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INTRODUCTION

A continuing challenge for the education system is how to evaluate the wider outcoinset@ols.
Academic results are important but other, less easily quantifiable measures of success make for a
complete education. For example, the development of students afolifg learners, employability

skills, citizenship, setfonfidence, teamwork ah emotional wellbeing are widely recognised as
essential qualities for individual success in adult life and for social cohesion. Unless methods are
found to evaluate these broader outcomes, the education system will continue to focus on a single
measure of school effectiveness: test/exam results. Thigport describes the rationale,
methodologyand findings of pilot research project that applihierarchical process modelling to
schools as complex living systems, using software developed by enginedrs bmniversity of
Bristol, calledPerimeta The aimwasto create a systems design which accador the full range

of outcomes valued by each school, collect evidence of suagessthe form of quantitative,
gualitative and narrative datg and to model this usingPerimetasoftware which returns visual
analytic feedback against each outcome in the form of the Italian flag. Red represents what is not
working, green represents what is successful and white represents what is not knowns and i
therefore an area for organisational learning and development. The project involves three
Academiesn the UK. The systems design whvesisdeveloped to underpin this pilot study, is one
which recognises that the purpose of the school is tolitaté the learning and achievement of all
students and the core processes which are essential for fulfilling this are: leadership learning,
teacher learning and student learning.

BACKGROUND AND RANKLE

Ten years ago Macbeath and McGlyf\iacbeath and Mcglynn, 2002eviewed thirty years of
school effectiveness research and described the shift that had occurred from evaluating schools as
whole units to a more specific focus on what is happening in individual classroomsarfjueyl

that this shift should be complemented by a wider focus on school culture:

WLG A& y2a 1 YFGGSNI 2F SAOGKSNX2NY &aO0OK22f
learning. Measuring effectiveness means sharpening our thinking as to where wd ghau

most attention and invest our energies at any given time and in the light of the priorities we
pursue. And as we get better at it we recognise that in good schools the boundaries between
different levels become so blurred that they defy even thestmioventive of statistical
0§SOKYAIdzSaQ® O6HANHYCO

They then go on to describe a model of evaluation that puts pupil learning at the ¢céntreet in
the context of a school culture that sustains staff learning, leadership that creates and maintains
the aulture and an outwarefacing dimension involving home and community. They continue:
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WLy R®Hatkdevaludte there is an irresistible temptation to measure what is easiest
and most accessible to measurement. Measurement of pupil attainment is unasobigu
concrete and appealing because over a century and more we have honed the instruments for
FaasSaaAay3a FGdrAyYSyd olFyR dzAaSR GKSYO0 F2NJ Y
(2002:7)

Shool selfevaluation (SSEhvolves schools evaluating their own performance in order to
propel improvementand, according to Ritchie (200,Ap maintain a level of control o external
evaluatiors, within a target driven culture (particularly in the UKhool selfevaluationtends

to focus on leadership and its impaat schoolevaluation When done rigorouslyt can provide

the tools to set objectives for school improvement so that all schools can be effeclike.
distinction between assessment and evaluation is that the latter demands taking a step back
from a specific piece of work or programme of study and asking questions like: was the
experience worthwhile? Whatvas earnt from the process? What mght be donenext time to
improve? Howis the schooldevelopingeffective learnes? Assessmenton the other handis

more aboutmeasuringa more quantifiable and narrower set s€hool outcomesmost often in

the form of testor examresults (Sammons, 1999).

The early application of information technology as a tool to support-gathering and analysis

for the evaluation of school performance, combined with a targeten culture of school
improvement, has resulted in an avenore singleminded focus on quantifiable measures of
success in schooldVhilst the development of sophisticated statistical techniques such as-multi
level modeling (Goldstein, 1986) have attempted to address the complexityhef range of
variablesoperating at diferent levels within the systerand the interactionsbetween them, so

as totease out a more nuanced account what makes a school effectiveéhere remains
however, a great reliance o assessment score®espitethis recognition of the complexity of
evaluating school outconseschool evalation hascontinued towardsa reductionist focus on

test performance at the expense of a wider, more balanced range of outcofhes movement

has been fuelled signifioly by political imperatives. Davies(Davies, 201)lraises similar
concerns about the AANBYy & NBAIGNAROGSR OGOASs 2F Wadz00Saa
leadership. He suggests that, by focusing on too narrow a range of school performance
measures, the upward trajectory of pupil attainment might plateau:

W{ dzOO0Saa Oy o0& achi®8 atadamicalll, Bazially) spkituaRyNphysically and
emotionally; it is enabling children to be all they can be. The difficult question is how do you
know that you have been successful? Standardized test scores, even when adjusted for
valueadded dimensions, tell only part of the story. Two challenges emerge. One is that
measuring success by easily quantifiable measures is to ignore that some aspects of success
are recognised by indicators which point to success, but do not by any means faliy expl
measure that success. Secondly, approaches that make schools successful initially may not
be the ones that are necessary to take them on to higher levels of performance, so that
isolating what approaches lead to sustainable success is difficutiod gxample of this is

the difference between shallow and deep learning. Coaching children for standard
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assessment tasks (SATS) tests may increase short term results and the school would be
considered successful. However, instead of putting in enormomigsefivery year to boost
results, a longefi SNY | YR Y2NB &adzaAdGlF Ayl o6fS I LLINRI OK
F LILINR F OKSa (KId RS@GSt2LI I € SENYyAy3 OdzZ (dzNB

However as technology hasntinued to develop there are new opportunities emerging for the re
presentation of complex data and the development of learning analytics which offer new ways of
responding to complexity in learning communiti@®@uckingham Shum and Deakin Crick, 2012
Combined with insights into systems thinking, systems demsighsystems modelling developed in
the corporate sector andengineering in particular, new technologies offer a potentially richer
approach to evaluating the wider purposes of educatidaking a broader view dboth processes

and outcomes WKA OK A& | 0SGGSNI NBLINBaSyidalridiazy 27
organisations.

The ultimate aim of this project is to develop useful ways of assessing complex processes in
learning communities which encourage powerful learning and feedback kvals of the learning
system. What we are seeking for is a richer approach to evidence basesi/akifition which will
enable a holistic approach to learning and performance, a participatory culture of high aspirations
and deep learning and a conteaf continual improvement where standards of pupil attainment
continue to improve. School sefevaluationcan provide the tools to set objectives for school
improvement so that all schools can be effectivieeadership has been shown to be a significant
component of school improvement and research has been continuing to support this notion
through the decades (seBallinger & Heck, 2010) It reinforces the growing suppodver how
effective leadershigupporting teaching and learning and promoting professional development and
changecan lead to improving school outcomes.

However this is a particulachallenge for schools and groups of schools which have a broader view
of education and a desire to extend the measures of school performance beyond the easily
guantifiable. These include schools underpinned by alternative philosophies suchogei@owe

schools or Humanscale schools as well as many faith based schools. Writing from the perspective of
Church schools, for examplg&race, 200prefers to this challenge when he writes:

W { dz(j) K NJvé ﬁrahsﬂéntﬂadt@urpb%sl?a sense of mission rather than simply of provision,

aézsawasEJq K [jz k éVC)KzthA y3 LNEZ 0Saa GKI [’]v A

LISNF2NXI YOS aul yRIFENRA& YR LINRBFSaaAzylft | 002«
Bryket al (Bryk et al., 199Balso point to the need for more studies of the inspirational ideology
which animates maay Catholic schools. They admit the scepticism which this idea produces,
especially in a research culture strongly influenced by secular and positivistic assumptions, but
make a powerful case for such research:

W{2YS YIe& [[dzSaldAzy PaAMN ©OKi & YA ¥ F LIANNKOIhcteReft t NE K
of academic organization or school structure, which can be largely captured in regression



analysis and effect sizes, estimating the influence of ideology is a more complex and less certain
endeavour N2y A O f f 82X (KSaS STFFSOUa FNB KIFNRSNJI G2
the importance of ideology because it cannot be easily captured in statistical analysis or
summarised with numbers would be a serious mistake. Statigtiaysis can hplus to see

some things but they can also blind us to the influence of factors that are beyond their current
K2NRT 2yaQ4) ompdoS ono

This pilot research project takes on the challenge of evaluating the wider intentions and outcomes
of schools moresystemdically, drawing onquantitative, qualitative and narrative data. Good
schools have always sought the views of students and parents in taking a broader view about how
well the school is doing and plamg for change. In the UK, OFSTiBEpections continugo
monitor broader aspects of education like spiritual, moral, social and cultural development but this
evidence typically becomes secondary, rather than integral, when overall and final judgements are
made about performanceThe fundamental questions beli this project are these: if we
acknowledge the importance of student attainment but also have the ambition to educate our
students for a set of broader outcomes, how can we know how well we are doing and what we
might need to do to improve? How can wethis in systematic, sustainable and convincing ways?



A REVIEW OF THETERATURE

Evalating outcomes of schools, known sshool effectiveness research (SERiginates from the
phenomenon of the ineffective school (Edmonds, 1979). It has besmcific fieldof study only in

the last 4D years, butin that time has been emmging with a growing international profile. With
education high on the agenda for most governments, evaluating the outcomes of schools has been
the subject of political debateat least for those countrieshere education is statéunded, witha

focus onimproving school standards angblitical accountability (Teddlie and Reylds 2000).
Although discussions around schooling and its effectiveness have raged for some timeghresear
began to be more focussed in the 1970s, particularly in the UK and US with the works of Coleman
(1966), Jencks et al (1972) and Rutéeral (1979) These studiesrgued that whilst schooling
generally makes a difference, the particular school attendad little impact on outcomes. These
early studies reinforced the sociological determinism argument that factors such as 1Q, gender and
social background are more important for school outcomes than velcaally happersin school.

They further argued tht whilst some schools do seem to do better than others, it was more due to
their student intake than the effectiveness of the schoolheaseand at times hostility (eg
Reynolds 1997) atlaims made byhese studies led to the development of the now esteihed

field of school effectiveness research (also recently catheational effectiveness researekR to
encompass wider education services such asspf®ol, further and higher education), with a
dedicated journabchool Effectiveness and Schoolrbmpmentestablished in 1990.

Different schools had differing levels of effectiveness and in order to address the issues brought to
the fore by the earlier studies, it was important to disentangle the complexity of factors which
contribute to school outomes. These factors include ability, priortadiment, personal
dispositions, age, gender afamily background amorsgothers, which combined with educational
experiences in school impact on later attainment progress and development (Sammons, 1999). The
multitude of factors and their interactions have meant trethool effectiveness researtias had

its fair share of issues, both on philosophical and methodological grouBatse of these will be
explored in the next sections.

School effectiveness resedr is not to be confused with school improvemen®3ésearchwhich
presents itself asa separateand distinct domain specifically exploring how schools can be
improved. How schools improveh & | WLINR OS & a (ReyhBlds ¥tzall, 1996/p.19 DSy (
therefore, cannot be measured in the same ways as school effectivenksis becauseschool
effectiveness researcand school improvement researdre conceptually different in several ways
(Reynolds et al., 199@)at they have maintained a parallel existereedomains of enquiry despite
beingessentially components of the same thing: how to make schools beHewever, if they are
two dgdes of the same coin then there must be more connecting the two fields of resednch.
recognition of this lhere is growing trend of bringing both these fields together dnigd will be
explored later in this literature review. But first it would be fidgeo examine the issues school
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effectiveness researctas it is this which has traditionally been most interested in evaluating the
outcomes of schoaig.

EVALUATING THE OUMES OF SCHOKIIG

Whilst the research in evaluating outcomes of schools mawg in stature, it has been subject to
much debate on philosophical and methodological grounds. The philosophical and political debate
is focussed around) policy issues, where raising standards and increased accountability became
the main discourse ah(ii) the philosophical debat&hich centred around epistemological issues:

@ tdzSa Ay SRdzOIF GA2y > (KS LldzNlamd&don THeseamr® jsdifed A y 3
and ongoing debates (White & Barber 199&hd influencea third domain of emuiry: (iii) the
methodological debatelt is the methodological debatevhich is the main focus of this review
Mainly led by statisticians, the debatirrounding methodology in school effectiveness research
centredon the analyses of datastemminglargely from the controversial Ruttest al (1979)15000
Hoursstudy. This study was influentigbrimarily because of the claim that pupil attainment was
due to sociabackgroundand that school made little difference to life chancéwever, he study

was se\erely criticised for its small sample size and, importantly, because it did not fully take
account of the complex nature of schools and the various impacts on outcomes in its statistical
analysigHeath & Clifford, 1980; Sammons 1999hissparkeda growth in sophisticated statistical
analyses of school effectiveness dasach as multlevel modelling, comparing various levels of
school and student data, both between and withtheols Ithas become an essential and integral
part of the research oschool effectiveness (Goldstein 1987).

CONTEXTUAL VAI-AEDED

School effectiveness can be defined as a school where students progress more than might be
expected giventhe school'sstudentintake. In that sensan ineffective school ighere students

make less tha expected progress, given itgake (Mortimore 1991a). This definition emphasises
0KS AYLERNIIYOS 2F WAYUlI1SQ ¥Y¥RRBBRR®NE (2 G(KS

It is fairly well established that raxscore indicators of pupil attainment are not a reflection of the
school effect, but are more an indicator of the school intgk&orard, 201Q) It has been
acknowledgedby governments and policy makers that to compare schools based on these r
dA02NBa A& dzyFILANI YR Iy Ayl OOdzNI S NBFfSOUAz2Yy
valueadded (CVA) is a regular feature in the discussions of school effectiviemegsearchers,
governments, policy makers and to a certain degreeeptr  The CVA scores take account of the
different starting points of a pupil and include indicators such as prior attainment, socioeconomic
status (SES) which is usually assessed by eligdjiliudents forfree school meals (FSM), school

size and pujp mobility amongst others. cBool effectiveness researahill include such data or
variations of it in their analysis of school effects and as claimed by the DCSF (2007) provided a much
fairer andmore validway to compare school effectiveness.
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Gontextual value added (CVAS$ calculated using a complex statistical analysis (see Gorard 2010 for
a more detailed description) and has become the accepted way in which to ensure schools are
compared @ a more likefor-like basis- indeed it is infinitely bette than using raw scores as
indicators. However Gorard (2010) has argued in his recent paper that it is time to move on from
school effectiveness researcWwhich relies solely on CVYAurimarily on the basis thatCVA

Ol £t Odzf F GA2y a | a3& dzv Seality,LAStATE Bftdrii misRihglior da (franQ different
datasets cannot be matched appropriately. For example, data fiRupil Level Annual School
Census FLASYCand National Pupil DatabaséNPD do not always map neatly on to one another.
Whilst, dataanalysts can claim that these are random and that they can statistically acfoumt

WOf SIyQ &adzOK RFEGFX AdG R2Sa y20 NBY2@0S GKS Aaa
data at this early stage is incomplete or inaccurate, then thkievaof the CVA neds to be
guestioned(Rowe, 2009)

Furthermore, Gorard (2010) advocated that such data limits what educéd all about. He argues

for a refocusin enquiry intoschool effectivenesento schoolprocessesfostering outcomes other
than the tradition attainment score. These are often referred to as the-cmgnitive outcomes of
schools, referring to pupilalelopment in the area of social justi@spirations and citizenshipall

of which are largly ignored inschool effectiveness reaech. This could béecause such a focus
would rely more on qualitative data which might be difficult for the quantiatresearcher to
genuinely embrace.The complexity and vastness of the factors which affect school outcomes has
pointed towards the need to collect data in the form #icts and figure§from a wide range of
schools which has driven throvementtowardslarge scaleuantitative data collection.

Additionally, different valueadded models themselves can vyield different resultfhomas &
Mortimore's (1996)study compared differentulti-level models and argued that if the data is rich
and wideranging then the schoatontext is not significant in predicting pupil outcomes. But
otherwise, evenCVAseans to explain pupil intakeonly if the data is not of a good quality,
reinforcingD2 NI NRQ& oOHamMnUv LIR2AY(d Fo2dzi GKS ljdzZ- €t AGe@
level effects in terms of the effectiveness of different departments, especially for pupils with
differing levels of prior attainmentThis reflected the growing pletiia of criticisms of SER on the
use of aggregated data at the school level becaaiseaggregate comparison of schools risks the
under estimation and potential misrepresentation of school effdets Willms & Raudenbus989;
Goldstein 1986). The developnteof multi-level modelling haprovided a tool to overcome some

of the criticisms levelled at the methodology in SER.

MULTILEVEL MODELLING

The traditional statistical analysis usedsohool effetiveness resarch was OLS regression and
whilst it enabla@l sufficient analysis of data, it was criticised that it did not truly enable analysis of
the different levels beffect on school outcomes, producimyer or underestimates of what was
really reflectedin a dataset. The development of mulievel modeling in the 90s as atatistical

12



package available commercialjlowed data to be analysed at several lev@lgzGibbon 1996).
Multi-level modelling enabled analysis to be conducted at sector, district, school and student level
across different time piats with up to 15 levelsavailable Many considered it to be revolutionary
in the way it has provided a solution to many of the methodological criticisinschool
effectiveness researc{leddlie, Reynolds & Sammon 2000). Described as the answer isstle
of units of analysis ischool effectiveness resear@nd that of comparing data across different
time points, it appeared to be the solution to mamethodological problems It also meant that
longitudinal studies coulthe assessed appropriatelying this multilevel technique resultingin a
growth in longitudinal studies (eg Mortimore et, d988) which addresed another criticism of
school dfectiveness researcl{Teddlie and Reynold2000) Furthermore, there has been a
growing tendency to fous not just on schools as a unit of analydist on individual classrooms
(MacBeath and Glynni2002) and the role leadership plays influencing what happens in a
classroom(Sammons2011) demonstrating howschool effectiveness reaech has become more
sophisticated and detailed.

Whilst multilevel modelling was comkgred groundbreaking in terms ofschool effectiverss
researchmore recentlyi KS WK2y SeyvY22y LISNA2RQ &haayobtlede 6 S|
multilevel analysisdata, several studies haveevealed similar results whichever the mode of
analysis,especially at the school level (eg F@ibbon 1991a, 1995a, 1996; Gray et al 1995)
particularlyif the size of the unit of analysgot close to 30. This seems to suggest that although
multilevel data has provided greater opportunities for analysisrarteaditional methods such OLS
regression analysis (admittedly a more simpler analysis) are still uséhrsequently Teddlie &
Reynolds (2000) argue that older studies which wdisregardedbecause they usedimpler
analyses should be reconsideredtbat a decade or so of research is not lost.

The development of sophisticated methods of data analysis, such as multilevel modelling, structural
equation modelling, growth curve modelling, regressaamtinuity modelling, mean there is still
great emphas on quantitative data collectionnalysis. Therénas beenconcern about the
excessive interest in the statistical analysis of d&eheerensl1992) withcomparatively very little
discussion ofhe use ofqualitative data and its analysis which refleatgieneral methods debate in
educatioral research (eg Lincoln and GyhkO85; Tashakkori and Teddli#988, 2003; Patton
1990). Thislebate has fuelled anddvocated the use of more diverse research methodschmool
effectiveness research.

Consequentlyschool effectiveness resear¢BER)s often criticised formeasuring a very narrow
set of school outcomes: nasty attainment test scoresadjusted forthe contextual value added
(Sammons, 1999)But as already discussed, these are fraught with issdéefurther issue in SER
that schools are complesommunities in their evn rightwhere the student experience is far more
diverse tharwhat can be reflected in theneasurenent of attainment scoregLevin, 2012) In that
sense, attainment in the form of test scores cannottbe whole picture of school effectiveness.
(Teddlie & Reynolds, 20p8ammons, 1999)What needgo happen is fola deeper exploration of
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what happens in school® terms of thenon-cognitive outcomes of schools, such as citizenship,
social cognition and webeing in addition to academic outcomes (Van de V2&l07). These
outcomesare often best eylored using qualitative datalongside the quantitative. d¥vever,

these issues have usually been the domain of school improvement research (Sl) rather than SER,
serving to explairthe apparent professiongpolarisaton of the twogenresof research (Gragt al

1995).

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENEES SCHOOL IMPROVEMESESI)

The rise ofschool effectiveness reaech (SER¥timulated the growth of school improvemei(sl)
research but attempts to combine them have not always been successful (Creemers, Kyriaftides an
Sammons 2010). Sl primarily uses qualitative data often in the form of case histories and narratives
with an emphasis on practical knowledgad engagement with practitioners. Chapman (2011)
emphasised that the SI community advocate that improvement cfmam within an organisation

not beyond it.

Until fairly recently, the field of school effectiveness resedi®@BERand school improvement have
generally been treated as distinct and separate with their own histories and traditions. This is
somewhat suprising becauseschod effectiveness resach can inform school improvement
practices which can then propel further research based on what is revealed at school improvement
level (Day et al2008). Thus, they do appear to be two sides of the same athpugh tensions
between the two have meant that they have often been treatedidatly where SER tends to have

its focus on exploring differences leaten schools and their outcomesdopting a primarily
positivist stancg§Sammons, 1999)The main form of data collection is quantitative and the results
FNBE Y2NB I 02dzi | whicBicanibezdidparet! To otied &irhilar schaol® In othe
words, SER presents a picture of the effective or ineffective school and what characterises it as
such. School improvement research, on the other hand, is more focussed on a school and its
processof improvement(Chapman et al., 2011)The reseech tends to use more qualitative forms

of data with a concentration on teachers, school processes and the journey of school improvement
NI §KSNJ 0KIy GKS 2dzi02YSao Ly aK2NIz {L NBaSl
(Reynolds et al1996). Because of their different epistemologies and methodologies, they have
tended to remain distinct and have perhaps become a victiracaidemic¥’ LJ- N} RA 3 Y , 6| N&
1989). However, as mixed methods research is becoming more widely used and dessriibe

third methodological community (Johnson et al 2007), minimising the weaknesses of each method
alone, educational researchers are increasisgg mixed methodeesearch designsattempting to
combine school effectiveness and school improvemen¢aesh(Teddlie & Sammons, 2010)

THE USE OF QUANTIIVAET AND QUALITATIDATA

As school effectiveness researddeels to identify and measure school effectivenestde vast
majority ofits studies have focusseash large scale longitudinak crosssectional data from a range
of schooldn order to draw conclusionsHowever, agliscussedit is becoming more appropriate to
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consider schools as organisations which are continually changing and evolving and are thus dynamic
places(Mulford, 2013)in which constant change is the normif this is the case, then taking a
WaYyK2A8Q 2F | ao0Kz22f |ad Aa R2yS ishatybes(litnited dng'ta 2 NR ¢
worst simplistic However it also representsraore seriousfailing to address issues of equity by
valorising anarrow view of educational achievement (Chapmand &unter, 2009).

A study by Day, Sammons & Gu (2008) combined qualitative and quantitative methodologies to
SELX 2NB GSFOKSNI t A0SaQ yR GKSANI AYLI OG 2y 4GS
simple integration of qualitative and quardtive methods towardssynergy pointing out that
simple integration is not enough and that the findings from the qualitative and quantitative strands
of research need to be synergisexteating deeper understanding and meanwagich would not be
possible ly simple integration or the sum of the two strandBhrough their study they explored the
impact of early/midcareer teacher and end of career teacher commitments, using both
guantitative and qualitative datanitially by integrating the two types of dat throughout where

one informed the other. Their conclusions about life phase and relative effectiveness were more
informed through the synergy of the quantitative and qualitative elements. They point to using
mixed methodologiesn a synergistias wellas integrative way to truly benefit from thdéwo
methods and create greater and deeper understandings. However, their discussion did
acknowledge the difficulties, particularly because oftka qualitative and quantitative aspects of a
study are separatentil the integration stages. This can be due to practical difficulties, for example
collecting quantitative data and then trying to integrate it with the corresponding qualitative data
may mean there is often a time lag, preventing truly concurrentodia¢. Nevertheless, the
engagement with the data leading to new synergies was greater than the individual contributions
of qualitative or quantitative data and therefore, important in understanding teacher effectiveness
based on career phase. This stugyan example of howchool effectiveness researdch making
tentative moves towards mixed methods.

However, whilst this paints a picture of a growing sense of harmmetyween quantitative and
gualitative methods it would be naive to assume that both theds are being given equal
weighting when it comes to comes to reporting and drawing conclusiGnssvell, Shope, Plano
Clark, & Green, 2006) This may be because traditionally researchers fall into either the
guantitative or qualitative camp, usually with diffeg ontological epistemologicaland micre
political commitments resulting in the polarisa&in of these methodsor the incompatibilitythesis
(Guba & Lincoln 1994). Because mankool effectivenesgsesearchers come from a quantitative
tradition and are attempting to include qualitative data, the end analysis often still endskepved
towardsthe quantitative (Creswell et al, 2006).

This could also be due to the perception of uncertainty in the appropriate analysis of qualitative
data. Quantitative data collection has its origins in the positivist tradition involving the collextion
numerial data (Reynolds, Bollen, Creemers, Hopkins, Stoll & Lageit®88), whereas qualitative
data is laden with meanings, interpretations, explanatiasfslanguage, behaviour and culture

15



which are open to inconsistencies, uncertainties and alterngieeptions. This of course & part

of the lure of an interpretivist epistemologyserving as a source afeeper understandingof
complex social phenomenéMathison, 1988) Thus, in this way qualitative data often get
WNBf S3I 0 SR QCrabwell vdl.2200B)y & pritndril2 quantitative researcherBecause of

this and the school effectivenss researc®@2 YYdzy A 1@ Qa F20dza 2y ARSYy
gualitative data has become the domain of the schogbrovement field. Whilst facts and figures

are also open to interpretation (Scott 2000), many researchers believed that relevant stakeholders
would only take notice of quantitative research (Reynolds et al 1996). For example, exam grades
are a statemenof what a student has achieved in a particular school at a particular point in time.
This grade is assessed irrespective of the process or whether the student had a good day, whether
the teacher was effective andldhe other issues that malave infllencedthat exam grade. By

not considering the processes which led to this grade, interpretation is limited andsdifter in

the way of how a school might improve this exam gradehese factors could bguantified, for
example, in the number of revisi sessions or the number of houes schooldedicated to
delivering the subject. Butschool effectiveness researdiends not to explore the processes
involved in improving grades. In this waghool effectiveness researcteeds to move beyond

what makes an effective school tooncurrentlyexploring what processes within a school make it
effective in order to drive school improvement practices (Stoll & Fink 1992). In other words, it is
time for school effectivemss researcland school improvement reseah to be part of the same

story. But in order for this to be the case, there needs to be greater acceptance of the methods
traditionally used by each of the researcbmmunities (Morgan, 2007).

This should not be impossible agopting mixed methodin SIR and Sl research is compatible with
multilevel modelling which focusses in on different levels, such as the school, classroom, teacher,
studentandwhich are interconnected and/or nested within one another. Qualitative methods can
be employed to exploréhese interconnected relationships in a deeper way, allowing more diverse
research questions to be addressed and which thantitative method alone stops short of
(Reynolds et al 1996). In order to explore the complexity of SER and the range ofMecbls
multilevel modelling aimed to address, it would be appropriate to use qualitative lolatavhich
would have to be fully integrated into the research design creating synarglye findings vich
would be greater than the sum of the qualitative andagtitative data analysis. It would also
bridge the gap between SERd S| making them more intedgr@nd reciprocal The result could be
more effective and more improving schools (Mortimore 1991).

WIDER OUTCOMES OHSOL

NON COGNIVE OUTCOMES

Wider outcomes of schooling have become more interesting to researchers as the agenda for
education (in the UK at least) now includes, for example, citizenship as part of the National
Curriculum since 2002. Personal, social, health and ecmnenucation (PSHE) is also a non
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statutory subject, but which many schools choose to incorporate because the Office for Standards
in Education (OFSTED) assesses schools on this as one of their criteria. These are not academi
outcomes, but ones which sohls and other educational establishments are expected to
incorporate into their education programmes. The 2010 Education White Paper emphasised the
importance of PSHE in helping young people develoskilks needed to make importaatecisions

in life including a healthy fiestyle and financial choicedNon-cognitive outcomes, such as
citizenships, social cognitions, wbking are also seen as important element of education (eg
Reynolds1992; (Isac, Maslowski, Creemers, & van der Werf, 2@IR) as advocated byeddlie

and Reynolds (2000¥chool eféctiveness researcheeds to be multidimensional incorporating
both cogniive and noncognitive outcomegOpdenakker & Van Damme, 2008%pecially as claims

are being made that effective social skills are more likely @temnine life chances in the 21
century (Mulford, 2013 Holmlund & Silva, 2009 his renforces the call for using quantitative and
gualitative data in order to explore these phenomena more deeply.

However, wider outcomes of scholehve notfeatured inschool effectiverss researclior several
reasors. Firstly, they are not easily quidied or measuredKnuver & Brandsma, 1993econdly,
becausepolitically schoolsystemshave focusedon academic attainment rather thatihe personal
and social development of the individual and so questions as to whether schalobuld be held
accountable for these are often raised (Knuver and Brandsma (1993). Thirdly, $ecsuch
research would require qualitative data which is not always considered easyllart oranalyse
and stakeholders dooat always consider the findings seriously (Reynolds, 199&vertheless,
recentresearch into norcognitive outcomes haseengrowing, althoughhas often beernin relation

to how they may or may not be amlated with cognitive outcomese. academic attainment
rather than as outcomes in themselves. For example, theVan Landeghem, Van Damme,
Opdenakker, De Frairie, & Onghena (2083)lored the effect of school and class on remgnitive
outcomes and reiteratethe findings ofother studies that an effective school does not necessarily
equateto a school witheffective noncognitive outcomegOpdenakker & Van Damme, 2000)hey
used multilevel modelling on a range of survey ddtat Van der Wal & Waslander (200djscuss
how neither these nor their own stdy wereable to draw firm conclusions dihe trade-off when
focussing on either cognitive of narognitive outcomes This reflects the notion that the
relationship between cognitive and narognitive outcomes is yet to be fully establishedan der
Wal & Waslandeés (2007)researchalso used survey data and multivariate multilevel analysiss
noteworthy that few studies orschool effectiveness researchven those which focus omon-
cognitive outcomesmake use of more qualitativead.

Furthermore, if at the school level, data is collected via interviews or case stories (qualitative), it is
not always used for setting objectives for improving outcontedher the data tend to be used to
inform school improvement processélarris, ®01).This does not necessarily translate into a basis
from which to set objectivewhichare still largely determined bschool effectivenesstudies. This

once again pointsowards the need to integrateschool effectivenessnd school improvement
reseach so that their relative strengths are combineahd both contribute to settingbjectives for
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school improvement. Armstrong et al (2012) argue that the field sthool effectiveness and
improvement researchrequires a dramatic changend should berenamed educational
effectiveness and improvement (BEéncompasmg all educational establishmentsso that
effectiveness and improvement go hand in hand.

EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP

A further development irschool effectivenesand school improvemenstudies isafocus onschool
leadership stimulated by the study of academically improved and effective schools. It has been
shown that effective and improved schools have a clear vision of their goals and which actions to
take to reach them (Hodges 2000)Leaderslp studieshave been moving towards the centre of
school effectiveness and school improvement research (Teddlie and Reynolds 280@)xed
methods study bysammons (2011(which was part of a larger 3 year project commissioned by the
DCSF and summarised by Day et(2010) found that leadership effects influence student
outcomes by their influence on teacherscon the creation of a favourable school climateThe

wider project of which this paper was a pareported on 20 case studies of qualitative data which
were thematically analysedral resulted in amatrix of the man themesfrom across the studies

This was a study which made an attempt to integrate and create a synergy of the qualitative and
guantitative strands. It is worth noting that reports or research commissioned by policymakers is
more likely to bemixed mehodologiessimply because there is likely less commitment to particular
ontological positions thaimn academiccircles Nevertheless, in the case of this research, the lead
researchers are academics which demonstrate a genuine move towsaxesl methodgesearch.

The focus ondadership and its impaain schoolsis associated wittschool seHevaluation (SSE)
which involves schools evaluating their own performance in order to propel improveugoht
maintain a level of control of evaluation, withian extenally imposedtarget driven culture
(particularly in the UKJRitchie, 2007) When done rigorouslyf§SEcan provide the tools to set
objectives for school improvement so that all schools cacobge moreeffective. Leadership has
been shown to be a significant compent of school improvement and research has been
continuing to support this notion through the decades (s¢alinger & Heck, 2010)It reinforces
the growing supportfor effective leadershipgfocusing onteaching and learning and promoting
professional developmerds a process driver f@achool effectiveness and improvement.

Hallinger and Heck (2010), however, also point out that many leadership studies rely on case
studies and crossectional surveys.They rightfully advocate the need for longitudinal studies in
order to document process and change. But whilst this is important, they fail to recognise the value
of the case study data which have informed leadership studies and have enabled the current
conclusions of leadership to be made. Neverthekd®ool self evaluatiohas also been shown to

be an effective way in which school leadership can be been improved. This is despie8SE
being criticised for lacking validity and reliability (s&griakides & Campbell, 2004 for a detailed
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critical analysis)emphasisinghat external evaluation has to be @art of an overall aproach to
school selevaluation(Kyriakides & Campbell, 2004)

Alternatively, other studie®f leadershiphave continued to rely on quantitative data study its

effects on classroom practice amdtimately student outcomes. For exampleeithwood & Jantzi
(2006)used survey data from 2,290 teachers from 655 primary schools to analyse transformational
leadership against student achievement as measured by SAfedsat the end of Key Stage 2.
¢KSe F2dzyR GKIFIG fSFRSNAKALI RAR FFFSOG GSFOKSH
But this could be because student outcome was measured by the narrow focus of academic
attainment (SATs) scores which as dssmad cannot present a complete picture of what are
essentially qualitative qualities of a school.

This further advocatethe use of more qualitative ashperhaps longitudinal mixed methostudies
(Kyriakides & Campbell, 200#hich could help produce aodel of lasting impact on school
improvement helpiig to set targets and objectives as a whole school approach.

MOVING FORWARD

This literature review haaimed tountangle the research on the outcomes of schools as there are
various layers which overlap arade mutually reinforcing. These moved fronschool effectiveness
researchwhich explores differences between schodirgely using quantitative dajao school
improvementresearch(which uses primarily qualitative dgtéo a focuson the study ofleadership
and its impact orschool improvementto the more recent study of school salfaluation which is
a still develping field. What appears evident is that resea on how schoolsoperate has
proceeded on parallel but often sepaeatracks effectiveness, improvement, leadership or self
evaluation However, schools arkearningcommunities and organisations with complex structire
and processesnd while it is tenpting to break downthese components and study each part
individually, it is important to bring the pastback into a whole in order to fully understand
schooling and its wider outcomes in the fullest sense.

One of the reasons for the distinctions betwethe fields lies in the methodologs availableand
throughoutthe studies inthis reviewthere hasbeen anextensive reliance on either quantitative or
gualitative data Their ontological and epistemologidalindationsseem to have encouraged this

divide to continue. This is despite the regular calls for employing more mixed methods designs
(Charles Teddlie & Reynolds, 20@0joss the genresinfluential researchers such as Muijs (2006,
HAMHO R2 YIS STFF2Nla (2 B«Ribuydhal basih quaittiSe ddalA a 1 O
which refers to an interviewee attributing success to themselves or internal factors and setbacks
down to exterral factors to do with the organisation, policy or management. However, this
emphasises further that itis important that to move on from hie polarisation of these
methodologiesto work towards developingnore sophisticated analysis tools for qualitatiaad

narrative data as well ador quantitativedata. It is not sufficient to brush off qualitative data on
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explore qualitativeand narrativedata andysis as a field of research in itselhis is thepoint at

which qualitative and mixed methoddesigns will truly flourish, where qualitative data will
genuinely inform how schools are evaluated in a wider sense, informing how schools set their
objectives for improvement.

Developments in computer packages for analysing qualitative data (QDA), such as NVivo or
MAXQDA have been extremely useful in helping manage large amounts of data and taking on the
burden of some of the labour intensive aspect. Howewwnnputerassisted qualitative data
analysis softwaré@ / ! v5! {0 Olyy20 WrylLrfeasSqQ GKS RFGIF 2NJ
data (Bazely, 2007), which is primarily a human activégause it involves meaning making and
interpretation. Othes criticisms, particularly made by positivists, have been levelled at the
proximity the researcher has to qualitative data. This could be minimised by the use of CAQDAS
with their extensive search, access and coding facilities potentially reducing ¥ @ 2y WT )
AYLINB&aaA2yaQ ¢KSy [Gartidhlary and GukrdRamds) 200v&E makel far |

more robust interpretations (Bergin, 2011). This makes the procefiseanalysis of qualitative

data more open to scrutiny and thereby greatemarmsparency¢ addressing anothercriticism

levelled at qualitative data analysi®ixonWoods, Agarwal, Jones, Young, & Sutton, 2005)
However these packages are still being developed and are comparatively some way from the
sophisticated statistical packages designed for quantitative data. They, therefore, deserve further
explbration and development.

Evaluating wider outcomes of schow is a complex challenge because of ttwanplexity of factors
which are iner-connected and interelated, and the differing 'truth claims' adifferent genres of
research.This means that it isssential to deviep research designs and methaldgieswhich truly
explore all facets of this complicated process of schooling.

REFRAMING SCHOOLSCKBMPLEX LIVING SYBIBE

One of the big challenges emerging from this literature review is hohatoes the synergy that
might be createdthrough the interaction of different approaches to knowledge generation and
use andtheir differing agroaches totruth claims Such synergyight better inform leadership
decisioning inschoolingthan a focus on onlpne method at the expense of otherbecause it
would reflect the complex reality of schooldowever, ot only does thischallengeinclude the
knowledge generatedby those studying schools (i.e. researchers), Bignificantly it includesthe
experientid professional knowledge generated by leadarsl even the connected intelligence of
the whole community including students This issurelya complex challege which is impelling in
21C conditions of risk, uncertainty and diversity, and the ubiquitcaes af technology and data
offers new opportunities to kgage with it
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In order to address the main aims of this project ithes important to consider schools in all their
complexity. Such complexity ifundamental issue for education and schoolagl, as has been
demonstrated in the review of the literaturas representsa challenge ireducationalresearch
{OK22fa KIFEGS Ydz GALIX S &aGF1SK2ft RSNER FyR Ydzt GAL
learning and achievement arthemselves complex and dynamic and cannot be reduced to, or
described by, a single variable. As Wheatly and McCd¢Whegatley, 1999Wheatley and Kellner

Rogers, 1998 (Mccombs and Whisler, 199argue, a school is a living system and in order to
understand improvement and change in schogliwe reed to take this into accounA complex

living system is one which is selfganising, purposeful, layered, interdependent and operatiag

from equilibrium'(Davis and Sumara, 200§Checkland and Scholes, 199Bhis means that there is

no single blue printfor improvement, or single measure of succdss schod effectiveness,
because each school operatesaiminique contextwith unique individualg what works in one may

literally not work in another. Leaders therefore need to be able to respond appropriately to their

O2y GSEG a WRS&AAIYSNE 2F f SR NS NMEQY S\EIn{oHeENNBIRAGGK
words they need to be able to lead by the spirit, not the letvédeadership for learningVarshall

and Drummond, 2006

Research into complex systems offers some signpastghis enquiry. There are properties of
complex systems that form a set of principles which underpin learning design. Bl@kiekiey,

2010 identifies 'layers, feedback loops and processes' as key properties and emergence as the
unpredictable outcomes of the relationships and interactioriskey processes within a system.
Emergence is at the heart of complex systems thinkirntbus the challenge of dealing with
uncertainty and risk is a challenge at the heart of leadership. Fundamentally this requires us to
recognise that there are limitso K ¢ ¢S OFy (1y26 | yR GKSNBEF2NBE L
know and acting accordingly is 'humility’, a core virtue for both leaders and learners, for without
humility there can be little new learning or change. The ability to purposefully adaptlzmge
throughout a lifecycle is what makes an organisation or an individual resilient and sustainable. At
the heart of this resilience and sustainability is learningelfaware, purposeful, conceptual
reorganisation at all levels of the systenstuderts, teachers, leaders and parents/carers

In terms of developing evaluation models for schools, systems thinking also demonstrates that a
reductionist focus on the measurement and improvement of a single variable (for example a test
result) distorts boththe process and the outcome of the systédames and Gipps, 1998James et

al., 2007;(James et al., 200Assessment Reform Group, 9% Reay, 1999 As Mason(Mason,

2008 argues

'trying to isolate and quantify the salience of any particular factor is not only impossible, but
also wrongheaded'. Isolate, even hypothetically, any one factor and not only is the whole
complex web of connections among the constituent factors altersd is the influence of
(probably) every other factor too'. (2008:41)
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We know for example, thatraover focus on high stakes summative testing and assessment not
only distorts how teacherseach, but it also distorts student learning and creates an ‘own goal’
since it depresses student motivation for learnitigarlen and Deakin Crick, 20Q38arlen and
Deakin Crick, 2003alt does more than simply relegating wider outcomes to second class @ibals
actually scores an own goal.

Not only is it important to focus on a range of processes and variablek@olsovhich are deemed

to fulfill a particular purpose, but it is also important from a systems perspective to understand the
whole, the parts and how they interact. These are described by Gold¢(olestone, 200§ as
‘contextualised' and 'decontextualised’ aspects of a system. In developing contextualised accounts
learners and their environments (students, teachers, leaders and organisations) are seen as parts of
a single whole. How someone learns degerin part on the larger system in which they learn.
Elements of the system (both individual learners and other system elements) cannot be understood
independently. Rather, the interactions of the elements give rise to emergent behaviours that
would not aise through their independence.

A key concern with a singular focus on contextualisation is its inability to lead to generalization
(Goldstone, 2006). But complexity theorists have also identified some principles of complexity that
can be applied to diffeent cases from seemingly unrelated domairfer example, Blockley's ideas

of layers, feedback loops and processes, and the ideas of emergence and uncertainty. Thus, while
learning, teaching and leadership are contextualised, we can also understand tlsem a
decontextualised and identify patterns which can be generalized across highly contextualised
instances. So these two apparently contradictory ideasntextualisation and decontextualsiation

¢ are two aspects of a common process of conceptual reosgdion - i.e, learning(Goldstone,

2006, p.37). In other words, students, teachers and leaders must recursively consider general
principles and specific contexts in order to learn

UNDERSTANDING SCH®®@E COMPLEX SYSTEMS

We now turn to the modebf a school as complex learning system which has informed this pilot
study. A system is defined by its purpd&ockley, 2010Blockley and Godfrey, 20p@nd the
primary purpose of a school is the learning and achievement of its students. As we have argued,
learning is a core property of a resilient system. Thus for schools, learning is both a core process
and a product (desired outcome). This makes the applinatiosystems thinking particularly salient

for schools- in contrast for example, to a supermarket in which learning is a core process but
providing food services and generating profits are the desired outcomes. In understanding the
defining importance ofpurpose in a system, we also foreground the concept of direction, of
journey of dynamic change and of lifecycle. For an individual learner, a team or an organisation, this

! For a further glossary of terms from systems thinking which are relevant to schoolpgerdixl
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implies an intelligent shared directionand thus leadership. An individual studemho is taking
responsibility for their own learning and life story is exercising personal leadership towards a
chosen purpose. A team or an organisation which is moving towards a shared purpose is exercising
leadership through individual, team and orgsatiional learning and change. For a school as a
complex living system, leadership and learning are thus core processes as well as desired outcomes.

Drawing on(Goldspink, 200)/ (Bryk et al., 201)) (Deakn Crick et al., 2011Deakin Crick et al.,
2010 Deakin Crick, 2009 we have identified three key processes in schools as learning
communities, which constitute subystems or layers of learningnd change processes which
provide 'viewpoints' from which to understand the system as a wholeese ardi) leadership-
including both community and school (ii) teacher pss®nal learning and (iii) student engagement
in learning and achievementin the next section we present the rationale for selecting these three
viewpoints.

Tablel Three suksystems or viewpoints for schools as complgstems

@

VIEWPOINDNE LEADERS LEADING LEEIARS AND CHANGE INH COMMUNITY

In their conclusions to an extensive international survey of educational leadership and management
Davies and WedBurnham (2003) highlight several challenges for school Ishgein the future,
including equity and entitlement, social trends, policy and innovation, funding and the nature of
WEOK22fAy3aQ A0aStF:r K2 YR 6KSNBE Al KILIWLISya
models of leadership that are fundameniatoncerned with strategy, values and learning. Beare
(2001), looking to the future, suggests that schools will neefbcus on learning as the prime
mission and professional leadership where the leader and leadership teams give highest priority to
the professional purpose of the school, personally and frequently monitor the learning
programmes, put time and energy into school improvement, give support to the staff involved with
learning programme (and) put tangible emphasis on instructional leadership.

The relationship between school leadership and learning has been explored in several studies (e.g.
National College for School Leadership 2004; 2010) which all concluded that the most successful
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systems, based on measures of student engagement and atet prioritised staff motivation

FYR O2YYAGYSyGs GSIFIOKAy3a FyR fSIENYyAy3 LINT O
leadership (Gunter 2001; Bottery 2004). Coch@nith (2003) and Darliigammond and
Bransford (2005) and several other studies haseablished the importance of effective teaching

for supporting enhanced student achievements, and there is now a great deal of evidence behind
the claim that leadership that focuses on the quality of teaching is crucial for maintaining and
supporting impovement in the quality of learning in schools (Robinson, Lloyd and Rowe, 2008). At
the heart of leadership for learning (e.g., MacBeath and Cheng, 2008) is the concern with making
a0K22fta fSFENYAy3a 2NHIFIYyAAlFGAZ2ya & dddbddhNgrdatgra G S
outreach to the communities they serve. And, as Silins and Mulford (2002) found in their
comprehensive study of leadership effects on student and organisational learning, student
outcomes are more likely to improve when leadership is disted throughout the school
community and when teachers are empowered in their spheres of interest and expertise. The
McKinsey Report (2007), derived from an international survey of the most successful education
systems, found that a focus on teacher ngitment and professional learning were more important

as determinants of success than funding, social background of students, regularity of external
AyalLlSodAazy 2N Ofaa aAiSao 1 26SOSNE t NAOSH!I i€
sounded a \@rning note when it found evidence that many school leaders, as a result of external
demands, felt that they did not have sufficient time to focus on teaching and learning.
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improvement, synchronously and tenaciously focusing on new relationships with parents and
O2YYdzyAGeT o0dzAf RAY3I GSFOKSNARQ LINERES&A laaknhy |- €
environment and providing guidance about pedagogy andpeugs for teaching and learning.
Goldspink's (2007) research identified that the leadership qualities required for complexity are not
among the typical selection criteria for principals. They include: a level of modesty and
circumspection and a capacitgt lj dzZSadA2y 2y SQa 2¢y RSSLISadG | aa
participate in critical enquiry. These personal qualities and the assumptions about leadership as a
core systems process which underpin them have not been widely applied in education and few
school leaders are familiar with the relevant investigative, dispositional and analytical processes
(Zohar 1997).

Viewpoint Two: Teachers as learners

Collaborative, classroo#inased, researcinformed professional learning and enquiry in schools
represent. 'y AYLERNIIFYyd FIO0SG 2F GKS WRSSLI a0 NMzOi
communities. Professional learning is a vital-poadition for school improvement through its
LI2AA0GAGBS AYyTFtdsSyOS 2y GSI OKSNA Min@E.by.,BanaR, 2041, LINT
2000; Cohen and Hill, 2001; Day and Leith, 2007; Desimone et al., 2002; Garet et al., 2001; Loxley et
FE®PZ HAnTOP {OK22f aQ LINRY 2 i AosghooRafid othé InedforRimgE Q L
activity can support impr@mentrelated activity in schools and classrooms through enabling
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teachers to access and engage with an expanded pool of practice ideas, resources, and sources of
support, increased opportunities for mutual problesnlving, knowledge creation and transfand

a heightened sense of valuing professional achievement and accomplishment (e.g., Little and
Veugelers, 2005; Jackson and Temperley, 2007; Stoll et al.; Ra@7 and Earl, 2010). Thus, an
SEOI @I GAZY 2F | &0K2 2is (kély tik @BalJthdt Stlthejfday af thésd NHzO
structures is the teacher as learner and scholar (Shulman, 2011).

There has been a great deal of international interest in understanding how professional learning
can fulfil its potential for supporting schbamprovement. For example this question has been
addressed by Meiers and Ingvarson (2005) in Australia; Piesanen, Kiviniemi, and Valkonen (2007) in
Finland; Timperley and Alteloee (2008) in New Zealand; and Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, and
Yoon 2000 Ay GKS ! {!® |1 2SOSNE RSaAaLAGS GKS AYLR!
GSIF OKSNARQ LINRPFSaaiazylf f SEFNYyAy3I OGAGAGASE |
(2004), Clarke and Hollingsworth (2001), and Timperley and -Aken(2008have all argued that

GKS LINRofSY adGSya FNBY aAYLIXAaGAO O2y OSLIidz A
O2yaARSNI K2g fSIFENYyAy3d Aa SYOSRRSR Ay GSIF OKSNZ
and community contexts in which thatask develops. An important purpose of the proposed
NEASFNOK A& (2 RS@OSt2L) GKS2NBGAOIt |yR SYLANR
as a complex system (Clarke and Collins, 2007; Collins and Clarke, 2008; Curtis and Stollar, 2002;
Davis ad Sumara, 2006; Weaver, 1948) and to help schools develop appropriate strategies for
supporting its emergence and scaling up.

Misunderstanding the nature of teacher learning by underplaying its complexity leads to focus on
the microcontext (individual éachers or individual activities or programmes) to the exclusion of
influences from meso (institutional) and macro (school system) contexts (e.g., Bore and Wright,
2009; Bottery and Wright, 1996). Adopting a complexity thinking perspective, we assume that
teacher learning does not emerge as a series of isolated events but simultaneously in the activity of
autonomous entities (teachers), collectives (school phase and subject groups) and subsystems
within grander unities (schools within school systems withmciopolitical educational contexts).
These nested systems and subsystems associated with teacher learning are interdependent and
reciprocally influential. As a result, to explain teacher professional learning, one must consider what
sort of local knowldge, problems, routines, and aspirations shape and are shaped by individual
practices and beliefs. How are these then framed by the other systems involved? Thus we construe
teacher learning as a complex system representing recursive interactions betwstamsyand
elements that coalesce in ways that are unpredictable but also highly patterned (Clarke and Collins,
2007). Therefore, identifying emergent patterns of interaction within and between levels of activity
that would constitute an explanatory thearyhere, of teacher learning as a complex system
requires variablenclusive (as opposed to control) strategies for research, development, planning
and evaluation.
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Complex systems need to be off balance in order to move forward. Wheatley (1999) in heignal

2F fFNBS AyadAddzirzya |a O2YLX SE aedaidsSvyaz yz2i
AyalArlddziazylt RSIFIGKéd | SEtLIAYy3T a0Kz22fa FyR 3N
dissonance between their values and practices in relatiof G SIF OKSNARQ Iy R &aO0K
leadership was an effective intervention for promoting change, growth and deep learning as part of
the Learning how to Learn project (Pedder et al., 2005; Pedder, 2006; 2007; Pedder and MacBeath,
2008). Further mappin of patterns of dissonance in schools nationwide was an important feature

of the State of the Nation CPD study (Pedder et al., 2010; Opfer and Pedder, 2011). Dissonance
0SU6SSY o6KIG GSIFIOKSNE O2yaARSNJI A YL Nlleayhing F 2 NJ
opportunities and perceptions of current practice may result in what Woolfolk et al (2009) refer to
4 WORNR/@S| Ay3d RA&S|dzAf AONAdZYQX FdzNIi KSNJ dzy RS NJ
relationships between values and practicesS&ANA & | YR { OKI yQa 6mdpdpc 0 6
illustrate that dissonance serves as a catalyst for schools to attempt to change their environment in
ways that better support learning.

Viewpoint Three: Students as learnedeep learning as a congx® psychesocial system

Deep learning occurs when students choose to invest in processes of learning that are authentic,
personally owned and enable agencyprocesses of knowledge construction. Learning Futures
research (2010, 2011) identified 'authégity, agency and identity' as key elements of pedagogy
which lead to engagement and depth in learning, rather than superficial recall or performance
orientation. Where these occurred, students described their learning as transformative for them as
individuals - they were authors of their own learning journey, in a process of ‘becoming’ (Seely
Brown 2009) Engagement in learning is necessary for depth of outcome, butat agemplex
construct. Fredricks et al's (2004) review identified the componentserajagement most
commonly identified by researchers as behaviour and participation, (Fullarton, 2002; Willms, 2003),
emotion - a sense of belongingnd value (Willms, 2003) and cognitive beliefs about learning and
achievement (Munns and McFadden, 2000). range of studies provided evidence about how
these variables contribute to engagement including: involvement and wellbeing (Zyngier, 2004;
Shernoff et al., 2003; Goldspink, 2008); interest (Hidi and Renninger, 2006; Eccles et al., 1998)
student epistenic assumptions, including assumptions about fixed/variable intelligence- (self
theories) (Dweck, 2000; Baxter Magolda, 2004; Cano, 2005; Hofer, 2001; Schommer, 1990); meta
cognitive skill which has been found to have a greater impact on outcomes thalfigenee
0xSSYyYlLy S Ff®dX HanncOT YR &aiGdzRSyidaQ fSINYyAY
2011; Deakin Crick 2011). In addition to factors internal to the student, several studies itlemtify
influence of pedagogy and school climate learner engagement: school culture and climate
(Anderson, 1982and quality pedagogy (Newmann and Wehlage, 1995; Ladwig and Gore, 200;
Ladwig et al., 2007; Hattie, 1999; Hattie, 2003). Some aspects of pedagogy are particularly
important to the engagemet of low SES and Indigenous learners in Australia (Gale et al., 2008;
Amosa et al., 2007; Zevenbergen et al., 2004) as are aspects of learning power and self reflection
(Deakin Crick and Grushka, 2010; Deakin Crick, 2009c; Goodson and Deakin CrickretiiKs
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et al. summarised their review by suggesting that the individual types of engagement (behavioural,
cognitive, emotional) have 'not been studied in combination, either as results of antecedents nor as
influences on outcomes' and that research hesded to use variablkeentred rather than pattern
centred techniques, crossectional rather than longitudinal (2004, p.87). The result is that we have
little information about the interactions between different aspects of learner engagement and little
information about the development and malleability of engagement over time.

Central to engagement is the idea that the learners themselves need to want to learn, and to
become aware of themselves as learners. Black and colleagues (2006) argued that anfocus
learning to learn and assessment for learning in schools is important particularly when it leads to
0KS LINPY2GA2Y 2F Whdzizy2Y2dza € SIENYyAy3IQ 2N WAY
Intentional learning implies agency and choice on gaat of the learner and goes beyond the
acquisition of study skills and strategies, requiring practices which invoke the learner to take
responsibility for their own learning in a relational context. Hautamaki et al., (2002) also emphasise
the importance 6 learner agency and selégulation.

Learning power is a central concept in engagement. It is a term used to describe that complex mix
of personal qualities that characterise effective learnerg R A4 RSFAYSR | a Wl F
characterised ¥ particular dispositions, values and attitudes, with a lateral and a temporal
O2yySOUA@GAGRQ 65SIH1AY [/ NAO|l HAANTO® [ SFNYAY:
FFFANNEIFGAZ2Y YR OKIFffSyasS LI I & diectdd2aypérso biirgsi A 95
to their learning and in their hopes and aspirations. Successive empirical studies identified seven
dimensions of learning power: changing and learning, critical curiosity, meaning making, creativity,
learning relationships, stratgc awareness and resilience and a-ssessment tool based on these
scales, which provides a framework for a mentored conversation which moves between the
learner, their story and a negotiated learning outcome (Deakin Crick, 2007; 2005, Deakin Crick et
al., 2004).

What has also emerged from these empirical studies is that theasséssment of learning power

is a necessary but not sufficient aspect of a learning ecology. Other key factors include (i) the

guality of learning/assessment relationships) fine creation of a locally owned language for

learning, including dialogue; (iii) the extensive use of metaphor and modelling; (iv) the use of

learning power dimensions as scaffolding for enquiry, (v) theeguencing of the content of the

curriculum, anl (vii) the relationship between the personal/autopoietic and the public in relation to

f SEFNYAY3Id [ SENYyAYy3a LIgSN Aad GKdza | LI NI 27F |
NREgYy YR ¢K2YlLa ownndgd adzZa3Syda GRI HDSOERXEQ 2

participatory framework, which embraces embodied and tacit knowledge as well as explicit

knowledge (Polayni 1967; Heron and Reason (1997).

These are some of the complex conditions necessary for deep learning, embedded in a critical
sociocultural context (Habermas 1972; Freire 1972) in which students identify value and purpose
and are authors of their learning, embodied in a particular context in place and over time (Goodson
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and Beista, 2010, Goodson and Deakin Crick, 2009, Goa2l309). Deep learning is described by
Bateson (1972) as third level learning, which involves personal transformatiather than only
repetition (primary learning) or learning to learn (secondary learning). Deep learning is best
understood as a complexspchasocial system, with subsystems which include identity, experience
and story. The learner arrives at a learning opportunity already possessing a way of knowing and
being in the world which is the sum of their experience to date. Vygotsky (1978, 105D/
RSAONAROSR GKA& |a WLISNBTKAGlIyA2FIQY GKS GSNY
including values, attitudes, beliefs, schemas and affect. For Vygotsky, perezhivanija is the process
G§KNRdZAK gKAOK AYUOISNI OlA2¥ALINYY (iKSI NIB 2SN2SFA A3
described by Mahn and Jof8teiner (2002) as a complex whole, a system of systems which
includes the interrelated and interdependent elements of participants, environments, artefacts
(such as computers, or tools) amwntext. Sfard and Prusak, (2005) suggest that the notion of
identity - WO2f t SOGA2ya 2F aidu2NASa [o2dzi LISNE2Yya 0
significant” is the missing link between learning and its soaitural context. The challenge tihis

project is to develop forms of pedagogy which attend to the complexity of student engagement in
learning and the concomitant depth of process and outcome, including (i) the selfhood, identity
and story of the student in community and tradition (ietpersonal qualities necessary to engage

with new learning opportunities (iii) the eaonstruction of knowledge, skills and understanding

and (iv) the competence to engage with authentic learning in the real world (Deakin Crick, 2011,
Deakin Crick, 2009ieakin Crick, 2009a).

THE CHALLENGE OF (RQMX DATA COLLECTKND REPRESENTATIAGRFSCHOOI!

These three core processes inform the design of this pilot study. The challenge is to generate a
systems design for a school and then evaluate and improveits processes and their outcomes
through data collection, analysis and rapid feedback in a way which enables leaders to make
decisions based on a wide and complex range of evidence and provide performance data for
accountability purposes. This involvesngaex data collection, representation and interpretation
GKAOK 2FFSNB | OKFIfftSyasS G2 GNIRAGAZ2YIFE | LILIN
encourages a reductionist focus on a part, not the whole. Leadership requires the harnessing of
colledive intelligenceg and the speed and complexity with which data can now be manipulated

and represented presents unique learning challenges for leaders. Understanding the weight of
evidence which such data offers is a further challenge.

Complexity in learing communities can be understood in different ways. A problem can be

complicated (i.e predictable) but not complex. Complexity can be highly complex (unpredictable
and uncertain) evidentially complex (obviously so) and causally complex (one thing teads t
another). Figure 2reproduces Barr's (2013) typology of complexity, and overlays these types of
complexity onto some of the problems of leading learning communities. These problems are not
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confined to any one part of this diagram. Whilst they seem t&ti@ N WO2 YL SEQ G KLy
in nature, the distinction is still an important one and relates to both axes of complexitst is,

GKS LINRo6tSYa 2F €SIENYyAy3a O2YYdzyAdAaSa | NB | Y
WOl dza | f £ & (Gefel)lctinPlieaded.l vy R

Table2 A typology of complexity in learning communities

» Leadership qualities
* Dissonance between
values and practice

COMPLEXITY OF EVIDENCE \ \ / /

* Agreement on value-
added performance

A

MORE COMPLEX

* Fuzziness

* Incomplete-
ness

EVIDENTIALLY COMPLEX HIGHLY COMPLEX

LESS COMPLEX
* Randomness

gy COMPLICATED USALLY COMPLEX
*  Multicriteria
* Conflicting

LESS COMPLEX MORE §OMMNEX

SS300%d 40 ALIX31dWOD

* Dependent # deptheg * Interflepenient factors
common ghuse * Dynakpic behayiours
*  Multivagffate * StakeRMplder colil\poration

* Deep learning
* Inter-related
* Unique context

* Design of measures
* Presentation of data

CHOICE OF APPROACHRESOLVING COMPOEXIN LEARNING COMMUIES

The debate in the domain of school improvement and effectiveness studies has aleady

shown to be influenced by significantly different worldviews within educational research. Often the
post positivist world view is described as 'objective’ whilst an interpretive worldview is described as
'subjective’ and these are set in oppositiom ¢éach other. Morgan and Smircich (1980) set out a

Wy SGg2N] 2F o0l air0 | aadzy Ldi2Ao2e/S0 (OKA NI ROJ16SNIRS. AgyATd §
Set out against a linear sid2 Ay 4 aOFfS 2F FLILINRI OKSa (2 &a2c
W2 oiaaIX aliQ (GKSaS FaddzYLliazya O2yOSNYy 2yidz2f238&:
From this network, the assumptions that most closely match the complexities of learning
communities described previously are selected and presented in Table 1.

Tabk 3 Selection of assumptions appropriate to complex problems of leacongmunities
(with assumptions after Morgan and Smircich, 1980)

Type of Descriptions appropriate to complex Position on subjective-
assumption problems of learning communities objective spectrum
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Core ontological O0Real ity as a cont ext ui 4: Borderline objective/

assumptions 1 6Each school oper atoe s Subjective
(Davis and Sumara, 2006)
6Real ity as a social c

1T 6Complex web of cthenn € 2 sSomewhat subjective
constit ueMasorf,2088) or s &

T 6Deep | earni ng assocal c
systembéb (Learning Fut

Assumptions about 6 Man as social <const r u2 Somewhatsubjective
human nature f  Complex mix of personal qualities that

characterise effective learners (Deakin

Crick, 2012)
Basic 6To map contextsd 4: Borderline objective/
epistemological In Bronfenbrenner (Bronfenbrenner, 1989) subjective
stance terms 6System of syst

the inter-related and interdependent

elements6

2: Somewhat subjective

06To understand how soci
f 6Hel ping schools and
become aware of the full range of
dissonance between their values and
practicesé (Pedder ar

1RSAONAOGSE (KS LlaAdrazy 2F Sl OK | 4adpoinisdary | 3
FTNRY Wadzoa2aSOGAL®SQ (2 WwW202S00A Badn dekrdindthaiial S Ny
multi-methodology (Mingers and Brocklesby, 1997) is needed for dealing with the diversely
O2YLX SE LINRofSya 2F fSIENYyAy3 O02YYdzyAGAS&ad az2N
with the following research methods, which earsubsequently considered in more detail for

inclusion in the research methodology:

1 Hermeneutic analysis of results of qualitative and narrative surveys of the experiences of
stakeholders including students, parents/carers, teachers and principals;

1 Historical quantitative analyses of schools performance data for the same students; and

1 Interpretive contextual analysis of experiences and performance data.

SYSTEMS THINKING RESOLVING COMPLEXAND MANAGING UNCERNAY

Systems thinking offers a way of bajktting to grips with complexity and a forum for engagement
and participation with the leaders, students and teachers. Systems thinking aims to overcome
traditional barriers to such development by seeking to make complex ideas and data accessible in
sucha way that innovation and progress are possible. It does this by attending to systems @lesign
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of an organisation or a procegsand modelling that complexity through a visual analytic. This then
provides the salient parameters for a measurement model tvinidorms intelligent leadership.

Of the many systems thinking approaches available (Jackson, 2000; Rosenhead and Mingers, 2001),
the most appropriate for supporting collaborative development and leadership decisioning in
complex systems similar to leang communities, is hierarchical process modelling (eg Davis et al,
2010) which has three important characteristics:

1 Visual/ effective reporting of complex ideas and information is enhanced using hierarchical
YFELIWAY3I 2F LINRPOS&aaSaoflewdenee: y WLOGFEALFY CEfl3Q

1 Assimilating all forms of evidencealata, prediction and opinion; and

91 Facilitating access to key information required for informed discussion, innovation and
agreement.

The Perimeta software was developed by University of Bristol as eanas tool for systems
thinking. It supports collaborative development of solutions to complex problems by providing a
highly visual interface for understanding complex caasdeffect and complex evidence.
Commercial applications of Perimeta have beeualeped. Perimeta can be described as:

1 A learning analytic designed to model diverse and complex processes

1 Driven by stakeholder purpose

1 Capable of dealing with hard, soft and narrative data in evidence of success, failure and
WgKIFEG 6S R2yQl 1y26Q

1 A visal environment for sensenaking in complexity

1 A framework for sefevaluation and dialogue

RESEARCH DESIGN AWBITHODOLOGY

SYSTEMS DESIGNINAMBROVEMENT RESEARESIGN

The approach to the research design and methodology for this pilot project fdldiae process of
systems designing developed in the Systems Centre at the University of EBisicikley, 2010
Blockley and Godfrey, 200 The sequence of evenfor the pilot project are as follows: First, the
system boundaries of the OCL schools were defined according to their locally defined purpose.
Next a rich picture was elicited about the system, including identifying stakeholders and the core
processesT 2N I OKAS@GAyYy3a GKS aeadsSyQa Lidz2N1}RaSz (2
parameters. From here, key outcomes of the system which were deemed to fulfil its purpose
formed criteria against which the evidence gathering process was defined. These wereddsig

entry into the Perimeta software for modelling. The software then took a range of types of data and
provided evidence about what is working wellwhat is working against desired outcomes and
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what is not known. This is returned to the stakeholdassa rich, visual analytic to be used for
decisionmaking, celebration and improvement. What this approach offers for the challenge we
are addressing in this pilot project, is the ability to take the outcomes of traditional quantitative
data and qualitaire data (including narrative) and combine it in a bespoke systems design to
visually represent an overall picture of development and achievement against several key target
outcomes. The computation of traditional outcomes into the ‘ltalian flag' model of
certainty/uncertainty about success or failure and its visualisation allows leaders to apprehend a
large amount of complex data, encouraging holisitic thinking. It also permits the interrogation of
high level indicators of failure, or uncertainty in anyre&e@utcome through 'drilling down' into
much greater detail in order to aid leadership decisioning.

CASE STUDY SAMPLE

The sample chosen for this case study was a group of three Academies in the UK. Oasis Academies
are secondary schools in the United Kiom, governed by Oasis Community Learning which is a
OKFNARGFo6fS {GNHzaG® ¢KSis Aceit® Woth dFEstandihgaskchbols la@ll R S
O2 YYdzy A (iAs dekaliiedi iQits Education Charter Oasis (See Appendix 2) has a commitment
to Wi NI vy a fvesNidvaiiyigdand communities to achieve stated outcomes for students, staff,
LI NBydak OF NENB | yARcordiruvigrotiafiehge dor asisyi @tk :Girstly, how

to evaluate these wider outcomes of schools; and secondly where to targebvwaprents to best

effect. This project is referred to within the Academy chain as ECH@aluating Charter
Outcomes.

Academic results are important but other, less easily quantifiable measures of success are relevant
to transforming lives, learning andmmunities. For example, the development of students as life
long learners, employability skills, citizenship, selfifidence, teamwork and emotional wellbeing

are widely recognised as essential qualities for individual success in adult life and fdr socia
cohesion. In the UK, OFSTEBpections continue to monitor broader aspects of education like
spiritual, moral, social and cultural development but this evidence typically becomes secondary,
rather than integral, when overall and final judgements aredmabout performance.

This sample was chosen because of the shared commitment of the Trust to develop useful ways of
assessing complex processes in schools and their communities which encourage powerful learning
and feedback at all levels.

PHASING OF REAESCH

A phased approach to the research project was adopted, illustrated,irwith the twin aim of
testing the model and of providing evidence for improvement for Academy leaders and the Trust.
The overall projectproceeded in five key steps. First, the designing process, which entailed

ThFFAOS F2NJ {dFyRINR&E Ay 9RdOFGA2YE [/ KAfRNBYQa {SNBAOSa | yR {



identifying the vision, core processes and key outcomes, specific to this group of Academies. It also
included the identification of the measurement model. The second step wasadllecton of data

to meet the measurement model designed to represent progress towards the key outcomes. Step
three was the construction of the Perimeta HPM Model. The aim of these first three steps was to
build understanding about the complexities of pesses and evidences relating to learning
communities and to collect and analyse data so as to test the efficacy of the model. Step four was
feedback to users for leadership decisioning and exploration of solutions and, for the Oasis
Community Learning Adamies, step five involves embedding the new practices.

Since this was a pilot project the generation of the Perimeta model was a lengthy process which
took place over a school year. This report focuses on this part of the project, with key areas for
devdopment reported in the findings section. Because it was a pilot project the data were
analysed traditionally and within Perimeta and comparison and triangulation of the results was an
important part of the process. This report is available for the psif@nal communities concerned

to evaluate as part of the overall pilot.

Table4 Phasing of research

Design Model & Generate and Feedback to
Measurement ani?'f: ;ﬁr:jc;t a analysePerimeta leaders & explore E":gsﬁcgzw
parameters Y model solutions p

STEP ONE: DESIGN NEDDAND MEASUREMENNRRMETERS

UNDERSTANDING STABEBEROBJECTIVES AND CONSNTS

Four main groups of stakolders in Oasis Academies are recognised in the context of a learning
community:

Students (with Year subgroups);
Parents/ carers of students;
Teachers; and

Senior leaders.

== =4 =4 A

The objectives of stakeholders are complex at an individual/ personal levelsmédtahe collective

level (for example Year groups, the teaching staff). In addition to the standard measures of schools
performance in the form of KPIs and GCSE results, the interwoven Strands of the ECHO research
were designed to address a number atical success factors founded on validated research. These
critical success factors are summarisedable 2 below
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Table5: Critical success factors for stakeholders

Critical success factors Data CO“eCtion Strands Staff

Students and staff feel valued and included in a community Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire

that is focused on learning and achievement Strand 2 Students Questionnaire
Strand 3 student narrative
interviews

Students and staff are effective learners and believe they are Strand 1 ELLI questionnaire

being helped to reach their full potential

Students enjoy a wide range of opportunities for learning and Strand 2 Students Questionnaire

believe that broad aspects of their development are being Strand 3 student narrative

catered for interviews
Students maintain a good rate of progress at 3 key Strand 9 Attainment data for Year
transitions - 6/7, 10/11 and 13/HEI 11 Strand 4

Y11 Questionnaire
Students and staff achieve results that meet aspirations and Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire
expectations and feel that their successes are rewarded Strand 8 KPIs student progress
Students and staff contribute actively to a community that Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire
focuses on service to others and where there is shared Strand 3 student narrative
leadership interviews
Staff can provide evidence that training and development Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire
opportunities have helped them to improve their classroom
practice and/or their effectiveness as leaders and managers
Staff contribute actively to a community that learns together, Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire
shares what works best and knows what to do to achieve
Parent's/carers feel included and involve d i n t h e i Strand 5 Parents/carers
education at the Academy and know there is an open door questionnaire
for contact when they need it
Senior leaders are effective role models as ‘leaders of Strand 7 Leaders questionnaire
learning’

Constrairts in the achievement of stakeholder objectives were not-pupposed but rather tested
through analysis of the responses to questionnaires and interviews. A number of constraints
became evident in the responses and are discussed in more detail in S&ctath Reference
source not found. In subsequent Phases of the ECHO project the learning about constraints will
enable objectives to be refined so that they are more specific to the stakeholders of Oasis
Academes.

éUNDERSTANDING STABEBER EXPECTATIONS

As with the treatment of constraints, expectations of stakeholders regarding their performance
were not presupposed but rather tested through analysis of responses. Each questionnaire
included a number of statenmts designed to elicit sefferceptions of the adequacy of individual

LISNF2NXYIFyOST F2NJ SEFYLXS WL RAR & ¢Stf & L
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therefore treated as an output of the Integrated Approach, that is as a property ofetmaing of
stakeholders.

The selection of process performance measures for the analysis of responses (see (d) below) was
therefore separated from any consideration of constrains or expectations.

MAPPING CAUSE ANOFEET

Figure 4illustrates the alignmenof highlevel processes contributing to a learning community.
Although incomplete, this provides a systems overview of how an Academy operates in pursuit of
stakeholder objectives. The highest level represents the aims of society in general, and of
communities, regarding the education of children. The next level represents the outcomes achieved
through education by individual stakeholders includirtgdents but also their parentséarers,
teachers and leaders. The third level in this illustration represéiné outputs of education in the

form of seltperceptions of learning by individuals in each of these groups. In the fourth level the
outputs of specific tests are related to thitevel perceptions of performance.

Table6 lllustrative performancehierarchy for a learning community

Level 1: VISION Achieving
vision: learning
community

B et e e e U

Level 2: OUTCOMES (Achiaving Achieving Achieving Achieving
outcomes for outcomes for outcomes for outcomes for
students staff leaders parents/ carers
Level 3: OUTPUTS Achieving Achieving Achieving Achieving Achieving Achieving Achieving chieving Achieving Achieving

— — outputs of key | |outputs of key | [outputs ofkey | [outputs of key | |outputs of key | [outputs of key | |outputs of key | |outputs of key | [outputs of key | |outputs of key
Achieving Achieving process C process D processE process F process G process H process I process] process K. processL
outputs of key | |outputs of key
process A process B

The Oasis Charter provided the majority of the first three levels including the vision of a learning
community and critical success factors. From #ransforming Learningection of the Charter,
thirteen statements were articulated to describe the intended behaviours (inputs) and experiences
of students, teachers, leaders and parents/carers, creating a set of critical success indicators for
Oasis Academiedable7 develops the illustrative systems viewf Figure 4rito a hierarchy of
processes for a learning community based on the Oasis Charter.

Table7 Hierarchy of specific requirements for success of a learning community baseti@®asis Charter

Level 1: 1.1 Establishing and sustaining a group of high achieving learning communities that enables
Vision for everyone to realise their full potential and refuses to put limits on achievement

learning

community

Level 2: 2.1 Developing the 2.2 Developing the 2.3 Developing the 2.4 Engaging
Stakeholder | learning of students so | learning of teachers so | learning of leaders so parents/carers
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outcomes that they realise their that they realise their that they lead the effectively in the
full potential full potential and lead learning of teachers learning activities of
the learning of and students the Academy and in
students effectively effectively supporting the
learning of their
children
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Student experiences of learning
Level 4: . .
K Teacher experiences of learning
ey
Leader experiences of learnin
processes P 9

Parent/ carer experiences of learning

STEP TWO: COLLECDAMWNALYSELA DATA

Data collection methods were then designed to collect evidence in each of these Siraads

which mapped onto the level 3 outputs. These included closed questionnaires which combined
researchvalidated scales from previous studies plus bespokestijons designed to elicit evidence
about some of the specific outcomes of the Charter. There were-sengtured interviews and
narrative interviews with teachers, students and leaders. Additional standard key performance
indicators (KPIs) were collectédm each Academy to cover attainment and attendance, behaviour
etc. These data collection methods were designed specifically to provide evidence about one or
more of the twelve input statements in the model. For an example of this mapping process see
Table 5 below. For a full report on all questionnaires and interview transcripts see Appendix Two.

During the pilot project, three Oasis Academies were involved in providing data:

From students in different Year Groups: questionnaires and individual iatesv

From teachers: questionnaire and individual interviews

From senior leaders: questionnaire and recorded group discussion

From parents/carers: questionnaire

Other aggregated data that is publically available like attendance figures and exam results

= =4 4 4

4 summarises the nin&rands and sources of evidence used in the ECHO project.
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Table8 ECHO sources of evidence

ECHO Stakeholder group Source of evidence (and planned number of respondents)

Strand

1 Students in Year 7 Research-validated questionnaire completed at the beginning and end of Year 7 (N =
450)

2 Students in Years 8 Questionnaire with some research-validated questions plus questions relating to the

and 10 Charter (N=600)

3 Students in Year 9 Recorded interview based on a few questions designed to get under the surface of
learning (N= 30)

4 Students in Year 11 Questionnaire designed to provide evidence about the impact of education at an Oasis
Academy on the transition to FE, training and/or work and on into later life (N=300)

5 Parents/ carers Questionnaire about engagement with anc
learning (N=100)

6 Teachers Questionnaire and recorded interview about the impact of CPD on classroom practice
and experience of the Oasis ethos (rhetoric or reality?) (N=30)

7 Leaders Questionnaire for senior leaders initially, followed by discussion at a senior leadership
team meeting about their role as 06| eade
climate of the Academy and the learning of teachers and students (N=25)

8 - Data from Key Performance Indicators, e.g. attendance, exclusions, student progress

9 Students in Year 11 GCSE results (N=300)

'STRANDS OF DATA

Each strand of data lated to one or more ofl12 critical success indicators (CSlIs See Table 5.). In
identifying the following strands of data, it was important to be conscious of the overall context of
GKS ! OFRSY® | a | O2YLX SE aeaidasSy | yeRs GfSSMTONI ANGST R
and defined by its purpose and its complexity is understood through the concept of layers and
feedback loops. The layers identified were the students, teachers, leaders, parents/community and
the feedback loops constitute learning as aeprocess. A key concept informing the design is all
individuals as effective learners.

éSTRAND ONE: DEVELEGRW OF STUDENTS BARNERS IN YEAR 7

This consisted of data obtained from the Year 7 cohort from all three Academies (N=450), using the
researchvalidated questionnaire Effective Lifelong Learning Inventory (ELLI), completed at the
beginning and end of Year 7. ELLI is atét® questionnaire measuring seven dimensions of
learning power. Available online, this instantly produces a profile of ebarner, in the form of a
7-spoked spider diagram. This feedback then becomes the starting point for interventions such as
mentoring conversations and strategies for developing learning power, individually and collectively.
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The data for input, therefore, as either 72 variables with values ranging from {where 1 = a

little like me and 4 = not at all like me), or seven variables as a percentage score. The latter was a
more powerful indicator in social science statistical terms. In addition, the degrefeaofje (from
pre-test to posttest) as a new variable could also be identified.

éSTRAND TWO: STUDENIESTIONNAIRE ANCOPRSED ANALYSIS

Data from a 40 item questionnaire with some reseavelidated items plus additional questions
relating to the Oasis @nter, answered on a scale of4lwas used with students from Years 8 and

10 (N=600). These were input into the Perimeta model as 40 variables with values ranging from 1
4, (where 4 = very good and 1= poor). Additionally, a basic statistical computaa®mcamducted

on the items to explore whether there were overarchithgmes in the data. This wouléduce the

data to a set of more powerful variables as percentage.

éSTRAND THREE: STGRDE TRANSFORMATION

ThisSrand involved interviews with students iveear 9 (N=30) based on questions designed to elicit
GKS ljdzr t AGe 2F GKSANI tSINYyAy3ID +ARS2 |yR I dzR
and were facilitated by a teacher with four or five key questions relating to one or more of the CSls.
The video recordings were thematically analysed and rated on a scord @ivith 4 = very positive

and 1 = very negative).

éSTRAND FOUR: PASTITRANSITION ANDGRERRESS TO ADULTHOOD

ThisSrand included a questionnaire for Year 11 from two of the AcadsniN=300) which was
designed to provide evidence about the impact of education at an Oasis Academy on the transition
to further education, training and/or work and on into later life. Tduestionnaire contains 40
items, focusing on experiences at thealemy and the transition to the next stage. The aim was to
continue to track the cohort over a number of years.

These data were input as 40 variables with values ranging fraimvlith 4 = very good and 1=
poor). Additionally, basic statistical computats were conducted on the items to explore whether
there are overarching themes in the datai.e. to reduce the data to a set of more powerful
variables as a percentage

 STRAND FIVE: LEARBIIN A WIDER CONTEXJUALITY OF RELATIENS WITH
 PARENTS/CARS

ThisSrand involved a 40 item questionnaire for parents and carers (N=100) from one Academy
Fo2dzi GKSANI Sy3l3aISYSyild gAGK |yR &dzLJll2 NI FNRY
Strand Two, this questionnaire contained additional oeed questions relating to the Oasis
Charter, answered on a scale 6fi1
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These were input as 40 variables with values ranging frein(vhere 4 = very good and 1= poor).
Additionally, a basic statistical computation was conducted on the items to explore whttare
were overarching themes in the data.e. to reduce the data to a set of more powerful variables as
percentage.

éSTRANDSDCTHELHARSOFTEACHERMPACTOFCPDCMF@MAUTYOFClASSROOM
 PRACTICE

This Strand has a focus amachers (N=30with data collected via a three part 66 item
guestionnaire about the impact of continued professional development on classroom practice and
experience of the Oasis ethos (rhetoric or reality) against the Oasis Charter on a four point Likert
type scale.

Aswith Strand Two and Five these were input as 66 variables with values ranging-fiptwhere

4 = agree strongly and 1= disagree strongly). Additionally, a basic statistical computation was
conducted on the items to explore whether there were overarchingmes in the dateg i.e. to
reduce the data to a set of more powerful variables as percentage.

éSTRAND SEVEN: THERMING OF PRINICIBAISTRATEGIC APPROACHESHE
éTRANSFORMATION ORRHEING

The data for this strand came from questionnaires for seteaders initially about their role as
Wi SFRSNE 2F tSENYyAY3IQS GKSANI AYLI OO0 2y GKS Oc
teachers and students (N=25 for senior leadership teams)

The questionnaire contains 55 items, including one epededquestion. The 54 closed items were
structured with a fouspoint Likert type scale (where 1 = strongly disagree and 4 = strongly agree).

These were inputted as 54 variables with values ranging frei ds above. Additionally a basic
statistical computatiorwas conducted on the items to explore whether there were any overarching
themes in the data i.e. to reduce the data to a set of more powerful variables as a percentage.

éSTRAND EIGHT: CONTE®R STUDENT LEARNIKEY PERFORMANCE MNJIORS

Data from Key Performance Indicators, for example, attendance, free school meals (FSM)
exclusions, special educational needs (SEN) was used for this strand. There were up to 10
aggregated variables for each year group (N=5) and data was explored for differentiesani
between Academies with regards to gender, FSM and SEN.

éSTRAND NINE: KEY COME FOR YEAR 11 BENTE GCSE/EXAM RESULTS

Data for thisSrand came from Year 11 GCSE results. Five aggregated variables will be used for
including 5+ higher GCSEs udithg English and Mathematics and Science. The data will be
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explored for differences within and between Academies with regards to gender, FSM and SEN
against GCSE exam results in the key subjects.

MAPPING THE DATA 3N®S ONTO THE CRAUGUCCESS INDIORS

The table in the next section presents the data map of €admd of data by item, to each critical
success indicator in the model. This mapping was created and moderated by two researchers
forming and moderating judgements about data structure. isTdetails how all the CSlIs are
addressed within the nin&rands of data collection, although only examples are used because of
the size of the document.

40



Table9 Critical Success Indicators mapped onto data collection dgran

CRITICAL SUCCESS Data Collection Data Collection Items or scales DEF Focus of items or Key issues or
FACTORS Strands Staff Strands Students Structure interviews for each CSI  questions

assumptions and
evidence for each CSI

Students and staff feel Strand 6Teacher Strand 2Students Involvement in learning Likert type scale
valued and included in a guestionnaire Questionnaire | was concentrating and hard to distract
community that is focused Strand 3student narrative | took a lot of care with what | was doing
on learning and interviews | was working hard on the learmgn
achievement | was very focused on the learning
Negative affect
| was nervous
L G2fR YeasSt¥ dL O
unhappy

| was afraid in case | got things wrong
| was unhappy with what | did

Students and staff are Strand 1ELLI Strand 1 ELLI Changing and learning, meaning making Percentage The quality and strength of eacl A two-concept CSI
effective learnersand critical curiosity, creativity, strategic scores from AYRAQGARdZ t Q& 2
believe they are being awarenesslearning relationships, scales of items learning- how open are they to
helped to reach their full resilience 72 items engaging with new learning
potential Openness to learning opportunities within the

| did more than | was asked to do Likert type scale Academy? How well do they

| came up with new ideas on my own understand themselves as

When | found something hard | tried learners? How strong is their

another way learning identity?

| was excited to explore new things Are they open to new

Interest experiences?

The subject we were doing is very Does what they learn hold their

interesting to me interest?

| have always been curis about what
we were learning

| found the subject boring (inverted)
| could never be bored with this subject.
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CRITICAL SUCCESS Data Collection

FACTORS Strands Staff

Students enjoy a wide range
of opportunities for learning
and believe that broad
aspects of their
development are being
catered for

Data Collection
Strands Students

Strand 2Students
Questionnaire

Strand 3student narrative
interviews

Items or scales

Positive Affect

| felt proud of what | achieved

| was very happy with what | did
| felt content with my learning

Focus of items or
interviews for each CSI
assumptions and
evidence for each CSI

Data
Structure

Likert type scale Students feel good aboueing

in school

Key issues or
questions

A two-concept CSI

Students maintain a good
rate of progress at 3 key
transitions - 6/7, 10/11 and
13/HEI

Strand 9Attainment data for

Year 11

Strand 4Y11 Questionnaire

Schools data sets

Predetermined

How can we measure
progress at Years 6/7 and
Year 13/HEI transition?

Students and staff achieve  Strand 6Teacher
results that meet aspirations questionnaire
and expectationsand feel

that their successes are

rewarded

Strand 8KPIs student
progress

A vale added
score- a
regression ce
efficient

A two-concept CSI

Strand 6Teacher
questionnaire

Students and staff
contribute actively to a
community that focuses on
service to othersand where
there is shared leadership

Strand 3student narrative
interviews

Negative social functioning

What | did upset others

| played around instead of learning

| did not do what was asked

| did not want to work with others
Positive social functioning

| offered to help others

| was included by other students

| worked wih others wherever | could

Likert type scale  Students feel good about being A two-concept CSI

in school

Strand 6Teacher
guestionnaire

Staff can provide evidence
that training and
development opportunities
have helped them to
improve their classroom
practice and/or their
effectivenessas leaders and
managers

Can you give me an example of a time
GKSYyXod

Narrative
analysis as rating
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CRITICAL SUCCESS Data Collection
FACTORS Strands Staff

Staff contribute actively to a Strand 6Teacher
community that learns guestionnaire
together, shares what works

best and knows what to do

to achieve

Data Collection
Strands Students

Items or scales Data

Structure

Teacher Enquiry
Staff draw on good practice from other schools
as a means to further their own profgisnal
development

Staff read research reports as one source of
useful ideas for improving their practice

Staff use the web as one source of useful ide¢
for improving their practice

Students are consulted about how they learn
most effectively

Staff rdate what works in their own practice to
research findings

Staff modify their practice in the light of
published research evidence

Staff carry out joint research/evaluation with
one or more colleagues as a way of improving
practice

Building social capital

Staff regularly collaborate to plan their teachin
If staff have a problem with their teaching they
usually turn to cdeagues for help

Teachers suggest ideas or approaches for
colleagues to try out in class

Teachers make collective agreements to test ¢
new ideas

Teachers discuss openly with colleagues what
and how they are learning

Staff frequently use informal opparhities to
discuss how students learn

Staff offer one another reassurance and
support

Teacher Critical and responsive learning

Staff are able to see how practices that work ir
one context might be adapted to other context:
Staff reflect on their practice as a way of
identifyingprofessional learning needs

Staff experiment with their practice as a
conscious strategy for improving classroom
teaching and learning

Staff modify their practice in the light of
feedback from their students

Staff modify their practice in the light of
evidence from selevaluations of their
classroom practice

Staff modify their practice in the light of
evidence from evaluations of their classroom

Focus of items or
interviews for each CSI
assumptions and
evidence for each CSI

Likert type scale 1. Enquiry: usingral
responding to different sources
of evidence, carrying out joint
research and evaluation with
colleagues

2. Teacher Critical and
responsive learning, through
experimentation, responding to
feedback sétevaluation and
reflection

3. Building social capital,
learning, working and
supporting each other
4.Teachers value learning

Key issues or
questions
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CRITICAL SUCCESS Data Collection
FACTORS Strands Staff

Data Collection
Strands Students

Parent's/carers feel included Strand 5Parents/carers questionnaire
and involved in their

OKAt RNByQa SR

Academyand know there is

an open door for contact

when they need it

Items or scales

Data
Structure

Likert type scales

Focus of items or
interviews for each CSI
assumptions and
evidence for each CSI

Key issues or
questions

A two-concept CSI

Senior leaders are effective  Strand 7Leades
role models as 'leaders of questionnaire
learning'

Likert type scales

44




STEP THREE: GENERANE ANALYSE PERIMBM@DEL

éDEFINING PROCESSHEEHRMANCE MEASURES

Performance measures were established for each of five types of processes of a learning
community. The five types were seledt¢o allow a breakdown by some of the main areas of
interest regarding learning community performance, thatby gender and by Academy. Other
areas such as the influence of social factors on performance will be considered for inclusion in later
Phases othe ECHO projecable 6summarises the objectives, measures and target performance
levels of the five types

Table1l0Process performance measures

Outputs:
Overall All stakeholders strongly agree with all Percentage 100% strongly agree
statements score
Gender All stakeholders of given Gender Percentage 100% strongly agree
strongly agree with all statements score
Academy All stakeholders of given Academy Percentage 100% strongly agree
strongly agree with all statements score
Question All stakeholders strongly agree with Percentage 100% strongly agree
given statement score
Inputs:
Responses to Stakeholder strongly agrees with given Percentage 100% strongly agree
statements in statement score

questionnaire

COMMUNICATING EVIDEN

Two aspects of the performance of a learning community need to be communicated effectively in
order to make sense of the evidence and to support improvement. The first aspect relates to the
higherlevel questions about how well the system is working, and the second relates to the qualities
of evidence derived from responses to questionnaires and interviews.

A simple dashboard was devised to assist in communicating evidence of performance in respect of
the many and diverse outcomes and outputs of a learning commungiyows the four main
components of the dashboard, reflecting the following hierarchy of dimensions of performance of a
learning community:

1 By Quesbn {Q1..Qj} answered by each Respondent {N1..Ni};

1 By Gender {G1, G2} for all Questions answered by Respondents of that Gender;
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1 By Academy {Al, A2, A3} for all Questions answered by Respondents belonging to that
Academy; and

1 For all Questions answered by Respondents.

Table1l1l Components of performance dashboard for a learning community

| Performance by ACADEMY {A1, A2, A3} | | Performance OVERALL |

Performance by
QUESION

{Q1.. Qj}

Inputs by RESPONDENT and QUESTION
{N1xQ1 .. Ni x Qj}

Performance by
GENDER {M, F}

Recognising the uncertainty inherent in responses to a questionnaire, the ECHO project adopted
GKS WLGFEALFY CflF3Q 3ANILK (G2 NBLNBa&yd GKS | dzr
T WDNBSYQ NBLINBaSydAy3d (KS -peichidBoyi af ledning;T SOARS
T WWSRQ NBLINBaSylAy3d (GKS & pa&ptisnibKeardidg, aBddA RSy O
T W2KAGSQ NBLINBaSYyldAy3a f I Oilper@fiondi@aring.y OS> 2 NJ
Tablel2illustrates Italian Flags for some examples of-peliception of learning.

Table12: lllustration of Italian Flag graphs in context of a learning community

Categories of evidence in Italian Flag Evidence | Lack  of | Evidence
of success | evidence of failure

Application to learning community Evidence of | Uncertainty | Evidence of
positive in self- negative
self- perception | self-
perception | of learning | perception
of learning of learning

Example: High self-perception of learning from

high proportion of O6str

Example: Medium self-perception of learning
from high proportion of
Example: Medium self-perception of learning

fromhighpropor t i on of &6di sagr
Example: Low self-perception of learning
indicated by high propgd
responses

ELICITING EVIDENCE

The design of questionnaires and interviews was based on the systems view of a learning
communty represented byTable 5 Nine Srands of evidence of performance relating to self
perceptions of the experiences of learning of students, teachers, leaders and parents/carers was
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then gathered for input to the model using questionnaires, ssetnictured interviews combined
researchvalidated questions with additional questions about the specific outcomdleofCharter

and standard KPIs. The evidence provided by responses to each question or by themes from
qualitative or narrative interview data was spically designed to provide evidence about one or
more of the thirteen input statements in the model.

Uncertainty is introduced in the evidence from questionnaires and interviews by answers that are
not absolutely positive or absolutely negative. GivenQalst S FNRBY WaliNRy3Ife& R
FANBSQZ GKS AYUSNNYSRAIFGS LRAyGa 2F WRAAlFANBSC
uncertainty, as indicated by the examples givei able 6.

Another factor in making sense of the evidence is thgrde of confidence we have in the
individual respondent. A number of considerations are relévan F2 NJ SEI YLX S (K&
understanding of the question and experience to answer it. The respondent may be considered to
be biased or in some other way rt@ading or misled.

Hall et al (2004) descride G SOKY Alj dzS F2NJ YI LA Y3 FNRY f Ay 3Idzi
WO2YFARSYOS Ay 2dzRASYSyld 2F LISNF2NXIYyOSQ (2 A
Flag figures of merit. Table 13 reproduces tleir illustration of the mappingand presents an
AYGSNLIINBGEFGA2Y 2F 1€ SG ftQa YFLLAYy3I F2N |
confidence scales. The performance scale is based on apfatr [ A { SNI & OF £ S FNJ
RA&lIFIINBSQ (2 wadNrpy3dte | INBSQX O2NNBaALRYRAY3
project questionnaires.

Table13l [ £t SiG FfQa ownnnd Y LLAY3 TFORY |yAR, I8/ GFAAGR SR/SESO NUyLIG2Ad2RYFES Y25 (W LASH
of performance

"very poor" "poor" "medium" "good" "very good"

1 ] "very high"

075 y f nhighlr

"medium"”

0.25 "low"

"very low"

(=]

25 0.5 0.75 1
Performance

o

Confidence in judgement of performan
&
|
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Tablel14 Conversion of scores from Likert scale to Sp and Sn values of evidence

Confidence
judgment Rating

Very high 100% (0.00,0.00) (0.25,0.25) (0.50,0.50) (0.75,0.75) (1.00,1.00)
High 75% (0.00,0.05) (0.20,0.30) (0.42,0.58) (0.70,0.80) (0.95,1.00)
Medium 50% (0.00,0.10) (0.10,0.40) ‘ (0.38,0.62) ‘ (0.60,0.90) (0.90,1.00)
Low 25% | (0.00,0.25) (005050) | (0.30070) | (050,095 | (0.75,1.00)
Very low 0% (0.00,0.60) (0.01,0.80) ‘ (0.05,0.95) ‘ (0.20,1,00) ‘ (0.40,1.00)
Rating 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Performance judgment 0 17 strongly 2 - disagree 3 - agree 417 strongly agree
disagree

MODELLING PROCESRHIRMANCE

Process performance functions were created by combining the Likert conversitabteE147 with

the process performance measurement scalef~mure 5 At the input level, direcevidence of
NBaLR2yRSyiaQ NIg a02NBa O0FNRBY m G2 no F2N SIC
merit where the best possible (100%) performance was full Green (respondent strongly agrees, and
very high confidence in the respondent) and thwrst possible performance was mostly Red
(respondent strongly disagrees, but very low confidence in the respondent). For output processes
(collated by Question, by Gender, by Academy and Overall) the definitions of best and worst
performance and all pots in between were judged on a similar scale.

éMODELLING THE SIGNBNCE OF INTPROCESS RELATIONSHIP

As establishegarlierz (1 KS aA3IyAFAOFIYOS 2F LI ANBAAS NBE I G
parameters/ processes is modelled in the Integid Approach usinghtee detailed attributes of
Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency defined by Davis & Fletcher (2000):

1 W¢ m@Eficiencyor relevance of the evidence to its parent process is judged as a single
number in the [0,1] range;

1 A subprocesss aNecessityif the parent process cannot succeed without it. Consequently, in
the event of failure of the subINR OSa &> (G KS LandNByid LINROSaa Tl

1 Dependencyis the degree of overlap between spibcesses and describes the degree of
commonality inthé 2 dzZNDSa 2F SPARSYyO0SQo
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¢KS AAIYATFTAOIYOS 2F LI ANBAAS NBfFGAZ2YAaKALA 2N
was modelled usinghtee detailed attributes of Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency defined
earlier. On thebasis of experiencg/i Y2 RSt f Ay 3 WYl ye (2 2 yh8w@ludslSNF 2
indicated inTable 13wvere assigned.

Table15 Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency of relationships between processes

Overall performance Responses to statements in
questionnaires

Gender performance Responses to statements in 0.3 0.4 1.0
questionnaires

Academy performance Responses to statements in 0.3 0.4 1.0
questionnaires

Question performance Responses to statements in 0.3 0.4 1.0
guestionnaires

ESTIMATING SYSTENRPERMANCE

Full system models of the features of each of Strands 1 to 7 were developed in the Perimeta toolkit,
combining the following features defined above:

1 A hiemarchy linking the responses to questionnaire statements (input processes) in turn to
output processes representing the performance by Question, by participating Academies, by
respondent Gender (where given) and Overall;

1 Responses to questions using Likdit G Ay 3a FTNRBY M O0WLR2Z2NID 2N Y
322RQ 2NJ WwaidiNRy3Ite ANBSQOT

1 Process performance functions using linguistic measures related to Likert rating scales; and

9 Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency ratings for each cause and efi&onsHip

¢KS t SNAYSGI Y2RSta dzaSR GKS Wwdzy ALISND |t 32 NA
of output performance by Question, by Gender, by Academy and Overall. A full explanation of the
Juniper algorithm is given in the Appendixand & based on the description given by Davis and
Fletcher (2000).

The Perimeta models were each configured to produce a dashboard summary view as well as
tabulated results for each Question, each Academy, each Gender and Overall. A sample datasheet
from a Peimeta model is reproduced ihablel6 below.
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Table16 Sample of Perimeta model datasheet

A B c D E F 5 H J K L 1 N ) P Q

1 D Numbed Name pescriptiofCombined evidence

2 sn EO Fos UNC NEG

3 |STRAND STRAND & TEMPLATE DAT15 10 54 Learnir 0 0.845 0981  0.85 014 002
4 TITLE 34 Learning of students post 16 transition and prograss to adu Nmax 200 11 ACADEMY O 0845 0381 085 014 002
5 | STAKEHOLDER STUDENT Omax &5 12 ACADEMY O o 1 000 100 000
& YEAR Year11 leavers 13 ACADEMY O 0842  05% 054 005 000
7 | FURFOSE This questionnaire will help us to find out about your experiences of education at an Oasis Academy bet 14 GENDER 1 0 0887 03% 085 011 000
5 | ACADEMIES [4) 2 15 GENDER 2 O 0358 0315 036 056 005
5 | GENDERS (8) 2 101 541 1 Iwasy 0283  08% 088 011 000
10 |QUESTIONS (@) 0 102 342 2. lfztp  ©0.38  08% 088 011 000
11 | RESPONDENTS [N} a1 103 543 3. lfelts 0887 0996 089 011 000
12 o "1 2 Ed g 104 s44 4. lenjoy, ©0.828 0574 083 015 003
13 | ACAD data ex blanks 51 © <Total .. blank 28r0.. Al..A2.. A3 [} 24 o &7 105 345 5 Idida 0283 0334 038 011 001
14 | GEN data exblanks a1 0 <Total .. blank zero.. G1..G2 ] a8 a8 105 346 6 Myte: 0862 0987 086 013 001
15 | RESFONSE data ex blanks 2723 42 <Total .. blank 2ero..1.2.3..4 o 21 248 1732 716 107 547 7. lamlc 0496 0825 050 033 018
15 | NODES used exIsbels 2785 2765 N*O+(eA+G+H 102 548 S lhsve 0871 033 087 012 001
17 | LINKS used 10920 10920 NQ"% 109 543 9. Mysw 0.87 08% 089 011] 000
12 RESPONDENT RELIABILITY 50 [sample for Respandent N1) 110 5410  10.Iwas 0981 0999 088 002 000
15 | IMPORTANCE 1 [sample for N101) 111 $411 11 Ideve 0888 093 083 011  0.00
20 | SUFFICIENCY 04 (samplefor N1Q1) 112 5412 12.Thed  0.871 099 087 012/ 001
21 | NECESSITY 03 (samplefor N1Q1) 113 5413 13.1zupp  0.611 0386 051 038 001
22 |RUNFILE C\Users\LONSB1T\DocumentsClients2\Casis\strands\P 3154 Students (DAT15) 0234 xlsx 114 S414 14 lwas. 0845 038 085 014 002
=/ | I A —— — 115 5415  15.1leda 0489 0832 043 03¢ 047
24 | DASHEOARD — — 118 3416 18 Myte 0.856 0335 030 010 000
25 o =g 117 5417 17 Myte  0.873 0.9 0.87 0.12 0.01
26 == — o = 118 $418 18 lwas 0889 099 089 011 000
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a

éVALIDATING INSIGHTS

The parallel analysis by the ECHO project team of the response data using standard statistical
techniques allowd the results of the Integrated Approach to be validated. There following
comparisons were made between the two sets of results, for each Strand where appropriate:

Positive selperception of learning, versus mean scores;

Strength of positive or negativads, versus range of scores;

Uncertainty in selperception of learning, versus standard deviation of scores;
Comparison of results between Academies; and

Comparison of results between Genders.

= =4 4 —a -

STEP FOUR: FEEDBAOKLEADERS AND EXRPEGOLUTIONS

Stakehdder validation was limited in Phase 1 of the ECHO project by lack of direct engagement
with stakeholders. However, detailed reviews were carried out twice during Phasel with senior
leaders, providing valuable feedback and endorsement of the approach.

Step Four of the EBO project would develop the approadb creating learning communities,
focusing on:

1 Deepening understanding of the issues of evaluation and refining questionnaires;
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1 Developing the Integrated Approach and its application to the complex @noloif creating
learning communitiesand
1 Engaging stakeholders in developing solutions

STEP FIVE: EMBED NERACTICES

Step Five of the EO project wouldbe a continuous process of creating learning communities,
transferring capability to the stakeholdeand focusing on:

1 Supporting stakeholdeled improvements in learning withappropriate access to
appropriate tools and techniques;

1 Developing the Integrated Approach to measure the success of improvements and support
continuous improvement.

SUMMARY

In this chaptey the approach to theresearch design and the methodologlyrough which the
purpose can be chieved is presented Fist, the system boundaries of thécademieswere
identified to elicit a rich pictureof the system, including identifying stakelders and the core
LINEP OS&aasSa F2NJ OKAS@OAYy3d (GKS adaeadsSyQa LlzNlJ2 &
parameters. From here, key outcomes of the system which were deemed to fulfil its purpose
formed criteria against which the evidence gathering proaeas defined.The data were collected
through questionnaires, interviews and from thecademis’ own performance data. The values
were converted into thePerimetaltalian Flagnodel through a process which mapped confidence
against performance. Atlata from all cases were entered into tlerimetamodel which was
based on the systems design. A visual report was then pratiwdech provided evidence about
what wasworking wellg what wasworking against desired outcomes and whasnot known.
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DATA ANALYSIS: SOCIBCIENCE

The data were analysed strand by strand using traditional social science ematysthods,
including descriptive statisticstésts and ANOVA as well as factor analyses. The findings from each
Srand are presented below.

STRAND ONEDEVELOPMENT OF STND& AS LEARNERS EAR 7

StrandOne wasRSaA 3y SR G2 I &as a@porting bf NdeirrlearaigddiRp®sitiang, Q & !
using the Effective Lifelong Learning Inventorg\ges scales.

QUESTIONNAIRE ANIEBBACK

The Effective Lifelong Learning Inventory (ELLI) questionnaire is an online survey consisting of seven
scales, totalhg 72 items. These are research validated scales which measure the following student
learning dspositions: changing and learning, meaning making, creativity, critical curiosity, strategic
awareness, learning relationships and resiliencghe items were structured with a four point likert

type scale labelled strongly disagree, disagree, agreenhglyoagree. These were treated as
numerical scores at the stage of analysis in order to generate immediate feedback to students in
the form of a spider diagram (séégure 8), feedback to teachers in the form of histograms and
mean scores and to providewadata for analysis. The student feedback provided a framework for a
coaching conversation with the teacher or peers about learning. The histograms provided
RAFIy2a0A0 RFEGF F2NJ G4SFOKSNAR | 602dzi GKSANI Of I a

Tablel7 Feedback to userim the form of a spider diagram representing the 7 dimensions of learning power

Critical Curiosity . Leaming Relationships

Meaning Making  * + Stralegic Awareness

Creativity Resilience

®For reliability and validitgtatistics on these scales see Deakin Crick & Yu 2008, and Ren and Deakin Crick, 2013.
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éINTERVENTIONS

All of the Academiesntroduced changes in their approach to teaching and learning thighyear
groups in this sample. €ke interventions were focused on coaching for learning power and
enquiry based learning.

. THE SAMPLE

Students inYear 7in each of the threeAcademiescompleted the Effective Lifelong Learning
Inventory (ELLI) between October and December of the acadgeasc 2010/11. A sample of
teachers from eaclAcademywere trained in the interpretation of the ELLI survey, coaching for
learning with students based on the data and the design of teaching and learning interventions to
a0GAYdzZ 0SS &G dzRS yaihg AlSthe 2hdDEtheS gaii thadademiesfompleted a
posttest survey.

For technical and logistical reasons, from the total sample of 450 students, only 274 were robust
enough to contribute to data analysis, after careful screening and analjsis wasdue to some
technical issues in retrieving data from a new provider afsmbbecause some of th&cademies

had difficulty in students completing the petgsts within the time frameTable 10 summarises the
sample for Strand 1.

Table18 Strand Onesampleby Academyand gender

Sample by Gender andcademy
Academy Total
1 2 3
Gender Male 48 53 50 151
Female 66 24 33 123
Total 114 77 83
274

FINDINGS

In order to asses whether there was any difference between the first and second time of
administration of the ELLI,@ired samples-test was computed with all complete data, combining
the three Academies As can be seen fromiables11 and 12, there were significat increases in
student scores on all seven learning power dimensions betwHeame land Time 2, except for
Resilience where the mean score was significantly less in Time 2.
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Table19 Mean scores on each learningwer scalelime 1 and Time 2

ELLI Scale Time one and Time Ty Mean N Std. Deviation| Std. Error Mean
Changing & Learning | Time 1 68.64 | 139 20.27 1.71
Time 2 76.97 | 139 1941 1.64
Learning Relationshipg Time 1 61.13 | 139 16.98 1.44
Time 2 69.34 | 139 16.46 1.39
Strategic Awareness Time 1 58.69 | 139 18.98 1.61
Time 2 68.10 | 139 18.88 1.60
Resilience Time1 | 49.11 139 18.82 1.59
Time 2 | 44.73 139 18.95 1.60
Creativity Time 1 59.40 | 139 20.85 1.70
Time 2 69.32 | 139 17.91 1.51
Meaning Making Time 1 63.30 | 139 19.90 1.68
Time 2 74.75 | 139 18.84 1.59
Critical Curiosity Time 1 55.68 | 139 18.90 1.60
Time 2 71.16 | 139 18.48 1.56

Table20 Pairedt-tests

SD StE t df | Sig(2 tailed)
Changing and Learning 18.98 | 1.61 -5.17 | 138 .000
Learning Relationships| 17.24 | 1.46 -5.61 | 138 .000
Strategic Awareness 1441 | 1.22 -7.69 | 138 .000
Resilience 16.97 | 1.43 3.04 | 138 .003
Creativity 18.01 | 1.52 -6.49 138 .000
Meaning Making 18.81 | 1.59 -7.17 | 138 .000
Critical Curiosity 1254 | 1.06 | -14.55 | 138 .000

DIFFERENCES BETWEERADEMIES

In order to compare the differences betweekcademiesan Analysis of Varianc®ANOVA)was
computed atTime 1 and Time 2. This indicated that there were no significant differences between
the Academiesat Time 1. Hawvever, the ANOVA computation fofime 2 shows significant
differences. Table13 shows the descriptive statistics for eagltademyat Time 2 against each
scale Tablel4 shows the ANOVA table with tests of significafareeach sale also at Time.Z2This

shows there to be significant differences betweArsademiesn changing and learning, learning
relationships, strategic awareness and meaning making. However, there were no significant
differences in the other learning scales betwestademies
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Teble 21 Descriptive statistics for eadkcademyat Time 2

ANOVA

N Mean Std. Deviation
CL.2: CL 1 78 82.37 15.19
Changing & 2 28 65.17 20.54
Learning 3 33 74.24 22.66
Total 139 76.97 19.41
LR.2: LR 1 78 72.68 15.73
Learning 2 28 59.62 14.80
Relationships 3 33 69.69 16.67
139 69.34 16.46

Total
SA.2: SA 1 78 70.51 18.49
Strategic Awareness 2 28 59.61 18.99
3 33 69.61 18.20
139 68.10 18.88

Total
RS.2: RS 1 78 44.77 20.40
Resilience 2 28 45.44 15.41
3 33 44.02 18.62
Total 139 44.73 18.95
CR.2: CR 1 78 69.31 16.88
Creativity 2 28 64.76 19.38
3 33 73.23 18.62
139 69.32 17.91

Total
MM.2: MM 1 78 77.71 17.10
Meaning Making 2 28 67.17 19.58
3 33 74.17 20.79
139 74.75 18.84

Total
CC.2:.CC 1 78 71.74 17.75
Critical Curiosity 2 28 68.78 18.21
Table22 3 33 71.82 20.70
between 139 71.18 18.48

Total

Academiesime 2
ANOVA
Sum of df Mean Square ‘ F ‘ Sig.
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Squares

CL.2:CL Between Groups 6414.%50 2 3207.2 9.56 .000
Changing & Within Groups 45610.830 136 335.37
Learning Total 52025.380 138
LR.2: LR Between Groups 3520.797 2 1760.39 7.06 .001
Learning Within Groups 33877.507 136 249.09
Relationships Total 37398.304 138
SA.2: SA Between Groups 2545.942 2 1272.97 3.70 .027
Strategic Within Groups 46673.191 136 343.18
Awareness Total 49219.133 138
RS.2: RS Between Groups 30.813 2 15.40 .04 .959
Resilience Within Groups 49554.488 136 364.37

Total 49585.300 138
CR.2: CR Beween Groups 1086.832 2 543.41 1.71 .185
Creativity Within Groups 43206.053 136 317.69

Total 44292.886 138
MM.2: MM Between Groups 2303.469 2 1151.73 3.35 .038
Meaning Within Groups 46705.813 136 343.42
Making Total 49009.282 138
CC.2: CC Between Groups 199.881 2 99.94 .28 .749
Critical Within Groups 46954.100 136 345.25
Curiosity Total 47153.980 138

DIFFERENCES IN fPRET CHANGE BETWBENRDEMIES

In order to explore these differences furthpairedt-tests were conducted for the thre&cademies
separately. Although care should be taken in their interpretatisthe sample size is not complete
and is different for eaciAcademy it appears that the contribution to the overall positive change
was not evenly distributed between thscademes

Academyl
Table23 Descriptive StatisticAcademyl
Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 CL.1: CL 71.26 78 19.86 2.25
CL.2:CL 82.37 78 15.19 1.72
Pair 2 LR.1: LR 64.67 78 15.11 1.71
LR.2: LR 72.69 78 15.74 1.78
Pair 3 SA.1: SA 61.54 78 18.38 2.08
SA.2: SA 70.51 78 18.49 2.09
Pair 4 RS.1: RS 48.57 78 19.36 2.19
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RS.2: RS 44.77 78 20.40 2.31
Pair 5 CR.1: CR 60.90 78 19.46 2.20
CR.2: CR 69.32 78 16.89 1.91
Pair 6 MM.1: MM 66.00 78 18.89 2.14
MM.2: MM 77.72 78 17.10 1.94
Pair 7 CC.1: CC 57.88 78 18.05 2.04
CC.2: CC 71.75 78 17.76 2.01
Table24 Pairedt-testAcademyl
Mean | Std. Std. t df Sig. (2
Deviation | Error tailed)
Mean
Pairl | CL.1:CLQL.2:CL - 18.54 2.10 -5.29 77 0.00
11.11
Pair2 | LR.1: LRLR.2: LR -8.01 15.72 1.78 -4.50 77 0.00
Pair 3 | SA.1: SASA.2: SA -8.97 12.99 1.47 -6.10 77 0.00
Pair4 | RS.1: RSRS.2: RS 3.80 17.13 1.94 1.96 77 0.05
Pair5 | CR.1: CRCR.2: CR -8.42 16.58 1.88 -4.48 77 0.00
Pair6 | MM.1: MM-MM.2: MM - 17.85 2.02 -5.80 77 0.00
11.72
Pair 7 | CC.1: CeCC.2: CC - 10.43 1.18 -11.74 77 0.00
13.87
Academy?2

Table25 Descriptive StatisticAcademy?

Paired Samples Statiics
Mean | N | Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 CL.1:CL 59.52| 28 22.07 4.17
CL.2: CL 65.18 | 28 20.54 3.88
Pair 2 LR.1: LR 54.17| 28 17.12 3.23
LR.2: LR 59.62 | 28 14.80 2.80
Pair 3 SA.1: SA 49.45| 28 15.87 3.00
SA.2: SA 59.62 | 28 18.99 3.59
Par 4 RS.1: RS 49.86| 28 19.23 3.63
RS.2: RS 45.45| 28 15.41 291
Pair 5 CR.1: CR 53.33| 28 22.88 4.32
CR.2: CR 64.76 | 28 19.38 3.66
Pair 6 MM.1: MM 55.10| 28 21.23 4.01
MM.2: MM 67.18 | 28 19.58 3.70
Pair 7 CC.1: CC 50.13| 28 18.98 3.59
CC.2:.CC 68.78 | 28 18.21 3.44
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Table26 Pairedt-testsAcademy?2

Mean Std. Std. Error | t df Sig. (2
Deviation Mean tailed)
Pair 1 CL.1: CLCL.2: CL -5.65 21.28 4.02 -1.41 27 0.17
Pair 2 LR.1: LRLR.2: LR -5.46 17.72 3.35 -1.63 27 0.12
Pair 3 SA.1: SASA.2: SA -10.16 17.70 3.35 -3.04 27 0.01
Pair 4 RS.1: RSRS.2: RS 4.41 18.65 3.53 1.25 27 0.22
Pair 5 CR.1: CRCR.2: CR -11.43 22.54 4.26 -2.68 27 0.01
Pair 6 MM.1: MM - MM.2: -12.07 22.31 4.22 -2.86 27 0.01
MM
Pair 7 QC.1: CeCccC.2: CC -18.65 16.08 3.04 -6.14 27 0.00
Academy3
Table27 Descriptive StatisticAcademy3
Mean N Std. Std. Error
Deviation | Mean

Pair 1 CL.1:CL 70.20 33 17.93 3.12

CL.2: CL 74.24 33 22.67 3.95

Pair 2 LR.1: LR 58.67 33 19.18 3.34

LR.2: LR 69.70 33 16.67 2.90

Pair 3 SA.1: SA 59.83 33 20.82 3.62

SA.2: SA 69.62 33 18.20 3.17

Pair 4 RS.1: RS 49.79 33 17.67 3.08

RS.2: RS 44.03 33 18.62 3.24

Pair 5 CR.1: CR 61.01 33 21.96 3.82

CR.2:CR 73.23 33 18.62 3.24

Pair 6 MM.1: MM 63.93 33 19.81 3.45

MM.2: MM 74.17 33 20.79 3.62

Pair 7 CC.1:CcC 55.22 33 20.38 3.55

CcC.2:CcC 71.83 33 20.70 3.60

Table28 Pairedt-test Academy3
Mean Std. Std. Eror |t df Sig. (2tailed)
Deviation | Mean

CL.1: CLCL.2: CL -4.04 17.32 3.02 -1.34 32 0.19
LR.1: LRLR.2: LR -11.03 20.20 3.52 -3.14 32 0.00
SA.1: SASA.2: SA -9.79 14.97 2.61 -3.76 32 0.00
RS.1: RSRS.2: RS 5.76 15.49 2.70 2.14 32 0.04
CR.1: CRCR.2: CR -12.22 17.21 3.00 -4.08 32 0.00
MM.1: MM - MM.2: MM -10.25 18.37 3.20 -3.20 32 0.00
CC.1: cecc.2: cC -16.61 13.49 2.35 -7.08 32 0.00
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éSUMMARY AND FINDINESOM STRAND ONE

StrandOne wasRSa A Iy SR G2 I &as a@porting bfNdeirrlearing ddp&ijfonsy Q & !
using the Effective Lifelong Learning Inventory's seven scales.

The findings demonstrated there was a significant increase in mean score between Time 1 and Time
2 on six of the seven dimensions of learning power, based on the Effdafeleng Learning
Inventory, which means that something other than chance must account for this increase. The
increase was not uniform across all thrAeademiesvhere Academyl and 3 vere more similar in

terms of the statistical significance in mgrofthe dimensions of learningower.

This seems to suggest that whilst there are significant increases in scores for Alkatlemies
overall (except for Resilience), there are other factors which contributed to the differing levels of
significance in the sen dimensions betweeAcademies This could be due to a range of factors
such as the students themselves, the delivery of the interventions or the overall leadership of the
Academyand are worth exploring further.

STRAND TWOSTUDENT PERCEPTIORSHE IMPACT OF THEUEIATION CHARTER

Strand Two was a questionnaire designed to assess students' perceptions aheist learning,
teaching, progress and achievement in an OAs&demy

'QUESTIONNAIRE

The Learningf Students questionnaire consisted of 42 items structured with a-pmunt Likert
scale labeled, strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly ddredotal number ostudent
respondentsvas 377. The students were selected from Years 8 and 10.

Table29 Data Descriptiorfor Strand Two

Variable | Defined Missing
value
Academy | 1,3
Gender 1,2 0.3% (1 record)
S2 ¢ 14 0.0-4.0% (sme records with value=0 which ameated as missing leading 1822 records
42 without any missing on these variab)es

éSTUDENT RESPONSEQUBESTION

The followingTable 22 shows students' responses by question, with the number of students
respondingto each question and the percentage of the total.

Table30 Strand 2Student questionnaire responses by item
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Item 1strongly | 2 disagree 3 agree 4 strongly missing
disagree agree
N % N % N % N % | Total %
S21 1. |feel included in the activities 27| 7.2 751199| 230| 61.0| 45|11.9| 377 0.0
that are available to me in thAcademy
S22 2. | feel safe in théA\cademy 22| 58| 43|11.4| 204|54.1| 108 | 28.6| 377 0.0
S23 3. | feel valued and cared forasan 32| 85| 84|223| 204|54.1| 54|143| 374 0.8
individual in theAcademy
S24 4. | like learningnew things 8| 21| 37| 9.8| 203|53.8| 128|34.0| 376 0.3
S25 5. 1 usually concentrate on my 9| 24| 44| 11.7| 224|59.4| 98| 26.0 375 0.5
learning
S26 6. | am hard to distract 741 19.6| 184|488 91| 24.1| 27| 72| 376 0.3
S27 7. | like working with other studats | 20| 5.3| 63| 16.7| 180| 47.7| 111|29.4| 374 0.8
to help my learning
S28 9. | am confident in my learning 40| 10.6| 96| 255| 167|44.3| 774|196 | 377 0.0
S29 8. Idon'tdistract other students | 19| 5.0| 49| 13.0| 206 | 54.6| 102 | 27.1| 376 0.3
S210 10.I take a lotof care with my work | 8| 2.1| 46| 12.2| 233|61.8| 90| 23.9| 377 0.0
S211 11. | work hard 9| 24| 39|103| 217|57.6| 111|29.4| 376 0.3
S212 12.1 do more than | am askedtodq 31| 82| 156|41.4| 155|41.1| 33| 88| 375 0.5
in class
S213 13. | don't mind making mistakes | 23| 6.1 | 84| 22.3| 182|48.3| 87| 23.1| 376 0.3
because | learn from them
S214 14.1 come up with new ideas to 23| 6.1] 102|27.1| 189|50.1| 62| 16.4| 376 0.3
help my learning
S215 15.1 enjoy my learning 32| 85| 87]231| 194|515| 63|16.7| 376 0.3
S216 16.My teacherdeach well sothat1 | 27| 7.2| 78| 20.7| 198|525| 70| 18.6| 373 11
learn successfully
S217 17.1 have regular opportunitiesto | 42 | 11.1| 126 | 33.4| 158 | 41.9| 45| 119| 371 1.6
express my opinion to my teachers abou
my learning
S218 18.1 often have conversationsith 52| 13.8| 140 | 37.1| 138 | 36.6| 42| 11.1| 372 1.3
my teachers which help me to make
better progress
S219 19.My teachers seem to enjoy 36| 95| 116| 30.8| 176| 46.7| 46| 12.2| 374 0.8
teaching my classes
S220 20.My teachers often share things| 25| 6.6| 83| 22.0| 202|53.6| 63| 16.7| 373 1.1
that they have lemed themselves
S221 21.1 get on well with my teachers | 21| 56| 71|188| 191|50.7| 91|24.1| 374 0.8
S222 221 get extra supporttohelpmy | 60| 15.9| 95| 25.2| 173|459| 46| 12.2| 374 0.8
learning when | need it
S223 23.1 know that the senior teachers | 17| 45| 53| 14.1| 214|56.8| 90| 23.9| 374 0.8
want us to learn successfully
S224 24 Everyone works very hard to 23| 6.1] 101|26.8| 176|46.7| 74|19.6| 374 0.8
make theAcademya great place to learn
and to do well
S225 25.My teachers constantly expect 9| 24| 53|14.1| 184 |48.8| 128 | 34.0| 374 0.8
me to improve on my personal best
S226 26.Right now | am achieving the 23| 6.1| 75(19.9| 178|47.2| 93| 24.7| 369 2.1
best | possibly can
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S227 27.From what | remember, | kept | 16 | 4.2| 56| 14.9| 189|50.1| 108 | 28.6| 369 2.1
up a good rate of prgress between my
last year at primary school and my first
year at theAcademy

S228 28.1 have kept up a good rate of 14| 3.7| 773|194 190| 50.4| 90| 23.9| 367 2.7
progress ever since my first year at the
Academy

S$22929. | think that my results at the 25| 6.6| 117|31.0| 153|40.6| 72|19.1| 367 2.7
moment are as good as | can do

S230 30.1 feel that my successes atthe | 43 | 11.4| 115| 30.5| 172| 45.6| 38| 10.1| 368 2.4
Academyare recognised

S231 31.1 feel that my successes with 70| 18.6| 112| 29.7| 142 | 37.7| 43| 11.4| 367 2.7
activities outside theAcademyare
recognised

S232 32.1 feel proud about what | have | 14| 3.7| 82| 21.8| 176| 46.7| 96| 25.5| 368 2.4
achieved so far

S233 33.We are taught about the 21| 56| 75|199| 193|51.2| 76| 20.2| 365 3.2
responsibilities of students as Weas their
rights

S234 34.We care about helping each 28| 74| 83|220| 195|51.7| 61|16.2| 367 2.7
other in theAcademycommunity

S235 35.We are encouraged to care 17| 45| 80|21.2| 193|51.2| 77| 204 367 2.7
about the needs of other people in the
local commuiity and around the world

S236 36.1 regularly offer to help others | 25| 6.6| 89| 23.6| 179|475| 75|19.9| 368 2.4

S237 37.My parents or carers feelthat | 27| 7.2| 56| 14.9| 179| 47.5| 100 | 26.5| 362 4.0
they are always welcome in thecademy

S238 38.My parents or carers feel 28| 7.4| 63|16.7| 180 | 47.7| 95| 25.2| 366 2.9
involved with my learning and my
progress

S239 39.My parents or carers are please 21| 56| 50| 13.3| 181|48.0| 113| 30.0| 365 3.2
with my progress

S240 40.My parens or carers have 27| 7.2 58| 15.4| 154 | 40.8| 127 | 33.7 366 2.9
always been able to sort out any problen
that | have had

S241 41.1 am encouraged to lead 57| 15.1| 114 | 30.2| 156| 41.4| 42| 11.1| 369 2.1
activities in the classroom
S242 421 have had opportuniés to lead | 85| 22.5| 102 | 27.1| 125| 33.2| 57| 15.1| 369 2.1

other activities at theAcademy

éDIFFERENCES BETWEENOOLS BY QUESTIONS

Individually independentt-tests were carried out on each item to examine wiher there were
statistically significant mean differences in individual items betweenAtedemies

It was found that, on average, there were no mean differences in agreement or disagreement
betweenAcademyl andAcademy3 student respondents to 10 outfd2 items These includée
adraSyYySyida lo2dzi WFSSt alF¥SQ Ay GKS aoKz22ft of
OFNBQ o{HumMn0O G2 KSfLI GKSANI fSIFNYyAy3a 2N 62 NJ
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I OKAS@PSRI (GKSANI NBadzE §a WENB a 3I22R FaQ GKS
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YR 0SAYy3 2FFSNBR 2LIIR2NIdzyAdtAsSa G2 WESIR 20KS
the Table23 below).

However,Academyl student respondents reported averagely higher mean responses than their

counterparts ofAcademyo (G2 (GKS NBYFAYAYy3a ow AGSYa G b T
non-shaded areas in the Tab®6. below). In other words, to some degree, student®\tademyl

tend to agree moré than Academy3 students to the statements of, for examplef A 1 S € S| Ny A
GKAY3IEAQ o06{HNn0ZQO2yOSYuUNI(iS 2y Y& fSINYAYy3I o6{H
6{HMOUVI WIASH 2y 4SttQ 6AGK GKSANI G4SIFOKSNE 0{
f SENYAY3I adz00SaaFuf {222 R {NilHioD 32 7| SISNBAI/MNES &dALD 6 { H
0SAYy3a Ay@2f 3SR 6A0GK GKSANI fSFENYAy3I FyR LINERAN
LINPOf SYAaQ (KIFG GKSe& KI @SAcatdeniyl student nespondenth gfe als&k S 2
likely to disagredles€than Academyo a (i dzRSy i NBALRYRSyGa 2y WwWT¥SSt
WO2YFARSYG Ay Yé fSFENYAyYy3IQ 6{HyLvXE GKSANI GSI OF
YITSQ GKSANI a0K22f I 3INBI Gaughdfabodt $he iespondibfitieNdr 0 {
aldzRSyita +ta ¢Sttt Fta GKSANI NAIKGAQ 6{HOOULD

Table31 t-test for Equality of Means for each itefipurple shaded = non significanceat I' n®np 0

t-test for Equality of Means

(purple shaded = non significance
FdG h )Yl nonp

t df Mean | Ac | Mn N SD | Total | Mean | N SD
Sig. | Diff.
(2-
taile
d)
S21 1. |feel included in the 5.94 375.00| 0.00 046 1 2.94 | 244 | 0.61
activities that are available tq¢ 5.36 203.08| 0.00 0.46 | 3 2.48 | 133 | 0.88 | Total | 2.78 | 377 | 0.75
me in theAcademy
S22 2. |feel safe in the 1.96 375.00| 0.05 017 |1 3.11 | 244 | 0.66
Academy 1.75 198.36| 0.08 0.17 | 3 295|133 | 0.99| Total | 3.06| 377 | 0.80
S23 3. |fed valued and 3.28 372.00| 0.00 0281 2.85| 243 | 0.64
cared for as an individual in 2.87 186.27| 0.00 0.28| 3 256|131 | 1.02| Total | 2.75| 374 | 0.81
the Academy
S24 4. 1like learning new 3.68 374.00| 0.00 0271 3.30 | 244 | 0.55
things 3.21 186.31 | 0.00 0.27 | 3 3.02| 132 | 0.89| Total | 3.20| 376 | 0.70
S25 5. | usually 2.82 373.00| 0.01 0211 3.17 | 243 | 0.54
concentrate on my learning 2.47 185.83| 0.01 0.21| 3 296|132 | 0.88 | Total | 3.10| 375 | 0.68
S26 6. | am hard to distract| 2.87 374.00| 0.00 0.26 |1 2.28 | 244 | 0.73
2.64 211.47| 0.01 0.26 | 3 2.02| 132|098 | Total | 2.19| 376 | 0.83
S27 7. | like working with 1.55 372.00| 0.12 0.14 | 1 3.07 | 243 | 0.72
other students to help my 1.41 204.20| 0.16 0.14 | 3 293|131 | 0.99| Total | 3.02| 374 | 0.82

! Referring toAcademyl students reporting a mean of greater than 3.00 to the exampledstants
8 Referring toAcademyl students reporting a mean of equal to or less than 3.00 to the exampled statements
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learning

S289. |am confidentinmy| 5.49| 375.00( 0.00 0511 291|244 0.71
learning 488 | 195.62| 0.00 0513 2.40| 133 | 1.09 | Total | 2.73| 377 | 0.90
S298. Idon'tdistractothg 2.84| 374.00( 0.00 0241 3.12 | 244 | 0.70
students 2.65| 21991 | 0.01 0.24| 3 2.89| 132| 0.89 | Total | 3.04 | 376 | 0.78
S210 10. take a lot of care 1.28| 375.00| 0.20 0.09|1 3.11 | 244 | 0.59
with my work 1.18| 216.73| 0.24 0.09| 3 3.02| 133 | 0.78 | Total | 3.07 | 377 | 0.66
S211 11. | work hard 3.00| 374.00| 0.00 022|1 3.22 | 244 | 0.57

2.69| 197.58| 0.01 0.22| 3 3.00| 132 | 0.85| Total | 3.14 | 376 | 0.69
S212 121 do more thanlam| 4.82| 373.00( 0.00 0391 2.64 | 242 | 0.66
asked to do in class 441 | 211.47| 0.00 0.39| 3 2.26| 133 | 0.89 | Total | 2.51| 375| 0.77
S213 13. | don't mind 450 | 374.00| 0.00 0391 3.02 | 243 | 0.69
making mistakes because | 4.06 | 202.00| 0.00 0.39| 3 2.63| 133 | 1.00 | Total | 2.89| 376 | 0.83
learn from them
S214 14 come up with new| 4.39 374.00| 0.00 0371 2.90 | 243 | 0.67
ideas to help my learning 4.00 208.55| 0.00 037 3 253|133 | 0.93| Total | 2.77 | 376 | 0.79
S215 15.1 enjoy my learning 6.42 374.00| 0.00 0551 2.96 | 243 | 0.68

5.83| 206.62| 0.00 0.55| 3 241|133 | 0.95| Total | 2.77 | 376 | 0.83
S216 16.My teachers teach 4.01| 371.00| 0.00 035]|1 2.95| 243 | 0.69
well so that | learn 3.63| 200.25| 0.00 0.35| 3 2.61| 130| 097 | Total | 2.83| 373 | 0.81
successfully
S217 17.1 have regular 3.82| 369.00| 0.00 035]|1 2.68| 241 0.76
opportunities to express my 3.57 219.21| 0.00 0.35]| 3 2.33|130| 0.95| Total | 2.56 | 371 | 0.85
opinion to my teachers abou
my learning
S218 18. often have 3.69| 370.00| 0.00 0341 2.58 | 243 0.75
conversations with my 3.37| 203.91| 0.00 0343 223|129 | 1.02 | Total | 2.46| 372 | 0.87
teachers which help me to
make better progress
19 19. My teachers seem 5.28 372.00| 0.00 046 | 1 2.78 | 244 | 0.67
to enjoy teaching my classey 4.71 192.92| 0.00 0.46 | 3 232|130 | 0.99 | Total | 2.62| 374 | 0.82
S220 20.My teachers often 4.27 | 371.00| 0.00 036 1 2.94 | 242 | 0.67
share things that they have 3.87 203.58| 0.00 0.36| 3 258|131 | 0.94 | Total | 2.81| 373 | 0.79
learned themselves
S221 21.1 get on well with 3.15| 372.00| 0.00 027|1 3.04 | 243 | 0.69
my teachers 2.86 | 203.79| 0.00 0.27 | 3 2.76 | 131 | 0.97 | Total | 2.94| 374 | 0.81
S222 221 get exra support 6.41 372.00| 0.00 060 1 2.76 | 243 | 0.76
to help my learning when | 5.87 208.56| 0.00 0.60| 3 216|131 | 1.02 | Total | 2.55| 374 | 0.90
need i
S223 23.1 know that the 3.98| 372.00| 0.00 032]|1 3.12 | 243 | 0.62
senior teachers want us to 3.56 | 196.23| 0.00 0323 2.80| 131|092 | Total | 3.01| 374 | 0.75
learn successfully
S224 24 Everyone works 3.29| 372.00( 0.00 0291 2.91| 244 0.76
very hard to make the 3.11| 225.17| 0.00 0.29| 3 2.62|130| 091 | Total | 2.80| 374 | 0.82
Academya great place to
learn and to do well
S225 25.My teachers 1.57| 372.00| 0.12 0.13| 1 3.20 | 244 | 0.66
constantly expect me to 1.45 208.13| 0.15 0.13| 3 3.07| 130 | 0.88 | Total | 3.15| 374 | 0.75
improve on my personal bes
S226 26.Right no 1.19| 367.00| 0.23 0111 2.96 | 239 | 0.74
w | am achieving the best | 1.09 206.80| 0.28 011 3 2.85| 130 | 1.00 | Total | 2.92| 369 | 0.84
possiblycan
S227 27 From what | 3.53| 367.00| 0.00 0301 3.16 | 239 | 0.70
remember, | kept up a good 3.28 215.54| 0.00 030 3 2.86| 130 | 0.90 | Total | 3.05| 369 | 0.79

rate of progress between my|
last year at primary school
and my first year at the
Academy

63



S228 28.1 have kept up a 3.46| 365.00| 0.00 0291 3.07 | 238 | 0.66
good rate of progress ever 3.15 201.58| 0.00 029 | 3 278|129 | 0.92 | Total | 2.97| 367 | 0.77
since my first year at the
Academy

S229 29. think that my -0.95| 365.00| 0.34| -0.09|1 2.71| 238 0.83
results at the moment are as -0.93 | 247.91| 0.35| -0.09| 3 2.80| 129 | 0.89 | Total | 2.74 | 367 | 0.85
good as | can do

S230 30.l feel that my 2.84| 366.00| 0.00 025|1 2.65| 238 0.71

successs at theAcademy 2.57| 200.84| 0.01 0.25| 3 2.39|130| 1.00 | Total | 2.56 | 368 | 0.83
are recognised

S231 311 feel that my 2.31| 365.00| 0.02 023|1 2.51| 238 | 0.78

successes with activities 2.08 195.17| 0.04 0.23| 3 228|129 | 1.14 | Total | 2.43| 367 | 0.93
outside theAcademyare

recognised

S232 32. feel proud about 1.11| 366.00| 0.27 0.10| 1 3.00 | 239 | 0.70

what | have achieved so far 1.01 204.70| 0.31 0.10| 3 2.90| 129 | 0.95| Total | 2.96 | 368 | 0.80
S233 33.We ae taught 3.86| 363.00| 0.00 033|1 3.00 | 236 | 0.68

about the responsibilities of 3.52 203.40| 0.00 0333 2.67| 129 | 0.94 | Total | 2.89 | 365 | 0.80
students as well as their

rights

S234 34 We care about 4.05| 36500 | 0.00 035]|1 2.91| 237 | 0.65

helping each other in the 3.60 191.48| 0.00 0353 2.56| 130 | 1.00 | Total | 2.79 | 367 | 0.81
Academycommunity

S235 35.We are encouraged  2.41 365.00| 0.02 020 1 2.97 | 238 | 0.68

to care about the needs of 2.20| 204.29| 0.03 0.20| 3 277|129 | 092 | Total | 2.90| 367 | 0.78
other people in the local
community and around the

world

S236 36.1 regularly offer to 450| 366.00| 0.00 040 1 2.97 | 238 | 0.72

help others 4.14| 209.62| 0.00 0.40| 3 257|130 | 0.96 | Total | 2.83| 368 | 0.83
S237 37.My parents or 3.86| 360.00| 0.00 0361 3.10 | 234 | 0.71

carers feel that thg are

always welcome in the 3.48 | 195.29| 0.00 0.36| 3 2.74| 128 | 1.03 | Total | 2.97 | 362 | 0.85
Academy

S238 38.My parents or 5.22 | 364.00| 0.00 0471 3.10 | 237 | 0.72

carers feel involved with my 4.75 201.18| 0.00 047 | 3 2.63| 129 | 1.00 | Total | 2.93| 366 | 0.86
learning and my progress

S239 39.My parents or 1.93 363.00| 0.05 017 |1 3.12 | 236 | 0.71

carers are pleased with my 1.76 202.03| 0.08 0.17 | 3 295|129 | 0.99 | Total | 3.06 | 365 | 0.82
progress

S240 40.My parents or 3.90| 364.00| 0.00 0371 3.17 | 237 | 0.75

carers have always been abl  3.51 196.48| 0.00 0373 2.80| 129 | 1.08 | Total | 3.04 | 366 | 0.90
to sort out any problems thai

| have had

S241 411 am encouraged to|  1.97 367.00 | 0.05 0191 2.56 | 240 | 0.77

lead activities in the 1.79| 200.72| 0.07 0.19| 3 237|129 | 1.07 | Total | 2.50| 369 | 0.89
classroom

S242 42 have had 0.42| 367.00( 0.68 005|1 2.43| 240 | 0.92

opportunities to lead other
activities at theAcademy

0.39 217.03| 0.70 0.05| 3 239|129 | 1.15| Total | 2.42| 369 | 1.01

GENDER DIFFERENCH EW MEAN

Individual independent-tests were carried out on each item to examine whether there were
statistically significant mean differences between gersde
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The statistical results indicate that male and female student respondents on average provided
AAYAEFNI NBaLlRyasSa G2 un 2dzi 2F nH AlRAYad>a@®wORK
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Interestingly, across thA&cadckemiesfemale student respondents reported higher means than male

alidzZRSyid NBalLRyRSyidta 2y GKS NBYFAYAY3a HH AGSY
example, female students generaligree more’ than male counterpartshat theyWT S St theét I S
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Table32t-test for Equality of Means for each item by gendetJdzN1.Jt S aKIF RSR I y2y &A3IYyATFAOFIyOS |
Item t df Sig. (2 Mean Gender N Mean | SD
tailed) Diff.

S21 1. Ifeelincluded in the activities that are -0.94 | 374.00 0.35 -0.07 | 1 Male 198 2.74 1 0.82
available to me in thécademy

-0.95 | 369.67 0.34 -0.07 | 2 Female 178 2.81| 0.66
S22 2. |feel safe in thé\cademy -2.62 | 374.00 0.01 -0.21 | 1 Male 198 295 0.87

-2.66 | 367.22 0.01 -0.21 | 2 Female 178 3.17 | 0.68
S23 3. |feel valued and cared for as an individui -0.37 | 371.00 0.71 -0.03 | 1 Male 197 2.74 | 0.82

in the Academy

-0.37 | 367.90 0.71 -0.03 | 2 Female 176 2.77] 0.80

S24 4. 1like learning new things 0.24 | 373.00 0.81 0.02 | 1 Male 197 3.21 | 0.72
0.24 | 372.75 0.81 0.02 | 2 Female 178 | 3.19| 0.67
S25 5. 1 usually concentrate on my learning -3.80 | 372.00 0.00 -0.26 | 1 Male 198 2.97 | 0.69
-3.82 | 371.43 0.00 -0.26 | 2 Female 176 | 3.24| 0.64
S26 6. | am hard to distract -1.68 | 373.00 0.09 -0.14 | 1 Male 198 | 2.12| 0.85
-1.69 | 372.10 0.09 -0.14 | 2 Female 177 | 2.26| 0.80
S27 7. 1like working with other students to help | -2.11 | 371.00 0.04 -0.18 | 1 Male 196 2941 0.83
my learning
-2.12 | 368.25 0.04 -0.18 | 2 Female 177| 3.12| 0.81
S28 9. | am confident in my learning -3.78 | 374.00 0.00 -0.34 | 1 Male 198 2.57 | 0.94
-3.81 | 373.72 0.00 -0.34 | 2 Female 178 | 291 0.82
S298. |don'tdistract other students -1.05 | 373.00 0.29 -0.08 | 1 Male 198 | 3.00| 0.80
-1.06 | 372.00 0.29 -0.08 | 2 Female 177| 3.08| 0.75
S210 10.l take a lot of care with my work -4.92 | 374.00 0.00 -0.33 | 1 Male 198 292 0.71
-4.98 | 366.93 0.00 -0.33 | 2 Female 178 | 3.25| 0.56

o Referring to female students reporting a mean of greater than 3.00 to the exampled statements
10 Referring to female students reporting a areof equal to or less than 3.00 to the exampled statements
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S211 11. | work hard -3.24 | 373.00 0.00 -0.23 | 1 Male 197 3.04| 0.77

-3.29 | 361.36 0.00 -0.23 | 2 Female 178 | 3.26| 0.58
S212 12.1 do more than | am asked to do in class| -3.07 | 372.00 0.00 -0.24 | 1 Male 196 2.39| 0.79

-3.08 | 371.98 0.00 -0.24 | 2 Female 178 | 2.63| 0.73
S213 13. | don't mind making mistakes becduse| -2.04 | 373.00 0.04 -0.17 | 1 Male 198 2.80| 0.84
learn from them

-2.04 | 370.81 0.04 -0.17 | 2 Female 177 | 298| 0.81
S214 14.1 come up with new ideas to help my -0.28 | 373.00 0.78 -0.02 | 1 Male 198 2.76 | 0.79
learning

-0.28 | 367.89 0.78 -0.02 | 2 Female 177| 2.79| 0.80
S215 15.1 enjoy my learning -2.68 | 373.00 0.01 -0.23 | 1 Male 197 2.66 | 0.87

-2.70 | 372.76 0.01 -0.23 | 2 Female 178 | 2.89| 0.77
S216 16.My teachers teach well so that | learn -0.96 | 370.00 0.34 -0.08 | 1 Male 195 2.79 | 0.86
successfully

-0.96 | 369.68 0.34 -0.08 | 2 Female 177| 2.88| 0.76
S217 17.1 have regular opportunities to express n| -1.78 | 368.00 0.08 -0.16 | 1 Male 194 2.48 | 0.89
opinion to my teachers about my learning

-1.79 | 367.94 0.07 -0.16 | 2 Female 176 | 2.64| 0.80
S218 18.1 often have cowmersations with my -1.18 | 369.00 0.24 -0.11 | 1 Male 195 | 241 0.92
teachers which help me to make better progress

-1.18 | 368.91 0.24 -0.11 | 2 Female 176 | 2.51| 0.81
S219 19.My teachers seem to enjoy teaching my| -1.81 | 371.00 0.07 -0.15| 1 Male 195| 255 0.83
classes

-1.81 | 368.82 0.07 -0.15 | 2 Female 178 | 2.70| 0.81
S220 20.My teachers often share things that they| -0.80 | 370.00 0.42 -0.07 | 1 Male 196 | 2.78| 0.83
have learned themselves

-0.81 | 369.95 0.42 -0.07 | 2 Female 176 | 2.85| 0.75
S221 21.1 get on well wih my teachers -3.11 | 371.00 0.00 -0.26 | 1 Male 195 2.82| 0.85

-3.13 | 370.63 0.00 -0.26 | 2 Female 178 | 3.08| 0.75
S222 22. get extra support to help my learning | -3.22 | 371.00 0.00 -0.30 | 1 Male 196 2411 0.93
when | need it

-3.23 | 370.97 0.00 -0.30 | 2 Female 177| 2.71) 0.85
S223 23.1 know that the senior teachers want us { -1.46 | 371.00 0.15 -0.11 | 1 Male 195| 2.95| 0.83
learn successfully

-1.47 | 362.69 0.14 -0.11 | 2 Female 178 | 3.07 | 0.65
S224 24 Everyone works very hard to make the | -2.90 | 371.00 0.00 -0.25| 1 Male 195 2.69 | 0.87
Academya great place todarn and to do well

-2.92 | 370.23 0.00 -0.25 | 2 Female 178 | 2.93| 0.76
S225 25.My teachers constantly expect me to -1.92 | 371.00 0.06 -0.15| 1 Male 195| 3.08| 0.78
improve on my personal best

-1.93 | 370.92 0.05 -0.15 | 2 Female 178 | 3.23| 0.70
S226 26.Right now | am achieving the best | -3.85| 366.00 0.00 -0.33 | 1 Male 193 2771 0.84
possibly can

-3.85 | 364.61 0.00 -0.33 | 2 Female 175| 3.10| 0.81
S227 27.From what | remember, | kept up a good -2.41 | 366.00 0.02 -0.20 | 1 Male 193 2.96 | 0.83
rate of progress betwen my last year at primary
school and my first year at thkcademy

-2.43 | 365.11 0.02 -0.20 | 2 Female 175| 3.16| 0.72
S228 28.1 have kept up a good rate of progress | -2.34 | 364.00 0.02 -0.19 | 1 Male 192 2.88 | 0.82
ever since my first year at thécademy

-2.36 | 363.28 0.02 -0.19 | 2 Female 174 | 3.07| 0.71
S229 29. think that my results at the moment are| -2.69 | 364.00 0.01 -0.24 | 1 Male 192 | 2.63| 0.84
as good as | can do

-2.69 | 359.92 0.01 -0.24 | 2 Female 174 | 2.87| 085
S230 30.1 feel that my successes at theademy -1.60 | 365.00 0.11 -0.14 | 1 Male 192 2491 0.89
are recognised

-1.62 | 362.96 0.11 -0.14 | 2 Female 175| 2.63| 0.75
S231 31.1 feel that my successes with activities | -1.39 | 364.00 0.16 -0.14 | 1 Male 192 2.36 | 0.99
outside theAcademyare recognised

-1.40 | 363.37 0.16 -0.14 | 2 Female 174 | 2.50| 0.86
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S232 32.1 feel proud about what | have achieved | -3.40 | 365.00 0.00 -0.28 | 1 Male 193 2.83 ] 0.85
so far

-3.43 | 363.65 0.00 -0.28 | 2 Female 174 | 3.11| 0.72
S233 33.Weare taught about the responsibilities | -2.12 | 362.00 0.03 -0.18 | 1 Male 191 281 0.84
of students as well as their rights

-2.14 | 361.60 0.03 -0.18 | 2 Female 173 | 298| 0.74
S234 34 We care about helping each other in the| -4.27 | 364.00 0.00 -0.35| 1 Male 191 2.62 | 0.89
Academycommunity

-4.32 | 349.81 0.00 -0.35 | 2 Female 175| 2.97| 0.66
S235 35.We are encouraged to care about the -3.30 | 364.00 0.00 -0.27 | 1 Male 191 2771 0.79
needs of other people in the local community and
around the world

-3.31 | 363.90 0.00 -0.27 | 2 Female 175| 3.04| 0.74
S236 36.1 regularly offer to help others -3.12 | 365.00 0.00 -0.27 | 1 Male 192 2.70| 0.88

-3.14 | 363.28 0.00 -0.27 | 2 Female 175| 2.97| 0.75
S237 37.My parents or carers feel that they are | -1.58 | 359.00 0.12 -0.14 | 1 Male 188 | 2.90| 0.88
always welcome in thAcademy

-1.58 | 358.98 0.11 -0.14 | 2 Female 173 | 3.05| 0.82
S238 38.My parents or carers feel involved with | -1.15 | 363.00 0.25 -0.10 | 1 Male 191 | 2.88| 0.89
my learning and my progress

-1.16 | 362.98 0.25 -0.10 | 2 Female 174 | 2.9 | 0.82
S239 39.My parents or carers are pleased with m -1.84 | 362.00 0.07 -0.16 | 1 Male 189 | 2.98| 0.86
progress

-1.85 | 361.83 0.07 -0.16 | 2 Female 175| 3.14| 0.78
S240 40.My parents or carers have always been | -1.44 | 363.00 0.15 -0.13 | 1 Male 190 | 2.97| 0.92
able to sort out any problems that | havecha

-1.44 | 362.73 0.15 -0.13 | 2 Female 175| 3.11| 0.87
S241 41.1 am encouraged to lead activities in the| -1.53 | 366.00 0.13 -0.14 | 1 Male 191 2.43 1 0.87
classroom

-1.52 | 361.66 0.13 -0.14 | 2 Female 177 | 257 0.90
S242 42. have had opportunities to lead other -0.77 | 366.00 0.44 -0.08 | 1 Male 191 2.38 | 1.07
activities at theAcademy

-0.77 | 365.08 0.44 -0.08 | 2 Female 177 | 2.46| 0.94

UNDERLYING THEMES HE DATA

An exploratary factor analysis was conducted to investigathether there are anypotential
themes underlying the items. The following rotated component matrix deletedesns (S21, S22,
S26, S27, S28, S211, S214) and produced the follemrtgemes or factors. Bise factors could
form the basis for a more powerful scale for future surveys and reduction of data in a future
Perimetamodel. They require further interpretation, however they represent key themes through

which the students understood or construed thekperience at theiAcademy

Table33 Underlying themes: rotated component matrix from exploratory factor analysis with alpha reliabiéfficient for each resulting scale

1 2 3 4 5 6 h

S222 22.1 get extra support to help my learning when | neeq  .645 .203 .023 .125 119 .110

S217 17.1 have regular opportunities to express my opinion to .639 .196 173 .105 .036 277
teachers about my learnin

S216 16.My teachers teachvell so that | learn successfull .634 .239 .285 .253 .017| -.062

S23 3. |feel valued and cared for as an individual in fvademy| .573| -.066 .352 .229 .202 .105

S218 18.1 often have conversations with my teachers which help| .565 .184 .023 .161 .072 .379
to make better pogress

S233 33.We are taught about the responsibilities of students asv .510 112 .087 .375 .289 141
as their rights
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S230 30.l feel that my successes at theademyare recognised .474 | -.040 .349 .021 .263 .391
S219 19.My teachers seem to enjoy teaching my clasy .427 .140 .232 412 .130 .094
S220 20.My teachers often share things that they have learn  .411 237 .020 .216 .268 | -.017 0.84
themselves
S24 4. |like learning new thingy .112 .661 .078 .063 146 | -.041
S215 15. enjoy my learning  .294 .646 .155 .104 .285 .030
S25 5. | usually concentrate on my learnin  .085 .607 .329 .293 .097 .058
S236 36.1 regularly offer to help othery .104 .530 .130 .132 273 .244
S29 8. |don't dimct other students| .167 527 .359 .085 .145 .079
S210 10. take a lot of care with my worl -.004 517 428 .267 | -.036 .139
S213 13. | don't mind making mistakes because | learn fromt .222 514 .026 .308 129 | -.007
S212 12.1 do more than bm asked to do in clas| .165 .501 .235 134 -.077 433 0.82
S226 26.Right now | am achieving the best | possibly .058 222 .703 .229 124 .166
S228 28.1 have kept up a good rate of progress ever since my | .236 .289 .655 .046 221 .032
year at theAcademy
S227 27.From what | remember, | kept up a good rate of progr¢ .313 .184 .654 .019 .231| -.138
between my last year at primary school and my first year at
Academy
S229 29. think that my results at the moment are as good asilda | .110 .106 .585 .149 .100 .288
S232 32. feel proud about what | have achieved so 112 .220 .539 317 .248 219 0.81
S224 24 Everyone works very hard to make thAeademya great| .238 .048 .064 .685 .104 .220
place to learn and to do we
34 34.We care about helping each other in tAeademy| .278 .106 117 .609 .262 .254
community
S235 35.We are encouraged to care about the needs of other peq .226 .154 .146 .605 .320 110
in the local community and around the worl
S221 21. get on well with my teacherg  .335 .348 .329 458 | -109| -.005
S223 23.1 know that the senior teachers want us to learn successff .356 .239 .180 .408 .284 | -.061
S225 25.My teachers constantly expect me to improve on .028 292 .246 .381 .060 | -.008 0.76
personal best
S240 40.My parents or carers have always been able to sort out| .070 .218 151 .190 .706 .044
problems that | have hag
S238 38.My parents or carers feel involved with my learning and .281 133 .128 .164 .680 .161
progress
S237 37.My parents or carers feel that they are always welcomq .144 135 .292 .309 .569 .169
the Academy
S239 39.My parents or carers are pleased with my progrg .133 272 424 .026 541 .033 0.78
S241 41 am encouraged to lead activitie@sthe classroom| .013 .205 157 .108 126 .764
S242 42 have had opportunities to lead other activities attf .246 | -.085 .032 141 .044 .668
Academy
S231 31.1 feel that my successes with activities outsile Academy| .401 .043 101 .074 .342 .445 0.64

are recognised

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a. Rotation con¥érged in

iterations.

Thesefactors suggest the presence of underlyihgmes in the d&a. Thesecould be conputed into
new variabés whichwould provide a more economical and interpretable measuséth more
statistical power.Table 26 summarises these themes.
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Table34 Themes from the factoanalysis

| have good relationships fégarning in my classroom and community
Theme one

| enjoy learning and | k& responsibility for it
Theme two

| am doing as well as | can
Theme three

Everybody in my Academy cares about my learning

Theme four

_ My family is involved in my learning
Theme five

: | have opportunities to exercise leadership inside and outside the Academy
Theme six

éSUMI\/IARY AND FINDINESOM STRAND TWO

For Strand Two the questionnaire was designed to assess students' perceptions albeut
learning, teaching, progress and achievement in an QGesisemy

The findings showed there to be no mean differences in agreement or disagreement for 10 of the
42 items assessing student perceptions on thearning, teaching, progress and achimant in an

Oasis Academy However, Academy 1 student respondents reported averagely higher mean
responses than their counterparts sicademy3 to the remaining 32 item#hich suggests thato

some degree, students ikcademyl tend toagree morehan Acacemy 3 students

With regards to gender differencedhe statistical results indicatethat male and female student
respondents on average provided similar responses to 20 out of 42 italtt@ugh across the
Academiesfemale student respondents reportedgnificantly higher means than male student
respondents on the remaining 22 item3hus, there appear to be gender differences on over half

of the items, possibly suggesting a difference in how males and females perceive at least some of
their learning, eaching, progress and achievement.

There were six underlying themes in the data which could be used for a more economical
evaluation and presentation of datdhey also suggest that how students perceive their schooling is
consistent with the values of th®asis Community Learning Charter.
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STRAND THREBTORIES OF TRANSFARI@N

Strand Three wasa nharrative interview with a small sample of students which aimed to explore
whether students were deeply engaged in their leaghiend whether they were able to recount
stories of significant personal change.

 THE SAMPLE

The sample consisted of 22 students in Year 9 from two ofAt&demies Thirteen were from
Academyl and nine were from\cademy3. Academy? data was not avkible for this analysis.

Table35 Strand 3 Sample of students by Academy and gender

Gender Total
Male Female
Academy Lords Hill 4 9 13
Wintringham 4 5 9
Total 8 14 22

§NARRAT|VE INTERVIEGHEDULE
Each student was invited to talk with a teacher in response to the following questions.

1. Tell me about a time when you learned something really successfully in the last two or three
weeks
1 Why did you learn successfitly
1 What did it feel like
1 What happened as a result?

2. Tell me about your worst experience of learning in the last two or three weeks?
1 Why was it a bad experience of learning?
1 What did it feel like?
1 What happened as a result?

3. How different are you now as adrner compared with a year ago?
1 How would you describe the differences?
1 What has happened to make these differences?
1 How do you feel now about the future as a learner?
1 What changes would help you to learn better?
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4. How would you describe yourself as a lear now? If you could choose an animal (or a car)
which is most like you as a learner, which animal (or car) would it be? Why did you choose
that particular animal (or car)? [Probe further for reasons, if necessary]

5. What have been the best things abogdur time at theAcademyso far?

6. What have been the worst things about your time at theademyso far?

7. How do you feel about your future, after your time at tAeademy

ANALYSIS

The interviews were recorded and transcribed. The analysis was therasied on the criteria for

deep engagement in learning developed in the Learning Futures Projects 20T8A key question
wasWLad RSSLI NI yaT2NYI udgeSents &véreNddskd/on thelidetificgtiain ot Jt I «
the followingthemes:

1 Authenticity ¢selfauthorship and a genuine and meaningful learning process

71 Identity ¢ a rich language of learning described in terms of learning as a journey or active
process

1 Agencyc taking responsibility for own learning and purposeful application

1 Storiesof sgnificant learning

Each student was rated on a scale of 1 to 4 as follows:
4 = venyhighevidence of deep transformative learning taking place
3 =highevidence of deep transformative learning taking place
2 =low evidence of deep transformative learnitaking place
1 =very lowevidence of deep transformative learning taking place

FINDINGS

The following tables show the scores for each studenAdademyl. There was no significant
difference between genders.

Table36 Rating score for students fcademyl

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Evidence of deep very low 1 7.7 7.7 7.7
transformative low 5 38.5 38.5 46.2
learning taking 6 46.2 46.2 923
place very high 1 7.7 7.7 100.0

71



Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Evidence of deep very low 1 7.7 7.7 7.7
transformative low 5 38.5 38.5 46.2
learning taking 11, 6 46.2 46.2 92.3
place )
very high 1 7.7 7.7 100.0
Total 13 100.0 100.0
Table37Histogram of rating score for students Atademyl
Rating
50
40
w307
c
o
o
o
o
20
10
0 T T T T
very low low high very high
Rating
 SUMMARY

From this samplewve there was only one student who demonstrated very little evidence of
transformative learning in his drer narrative. Overall there &g greater evidence of the presence
of transformative learning in the sample with one student ranking very high.

STRAND FOURPOST16 TRANSITION ANDEBRRESS TO ADULTHOOD

This questionnairevas designed to explore the experiencesledvers from twoAcademiesin
terms of the Oasis Charter, and their expectations of their transition to the next stage of education.
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 SAMPLE

The aestionnaire contained 30 items and wasdministrated in twoAcademiesand in total
received responses from 138 student participaimty’ear 11.

 FINDINGS

The followingTable 38 shows the frequency of responses to each question as a number and as a
percentage. The final calon shows the missing values.

Table38 Strand Fourrequency of value response per questfon Y11 leavers

1 2 3 4 missing

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly

Disagree Agree
Iltem N % N % N % N % N %
S41: 1 wasalued and included during my 0 0.0 7 5.1 99| 71.7 32| 23.2 0 0.0
time at theAcademy
S42: | felt part of a community that was 2 1.4 9 6.5 101 | 73.2 26| 18.8 0 0.0
focused on learning
S43: | felt safe at thAcademy 1 0.7 7 5.1 88| 63.8 42| 30.4 0 0.0
S44: | ejoyed my time at theédcademy 1 0.7 10 7.2 88| 63.8 38| 275 1 0.7
S45: | did as well as | had hoped in my 1 0.7 25| 18.1 84| 60.9 22| 159 6 4.3
GCSEs

S46: My teachers accurately predicted my 3 2.2 27| 19.6 80| 58.0 22| 159 6 4.3
GCSE results

S47: | am lookipforward to the move to 3 2.2 14| 10.1 72| 52.2 46 | 33.3 3 2.2
Sixth Form, Further Education, training of

work

S48: | have been well prepared for the ne 1 0.7 14 | 10.1 90 | 65.2 29| 21.0 4 2.9
stage of my life

S49: My successes were recognised duri 3 2.2 8 5.8 97| 70.3 26| 18.8 4 2.9
my timeat the Academy

S410: | was helped and supported 2 14 15| 10.9 85| 61.6 32| 232 4 29
whenever | struggled with my learning

S411: | developed a sense of responsibili 1 0.7 13 9.4 90 | 65.2 29| 21.0 5 3.6
towards other people during my time at

the Academy

S412: Thé\cademyhelped to make me 4 2.9 13 9.4 94| 68.1 24| 174 3 2.2

more understanding about different
cultures and types of people

S413: | supported activities that would 2 1.4 20| 145 96 | 69.6 17| 123 3 2.2
improve things for other people

S414: | was offered opportunities for 5 3.6 23| 16.7 84| 60.9 23| 16.7 3 2.2
leadership during my time at th&cademy

S415: | led activities during my time at the 4 2.9 39| 283 71| 514 21| 15.2 3 2.2
Academy

S416: My teachers taught mveell at the 2 1.4 10 7.2 77| 55.8 45| 32.6 4 2.9
Academy

S417: My teachers were always trying to 1 0.7 18| 13.0 84| 60.9 32| 232 3 2.2
improve their teaching

S418: | was regularly challenged to do 1 0.7 16| 11.6 89| 64.5 28 | 20.3 4 2.9
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better so that | could reach my full
potential

S419: My parents/carers felt involved with 7
my education at théAcademy
S420: My parents felt that they could find 5
the right person to talk to at thécademy
if they had any concerns about my
eduation

S421: Senior staff at thecademywanted 0
us to learn well and achieve our best
S422: Everyone at thicademyworked 1
very hard to make it a great place to learr]
and to do well

S423: Thé\cademywas well run 1
S424: There were great facilities for 0
learning
S425: There was a broad curriculum that 0
helped me to develop as a whagberson
S426: | enjoyed a wide range of 2
opportunities for learning beyond the
timetabled curriculum

S427: Thé\cademymade good use of new 1
technologies for learning
S428: | never felt that anyone was putting 2
limits on what | could achieve
S429: | feel proud about what | achieved | 2
the Academy
S430: | could not have gone adbetter 6
place for my secondary education

51 23| 16.7 80| 58.0 22| 159 6 4.3

3.6 14| 10.1 81| 58.7 34| 24.6 4 2.9

0.0 7 51 92| 66.7 33| 239 6 4.3

0.7 15| 10.9 87| 63.0 26| 18.8 9 6.5

0.7 13
0.0 9

9.4 84
6.5 83

60.9 30
60.1 36

21.7 10
26.1 10

7.2
7.2

0.0 17| 123 84| 60.9 25| 18.1 12 8.7

14 14| 10.1 88 | 63.8 24| 174 10 7.2

0.7 9 6.5 87| 63.0 32| 23.2 9 6.5

14 15| 10.9 84| 60.9 28| 20.3 9 6.5

1.4 16| 11.6 84| 60.9 25| 18.1 11 8.0

4.3 12 8.7 75| 54.3 35| 254 10 7.2

Interestingly, student respondents provided overall positive responses to the majority of the
statements. Four in five (at least 85%) respondents reported agree or stronglgeatyy 24 out of

30 items (see Tabl@8). Particularly, 30.4%, 33.6% and 34.1% of the students expressed their strong
agreement on feeling safe when they were in theademy(S43), theirAcademyteachers teaching

them well (S416) and looking forward to thduture life (S47) respectively. The 6 items that
received the responses of disagree or strongly disagreen 16.3% up to 31.9% of student
respondents (see Tabl@8) with a mean just below 3.0&€e Tablet0) were about lending their
supportto ack A G ASZdzEIR F A YIWUNR @S GKAYy3Ia F2 NI -&pest&iow LIS 2
in GCSE (S45), being offered opportunities for leadership (S414), teachers having precisely predicted

GKIFEG GKS@ 02dz R | OKASOS Ay DRfDBSE¥Sydo I A WKNIWYWE
theAcadem® o {nmpov YR KI@ZAy3a f SRAdademyS@b)i Sa RdzNAy 3

Table39 ranks the questions in order of the strength of agreement, combining strongly agree and
agree into one score and strongly disae and disagree into one score.

Table39 Rank order of agreement to each question

Item number and description 1+2 1 2 3 4 3+4
Disagree / Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly Agree/
Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
Item N % N % N % N % N % N %
S41: | was valued and included 7 5.1 0 0.0 7 5.1 99 | 71.7 32| 23.2| 131 94.9
during my time at theAcademy
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S421: Senior staff at thecademy
wanted us to learn well and achievs
our best

5.3

0.0

5.3

92

69.7

33

25.0

125

94.7

S43: | felt safe at thAcademy

(e¢]

5.8

[EnY

0.7

~

5.1

88

63.8

42

30.4

130

94.2

S424: There were great facilities fo
learning

7.0

0.0

7.0

83

64.8

36

28.1

119

93.0

S427 TheAcademymade good use
of new technologies for learning

10

7.8

0.8

7.0

87

67.4

32

24.8

119

92.2

S42: | felt part of a community that
was focused on learning

11

8.0

1.4

6.5

101

73.2

26

18.8

127

92.0

S44: | enjoyed my time at the
Academy

11

8.0

0.7

10

7.3

88

64.2

38

27.7

126

92.0

S49: My successes were ognised
during my time at theAcademy

11

8.2

2.2

6.0

97

72.4

26

19.4

123

91.8

S416: My teachers taught me well |
the Academy

12

9.0

15

10

7.5

77

57.5

45

33.6

122

91.0

S411: | developed a sense of
responsibility towards other people
during my timeat the Academy

14

10.5

0.8

13

9.8

90

67.7

29

21.8

119

89.5

S423: Thé\cademywas well run

14

10.9

0.8

13

10.2

84

65.6

30

23.4

114

89.1

S48: | have been well prepared for
the next stage of my life

15

11.2

0.7

14

10.4

90

67.2

29

21.6

119

88.8

S422Everyone at thécademy
worked very hard to make it a greal
place to learn and to do well

16

12.4

0.8

15

11.6

87

67.4

26

20.2

113

87.6

S426: | enjoyed a wide range of
opportunities for learning beyond
the timetabled curriculum

16

12.5

1.6

14

10.9

88

68.8

24

18.8

112

87.5

S47: 1 am looking forward to the
move to Sixth Form, Further
Education, training or work

17

12.6

2.2

14

10.4

72

53.3

46

34.1

118

87.4

S412: Thécademyhelped to make
me more understanding about
different cultures and types of

people

17

12.6

3.0

13

9.6

94

69.6

24

17.8

118

87.4

S410: | was helped and supported
whenever | struggled with my
learning

17

12.7

15

15

11.2

85

63.4

32

23.9

117

87.3

S418: | was regularly challenged tg
do better so that | could reach my
full potential

17

12.7

0.7

16

11.9

89

66.4

28

20.9

117

87.3

S428: | never felt that anyone was
putting limits on what | could
achieve

17

13.2

1.6

15

116

84

65.1

28

21.7

112

86.8

S425: There was a broad curriculul
that helped me to develop as a
whole person

17

13.5

0.0

17

13.5

84

66.7

25

19.8

109

86.5

S417: My teachers were always
trying to improve their teaching

19

141

0.7

18

13.3

84

62.2

32

23.7

110

85.9

S430: | could not have gone to a
better place for my secondary
education

18

14.1

4.7

12

9.4

75

58.6

35

27.3

116

85.9

S420: My parents felt that they
could find the right person to talk tg
at the Academyif they had any
concerns about my education

19

14.2

3.7

14

10.4

81

60.4

34

25.4

109

85.8

S429: | feel proud about what |
achieved at theédcademy

18

142

1.6

16

12.6

84

66.1

25

19.7

115

85.8

S413: | supported activities that

would improve things for other

22

16.3

15

20

14.8

96

71.1

17

12.6

113

83.7
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people

S45:1did as well as | had hoped in 26 | 19.7 1 0.8 25| 18.9 84 | 63.6 22| 16.7| 106 | 80.3
my GCSEs

S414: | was offered opportunities 28 | 20.7 5 3.7 23| 17.0 84 | 62.2 23| 17.0| 107 | 79.3
for leadership during my time at the
Academy

S46: My teachers accurately 30| 22.7 3 2.3 27 | 20.5 80 | 60.6 22| 16.7| 102 | 77.3
predicted my GCSE results

S419: My parents/carers tel 30| 22.7 7 53 23| 174 80 | 60.6 22| 16.7| 102 | 77.3
involved with my education at the
Academy

S415: | led activities during my timg 43 | 31.9 4 3.0 39| 289 71| 52.6 21| 15.6 92 | 68.1
at the Academy

The followingTable 40 shows the mean score and standard ddiin for each question, ranked

from the lowest score.
Table40 Mean score per item, ranked from lowest to highest

Iltem N Min Max | Mean SD
S415: | led activities during my time at theademy 135 1 4 2.81 0.73
S419: My parents/carers felt involved with my education at theademy 132 1 4 2.89 0.74
S46: My teachers accurately predicted my GCSE results 132 1 4 2.92 0.68
S414: | was offered opportunities for leadership during my time a¥tedemy 135 1 4 2.93 0.70
S413: | supported activities that would improve things for other people 135 1 4 2.95 0.58
S45: | did as well as | had hoped in my GCSEs 132 1 4 2.96 0.62
S412: Thécademyhelped to make me more understanding about different 135 1 4 3.02 0.63
cultures and types of pedp
S429: | feel proud about what | achieved at fkeademy 127 1 4 3.04| 0.62
S426: | enjoyed a wide range of opportunities for learning beyond the timeta 128 1 4 3.05 0.60
curriculum
S425: There was a broad curriculum that helpesgitmdevelop as a whole perso 126 2 4 3.06 0.58
S422: Everyone at thiecademyworked very hard to make it a great placetoleg 129 1 4 3.07 0.59
and to do well
S428: | never felt that anyone was putting limits on what | could achieve 129 1 4 3.07| 0.63
S420: My parents felt that they could find the right person to talk to at the 134 1 4 3.07 0.71
Academyif they had any concerns about my education
S418: | was regularly challenged to do better so that | could reach my full 134 1 4 3.07 0.60
potential
S430: | could not have gone to a better place for my secondary education 128 1 4 3.09 0.74
S417: My teachers were always trying to improve their teaching 135 1 4 3.09| 0.63
S49: My successes were recoghised during my time aAthdemy 134 1 4 3.09 0.58
S42: | felt part of a community that was focused on learning 138 1 4 3.09 0.55
S48: | have been well prepared for the next stage of my life 134 1 4 3.10 0.59
S410: | was helped and supported whenever | struggled with my learning 134 1 4 3.10 0.64
S4111 developed a sense of responsibility towards other people during my tin 133 1 4 3.11 0.58
at the Academy
S423: Thécademywas well run 128 1 4 3.12 0.60
S427: Thédcademymade good use of new technologies for learning 129 1 4 3.16 0.57
S41: | was \lmed and included during my time at tideademy 138 2 4 3.18 0.50
S44: | enjoyed my time at thiscademy 137 1 4 3.19 0.59
S47: | am looking forward to the move to Sixth Form, Further Education, trainl 135 1 4 3.19 0.71
or work
S421: Senior staff at /Academywanted us to learn well and achieve our best 132 2 4 3.20 0.52
S424: There were great facilities for learning 128 2 4 3.21 0.56
S416: My teachers taught me well at theademy 134 1 4 3.23 0.65
S43: | felt safe at thAcademy 138 1 4 3.24 0.57
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COMPARISGBETWEENRCADEMIES

Individual independent-tests were carried out on each item to examine whether there were
statistically significant mean differences in individual items between AlkbademiesIn general,

there were no statistical mearifferences att ' n dbetpeed tBe@iAcademiesn 24 out of

30 items indicating the student respondents from teademieshad similar views on these
statements. HoweverAcademyl hadf 2 4 SNJ YSItya Fd h I nonp @SOSt
remaining six items thamcademy3 (see purple shaded in th&ble 41 below). On average,
Academy3 student respondents tended to repoa greater degree of agreement on enjoying the
time at the Academy(S44), doing well along with GCSE-seffectaton (S45), not ever feeling
WyezyS gla LldzidAy3a € A YAl saff dghting tkdmito athieve 2hditbBst 1 O K
(S421), theiicademybeing well managed (S8R and considering theiAcademybeing best place

for their education (S430).

Tabk 41 Comparison betweeAcademie®n each question

t-test for Equality of Means
0 LJzNLY § aKI RSR
=0.05)
t df | Sig.(2 | Mean | Academy| N | Mean SD Total N Mean SD
tailed) Diff.

S41S41: Iwasvalued and| -0.50 | 136.00| 0.62| -0.04 1]52| 3.15| 050 138| 3.18| 0.50
included during my time at [ 950 108.40| 0.62| -0.04 3|86| 3.20| 050| Total
the Academy
S42 S42: | felt part of a -0.92| 136.00| 0.36| -0.09 1[52| 3.04| 048 138 3.09| 0.55
community that was -0.97| 12391| 0.34| -0.09 3|86 3.13| 059 Total
focused on learning
S43543: I feltsafeatthe | -1.67 | 13600| 0.10] -0.17 1]52| 313| 053 138 3.24| 057
Academy -1.73| 118.26| 0.09| -0.17 3|86| 3.30| 060| Total
S44 S44: | enjoyed my time] -2.34 | 135.00| 0.02] -0.24 1[51| 3.04| 056 137 3.19| 0.59
at the Academy -2.37| 108.50| 0.02| -0.24 3186 3.28| 059| Total
S45 S45 did as well as | -2.16| 130.00| 0.03| -0.24 1|46| 2.80| 0.69 132 2.96| 0.62
had hoped inmy GCSEs | _2 04 78.82| 0.04| -0.24 38| 3.05| 0.57| Total
S46 S46: My teachers -1.37| 130.00| 0.17| -0.17 1|47| 2.81| 0.68 132 2.92| 0.68
accurately predicted my -1.36 94.08| 0.18] -0.17 3|85| 298| 067| Total
GCSE results
S47 S47: | am looking -1.21| 133.00| 0.23| -0.15 1{51| 3.10| 0.64 135| 3.19| 0.71
forward to the move to -1.26| 117.68| 0.21| -0.15 3|84| 325| 074] Total
Sixth Form, Further
Education, training or work
S48 S48: | have beenwell | -0.87 | 132.00| 0.39| -0.09 1{50| 3.04| 057 134| 3.10| 0.59
p;eparﬁd forthe next stage| 088 | 106.93| 0.38] -0.09 3|84| 3.13| 060| Total
of my life
S49 S49: My successes we| -1.09 | 132.0 | 0.28| -0.11 1{51| 3.02| 062 134| 3.09| 0.58
recognised during my time [ _q o7 97.95| 0.29] -0.11 3[83| 3.13] 056]| Total
at the Academy
S410 S410: | was helped al -1.37 | 132.00| 0.17| -0.15 1{50| 3.00| 067 134| 3.10| 0.64
supported whenever | -1.34| 95.67| 0.18| -0.15 3(84| 3.15| 0.61| Total
struggled with my learning
S411 S411: | developeda | 0.19| 131.00| 0.85| 0.02 1|{51| 3.12| 055 133| 3.11| 0.58
sense of responsibility 0.20| 112.79| 0.84] 0.02 3[82] 3.10| 060] Total
towards other people
during my time at the
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