self-evaluation and to the school improvement plan. With their own log-in
password they can update their own personal actions and responsibilities. The
‘evidence library’ allows documentation to be uploaded and stored against the
School Improvement Plan which can be printed out or exported to Word and
PDE. Likewise, the Ofsted self-evaluation form can be printed automatically,
‘perfect for the new 48-hour notice inspections’.
Accessed through Schoolcentre.net.

Transforming Learning. The Hay Group

Transforming Learning is a professional development service for teachers,
team leaders and headteachers delivered through the Internet. The Hay
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Group worked with schools and authorities to develop a private password-
protected account through which relevant school staff could access an instru-
ment which would help them evaluate aspects of the school and classroom
environment. It provides teachers and headteachers with feedback from
colleagues and pupils on:

The motivational climate teachers create in their class
The climate team leaders create in their teams
The context for school improvement that headteachers create in their
schools.

e The leadership styles demonstrated by headteachers and their leadership
teams.

Together with feedback it offers tailored advice, development guidance
and action planning.

At classroom level teachers can nominate pupils to evaluate classroom
climate on nine dimensions which have been correlated by Hay-McBer
research with more effective pupil learning. Using symbols as well as written
text children as young as seven are able to use the on-line tool to rate their
classrooms on these nine dimensions. The system analyses their answers and
provides feedback to the teacher. The instrument may be used privately by
teachers as an opportunity for individual development or as part of a
planned, targeted approach to raising standards by collating anonymous,
aggregate data on classroom climate across the school. The schema is
based on research by Hay-McBer into teacher, team leader and headteacher
effectiveness.

Transforming Learning www.haygroup.co.uk/Expertise/downloads
Teacher effectiveness can be found on: http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/
educationoverview /briefing /strategyarchive /modelofteachereffectiveness/.

The European School Self-evaluation framework

The Standing International Conference of Inspectors brings together inspec-
tors from all over Europe to try to agree some common approaches to
inspection and self-evaluation. The European School Self-evaluation (ESSE)
framework is intended to guide inspectors or external agents visiting a school
in which self-evaluation has recently been implemented. The main purpose
of the ESSE framework is to enable the collection of evidence and the forma-
tion of judgements about the effectiveness of the process of self-evaluation
within schools and of the effectiveness of the external support provided by
countries/regions to school self-evaluation. Although the framework focuses
on the effectiveness of self-evaluation, rather than self-evaluation itself, the
documentation is used by schools in Europe in conducting self-evaluation,
in particular with reference to Part 2 which sets out the quality indicators.
The framework can be accessed at http://sici.org.uk /ESSE/.
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School self-review: emotional needs, achieving,
behaving and learning in education

An example of a model specifically for special schools or special needs is
offered by the organisation ENABLE (standing for Emotional Needs,
Achieving, Behaving and Learning in Education). It provides guidance on
review of school life against a check list of good practice. Seven aspects of
good practice are identified with accompanying indicators.

The forms provided can be used to carry out an audit of current provision,
generate discussion, and begin the process of self-evaluation and/or record
progress in school improvement. They can be used to support managers and
staff to identify areas for development. As such, they can support schools to
focus on improving the provision for emotional and social development
within their development planning process.
(http://www.enable-online.com/program /school_self-review.htm)

Self evaluation for extended schools

ContinYon is a charitable organisation established in 2003 bringing together
Education Extra and the Community Education Development Council
(CEDQ). Its focus is on learning opportunities complementary to school as
in study support and community programmes. Its primary aims are to tackle
inequality and build social inclusion and offering opportunities to people
who have gained the least from formal education and training.

ContinYou has developed an audit toolkit titled ‘How are we doing?
A self-evaluation toolkit for extended schools’. It is designed to encourage
the involvement of headteachers, governors, parents, students, and partner
agencies, in self-evaluation. Alongside the audit toolkit, an action plan has
been developed to enable each school to move to the next point on the
continuum, offering to schools a structured way to collect into a portfolio all
their practice and how to demonstrate evidence of their progress towards
becoming extended schools. The portfolio is intended to complement the
new Ofsted self-assessment framework (www.continyou.org.uk).

The Scottish model: how good is our school?
self-evaluation using performance indicators

Scotland moved to self-evaluation in 1991 and since then has been progres-
sively refining and slimming down the approach in response to feedback
from teachers. How Good is Our School?, revised for the third time in 2005,
describes how HMI evaluate the quality of provision in schools and provides
a framework for schools to evaluate themselves. Seven Key Areas are outlined
with a cluster of indicators under each of these themes.

HGIOS, as it is widely referred to in Scotland, has been used widely in schools
in England and been translated into a number of other languages, in German for
example, Wie gut is unsere Schule? The pdf version can be accessed at: (www.scot-
land.gov.uk /deleted /hmie /schoolsfolder/SchoolsFolder/ HGIOS.pdf).
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Investors in People

The Investors in People Standard is a business improvement tool ‘designed
to advance an organisation’s performance through its people’. It has
been both applied and adapted for use in schools and many of them have
been evaluated and hallmarked with the IIP award. Step by step, it is
designed as a flexible framework, which a school can adapt for its own
requirements, mirroring the business planning cycle of plan, do, review.

The website at iip.co.uk gives access to The Standard Overview.pdf.

Other similar models widely used in business, and now in some schools,
are as follows.

Charter Mark

The Charter Mark is the Government’s national standard for excellence in
customer service. Like Investors in People it gives a registered certification
hallmark. It differs in orientation from IIP by being directed to external,
rather than internal, quality of care. The Charter Mark Team, part of the
Prime Minister’s Office for Public Services Reform, describes itself as both a
self-evaluation tool as well as external validation of the quality of public
service. Organisations that undertake the formal assessment process are inde-
pendently evaluated and assessed by one of four accredited Assessment
Bodies.

IS0 9000

ISO 9000 is the generic name given to the family of standards for Quality
Management Systems or QMS. As with Charter Mark and IIP its focus is on
customers. The current set of standards, revised in 2000, suggest a core set
of eight quality management principles around which the quality of an
organisation, or a school, may be evaluated. While relatively uncommon in
the school sector they suggest criteria which apply specifically to leadership
and management.

The European Business Excellence model

The European Foundation for Quality Management’s (EFQM) ‘Business
Excellence” model, sometimes known as the European Quality Award was
developed in the early 1990s and adopted for use in the United Kingdom in
1992. Its three central planks are leadership, processes and key performance
outcomes. The model while broadly applicable to a school context is heavily
biased to customer satisfaction.

Other Commercial models include:

Cocentra, with ‘a distinctive focus on evaluating the school’s organisational
culture’, ‘in-depth evaluation’ of teaching and learning and includes a
teacher self-review protocol. It promises ‘the transformation of organisational
values and systems’.
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Tricostar offers ‘an interactive, on-line self-evaluation package designed
specifically for education’ is based directly on OFSTED criteria.

Serco learning offers a school self-review tool designed to help measure the
effectiveness of the organisation through Ofsted or self-defined frameworks.

Angel Solutions self-assessment portal can be used to help a school gain
insight into the probable outcome of their next inspection.

Mentus has a “Verifier’ tool which takes users through the process and
produces an on-line SEF, emphasising this as a journey of enquiry and
discovery rather than simply as an end point.

Spending time and money wisely

There is possibly little to choose among commercial websites but all cost
money and promise a saving in time. A distinguishing feature would be
whether they simply offer a quick and dirty way to complete the SEF to the
satisfaction of inspectors or whether what they offer is really a developmental
tool to help staff and students to explore their practice more critically and
creatively. Overemphasis on the SEF and Ofsted should be a disincentive.

In judging the value and appropriateness of the various frameworks and
tools on offer it is important to:

e look at the date on the website — if there is one — to determine how
current the framework is;

e consider who is seen as the potential user(s) and the underlying premise
as to who is involved in self-evaluation;
evaluate how user-friendly and easily navigable it is;
consider whether it has formative rather than simply summative potential;
consider its relevance to the New Relationship in its wider aspects
including ECM;

e assess its fitness for purpose — how adaptable is it to the need and stage
of development of the school?

e cxamine the costs and possibly hidden costs;

e consult other satistied or dissatisfied users.

And as a final postscript Google search will also find you this: “You utterly
useless piece of yak dung. You bungling, clueless, incompetent fool. You
absolutely pathetic, hopelessly inept apology for a human being.” ‘You...’

Oops! Sorry about that, but I have just been standing in front of a mirror
practising once more my latest techniques of self-evaluation or, as I intend
to call it in future, ‘autocritology’, a new science I have just copyrighted
(patent, jargonisation and accompanying bullshit pending). Ted Wragg
Inspection is on critical list. TES 05 March 2004.

(www.tes.co.uk/section/story/?section=Archive&sub_section=News+
%26-+opinion&story_id=391857&Type=0).
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If you want people to change how people think give them a tool, the use of
which will lead them to think differently.
(Buckminster Fuller!)

This chapter categories the tools of self-evaluation under context and fitness for
purpose, potential advantages and potential disndvantages. It illustrates these
with a number of tools at classroom, school and community levels.

Giving people tools to use changes their behaviour and shapes their thinking.
The SEF and its predecessors have powerfully influenced the behaviour of
school leaders. In some cases it has been a dutiful and strategic response to
the demands of Ofsted, unaccompanied by a deeper change of heart. In
other cases the SEF has been instrumental in helping school leaders think
about issues of quality, effectiveness and the nature of evidence but, in the
process, embracing this as self-evaluation. It is timely for heads and teachers
to be reminded that the SEF is not self-evaluation and that there exist
different kinds of tools which, in the hands of teachers and students, offer
different lenses through which to view the world, and focus thinking in
new directions.

Self-evaluation, the prevalent and recurring theme of this book, is what
happens in the day-to-day work of schools and classrooms. It happens most
of the time spontaneously and intuitively. It is embedded in the
teacher—pupil relationship and in the daily discourse of the staffroom. It takes
place at the photocopier and in the administration and management offices.
It is implicit in the work that teachers take home with them and in the plan-
ning and preparation for the next lesson. The informal and unrecorded
nature of this should not diminish its importance because self-evaluation
is the process of making meaning of everyday experience with a view to
maintenance and improvement.

Tools come into their own when they help to focus attention and lend a
sharper edge to what is seen and heard. The right tools can help to spot
the learning moment or the leadership moment. The right tools can help
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to make thinking visible and transferable. The right tools can help to
perceive leadership in the mundane and see the extraordinary in the ordinary.
The day-to-day tools of self-evaluation must, however, meet a number of
criteria if teachers, pupils or other people are going to use them. They have
to be:

Economical - simple and easy to use

Informative — telling you something new

Formative — offering options as to where to go next

Adaptable — able to be used flexibly and accommodated to pupil, class
or school needs

e  Convivial — creating a sense of enjoyment, purpose and challenge.

The tools of self-evaluation have multiple contexts of use and multiple
users. This may be portrayed diagrammatically as a rippling out in concen-
tric circles from the central focus on the pupil both as subject and user of selt-
evaluation tools, to the next circle of the classroom where users may be
pupils and teachers or other invited visitors, to the middle management or
departmental level and then the whole school. Moving beyond the school
walls, parents, communities and other agencies may all be the subject and
users of self-evaluation tools and with the advent of Every Child Matters this
has now assumed a higher and more urgent profile (Figure 14.1).

The inner circle

At the centre of the concentric circles is the individual pupil. He or she is the
primary locus of evaluation and is the source of a growing amount of data.
As discussed in Chapter 9, PLASCS, PANDAS and PATs track and docu-
ment every aspect of a pupil’s behaviour that is in any way measurable. While
this mountain of data may be justified as in the interest of the individual it

Whole school

—
Middle management
Other

agencies

Parents

. >
community

Classroom

Figure 14.1 Circle of influence.
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also treats the pupil as a proxy indicator of school effectiveness and as such
may neither have a formative value nor focus on those things which are about
learning and growth. Although it is possible for this form of data to be
generated and used by the pupil himself or herself, in practice, the data
collected tends to be about, not for, the pupil and collected on his or her
behalf by adults and by the faceless demands of the ‘system’.

Convivial tools are those which help children and young people think
about their learning, to reflect on where, how and with whom they learn best
and to extend their repertoire of learning habits and skills. Convivial tools
help pupils to identify the factors which help and hinder progress and equip
them to assume responsibility for their own learning. They enable children
and young people not only to be knowledgeable about their own learning
preferences but also equip them to extend their learning repertoire. They
help learners to critically appraise the conditions which support effective
learning including the quality of teaching.

Jones? and colleagues’ description of student engagement provide a set of
criteria by which to evaluate the process and progress of learning.

In engaged learning settings, students are responsible for their own
learning; they take charge and are self-regulated. They define learning
goals and problems that are meaningful to them; have a big picture of
how specific activities relate to those goals; develop standards of excel-
lence; and evaluate how well they have achieved their goals. They have
alternative routes or strategies for attaining goals and some strategies for
correcting errors and redirecting themselves when their plans do not
work. They know their own strengths and weaknesses and know how to
deal with them productively and constructively. Engaged learners are
also able to shape and manage change.

Learners do not achieve that level of engagement, however, without the
requisite tools or ways of scaffolding their approach to an issue or problem.
Tools may take a very simple form such as a set of guiding questions which
come to be used routinely and eventually internalised, for example:

What do I do when I do not understand something?

What have I done successfully in the past when faced with a problem?
How could I think differently about this?

Do I look for help or persist in trying to solve the problem?

Who do I look to for help?

How much do I help other people when they are stuck?

What have I noticed about my learning?

These are essentially learning how to learn questions. Because they probe
not what has been learned but the longer term, more deeply embedded
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process of learning itself. Other examples which meet the five criteria
suggested above are:

Traffic lights

Traffic lights is perhaps the most economical and simple to use of all tools.
It invites pupils to reflect on the current state of their learning in relation to
a particular task or activity. If they feel confident that they understand a given
piece of work, they use a green indicator. If they are not quite sure of their
understanding they use amber. If they are uncertain or confused they use a
red indicator. These could take the form of a coloured circle on card held up
at a given moment during a teaching sequence, a coloured sticker on the
corner of the desk as a less public signal to the teacher or to one’s peers.
The traffic lights are used not as a summative assessment tool but as self-
reflection on one’s own learning, perhaps as an expression of a learner’s
confidence in their learning. Their formative purpose is for the pupil to think
through what they need to do to move from red or amber to green, perhaps
with the help of their green light peers. An even simpler version of the traffic
light is the thumbs up, thumbs down or thumbs sideways.

The basic concept of the traffic lights can be extended to other contexts
and uses. It may be used to feed back to the teachers on the high and low
points of lessons. It has been used to good effect in classroom where at given
points in the lesson pupils are asked to agree, disagree or signal ‘undecided’
in response to a statement, proposition or hypothesis. Similar techniques
may be used in school council meetings, in Circle Time or in teacher
meetings or workshops, for example.

A graph of engagement

A simple tool which requires nothing more than the occasional jotted note
is the graph of engagement over the course of a lesson. At regular intervals,
every 10 minutes say, the pupil notes what is happening and scores his or her
own level of engagement on a four-point scale. This tool was designed by
young people themselves® as a way of portraying an individual view of
classroom life over the course of a day or, as in the example shown here
(Figure 14.2), of one specific lesson. It illustrates the kinds of activity that
are most and least engaging and is a tin opener for a learning/teaching
conversation.

The second circle

The second circle is about the nature of the classroom as an arena for
learning and teaching. There is an accumulating wealth of data about a
class grouping, providing aggregations and disaggregations of thirty or so
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A rhythm of learning?

Computers
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Figure 14.2 A rhythm of learning.

individuals, data which are of limited formative value but have a powerful use
as a proxy for teacher effectiveness and accountability. Essential to a convivial
self-evaluation, however, is that it provides insights into the classroom as a
physical and social context for learning and that it affords teachers and pupils
a more sophisticated understanding of what happens in the complex interplay
of learning and teaching.

It is important that self-evaluation tools are able to throw light on the
social group, the peer group influence and the nature of collective learning.
In a context where assessment is highly individualised, self-evaluation needs
to cast the net wider so that it is able to understand the way in which group
processes affect the acquisition of knowledge and the impact of classroom
dynamics on this.

In an Amsterdam school a teacher starts the school year in this way. For
the first period of the first day he invites the class to explore the classroom,
to rummage around the books, to open drawers, to examine desks and
chairs, to consider lighting and heating and then to render a judgement on
this space as an environment for learning. While not a tool in any strict sense
of the term it is an approach which carries a powerfully symbolic message not
only about context and climate of learning and teaching but the role of
pupils as more than passive consumers.

One of the primary and most visible ‘conditions’ in the classroom is the
teacher. While teachers can get feedback on their teaching from the most
valuable of sources — their pupils, they need also to be self-reflective, aided
by tools which help them retrospectively to evaluate their teaching and
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prospectively to shape their future behaviour. A very useful illustration of this
is to evaluate styles of questioning, using the following set of criteria.

Questioning

Do I:

ask too many questions at once?

ask a question and answer it myself?

ask questions only to the brightest or most likeable?
ask a difficult question too early?

ask irrelevant questions?

always ask the same type of question?

ask questions in a non-threatening way?
indicate a change in the type of question?
use probing answers?

give pupils time to think?

see the implications of answers?

build on pupils’ answers?

These questions may be shared with pupils so that the criteria become
visible and built into classroom routine. With these in mind pupils can more
insightfully evaluate the quality of teaching while also applying these criteria
to their own questioning of their peers and of the questions they ask
themselves.

Questions such as these also provide an agenda for inspection and appraisal.
Teachers are now accustomed to being observed, by local or national inspec-
torates, by HMI, Ofsted, EFSTYN or, in more recent years, by senior leaders
as a routine aspect of performance management. Observation by a third party
is one of the foremost tools for exploring the learning /teaching relationship
but also one of the most fallible. Much depends on the context, the purpose
and the preparation. Both inspection and performance management are
essentially summative and assume the function of review rather than self-
evaluation. When observation is planned, negotiated and collegial observation
assumes an exploratory and dialogic character.

An observation tools meets the criterion of economy when it is chosen by
the teacher because it is not an intrusion or time-consuming extra. It is seen
as having a potential pay-off, whether in better pupil behaviour, greater levels
of pupil engagement, or more satisfaction and enjoyment for the teacher
herself. If it is to meet the conviviality criterion, self-evaluation has to begin
with the teacher’s own reflection on what has happened. This can be an
honest and critical appraisal because there are no high stakes consequences
or categorical judgements and because it is formed in the presence of a
trusted colleague or critical friend and may be part of a mutual exchange
which takes place over time.
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The key to the success of this is being clear about the focus of the
observation, planning and agreeing beforehand, setting aside time for discus-
sion following the observation. Whatever protocol is used, seeing and
describing is inevitably a subjective process. The observer is never a neutral
figure in the classroom and the nature of their role or involvement needs to
be thought through and agreed.

There are many different guidelines for classroom observation. The one
shown in Figure 14.3 was developed in the University of Washington and
offers a useful guide for both observer and observed.

The NUT offers advice* which applies to all observations whether collegial
or statutory, for performance management purposes or as applied to Ofsted.

Has the purpose of the observation been made clear?

What is the focus of the observation?

Which lesson(s) or part of the lesson(s) is going to be observed?
Has there been an opportunity to discuss the context of the lesson?
What level of involvement will the observer have in the lesson?
When and how will feedback be given?

What use will be made of any information arising from the lesson?

The third circle

The quality of teaching relies in turn on support from middle management.
In secondary schools effectiveness research® has identified the extent to
which improvement effects may lie at departmental level and there is now
much greater transparency in exploring the differential among secondary
school departments. How a school may take a closer look at differential
performance at departmental level is illustrated by a University of
Staffordshire Project which examined variation in examination entries at 16
by subject department. While this project was across schools the kind of
results obtained could be found within any single school using data provided
by PANDAs. While these data are not formative they do raise very important
questions for reflection and discussion among a staft at departmental level.
The Staffordshire study found the following:

e Significant variation in proportion of a student cohort entered for
examination in different schools. The range was History (16—46%),
Geography (23-57%), French (26-73%), German (2-42%), Spanish
(6-20%), Business studies (2-35%), Home economics (2-20%). Only
a small proportion of these variations could be accounted for by size
or type of school attended. In other words these were in-school
variations.

e  Social class background showed substantial variation in the likelihood of
students being entered for certain subjects, notably French, German and
History.



If you are being Observed:

Before

Be prepared to discuss with the observer:

e Goals for the class

e What you plan to do in class that day

e What you want the observer to pay
attention to

Tell the observer

e Where you would like the observer
to sit

¢ If you would like the observer to
take part in class

e Where the class meets, and when

During

Introduce the observer to the class

Explain the purpose of the observation
Explain the observer’s role to the students

Soon after class, write down your
reflections on the class so that you will
be prepared to discuss it with the observer

After

With the observer, reconstruct what
happened in class

Think about goals for the class and the
specific class session that was observed.
Be prepared to describe:

e What you felt went well

e What you would change

e What was typical or atypical about
the class

Ask for specific descriptions and
constructive suggestions.

Figure 14.3 Observing and being observed.

If you are the Observer:

Before

Clarify the purpose of the observation:

e For individual teaching
development?

¢ For a specific purpose (e.g.
behaviour)?

Meet with your colleague to discuss:

e What will happen in class that day.

e What to pay attention to

e Describe what you will be doing
during the observation

Schedule a meeting to discuss
the observation.

During

Record observations:

e What is the teacher doing/saying?
e What are students doing/saying?

Record your impressions and
questions; for example:

¢ ‘Is there another way to
present that Concept?’

e ‘Seems clear, but students
look confused. Why?’

Note time intervals of what you
observe in your notes

Participate in the class only if invited
to do so.

After

With the teacher, reconstruct
what happened in class.

Ask your colleague to describe:

e What he/she felt went well

e What he/she would change

e What was typical or atypical
about the class

Listen to your colleague

Describe rather than evaluated what
you saw

Finally, offer constructive suggestions.
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e A pupil’s sex also had a significant effect on the probability of being
entered for examination, the only exception to this being Home
Economics. Females are much more likely to be entered for Home
Economics.

e Absolute departmental performance as measured by the percentage of
students achieving GCSE grades A* — C was negatively associated with
the probability of a student being entered for examination in French,
German, Geography and History but not in Business Studies and Home
Economics, perhaps reflecting ‘cream skimming’ in subjects that attract
a relatively higher proportion of students from higher SES backgrounds.

The above is simply a sample of a much wider-reaching analysis of results
which may be a source of endless delight for the avid researcher but are of
much greater immediate value to a school staff in forward planning. In the
spirit of self-evaluation, findings of such an inquiry should also be transparent
and discussable, not only by teachers and support statf but by students too
who are, it is repeatedly claimed, the ‘clients’ of the school.

Whether in secondary or primary schools, middle management is recog-
nised as highly significant as the mediating tier between senior leadership and
the classroom, and is the rationale for the National College programme
Leading from the Middle. A qualitative tool for discussion at departmental
level is shown in Table 14.1. This tool is most suited to a large secondary

Table 14.1 Evaluating the learning culture

Indicators of a learning culture My view | Small | Whole
group group | group
view view view

Pupils are clear about the purposes of what they
are learning

Pupils are helped to become independent learners
In this department people research, inquire and
reflect critically on practice

Teachers are open to change but critical as to
what is most important in terms of learning
Teachers in this department learn together,
exchanging ideas and practice

There is a strong ethos of mutual support

among staff

People talk about and value learning, not just
grades, marks and test scores

Our departmental work is characterised by people
deciding and acting together

There is a strong congruence between departmental
priorities and those of the school as a whole

All staff have opportunities for continuing
professional development
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department, one of at least six members, but it may be adapted for use in a
smaller department or in a primary school. The idea is that each person goes
through the statements on their own, giving a rating such as 1 to 4 grade or
any other device of their choosing. After about 5 minutes or so they go into
pairs and compare grades, probing one another’s source of evidence. After
10 minutes or so of this paired discussion they resume as a whole group to
consider the implications of their ‘findings’ and to consider what evidence
they may wish to focus on to confirm or refute their judgements and where
this might take them in the future.

The fourth circle

At whole school level tools of review and audit are of two kinds — quantita-
tive and qualitative. The quantitative data portray the school in terms of
grades, scores or value-added. The qualitative measures are judgements,
essentially subjective, formed on the basis of evidence and rendered quan-
tifiable by a 1 to 4 descriptor such as ‘outstanding’ or ‘good’. While taken
together the quantitative and qualitative measures may say quite a lot about
the quality of a school, they are essentially summative in character and
limited by the attempt to arrive at a relatively crude shorthand digest.
This does not preclude, of course, a rich formative dialogic process through
which these summary judgements are arrived at, and it is in this respect that
a 1 to 4 grading may serve to focus and stimulate dialogue.

Painting the school

An approach that stands at the opposite end from the statistical representa-
tion of a school’s quality is portraiture. This is the term used by the Sarah
Lawrence Lightfoot® to denote an art form that is also in a sense a science
because it is scrupulous in its regard for evidence. The process is likened to
the weaving of a tapestry, ‘designed to capture the richness, complexity and
dimensionality of human experience in social and cultural context, conveying
the perspectives of the people who are negotiating those experiences’.”
Lawrence Lightfoot’s portraiture is primarily in the form of written texts, as
rich in description as a novelist but without a fictional content, while her
colleague and co-author Hoffman-Davis uses visual forms to convey the
potential richness of a non-linear medium.

The potential of visual representation is described by Eliot Eisner® in these
terms: ‘Visual forms — maps, pictures, bar charts, for example - are
synchronic in character and afford us an ‘all-at-onceness’ in our perception
that reveals what would be hard to grasp in diachronic forms such as
language and number’.

Lawrence Lightfoot makes a distinction between listening to people’s
stories and listening for people’s stories. The distinction is an important
one as it implies a deep form of listening to what lies beneath the words.
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Those who work with young children or children with special needs have to
employ this kind of listening and look for alternative forms of expression.
Visual forms such as drawing and painting can be a more accessible medium
than the written or spoken word. For example, drawing of what they like and
dislike about their school can be highly revealing as in Figure 14.4,°
especially when probed sensitively with a teacher or trusted adult.

The advent of digital cameras has opened up opportunities for photo eval-
uation or photo inquiry, offering another powerful and flexible visual
medium. In one version of photo evaluation children are given a camera and
invited to take photographs of places in the school where learning is enjoy-
able or tedious for example. A simple protocol is outlined by the Austrian
educators Michael Schratz and Ulrike Steiner-Loffler.?

Video offers a further medium which, with easy-to-use and creative digital
editing can tell a school’s story with greater texture and human impact than
any set of statistics. The creative use of video is nowhere better exemplified
than one made by a group of secondary students in a Perth school in
Scotland, telling the school’s story through a pastiche of the X Files, the
opening shot showing the two intrepid investigators approaching the school
through a murky mist, entering the school office and leafing through
school files to discover the truth about the school, eventually turning on
the television to reveal members of staff talking about how they measure the
school’s success.

A DVD made by a young teacher and pupils in Birley Spa school in
Sheffield!! is further illustration of the creativity and impact that the visual
medium allows. The 25-minute video is constructed in the form of a news
broadcast with two presenters, male and female, acting as anchor and intro-
ducing the reporting team, all of them children from Birley Spa itself, all
aged between 6 and 11. The pupils conduct short interviews with teachers,
headteacher and fellow pupils and take the viewer on a guided tour through
playground, classrooms, school council meetings and other sites where
learning takes place, and in which relationships are tested and forged.

Figure 14.4 A 7-year-old’s eye view of school life.
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Skilfully edited the video captures in a space of 25 minutes the ethos and
character of the school, illuminating its many strengths, providing graphic
evidence through words and images that go to the very heart of what the
school is about. While the video does not claim to tell the whole story or
provide a stand-alone evaluation of the school, what it does is to provide a
summary ‘document’ which lays the foundations for the dialogue and invites
critique. It illustrates that self-evaluation need not be a dutiful chore and that
pictures can sometimes say more than a thousand words.

Building social capital

Capacity is built through the kind of sharing that pupils can do but equally,
or more significantly, through the too often hidden expertise and craft
knowledge of teachers. Figure 14.5 shows a matrix which could be used by

Deepening (high)

Strong on human capital. Teachers
reflect on and research their own
practice, some through further
qualifications and sponsored research.
Professional time is used for personal
development. There is a high level of
critical self-evaluation and many
teachers show enthusiasm for a broader
repertoire of evaluation and
development tools. There is a variety

of practice and values across the school.

Strong on social capital. Teachers
routinely reflect critically on their
practice, sharing their findings with
others, triumphs as well as disasters.
Evidence is sought and critically
evaluated. People listen sensitively to
one another but are not afraid to
challenge. They routinely and

informally visit one another’s classrooms,
exchanging ideas and resources. Values
are discussed but differences are
acknowledged and learned from. Ideas
are evaluated on their merits without
regard for status or hierarchy. There is
shared responsibility for the induction
of newly qualified teachers and

Broadening classroom assistants. Broadening
(low) (high)

There is a strong sense of individual
autonomy. Teachers privatise their
practice and jealously guard expertise
and resources, investing their energies
in their own class and their relationships
with their own pupils. They disengage
themselves from school-wide
development if it is not seen as in the
interest of their class or of direct
relevance to teaching and learning.

There is a strong collegial spirit in the
school. Staff have pride in their school
and see it is a good school whatever the
outsiders’ view. Teachers share ideas
and practices and learn from one
another. Staff have a strong sense of
solidarity in evaluating and resisting
change which is not widely agreed.
They place a high premium on
consensus and have low level of
tolerance for idiosyncrasy and deviance.

Deepening (high)

Figure 14.5 Assessing social capital.
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an individual, a group or a whole staff to consider how they would epitomise
the school as a place in which knowledge is shared, on the one hand broad-
ening the knowledge base, on the other deepening it. The lower left-hand
corner characterises a school high on individual autonomy and privatisation
of practice. The lower right-hand characterises a school where knowledge is
more broadly shared but without the challenge that problematises and
deepens informed practice. The top left is the deepening quadrant but still
individualised while the top right portrays a situation where knowledge and
practice are not only deepened but also shared.

Using this matrix as a basis for discussion is likely to reveal that
categorising a school is not quite that simple, that it is often a matter of
time, task and context. That is, a school may be highly collaborative,
exploiting its hidden capital to the full, for example on a whole school
project, a concert, fund raising, or a parents’ evening, but then that energy
being put back into its separate compartments when revising for tests or
exams.

The fifth dimension: beyond the school walls

The term school self-evaluation is now so well established that it tends to
ignore the learning that goes on beyond the school walls, learning which is
more pervasive and influential on attitudes and life chances than what takes
place within classrooms. Little has been published on self-evaluation as
applied to community or home learning although there is a considerable
body of research on home and community effects.!?

Table 14.2 Construction sites

I learn best:

Place Purpose People Time Strategy
In my room To getit done By myself Early Memorising
and over with morning  and testing
In the sitting To please the ~ With friends  Just after  Self-questioning
room teacher school for understanding
In front of To avoid With Early Visualisation
the television trouble parents(s) evening techniques
Walking the dog To get better ~ With brothers Late Teaching others
grades or sisters evening
In the library To help me With pets Saturdays Making
master the summary notes
subject
In an internet To increase my With dolls, Sundays  Mind mapping

cafe

enjoyment in
learning

teddy bears




Table 14.3 The toolbox

Tools of Context and fitness  Potentinl Potentinl
evaluation for purpose advantages disadvantages
Analysis of Quantitative data ~ Data on Expertise and
quantitative covers a range of attainment confidence in
data indicators of can offer a dealing with
school summative, quantitative
effectiveness, diagnostic data and multiple,
including and formative and sometimes
attendance and purpose and contradictory
attainment give teachers sources. Can be
and numerous information very time
dissagregations, previously consuming
for example by unavailable and overwhelm
sex, social to them. other sources
indicators and These data of evidence
prior attainment. need to be used
Value-added and selectively,
analysis is accompanied by
providing a expert advice on
further source their potential
of data to be and limitations
considered
Questionnaires A versatile tool Provide Can limit
which can serve a  quantitative data responses
range of purposes,  Are quick to use Are usually open
generally used in Easy to analyse to a variety of
whole school Offer a broad interpretations
context but may overview May encourage
refer specifically Are anonymous random answers
to classroom, Can also be used rather than
out-of-hours to gather considered
learning or qualitative reflection
other contexts data Are context
for learning sensitive and not
hugely reliable.
Individual May be used for Can provide in On the part of
interviews a variety of depth insights in the interviewee

purposes and be
conducted by
external critical
friends, teachers
or by pupils
interviewing
one another,
often older
pupils
interviewing
younger peers.
Training is an
important
prerequisite

a context where
there is anonymity
and no need to
conform to
classmates or
teacher
expectations

requires verbal

skills, a willingness
to open up and
trust the interviewer.

Can be uncomfortable

and exposing for
pupils

Relies on high-level
interviewer’s skills.
Is time consuming
and not very cost
effective
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Tools of Context and fitness  Potentinl Potentinl
evaluation for purpose advantages disadvantages
Group Used to cover Pupils, teachers Dangers of peer
interviews greater ground and parents may pressure and

and in a less time
than individual
interviews.
Well-handled,
allows for rich
dialogue,
consensus

and challenge

Used, and often
confused, as group
interviews but with
a more structured
protocol, usually
led by someone
with trained
expertise

Focus groups

One of the most
commonly used
methods for
evaluating quality.
May be open or
highly structured.
May be used by
senior and middle
leaders, by peers,
or in some cases

by pupils

Observation

Card sorts come
in many forms but
usually involve a
group choosing
or prioritizing
items that they
agree on as
representing
their view of
practice

The Q sort is an
individual card
sort in which a
pupil, or teacher,

Group card
sorts

Q sort

be more relaxed
in group setting.
Ideas are sparked
and insights
gained which
might not emerge
from an individual
interview.

More cost
effective

than individual
interview

Is able to extract
the maximum
information by
virtue of its
tight structure

Gives direct
access to what
teachers and
pupils are
actually doing
rather than
what they say
they do.

Can be used for
a variety of
purposes with
differing foci

Its hands-on
format benefits
people who are
more reserved
or less articulate.
Stimulates
dialogue

Is particularly
useful with
children and
young people

conformity to
mainstream views.
Difficult to quantify
unless voting or other
recording systems

are used

Requires expertise in
managing a group and
relies on training

Reliability is low as
people see different
things

Observation schedules
are hard to follow
and can become so
detailed they miss

the whole picture

May allow stronger
members of the
group to dominate.
The end result may
be meaning less
without a record of
the dialogue leading
up it

Is hugely time
consuming in
collation and
analysis of data

(Tnble 14.3 continned)
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Tools of Context and fitness  Potentinl Potentinl
evaluation Sfor purpose advantages disadvantages

goes through because of its

a set of cards, hands-on nature

placing them Is less

in one of three intimidating

or four piles than a

which might be questionnaire

similar to the

categories

found on a

questionnaire
Sentence Providing a Provides the Low in reliability as
completion prompt such stimulus for an it depends a lot on

Drawing and
paintings

Photo
evaluation

as ‘I learn best
when...” can be
a helpful starter
for pupils but
also for a range
of other users,
teachers or
parents for
example

Very useful with
young children
but can also be
powerful when
used used with
adults to portray
their school,

their job, or

their relationships,
for example

May take a number
of forms. Is
particularly
revealing when
pupils work in
groups with a
camera to lens
record places or
people that are
most rewarding
and those that a
re least rewarding

open-ended
response and
can tap into
feelings

Is creative.

No right and
wrong answers
Generates
insights less
casily accessible
through paper
and pencil or
conversation
Pupils are more
likely to talk
about things
they have
created
themselves

Allows a school
to see itself
through a
different and
graphic ness
of those with
the camera

Is an enjoyable
activity for
pupils

Can be

empowering

context, recent
events and feelings
at the time

May be highly
ambiguous, difficult
to analyse and
requiring high
inference, unless
used as a basis for a
more extended
individual or group
interview

Is limited by the
medium to what
can be seen and by
the perceptive-
May be threatening
and reveal things
some people
would rather

not have exposed
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Tools of Context and fitness  Potentinl Potentinl
evaluation for purpose advantages disadvantages
Spot checks An instrument Gives an instant Can expose practice
which gives snapshot of pupil and accentuate
immediate engagement and differences in
feedback on what  feelings and teachers’ and pupils’
is happening at provides the perceptions which
a given moment basis for a rich may be
in the classroom conversation discomforting
or elsewhere, about teaching
such as in and learning
study support
or homework,
for example
Force field A tool with a Is simple, easy to May be threatening
analysis wide application use and economic.  in what it reveals and
in business and A simple tool by virtue of its
education, the which pupils or selectivity may leave
force field teachers can a lot unsaid
examines the complete in a
conditions which fewminutes it
either inhibit or can reveal the
facilitate ‘toxins’ and
development — ‘nutrients’ in
applied to a a school culture,
school or leading to
classroom consider how
culture or any these may be
other learning addressed
setting
Pupil work The actual work The product of Involves subjective

produced by
pupils in its
various written,
visual, musical
and dramatic
forms provides
one of the most
tangible sources
of evidence on
the quality of
learning

Ciritical discussion
of selected
exemplars among
a group of staff
also serves a
larger formative
purpose than
self-evaluation

pupils” work is
one of the
ultimate tests
of quality and
provides a range
of artefacts that
are not revealed
by most forms
of standardised
assessment

judgement

Is time consuming
and is best served
when there is
longitudinal
evidence of
progression

(Tnble 14.3 continued)
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Tools of Context and fitness  Potentinl Potentinl
evaluation Sfor purpose advantages disadvantages
Shadowing Shadowing usually ~ Allows the Is time intensive
takes place over a  observer to see Requires an ability
day or longer. classroom and to know what to
It may take the school life ‘from focus on and how to
form of the inside’ as make the most of
shadowing a it were reflective
pupil, a teacher Rather than conversation
or headteacher. more extended with pupils or
It is a way of moving picture teachers
getting a broad When shadowing a
cross sectional pupil over a day it
view of their can become tedious
experience and it is easy to lose
concentration
Critical Used to replay Potentially very Requires skills in
incident an event and powerful in critical critical
analysis ‘unpack’ it in analysing key analysis, openness
detail to reveal moments or and suspension of
what went sequences of blame
wrong or events in school
what could and classroom
have been life
done
difterently
Role play An extension of Enjoyable. A break Requires skills and

Diaries and
logs

critical incident
analysis, used to
recreate a situation,
replaying it
through drama

to illustrate a
pupil’s perception,
or to examine
some detail or
aspect of the
event

Keeping a

record of

events, successes,
problems raised,
solutions found,
can be used by
pupils, teachers,
middle or

senior leaders,

ZOVErnors or parents

from pencil and
paper routines.
Can be very
revealing in
holding up a
mirror to a
teacher or to
the school

Provides an
ongoing record
for self-evaluation
Can be rich in
detail and insight

confidence on the
part of the players
and can meet with
resistance

Is limited to what
can be represented
in this medium

Diaries/logs are
necessarily subjective
and portray things
through a single lens
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Homework is one area in which self-evaluation is highly relevant. It
puts to the test the ability of pupils to be self-managing, self-assessing and
self-evaluating when there is no longer a dependency on teacher direction.
Homework often takes the form of a piece of work to be duly completed and
returned to the teacher for comment rather than being subjected to critical
appraisal in terms of its content (self-assessment) and in terms of the learning
style and context in which it was undertaken (self-evaluation).

Learning out of school is an ideal context for self-evaluation because there
is time and space for reflection and self-evaluation, testing the quality of
learning without teaching. A set of questions such as those illustrated in
Table 14.2 is a good starting point.

Learning out of school

Out-of-school hours learning (sometimes referred to as OHSL) has
expanded rapidly in the last decade, generally known as study support but
encompassing a whole range of activities to which the term ‘study’ sits
uneasily, for example sports and other outdoor activities. Ironically it is in
many of these that self-evaluation has the longest history and is most critical
to success. Goals, target setting and performance review are integral to most
sporting activities. Likewise in music, dance, drama and the visual arts qual-
itative evaluation is often at its most rigorous and demanding.

The Code of Practice for out-of-hours learning, first developed by The
Prince’s Trust and now distributed by the DfES, provides models for study
support centres, libraries, community and resource centres to use to evaluate
their own provision, inviting pupils, students or other participating adults to
ask questions and seek evidence for their judgements. Under each of the
three headings — emerging, established and advanced — it poses questions for
pupils, teachers, volunteers and other involved parties to use to validate their
stage of development. Examples of practice are provided in each of the three
categories to illustrate what an ‘emergent’ or ‘established’ or ‘advanced’
centre would look like.

Self-evaluation may extend its compass beyond the school as the unit of
inquiry, locating itself as an agency within a wider community and
attempting to view itself through the eyes of others. As extended schools and
full-service schools come into their own, the nature of their improvement
and accountability inevitably broadens its focus in tune with its extended
aims. As the effectiveness of a school’s work with other agencies assumes
greater significance so the need for collaborative self-evaluation strategies
increases. The Every Child Matters framework of indicators is at first sight a
daunting prospect for schools. Yet, when they recognise that they contribute,
rather than take sole responsibility for, safety, health and well-being, for
example it opens up new possibilities for extending the notion of ‘self” and
encourages a sense of inter-dependence and learning exchange rather than an
embattled competitive outlook on the world.



15 The leadership equation

Inspection has progressively focused its attention on school leadership, usually o
refevence to the headteacher ov senior management team. Leadership is, however,
a move complex equation. This chapter considers the role of leadership within the
New Relationship and questions the place of the four C’s — consultation,
consensus command and control.

In the end all roads lead to leadership. It is through leadership that new
relationships are built and come to have meaning for those without any
formal leadership status. However, we need to dig deep to apprehend what
leadership means in the complex equation of school and government agen-
cies. A new relationship with schools may be presented in simple terms of
government and schools in partnership but in reality ‘government’ is a
somewhat nebulous concept and ‘school’ is not simply the governing body,
the headteacher or senior management but a range of staft all with a vested
interest in educating children. To this task they bring differing attitudes,
values and political views.

Leadership at government level is equally complex, dispersed and far from
transparent. The leadership and governance of schools which shapes the
vision and frames policy is worked out in the interplay of agencies — the
Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, the Teacher Development Agency,
the DfES and Ofsted, none of which is able to exert its authority without the
influence of the Cabinet Office, the Cabinet itself, the leadership of the
Prime Minister and the informal ‘kitchen cabinet” whose influence on educa-
tional policy is powerful but almost impossible to penetrate. Within this
continually shifting scene, concealing a perpetual struggle for power, leader-
ship is distributed and negotiated among and within the offices of govern-
ment, only directly touching a teacher’s life through the visitation of an
Ofsted inspector. For headteachers their most immediate point of contact
with government policy will in future be through the SIP.

The SIP is the new face of the LA whose leadership has been progressively
neutered over the decade and half since Margaret Thatcher declared war on
them. The autonomous, self-improving, self-evaluating school, independent
of the LA is however increasingly dependent on the vagaries of national
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Innovate Avoid mistakes
Think long term Deliver results now
Be flexible BUT Follow the rules
Collaborate Compete

Delegate Retain control
Encourage teamwork Assess individuals
Promote generic approaches Specialise

Figure 15.1 The paradoxes of leadership.

decision-making. For senior, middle and classroom leaders it is the very
invisibility of policy leadership at national level that demands a sharpened
awareness of policy leadership at school level.

In this policy environment headteachers find themselves caught in a force
field of countervailing pressures. One is pushing them towards more heroic
charismatic leadership, the other to a more distributed and democratic lead-
ership. One holds them accountable for narrow performance outcomes while
another advocates a broad welfarist approach through the five priorities of
ECM. One impels schools to intense competition while another urges
collaboration, sharing and networking. One measures success of the school
as an autonomous institution, while a counter force extends the boundaries
of school to greater community and inter-agency collaboration. Figure 15.1
illustrates some of the paradoxes that need to be addressed and managed
within the New Relationship.

Jethro’s advice to Moses some centuries ago has a contemporary rele-
vance. ‘the thing that thou doest is not good. Thou wilt surely wear away,
both thou, and this people that is with thee: for this thing is too heavy for
thee; thou art not able to perform it thyself alone’ (Exodus 18: 17 —18).

The heroic fallacy

There is an evangelical tone to this counsel from the National College of
School Leadership — ‘Recognise that the answers lie within ourselves’.! Such
statements which locate the issues within the inner self, whether the indi-
vidual or the organisation, do however, offer a seductive half-truth. Self-
belief is an essential precondition of leadership but without the wisdom to
know what can and cannot be changed, a vision may prove to be cruelly
deceptive in the face of overwhelming social, economic and political odds.
Governments like to cite cases of schools improving with the arrival of a new
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head but these are matched by less publicised examples of heroic head-
teachers unable to implement or sustain any long-term change.? Contesting
the assumption that things can be fixed by strong leadership and a cascade of
best practice, Sharon Gewirtz? writes:

One of the assumptions underpinning current government thinking on
education in the UK is that so-called failing schools are largely the
product of poor leadership and teaching and that, through the ‘cascading
of best practice’, all schools can be a success. A contrasting view is that
good leadership and teaching can only ever have a fairly minimal effect on
school performance and that in trying to locate the source of underper-
formance, there is a need to focus on factors which are beyond the
control of schools, namely social inequality and poverty.

In the business world the failure of much heralded saviour leaders is well
documented.* Many of those who have succeeded have been a consequence
of happenstance, the right person at the right time in the right place,
their success not transferable to a different context and a different set of
circumstances.

There is something about change

Leadership is virtually by definition concerned with change. Where there is
no change there is no need to lead since there is no challenge, no vision, no
disruption to the natural order. This is, of course on the assumption that
there is a static natural order, whereas we know something about ‘entropy’,
the continuous dispersion of energy so that stability is merely an illusion.
Change tends to be seen as an occasional disruptive event, ‘a punctuated
equilibrium’ as opposed to a view of change as the inevitable state of things.
Adopting the second of these two views a school may be seen as perpetually
in an unsteady state, constantly ‘importing chaos’.’ Where there is a constant
flux, unpredictability and a turbulent external world, organisational growth
is premised on the ability to live with paradox and thrive on discontinuity.
Leadership is then concerned with understanding, and helping others to
understand, the nature of change. With a broader and deeper awareness
people are in a better position to adapt critically and creatively to new ideas.

I cannot help fearing that men may reach a point where they look on
every new theory as a danger, every innovation as a toilsome trouble,
every social advance as a first step toward revolution, and that they may
absolutely refuse to move at all.

(Alexis de Toqueville)

The capacity for adaptation within an organisation is illustrated by a
now well-known metaphor of how different people respond to change. It
derives from the work of Everett Rogers® who characterised organisational
behaviour as shown in Figure 15.2.
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Innovators Early majority Laggards
Early adopters Late majority

Figure 15.2 Adapting to the flow of change.

Each of these members or groups may play a leadership role in some form.
The innovators are the venturesome and visionaries who welcome change
and risk-taking. They may be leaders in a heroic sense but fail to take other
people with them. The early adopters are the more studied and thoughtful
opinion leaders and may bring along some of the early majority. The early
majority are more cautious but willing to go along with what they see as a
safe investment. They may exercise a more tentative form of leadership with
their peers. The late majority is more likely to adopt a follower role, to take
their time, to approach innovation with scepticism, their leadership being
expressed as a backlash against change. The laggards are deeply suspicious of
change and tend to make their point of reference what happened in the past.
They may exert a subtle or subversive leadership role.

These caricatures may sound a familiar note with headteachers but need to
be treated with some caution. By putting people into such definitive cate-
gories it blinds us to the versatility and unpredictability of human beings who
respond differently in different relationships and contexts and who may, in
one sphere of activity, be an early adopter but be a late majority in another.

A wave of change passes through an organisation because there are
‘agents’ or leaders who influence others. They do so often indirectly rather
than directly, by example, by modelling, by demonstrating the value of doing
things differently. They:

develop in others a need for the change
establish information-exchange relationships
help to diagnose problems

create a desire or intent for change

translate intent into action
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e stabilise adoption of new ways of doing things and prevent discontinuity
e shift others from reliance on the change agent to self-reliance.

In Rogers’ schema ‘adoption’ comes from exposure to new knowledge
and, with the help of colleagues, people are eventually persuaded of the value
of change, making a decision to try it out. If there is some evidence of
success it is seen to work and he or she may then implement the change,
finally becoming confirmed by tangible benefit from its use. He or she may
then take the initiative in leading others to adopt the practice in question.

Rogers’ description of the process may perhaps strike a simplistic note but
as he himself points out, when we look at what comes before and what
follows any communication event we realise it is only a part of a much larger
process. The Rogers” model does point to something important in the adop-
tion of procedures such as target setting, peer observation and self-evaluation
frameworks. Conceptual frameworks or protocols do not make sense simply
on paper or in the abstract. They are made sense of inside people’s
heads, through dialogue between people and within a change-friendly or
change-adverse culture. No matter how elegant a self-evaluation framework
may be, it will almost always be modified and de- or re-constructed when
people understand it and adapt it to their own context. Like any piece of
knowledge, it is made meaningful by being remade. Any conceptual model,
any framework or attempt at improvement, must respect those fundamental
tenets. It must:

Start from teachers’ own experiences and understanding

Have some purpose which makes sense within the culture of the school
Respect and relate to the context of teachers’ work

Have a structure which helps to make sense of the experience.

The task of leadership is to make visible the 4ow of learning. It achieves
this by conversations and demonstrations around pupil learning, professional
learning, organisational and systems learning. Leadership nurtures the
dialogue, extends the practice and helps makes transparent ways in which
these three levels interconnect. It promotes a continuing restless inquiry into
what works best, when, where, for whom and with what outcome. Its vision
is of the intelligent school and its practice intersects with the wider world of
learning.

Leadership as distributed

What hinders headteachers from letting go of their heroic leadership? In a
recent study on distributed leadership’, headteachers were shadowed in
order to identify how distribution worked in practice. Many of these heads
admitted to a need to be in control, to be ready to intervene, to meet the
expectation that they would exert their authority, solve problems and make
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life easier for their staff as well as for other stakeholders. Heads admitted to
the anxiety of not being in charge and they worried about too much surprise.

There is however a dilemma. If you give somebody a role and responsi-
bility and that’s important to them and they do the job well, when or
how far do you step back and not intervene and let them get on with the
job so that in the end, the head becomes so removed from the school
because you’re not intervening?

(Secondary school headteacher)

Being ‘removed from the school’ suggests a concern about becoming
surplus to requirement. Some heads admitted that the dependency of others
on them was reassuring and reinforced a sense of being in control. They
confessed to enjoying an authority and identity that was respected. The
exercise of too much independence on the part of others may undermine
that human need to be needed.

Consultation, command and consensus

Distribution clearly implies an ability to relinquish one’s role as ultimate
decision-maker, trusting others to make the right decisions. A belief in the
potential and authority of others, listening, negotiation and persuasion are
the levers that allow trust to gain a foothold and leadership to be shared.
Trust is more likely to be in evidence when people understand and experi-
ence the difference between consultation, command and consensus. For
senior leaders it implies making informed judgements as to when each of
these strategies is appropriate, while also ensuring that there is a shared
understanding among staft as to the relevance and transparency of these
three leadership strategies.

Consultation is the process by which heads listen to others but hold on to
the right to decide. Decision-making by consensus distributes that right to
others but can, in some situations, be paralysing of leadership. Leadership by
command may come ecasily to some but for the headteachers in the NCSL
study it was seen as troublesome, appearing to imply something undemoc-
ratic, running at cross grain to the ethic of distribution. In the following
primary head’s description of ‘benevolent dictatorship’ we can detect some-
thing of the struggle to reconcile consultation and consensus with command
and control.

I try to talk things through in a longer term. I try to motivate people to
take decisions but in the end I’m the one who is accountable, the one
whose neck is on the line as it were. So I delegate much leadership but
my intuitive style is somehow benevolent dictatorship.

(Primary Headteacher)
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In a high stakes policy environment the buck stops with the head and to
trust too much to others is to risk too much. While alive to the dangers of
mistrust, heads were also acutely aware of ways in which trust could be
misplaced or betrayed, so while working on the one hand to share leadership
and generate trust, heads also hold staff to account through performance
monitoring, comparative benchmarking and scrutiny of attainment data.
They acknowledged that these measures tell a partial and misleading story,
holding teachers to account for things they do not believe in. But it was said,
in an oppressive policy climate, there is little room for deviation or dissent.
With the promise of a new covenant between government and schools trust
may perhaps come with a less cautious caveat. A new relationship relies on a
sharing or distribution of leadership, an implied mutual acceptance by staff
of one another’s leadership potential.

An infant school head commented that ‘people must have high self-esteem
because people need confidence to engage in distributed leadership’. She
argued that a climate of trust was a necessary but not a sufficient condition
for teachers to believe they could truly lead others because trust is a multi-
faceted and a multi-level concept. It operates at four levels — the individual
level which may be characterised as trustworthiness, the interpersonal level
(reciprocal trust), at whole school level (organisational trust) and at the
wider community and public level which may be defined as social trust. It is
when there is alignment across these levels that new relationships can be
forged. Recognising the inherent tensions and having confidence to lead
staft through the attendant minefields demands considerable acuity in
reading and interpreting the situation.

Heads who have worked most successfully through this dilemma are
finding the means to creating more lateral learning and exchange among
equals, more peer mentoring and evaluation, a fostering of mutual critique
and challenge modelled by those in senior and middle leadership positions.
While difficult to achieve within a hierarchical structure, the intent, as
described by one secondary head, is to embed a sense of reciprocity, what an
Van Leeuw? has called the ‘me-you-too’ principle. This distributive ethic is
different from distribution as delegation, described by Rogers® as symbiosis.

Symbiosis is a term used to describe a form of reciprocal relationship in
which there exists an implicit give and take and a level of mutual respect.
This is by definition different from the concept of ‘delegation’, which
underpins much of thinking about distributed leadership. While dele-
gation is expressed in ‘giving’ responsibility to others or allowing
responsibility by structural default, symbiosis has a more organic quality.

Holding on and letting go

In workshops with headteachers and teachers we explored the ‘“force field” of
factors that pushed heads back to more coercive styles, especially when trust
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was betrayed, when risk-taking became too risky and accountability rose to
the top of the agenda. The volatility of school life, the continually shifting
balance in relationships, the ebb and flow of confidence and trust featured
prominently in headteachers’ discourse. Such discomforts were not exclusive
to heads. Teachers, whether in formal leadership positions or ‘without port-
folio’, could readily identify with those same issues. They experienced the
similar push and pull in relation to fellow staff, between pupils and teachers,
between teachers and support staft and in relation to the parent body.
Elmore and colleagues!'® describes this as internal accountability, which exists
in ‘powerful normative cultures’ built on four types of reciprocal relationship:

respect, listening to and valuing the views of others
personal vegard, intimate and sustained personal relationships that
undergird professional relationships

*  competence, the capacity to produce desired results in relationships with
others

e personal integrity, truthfulness and honesty in relationships.

These hallmarks of a normative culture are what provide the sense of
agency, the willingness to take risks, to both offer and accept leadership
arising from a discerned reciprocity. It is in this context that we can begin to
make sense of teacher leadership, not as tied to status and position but as
exercised individually and in concert within a culture which authorises and
confirms a shared sense of agency.

Reflecting on the seven key components of self-evaluation, the policy
context in which they are set, and the repertoire of sources and tools
available, a number of challenges for leadership emerge.

Be clear about the distinction between self-inspection
and self-evaluation

A clear danger to be avoided is for a leadership team to become resident
inspectors in their own schools. The distinction made in Chapter 6 is an
important one to bear in mind. Staff need to be helped to understand self-
evaluation as what they do every day intuitively, as an integral aspect of their
professionalism. Making it systematic, open to critical appraisal and sound
evidence means that the larger, episodic process of review is no longer
onerous and inspection loses its threat.

Encourage diversity and honest dissent

Self-evaluation is a dialogic process, one of constant challenge and insight,
bringing within it a vitality and constant discovery. ‘Organizations require a
minimal degree of consensus but not so much as to stifle the discussion that
is the lifeblood of innovation” write Evans and Genady.!! Pupils, teachers and
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headteachers experience things differently. They see things differently and
bring differing perspectives to bear. Schools that play safe, driven by external
mandates and limiting conceptions of improvement set tight parameters
around what can be said and what can be heard. They are antithetical to the
notion of a learning organisation which, by definition, is always challenging
its own premises and ways of being.

Encourage cveative approaches

The more self-evaluation is associated with standardised and formulaic
protocols the less adventurous teachers are liable to be. It should be a leader-
ship priority to encourage teachers to experiment with different approaches,
to extend their repertoire of tools, to involve pupils, to facilitate risk-taking
and to convince sceptical or anxious staff that self-evaluation is not antithet-
ical to Ofsted review formats but in fact can feed purposively into external
school review.

Build from the bottom-up

If inspection and review are essentially a top-down process, self-evaluation
works from the other end, from what teachers and pupils do. It starts with
the individual, the group and the class. It extends from classroom to class-
room through peer observation, informal conversations, sharing ideas and
strategies, examining and displaying pupils’ work. The task of leadership is to
identify and distribute practice through mechanisms and tools which
encourage sharing and trust and instil confidence among staff to offer one
another collegial and supportive critique.

Put learning at the centre

Learning lies at the heart of self-evaluation. It is the DNA of the school and
applies to pupil, teacher and organisational (and system) learning (see the
wedding cake in Chapter 6). Staff may be encouraged to build their own
criteria, or ‘indicators’ of a learning culture and use this as their guide to
monitoring, however informally, what happens not only in classrooms but in
staffrooms, lunch rooms and extra-curricular activities and classrooms.

Pupils learn a lot from the classroom cultures around them, cultures which
carry the ‘hidden curriculum’ of conventions and expectations. Because
these are hidden, inside people’s heads, learning and thinking tend to be
invisible. The Harvard psychologist David Perkins asks what would happen
if we tried to learn to dance when the dancers around us were invisible or
playing a sport in which the players could not be seen. He argues that, some-
thing close to this can happens in schools and classrooms when learning is
not articulated, shared, made explicit and made open to systematic formative
evaluation.
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Support for self-evaluation means having processes and structures which
help the silent repertoires of cognitive processes to be played out through
the social interaction of teachers and pupils, pupils and pupils, staft with staft.
It relies on a quality of leadership, both individual and shared, which casts
these processes not simply as self-evaluation but as the very nature of what it
means to be a school that learns.

Identify and celebrate bveakthrough practice

One way in which change occurs and takes hold is through an infectious
spread of good ideas or innovative practice. One or two people doing some-
thing exceptional may be where change takes roots. But its spread relies on
two conditions — the ‘stickiness factor’, that is the endorsement and champi-
oning by prescient leadership, and the opportunity to be infectious because
a growth promoting culture allows it to thrive. This is what is referred to as
the epidemiology of change.!?

Remind staff of what matters

It is important to acknowledge the pressures which staff work under, the
difficulties faced in achieving a work/life balance, and the demoralisation
which can spread like a virus through a staff. Self-evaluation can be seen as
simply one more pressure, one more duty, unless it is seen as concerned with
what deeply matters. When staff see it as integral to what they care about,
‘self-evaluation’ is no longer something alien or onerous.

Make self-evaluation an attitude of mind

How many evaluations do teachers make in the course of a day? The
answer is hundreds. Teaching involves a constant ongoing series of value-
judgements, instant decisions, intuitive evidence as well as seeking out more
formal sources of data. Leadership means finding and experimenting with
strategies, not simply to make these informal processes more explicit but to
give teachers confidence in their judgement and make self-evaluation a habit
and a way of thinking.

Demystify data

Data is a word that tends to strike terror into the breast of many staff because
it is equated with statistics, hard maths and arcane procedures such as value-
added and standard deviations. The apprehension stems in part because data
is equated with numbers rather than the many other forms in which it is most
typically encountered in the classroom — in conversations, pictures, video and
children’s writing. These data are the essence of self-evaluation and when
collected systematically and selectively contribute to a portfolio of evidence.
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Seeing data in this way does not come automatically. It relies on support and
professional development and modelling of practice. Clarification of termi-
nology and its underpinning concepts is also critical for teachers, not for
academic reasons but because it helps to refine their thinking. When staff
understand concepts such as criteria, indicators, standards, benchmarks or
targets, they are less likely to respond with knee-jerk resistance to top-down
initiatives. They are in a better position to offer their own view and to relate
these ideas to their own situated practice.

Create opportunities for governors to sharve ownership

Governors are key players in self-evaluation, their role having achieved a
higher profile within the New Relationship. Rather than being simply
informed or ritually consulted, when included integrally in the process,
governors can be both an important source of intelligence as well as a vital
source of support. One starting point can be with governors’ evaluation of
their own work and impact. Approached with a pre-determined set of criteria
self-evaluation is likely to be seen as threatening. On the other hand, a ques-
tion such as ‘How could we know how well we are doing?’ is likely to
generate lots of ideas which can then be turned into criteria or indicators
which prove to be both owned and useful. The same process applied to the
school as a whole has been found to be an enjoyable and invigorating activity
for a Governing Body!'? or School Board.

When these principles are observed, self-evaluation can rediscover the
vitality and creativity that was diminished by the heavy hand of Ofsted
prescription. It does rely, however, on a visionary, creative and determined
leadership.



16 What can we learn from
other countries?

In a globalised world, inspection, self-evaluation and their intervelationship do
not develop in splendid isolation. Policy-makers watch carefully to see what other
countries ave doing. The examples from other countries described in this chapter
challenge some of our taken-for granted procedures and may inform future
directions for the New Relationship.

School self-evaluation is now seen as a matter of priority in most economically
advanced countries of the world. It flows from a shared concern for quality
assurance and effectiveness, fuelled by international comparisons which rank
countries on a range of common indicators. It is a logical extension of an
international move to devolve decision-making to local school level, as much
a political and economic motive as an educational one.

In European countries such as Norway, Denmark and Sweden where
central government has in recent years begun to play a leading role in quality
assurance, self-evaluation has acquired a sense of urgency. It is largely in
response to pressures from international comparison and is integrally related
to other reforms in school structures and leadership. In more decentralised
administrations, such as Italy, Germany or Switzerland self-evaluation is a
more localised issue. Individual states, provinces or cantons are developing
their own approaches, tending to draw on models from elsewhere, often
supported by a higher education project. This is also true of ‘new accession’
countries. In Poland for example, the University of Warsaw supports a
network of fifty schools drawing on the Socrates European model. In the
Balkan countries self-evaluation has been given impetus by a UNESCO
project in which seven states have worked together to devise a self-evaluation
toolbox, aimed at introducing the concept and the practice to schools where
there had been no previous experience of evaluation from the inside.

The United States, Canada and Australia all reveal a patchwork of different
initiatives, not only according to the state or province but often to even more
local initiatives. In Rhode Island, for example, the School Accountability for
Learning and Teaching (SALT) scheme takes as its focus teachers’ practice,
evaluated by teachers. The review team is composed of practising Rhode
Island teachers together with a parent, an administrator and a member of
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university staff. The team spends four to five days in the school, writes a
report which is negotiated with the school, the process of which can be
lengthy but is highly valued in teasing out evidence and the basis for judge-
ments made. The team then draws up ‘a compact for learning’, the purposes
of which are to ensure that school staft have the capacity to implement
improvement.

An example of an approach at school district level is in Trenton, New
Jersey where Strategic Inquiry is the name given to a co-operative process in
which the external team act as critical friends, spending an intensive week in
the school, suspending judgement, getting to know the school by shadowing
students, taking lunch with them and staff, observing in classrooms and
participating in professional development sessions. They report back to the
school with a set of questions to stimulate further dialogue and planning for
improvement.

Schools speaking to stakeholders

In Quebec province in Canada, a project at McGill University, Schools
Speaking to Stakeholders took as its starting point the key concerns of the
stakeholders — teachers, students and parents and built a self-evaluation
model from the bottom-up.! The pilot schools involved in the process bene-
fited from their sense of ownership in the project and the authenticity of the
focus on what mattered. This initiative was overtaken by a more top-down
model from the Quebec Ministry, an impatient intervention that is repeated
over and over in many areas where a state or province in the search for
uniformity compels schools along a more compliant path.

Such local initiatives often find it hard to survive in a more directive
climate but where no such central direction exists, there is space for other
models to be developed. So in the United States, for example, the National
Central Educational Laboratory (NCREL) publishes an approach and a
self-evaluation tool offering six key areas® for consideration by schools, each
accompanied by key questions:

Quality: How good is. .. (something) and/or How well is. .. (something)
done?

Equity: How fair and impartial is...(something) and/or How fairly and
impartially is. .. (something) done?

Alygnment: How well do. .. (things) fit together?

Integration: How well is...(a key practice) embedded in the broader
context and purpose?

Support: To what extent are individuals in favour rather than neutral or
against self-evaluation?

Engagement: To what extent is there individual commitment to, and
ownership of, the process?
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KEYS to excellence in your schools

KEYS is an American example of a self-evaluation programme which schools
can buy into. Its aims are to help schools improve their effectiveness by
offering a too/ and a process rather than a package. School staffs are given
thirty five research-supported indicators of school effectiveness to help them
review their progress in five core areas:

Shared understanding and commitment to high goals
Open communication and collaborative problem solving
Personal and professional learning

Continuous assessment for teaching and learning
Resources to support teaching and learning.

KEYS aims for honest appraisal through a ‘self-reflective renewal activity’.?
The process includes a wide variety of stakeholders and vested interests —
teachers unions, the school district, the community as well as school leader-
ship and encompasses the individual interests of staff members. The inherent
contlict among these differing interests is taken into account, bringing the
micro-politics of the school to the fore in ways that differ markedly across
settings.

The framework holds a mirror to the school, opens up issues of pre-
existing beliefs and patterned behaviour and invites staff to reconsider the
assumptions on which they rest. A strength of the approach is its factoring in
of the changing context and dynamic of school — leadership turnover,
community conflict, previously engaged projects, trying to create conditions
that pave the way for new ways of working. Participants’ capacity to carry out
renewal plans reflects, in part, what staft know and are able to do, or are able
to learn to do. Members of staff who take on leadership roles are also likely
to be significant factors in the success of KEYS as it depends heavily on indi-
viduals willing to take on the responsibilities of a design team carrying out
action steps based on the survey results.

Setting this process within national policies means helping staff to see
KEYS as enhancing improvement efforts rather than as an extra burden.
Across the nine states engaged in KEYS, accountability measures and high
stakes testing have the potential to divert energy for self-reflection. In some
cases the initiative has been drowned by external pressures, workloads and
other priorities. Where KEYS succeeded it was because staff were able to see
ways in which to build on and enhance ongoing initiatives and there was
support to help them deal with the myriad challenges they were facing.

The evaluation of the KEYS initiative has shown that participation in a
self-reflective process can provide a school with extra impetus to support
what staff were already doing or to help get incipient efforts off the ground.
However, without critical friends or partners from outside the school, and
fuel for ongoing development, it has proved virtually impossible to sustain.
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There is a salutary postscript.

A renewal process that relies on the internal will of the staff and that starts
with measures of school functioning — which are likely to both look bad and
convey a sense of the school’s failure — has little chance of engaging staff
energy and opening doors to new ways of serving young people. Add to that
schools in which leadership is exercised in a non-participatory way by princi-
pals or others who have authority to guide their colleagues’ work. Leaders
who are not at home with participatory processes will not be comfortable
with KEYS or similar approaches to school renewal, and are likely to reject
the process before it can get very far.*

Principles from Canadian teachers

At national level the Canadian Teachers’ Federation (CTF) sets criteria for a
professional model of self-evaluation and accountability:

e Teachers are responsible for possessing a current subject and pedagog-
ical knowledge base, using this knowledge base to make decisions
in the best interest of students, explaining these decisions about
student learning to parents and the public and working to improve their
practice.

e Quality classroom-based assessment must be the central feature of
educational accountability.

e Accountability must reflect the multiple goals of public education and
the diverse nature of students, schools and communities.

e Accountability should be focussed on supporting and enhancing student
learning.

e Parents have a right to clear, comprehensive and timely information
about their child’s progress.

e The public has a right to know how well the system is achieving its goals.

Australia and New Zealand

As in North America, Australia has no national system but individual states
develop their own self-evaluation models in accordance with state policies.
For example, Quality Assurance in Victorian Schools is described as a ‘low
stakes’ approach because it is undertaken by school personnel together with
external review and there is no public reporting of failure. School self-
evaluation is conducted within guidelines developed by the Office of Review
within whose overarching framework school councils made up of parent,
community and staff representatives have significant control over school
policy. The triennial school review is a verification process, conducted by a
panel including members of the school’s community and the external
reviewer. Typically, members of the school panel include the school council
president, the principal and several senior teaching staft. Using ‘like with like’
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benchmarks schools are encouraged to set reasonable and achievable
improvement standards.

Unlike Australia, New Zealand has a consistent country-wide approach to
school self-evaluation and external review. State schools are required to
undertake a process of self-evaluation which feeds into the Schools Charter,
described as a ‘living’ document, since it is kept under constant review. The
Ministry of Education, for its part, has responsibility to support schools by
providing tools and information to support teaching and learning. By exam-
ining copies of each school’s planning and reporting documentation, it
determines what kinds of support or advice may be most useful and neces-
sary — and where further support may be needed. The Education Review
Office’s (ERO) external evaluation role is complementary to the self-evaluation
that schools carry out. Through an in-depth look inside the school every
few years, ERO is able to provide assurance that the issues identified and
prioritised by schools have been the right ones. Schools then are expected to
make use of ERO findings in refining their goals and in identifying future
planning.

Self-evaluation: a practice for ‘smart schools’

The purpose of school self-evaluation in Tasmania is described as develop-
mental, helping the school community discuss and debate where it is going.®

School self-evaluation is not a magic solution, nor does it produce a blue-
print for action. It really has no beginning and no end. It builds on what
is already there and does not seek to impose something entirely new.

The premise is that if schools are to become effective learning organisa-
tions, then they must have ‘intelligence’ and act intelligently. This implies
that a school has the means to ‘see itself” more clearly. Because school
communities consist of multiple stakeholders with diverse values and
perspectives they need evaluation tools which not only help people look for
evidence but also recognise their local micro-politics and take into account
the following;:

a range of different points of view

the interconnections between issues

challenges to existing beliefs, values and knowledge

avenues to transform random information into patterns, flows and
processes

the means to order debates

the parameters for decision and further investigation.

A key aspect of the self-evaluation process is the relationship between
home and school. One of the tasks of the evaluation team (the catalyst for
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whole school evaluation) is to select a random sample of families from the
school roll. A member of the team then rings to speak to a parent/caregiver.
He or she introduces themselves, asks if it is convenient to speak for a few
minutes, explains the purpose of the survey and outlines what will happen to
the information given. Five open-ended key questions are then asked and
noted on a check sheet. The check sheet does not have the name of the
family on it. There are five key areas for discussion with the family member:

Are newsletters arriving home?

What does the family member think of the style /content?

Is the school report OK? How could it be improved?

What is the communication with the class teacher? Is the family happy
with it? How could it be improved?

5 What could the school do to improve general communication?

N~

No information on specific classes or teachers is recorded. Names of callers
with specific problems are referred to the appropriate person in the school.
Results are aggregated and made public via the newsletter or school website.
A date for further discussion is also advertised. Families want to know what
will happen as a result of their participation so it is important at the outset
to tell them:

the purpose of the survey

how they can find out the results

what will happen as a result of the survey

how they can be involved in analysis

how they can be involved in post-survey discussion and decision-making.

Involvement in self-evaluation carries with it a right to know, the implica-
tion that outcomes will be shared and that decisions made on the basis of
self-disclosure will exemplify respect for persons, however small.

The bridges across boundaries project

Between 1998 and 2000, 101 schools took part in a European project® on self-
evaluation. At the end, 98 of the 101 opted to continue because the project
contained all the elements described above, a clear sense of purpose, a frame-
work for evaluation, relevant criteria and a process which schools found
engaging, challenging and productive. The key features of that project were:

e The central involvement of key stakeholders (teachers, pupils and
parents) in the process.

e  The identification of what matters most to stakeholders.

e The support and challenge of critical friends chosen by, or in consulta-
tion with the schools.
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e  The dialogue which flowed from the differing viewpoints and the press
for supporting evidence.
The repertoire of tools for use by teachers.
The simplicity and accessibility of the framework.
The focus on learning and support for teaching.

When it came to tell the story of the project the team decided to relate it
through the eyes of the key participants — a student, a parent, a teacher, the
school principal, the critical friend working with the school. The story,
although authentic in its representation of the process, was fictionalised, with
the nature of self-evaluation coming to life through the central character,
Serena, a 15-year-old girl. In the German translation of the book it is simply
entitled Serena. Serena’s journey from passivity and boredom is accounted
for by her recognition, under the guidance of an inspired teacher, that with
the right tools and conditions you can take charge of your own learning. The
Serena story sparked a translation into a number of European languages, all
working together in a project entitled Bridges across Boundaries.

The seven countries involved in the Project (Greece, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Hungary, Portugal, Poland, Switzerland) became involved through
a mutual concern to embed self-evaluation in school practice. In some cases
it was a recognition that if schools did not do it governments would do it for
them and not always to their liking. Each country worked with a cluster of
schools, with Francesca Brotto as super critical friend, as well as each country
being partnered with a critical friend from one of the other project countries.
The mission statements with which each country framed the project reveal
something of the intent to build from the ground up, to demystify self-eval-
uation, to embed self-evaluation as a habit, and to take ownership of the
process rather than working to a government formula. The mission state-
ments from the participating countries give something of the flavour of the
issues:

e To build on and further elaborate existing experiences of school self-
evaluation of the late 1990s in Greece.

e To help Czech schools try to overcome the fear and uncertainty from
self-evaluation process and to help them to understand its day to day
application in schools.

e To foster the ongoing development process in Hungary in the field of
quality improvement of education by providing our own framework and
tools for self-evaluation.

To establish self-evaluation as a habit in our schools in Switzerland.
To learn (with and from others) how to deal with self-evaluation in
Slovak schools.

e To empower schools in Portugal to take care of a quality development
policy, in an autonomous way (to have something to contrast to the
mandated and formatted self-evaluation).
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e To establish the idea that self-evaluation is a process of growing
collaboration, and not a product (Poland).

In Switzerland the principles on which their project rest were:

e  Credibility: the procedure of self-evaluation earns the trust of school
staff.
Flexibility: the methodology can adjust itself to different situations.
Ease of use: everybody can employ the procedure without the use of
special skills.
Accessibility: the results are available to the entire school.
Significance: the procedure of self-evaluation is focused on shared and
meaningful factors.

e  Reliability: the procedure can be employed in different contexts without
changing its basic principles.

e Learning: the methodology allows stakeholders to develop a critical and
constructive thinking about learning.

Self-evaluation and school review in Hong Kong

The newly developed Hong Kong model is worth examining as it lies closest
to the New Relationship in England and offers some pointers to both the
strengths and potential pitfalls of shorter, sharper inspection centred on the
school’s own internal evaluation.

The development of inspection in Hong Kong has a similar history to that
of UK countries, perhaps unsurprisingly given its close ties to Britain and a
longstanding tradition of looking beyond it own boundaries to learn from
practice elsewhere. In 2004 the Education and Manpower Bureau began a
pilot project to test a system to be known by its abbreviation SSE/ESR -
school self-evaluation and external review. Over 300 schools participated
with an external evaluation conducted by a Cambridge team?.

For some Hong Kong schools self-evaluation had been in place for a
number of years, stimulated by initiatives from higher education. For others
self-evaluation was something new, while in others again there were practices
implemented by individual teachers or departments (e.g., getting student
feedback on teaching) but without endorsement from senior leaders or
even wider awareness that such practices existed. Implementing a system of
review therefore had to be accompanied by support and guidance for schools
on SSE. This did not prevent teachers experiencing a high degree of
anxiety prior to review as it tended to be viewed as inspection and the
purpose of self-evaluation seen as a prelude to inspection rather than of value
in its own right.

Each school has a school improvement team of six to eight members
representing a cross-section of staff. This group has the task of supporting
their colleagues in carrying out self-evaluation, using tools offered by the
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Education and Manpower Bureau (EMB) and participating in preparatory
training. Over a period of three months there are briefings by EMB staft and
school wide development sessions conducted by the principal and/or the
school improvement team. Much of this is devoted to alleviating anxiety and
helping staff move from an inspection, or quality assurance, model to one in
which the focus is on their own internal self-evaluation.

A whole school staft then undertake the exercise of grading fourteen
aspects of school quality on a four-point scale, trying to reach agreement.
Inevitably there are differing opinions and in some cases the final grade is
decided by a vote among the staff, in other cases, the final decision rests with
the principal. These gradings are then presented to the review team who
negotiate with the senior leadership team on the basis of evidence, but the
ultimate decision rests with the ESR team. Downgrading generally causes
disappointment and often resentment but in most cases tends to be
combined with an acceptance of the ESR team’s professional judgement.
This may reflect a cultural acceptance of, and deference to, authority but it
raises an issue which lies at the heart of any sequential or co-operative system.
In other words, who knows best? And whose views count?

The EMB accepted the recommendations of the evaluation and aban-
doned the one- to four-point scale as offering a too simplistic and distracting
view of school quality. The evaluation also pinpointed some of the potential,
as well as the potential pitfalls, of the New Relationship.

e The purpose of external evaluation has to be clearly communicated,
clearly understood and clearly reflected in practice.

e  Sclf-evaluation should be driven by a widely shared commitment to
improvement and not as preparation for inspection.

e The move from inspection to review requires a different set of skills
on the part of the review/inspection team and system of professional
development and feedback from schools need to be an integral part of a
paradigm shift in thinking and practice.

e The principle of reciprocity implies that inspection teams listen and learn
and are as open to criticism as they expect school staff to be.

e Inspection teams need to be open to creative surprise and alternative
approaches used by schools.

What can we learn?

All of these examples are helpful in informing practice in English schools and
local authorities and their relationship with inspection. All schemes have
their frameworks, striving to find the balance, neither be so loose as to cause
confusion and anxiety nor so tight that people feel hemmed in and disem-
powered. There is a continuum in models of self-evaluation from open to
closed, from the invention of the wheel at one end to the detailed step-by-
step cookbook at the other. Where there is too great a degree of openness it
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is very difficult for schools to initiate and sustain self-evaluation. While this
is possible in highly self-confident and resilient schools the greater the pres-
sure from the outside the less will be the time and energy invested in inven-
tion. Where there is top-down pressure and time is a scarce commodity,
off-the-shelf products have considerable appeal. This is likely, however, to
lead both to a mechanistic approach and a disempowering of teachers. It is
significant that when the Scottish model HGIOS was adopted by an enthu-
siastic Minister in Norway and translated into Norwegian it was disliked and
resisted by teachers. This is not surprising as they had no part in its develop-
ment, no engagement in the process but were simply presented with a ready-
made product. A fundamental principle of self-evaluation, as noted by the
European body of inspectors, (SICI) is ‘steering oneself in order not to be
steered”®, that is, schools taking the initiative rather than being reactive to
decisions taken elsewhere. As the Hong Kong example shows, it is helpful for
the process of self-evaluation to be undertaken by a self-evaluation group
drawn from a range of volunteers within the school, strengthened when
there is pupil representation.

Common to many self-evaluation systems is the four-point scale for self-
rating against specific indicators or criteria. These are often derived from
inspection models and often come with labels attached such as ‘satistactory’
or ‘good’. In England the term ‘satisfactory’ has provoked a heated debate
within the profession and been a distraction from other aspect of the process.
The original Scottish terminology of major weaknesses, major strengths, more
strengths than weaknesses and more weaknesses than strengths carried a different
kind of message about the balance of evidence, and allowed greater scope for
seeing and negotiating judgements.

As has been found in numerous self-evaluation projects it is into this large
middle ground of ambiguity, a rating of 2 and 3, that most self-evaluation
judgements fall. The nature of those middle ground judgements do depend
to a great extent on ‘where you sit’, what and how much you see, the precon-
ceptions you bring to that judgement and the context in which you place it.
An inspector’s judgement of a lesson made in half an hour in a classroom is
often likely to differ from that of a pupil, the classroom teacher or the
headteacher. While such variance is obvious and well documented, top-down
evaluation schema often fail to recognise this, and by bypassing differences
miss the very heart of the process, that is, the discourse in which such
mismatches or varying perceptions bring to light. This is what was so
powerful in the European Self-evaluation Project where teachers, pupils and
parents together brought their own perspectives to bear and, through the
critical friend, were encouraged to listen to alternative ways of seeing and new
ways of understanding. This was a strength of McGill’s Schools Speaking to
Stakeholders and the teacher—teacher dialogue in the Rhode Island SALT
programme. It is at the very centre of the KEYS programme, recognising,
rather than turning a blind eye to, the multi-faceted perspectives and conflicts
that exist. It sensitivity to context and micro-politics is a salient strength.
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The tools that are available to schools play a crucial role in the process.
The more economical and user-friendly they are the more they are likely to
be used. Their primary purpose is not however to reach a summative judg-
ment or grade, but rather to stimulate dialogue, because it is through
dialogue that teachers and school leaders deepen their understanding,
leading in turn to more informed planning and target setting. The support
and challenge of a critical friend is often essential to steer the process,
reminding people of the ground rules. This needs to be a person who is
trusted, so that people can be open and self-critical without keeping a
weather eye on that person’s accountability or line management role. The
notion of the critical friend, appointed and accountable to government, has
proved problematic.

In conclusion

We have come a long way in the last few years in our understanding of
learning conditions for learning, and the leadership which creates and
nurtures those conditions. With that richer store of knowledge schools
clearly need a self-evaluation process that keeps pace with and informs the
quality of learning and teaching, helping schools to grow through the
sharing of information and insight. It has been said that organisations are
often less intelligent than their individual members. This is because they are
not in possession of the tools to excavate the hidden treasure of students,
teacher and parent knowledge. But with a shared sense of purpose, a frame-
work, criteria and the relevant tools for the job, schools can be empowered
to tell their own story.
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