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INTRODUCTION 

A continuing challenge for the education system is how to evaluate the wider outcomes of schools. 

Academic results are important but other, less easily quantifiable measures of success make for a 

complete education. For example, the development of students as life-long learners, employability 

skills, citizenship, self-confidence, teamwork and 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. This report describes the rationale, 

methodology and findings of a pilot research project that applied hierarchical process modelling to 

schools as complex living systems, using software developed by engineers at the University of 

Bristol, called Perimeta. The aim was to create a systems design which accounted for the full range 

of outcomes valued by each school, collect evidence of success ς in the form of quantitative, 

qualitative and narrative data ς and to model this using Perimeta software 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 known, and is 

therefore an area for organisational learning and development. The project involves three 

Academies in the UK. The systems design which was developed to underpin this pilot study, is one 

which recognises that the purpose of the school is to facilitate 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 RATIONALE 

Ten years ago Macbeath and McGlynn (Macbeath and Mcglynn, 2002) reviewed 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 classrooms. They argued 

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

ΨLǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ŜƛǘƘŜǊκƻǊΥ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƻǊ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳΣ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƻǊ 
learning. Measuring effectiveness means sharpening our thinking as to where we should give 
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 the most inventive of statistical 
ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎΩΦ όнллнΥсύ 

They then go on to describe a model of evaluation that puts pupil learning at the centre, but set in 

the context of a school culture that sustains staff learning, leadership that creates and maintains 

the culture and an outward-facing dimension involving home and community. They continue: 
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ΨLƴ ŘŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ what to evaluate there is an irresistible temptation to measure what is easiest 

and most accessible to measurement. Measurement of pupil attainment is unambiguously 

concrete and appealing because over a century and more we have honed the instruments for 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ όŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜƳύ ŦƻǊ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΩΦ 

(2002:7) 

School self-evaluation (SSE) involves schools evaluating their own performance in order to 

propel improvement and, according to Ritchie (2007), to maintain a level of control on external 

evaluations, within a target driven culture (particularly in the UK).  School self-evaluation tends 

to focus on leadership and its impact on school evaluation.  When done rigorously it can provide 

the tools to set objectives for school improvement so that all schools can be effective.  The 

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? What was learnt from the process? What might be done next time to 

improve? How is the school developing effective learners?  Assessment, on the other hand, is 

more about measuring a more quantifiable and narrower set of school outcomes, most often in 

the form of test or exam results  (Sammons, 1999). 

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

for the evaluation of school performance, combined with a target-driven culture of school 

improvement, has resulted in an ever more single-minded focus on quantifiable measures of 

success in schools.  Whilst the development of sophisticated statistical techniques such as multi-

level modeling (Goldstein, 1986) have attempted to address the complexity of the range of 

variables operating at different levels within the system and the interactions between  them, so 

as to tease out a more nuanced account of what makes a school effective, there remains 

however, a great reliance on assessment scores. Despite this recognition of the complexity of 

evaluating school outcomes school evaluation has continued towards a reductionist focus on 

test performance at the expense of a wider, more balanced range of outcomes. This movement 

has been fuelled significantly by political imperatives.  Davies (Davies, 2011) raises similar 

concerns about the cuǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ΨǎǳŎŎŜǎǎΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 

leadership. He suggests that, by focusing on too narrow a range of school performance 

measures, the upward trajectory of pupil attainment might plateau: 

Ψ{ǳŎŎŜǎǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ Ƙƻǿ ŎƘƛƭŘǊen achieve academically, socially, spiritually, physically 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 
value-added 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 fully explain or 
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 difficult. A good example 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 enormous efforts every year to boost 
results, a longer-ǘŜǊƳ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ΨŘŜŜǇ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩΦ όнллсΥмнύ  

However as technology has continued 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 communities (Buckingham Shum and Deakin Crick, 2012).  

Combined with insights into systems thinking, systems design and systems modelling developed in 

the corporate sector and engineering in particular, new technologies offer a potentially richer 

approach to evaluating the wider purposes of education,  taking a broader view of both processes 

and outcomes wƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŜǎǎȅ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ƛƴ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ 

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 at all levels of the learning 

system. What we are seeking for is a richer approach to evidence based self-evaluation which will 

enable a holistic approach to learning and performance, a participatory culture of high aspirations 

and deep learning and a context of continual improvement where standards of pupil attainment 

continue to improve.  School self-evaluation can provide the tools to set objectives for school 

improvement so that all schools can be effective.  Leadership has been shown to be a significant 

component of school improvement and research has been continuing to support this notion 

through the decades (see Hallinger & Heck, 2010).  It reinforces the growing support over how 

effective leadership supporting teaching and learning and promoting professional development and 

change can lead to improving school outcomes. 

However, this is a particular challenge 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 

quantifiable. These include schools underpinned by alternative philosophies such as Co-operative 

schools or Humanscale schools as well as many faith based schools. Writing from the perspective of 

Church schools, for example, (Grace, 2002) refers to this challenge when he writes: 

Ψ{ǳŎƘ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ transcendent purposes, a sense of mission rather than simply of provision, 
ƎƛǾŜǎΧΨŘŜǇǘƘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎ ƻŦ ǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΣ 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩΦ  

Bryk et al (Bryk et al., 1993) also point to the need for more studies of the inspirational ideology 

which animates many 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: 

Ψ{ƻƳŜ Ƴŀȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŀ Ŏŀǳǎŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ΧΦunlike the effects 

of academic organization or school structure, which can be largely captured in regression 
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analysis and effect sizes, estimating the influence of ideology is a more complex and less certain 

endeavour. IǊƻƴƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƘŀǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŜǊǾŀǎƛǾŜ Χ ¢ƻ ƛƎƴƻǊŜ 

the importance of ideology because it cannot be easily captured in statistical analysis or 

summarised with numbers would be a serious mistake. Statistical analysis can help us to see 

some things but they can also blind us to the influence of factors that are beyond their current 

ƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǎΩΦ όмффоΣ оло-4) 

This pilot research project takes on the challenge of evaluating the wider intentions and outcomes 

of schools more systematically, drawing on quantitative, 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 planning for change. In the UK, OFSTED inspections 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 are 

made about performance. The fundamental questions behind 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 we do this in systematic, sustainable and convincing ways?  
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A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Evaluating outcomes of schools, known as school effectiveness research (SER), originates from the 

phenomenon of the ineffective school (Edmonds, 1979).  It has been a specific field of study only in 

the last 40 years, but in that time has been emerging 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 debate not least for those countries where education is state-funded, with a 

focus on improving school standards and political accountability (Teddlie and Reynolds 2000).  

Although discussions around schooling and its effectiveness have raged for some time, research 

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 Rutter et al (1979).  These studies argued that whilst schooling 

generally makes a difference, the particular school attended has little impact on outcomes.  These 

early studies reinforced the sociological determinism argument that factors such as IQ, gender and 

social background are more important for school outcomes than what actually happens in school.  

They further argued that whilst some schools do seem to do better than others, it was more due to 

their student intake than the effectiveness of the school.  Unease and at times hostility (eg 

Reynolds 1997) at claims made by these studies led to the development of the now established 

field of school effectiveness research (also recently called educational effectiveness research EER to 

encompass wider education services such as pre-school, further and higher education), with a 

dedicated journal School Effectiveness and School Improvement established 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 outcomes.  These factors include ability, prior attainment, personal 

dispositions, age, gender and family background amongst others, 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 that school effectiveness research has had 

its fair share of issues, both on philosophical and methodological grounds.  Some of these will be 

explored in the next sections. 

School effectiveness research is not to be confused with school improvement (SIR) research which 

presents itself as a separate and distinct domain, specifically exploring how schools can be 

improved.  How schools improve ƛǎ ŀ ΨǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ŜǾŜƴǘΩ (Reynolds et al., 1996 p.14), 

therefore, cannot be measured in the same ways as school effectiveness.  It is because school 

effectiveness research and school improvement research are conceptually different in several ways 

(Reynolds et al., 1996) that they have maintained a parallel existence as domains of enquiry despite 

being essentially components of the same thing: how to make schools better.  However, if they are 

two sides of the same coin then there must be more connecting the two fields of research.  In 

recognition of this there is growing trend of bringing both these fields together and this will be 

explored later in this literature review.  But first it would be useful to examine the issues in school 
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effectiveness research, as it is this which has traditionally been most interested in evaluating the 

outcomes of schooling. 

EVALUATING THE OUTCOMES OF SCHOOLING 

Whilst the research in evaluating outcomes of schools has grown in stature, it has been subject to 

much debate on philosophical and methodological grounds.  The philosophical and political debate 

is focussed around (i) policy issues, where raising standards and increased accountability became 

the main discourse and (ii) the philosophical debate which centred around epistemological issues: 

ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƛƴ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭƛƴƎΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ ΨƎƻƻŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ and so on.  These are justified 

and on-going debates (White & Barber 1997) and influence a third domain of enquiry: (iii) the 

methodological debate. It is the methodological debate which is the main focus of this review.  

Mainly led by statisticians, the debate surrounding methodology in school effectiveness research 

centred on the analyses of data, stemming largely from the controversial Rutter et al (1979) 15000 

Hours study.  This study was influential, primarily because of the claim that pupil attainment was 

due to social background and that school made little difference to life chances. However, the study 

was severely 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 

analysis (Heath & Clifford, 1980; Sammons 1999).  This sparked a growth in sophisticated statistical 

analyses of school effectiveness data, such as multi-level modelling, comparing various levels of 

school and student data, both between and within schools.  It has become an essential and integral 

part of the research on school effectiveness (Goldstein 1987).   

CONTEXTUAL VALUE-ADDED 

School effectiveness can be defined as a school where students progress more than might be 

expected, given the school's student intake.  In that sense, an ineffective school is where students 

make less than expected progress, given its intake (Mortimore 1991a).  This definition emphasises 

ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŀƪŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǿ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǾŀƭǳŜ-ŀŘŘŜŘΩΦ 

It is fairly well established that raw-score indicators of pupil attainment are not a reflection of the 

school effect, but are more an indicator of the school intake (Gorard, 2010).  It has been 

acknowledged by governments and policy makers that to compare schools based on these raw 

ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƛǎ ǳƴŦŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ  /ƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ 

value-added (CVA) is a regular feature in the discussions of school effectiveness for researchers, 

governments, policy makers and to a certain degree parents.  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 eligibility of students for free school meals (FSM), school 

size and pupil mobility amongst others.  School effectiveness research will include such data or 

variations of it in their analysis of school effects and as claimed by the DCSF (2007) provided a much 

fairer and more valid way to compare school effectiveness.  
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Contextual value added (CVA)  is 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 on a more like-for-like basis - indeed it is infinitely better 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 research which relies solely on CVA, primarily on the basis that CVA 

ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ΨǇŜǊŦŜŎǘ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘǎΩΦ  In reality, data is often missing or data from different 

datasets cannot be matched appropriately.  For example, data from Pupil Level Annual School 

Census (PLASC) and National Pupil Database (NPD) do not always map neatly on to one another.  

Whilst, data analysts can claim that these are random and that they can statistically account for or 

ΨŎƭŜŀƴΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŘŀǘŀΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ƻǊ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ  LŦ 

data at this early stage is incomplete or inaccurate, then the value of the CVA needs to be 

questioned (Rowe, 2009). 

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

for a refocus in enquiry into school effectiveness onto school processes, fostering outcomes other 

than the tradition attainment score.  These are often referred to as the non-cognitive outcomes of 

schools, referring to pupil development in the area of social justice, aspirations and citizenship ς all 

of which are largely ignored in school effectiveness research.  This could be because such a focus 

would rely more on qualitative data which might be difficult for the quantitative researcher 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 of Ψfacts and figuresΩ from a wide range of 

schools which has driven the movement towards large scale quantitative data collection.   

Additionally, different value-added models themselves can yield different results.  Thomas & 

Mortimore's (1996) study compared different multi-level models and argued that if the data is rich 

and wide-ranging then the school-context is not significant in predicting pupil outcomes.  But 

otherwise, even CVA seems to explain pupil intake only if the data is not of a good quality, 

reinforcing DƻǊŀǊŘΩǎ όнлмлύ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŘŀǘŀΦ  ¢ƘŜƛǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 

level effects in terms of the effectiveness of different departments, especially for pupils with 

differing levels of prior attainment.  This reflected the growing plethora of criticisms of SER on the 

use of aggregated data at the school level because an aggregate comparison of schools risks the 

under estimation and potential misrepresentation of school effects (eg Willms & Raudenbush 1989; 

Goldstein 1986).  The development of multi-level modelling has provided a tool to overcome some 

of the criticisms levelled at the methodology in SER. 

MULTI-LEVEL MODELLING 

The traditional statistical analysis used in school effectiveness research was OLS regression and 

whilst it enabled sufficient analysis of data, it was criticised that it did not truly enable analysis of 

the different levels of effect on school outcomes, producing over or under-estimates of what was 

really reflected in a dataset.   The development of multi-level modelling in the 90s as a statistical 
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package available commercially allowed data to be analysed at several levels (Fitz-Gibbon 1996).  

Multi-level modelling enabled analysis to be conducted at sector, district, school and student level 

across different time points with up to 15 levels available.  Many considered it to be revolutionary 

in the way it has provided a solution to many of the methodological criticisms of school 

effectiveness research (Teddlie, Reynolds & Sammon 2000).  Described as the answer to the issue 

of units of analysis in school effectiveness research and that of comparing data across different 

time points, it appeared to be the solution to many methodological problems.  It also meant that 

longitudinal studies could be assessed appropriately using this multi-level technique, resulting in a 

growth in longitudinal studies (eg Mortimore et al, 1988) which addressed another criticism of 

school effectiveness research (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000).  Furthermore, there has been a 

growing tendency to focus, not just on schools as a unit of analysis, but on individual classrooms 

(MacBeath and Glynn, 2002) and the role leadership plays in influencing what happens in a 

classroom (Sammons, 2011), demonstrating how school effectiveness research has become more 

sophisticated and detailed. 

Whilst multilevel modelling was considered ground-breaking in terms of school effectiveness 

research, more recently ǘƘŜ ΨƘƻƴŜȅƳƻƻƴ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǿŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻŦŦΦ  wŜǾƛǎƛǘƛƴg many of the pre-

multilevel analysis data, several studies have revealed similar results, whichever the mode of 

analysis, especially at the school level (eg Fitz-Gibbon 1991a, 1995a, 1996; Gray et al 1995), 

particularly if the size of the unit of analysis got close to 30.  This seems to suggest that although 

multilevel data has provided greater opportunities for analysis, more traditional methods such OLS 

regression analysis (admittedly a more simpler analysis) are still useful.  Consequently, Teddlie & 

Reynolds (2000) argue that older studies which were disregarded because they used simpler 

analyses should be reconsidered so that 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, regression-continuity modelling, mean there is still 

great emphasis on quantitative data collection analysis.  There has been concern about the 

excessive interest in the statistical analysis of data (Scheerens, 1992) with comparatively very little 

discussion of the use of qualitative data and its analysis which reflects a general methods debate in 

educational research (eg Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1988, 2003; Patton, 

1990).  This debate has fuelled and advocated the use of more diverse research methods in school 

effectiveness research.  

Consequently, school effectiveness research (SER) is often criticised for measuring a very narrow 

set of school outcomes: namely attainment test scores, adjusted for the contextual value added 

(Sammons, 1999).  But as already discussed, these are fraught with issues.   A further issue in SER is 

that schools are complex communities in their own right where the student experience is far more 

diverse than what can be reflected in the measurement of attainment scores (Levin, 2012).  In that 

sense, attainment in the form of test scores cannot be the whole picture of school effectiveness.  

(Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000; Sammons, 1999).  What needs to happen is for a deeper exploration of 
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what happens in schools in terms of the non-cognitive outcomes of schools, such as citizenship, 

social cognition and well-being in addition to academic outcomes (Van de Wal, 2007).  These 

outcomes are often best explored using qualitative data alongside the quantitative.  However, 

these issues have usually been the domain of school improvement research (SI) rather than SER, 

serving to explain the apparent professional polarisation of the two genres of research (Gray et al 

1995). 

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS AND SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT (SESI) 

The rise of school effectiveness research (SER) stimulated the growth of school improvement (SI) 

research but attempts to combine them have not always been successful (Creemers, Kyriakides and 

Sammons 2010). SI primarily uses qualitative data often in the form of case histories and narratives 

with an emphasis on practical knowledge and engagement with practitioners. Chapman (2011) 

emphasised that the SI community advocate that improvement comes from within an organisation 

not beyond it.   

Until fairly recently, the field of school effectiveness research (SER) and school improvement have 

generally been treated as distinct and separate with their own histories and traditions.  This is 

somewhat surprising because school effectiveness research can inform school improvement 

practices which can then propel further research based on what is revealed at school improvement 

level (Day et al, 2008).  Thus, they do appear to be two sides of the same coin, although tensions 

between the two have meant that they have often been treated distinctly where SER tends to have 

its focus on exploring differences between schools and their outcomes, adopting a primarily 

positivist stance (Sammons, 1999).  The main form of data collection is quantitative and the results 

ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƛǎΩ which can be compared to other similar schools.  In other 

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 

process of improvement (Chapman et al., 2011).  The research tends to use more qualitative forms 

of data with a concentration on teachers, school processes and the journey of school improvement 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦ  Lƴ ǎƘƻǊǘΣ {L ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƻŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀ ΨōŜǘǘŜǊ ǇƭŀŎŜΩ 

(Reynolds et al, 1996).  Because of their different epistemologies and methodologies, they have 

tended to remain distinct and have perhaps become a victim of academic ΨǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ǿŀǊǎΩ όDŀƎŜ, 

1989).  However, as mixed methods research is becoming more widely used and described as the 

third methodological community (Johnson et al 2007), minimising the weaknesses of each method 

alone, educational researchers are increasing using mixed methods research designs, attempting to 

combine school effectiveness and school improvement research (Teddlie & Sammons, 2010). 

THE USE OF QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE DATA 

As school effectiveness research seeks to identify and measure school effectiveness, the vast 

majority of its studies have focussed on large scale longitudinal or cross-sectional data from a range 

of schools in order to draw conclusions.   However, as discussed, it 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 norm.  If this is the case, then taking a 

ΨǎƴŀǇǎƘƻǘΩ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀǎ ƛǎ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ {9w ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƧǳŘƎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΣ is at best limited and at 

worst simplistic. However it also represents a more serious failing to address issues of equity by 

valorising a narrow view of educational achievement (Chapman and Gunter, 2009).   

A study by Day, Sammons & Gu (2008) combined qualitative and quantitative methodologies to 

ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ƭƛǾŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ōŜȅƻƴŘ 

simple integration of qualitative and quantitative methods towards synergy, pointing out that 

simple integration is not enough and that the findings from the qualitative and quantitative strands 

of research need to be synergised, creating deeper understanding and meaning which would not be 

possible by simple integration or the sum of the two strands.  Through their study they explored the 

impact of early/mid-career teacher and end of career teacher commitments, using both 

quantitative and qualitative data, initially by integrating the two types of data 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 methodologies in a synergistic as well as integrative way to truly benefit from the two 

methods and create greater and deeper understandings.  However, their discussion did 

acknowledge the difficulties, particularly because often the qualitative and quantitative aspects of a 

study are separate until 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 concurrent dialogue.  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 study is an example of how school effectiveness research is making 

tentative moves towards mixed methods.   

However, whilst this paints a picture of a growing sense of harmony between quantitative and 

qualitative methods, it would be naïve to assume that both methods are being given equal 

weighting when it comes to comes to reporting and drawing conclusions (Creswell, Shope, Plano 

Clark, & Green, 2006).  This may be because traditionally researchers fall into either the 

quantitative or qualitative camp, usually with differing ontological, epistemological and micro-

political commitments, resulting in the polarisation of these methods, or the incompatibility thesis 

(Guba & Lincoln 1994).  Because many school effectiveness researchers come from a quantitative 

tradition and are attempting to include qualitative data, the end analysis often still ends up skewed 

towards the 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 collection of 

numerical data (Reynolds, Bollen, Creemers, Hopkins, Stoll & Lagerweij, 1996), whereas qualitative 

data is laden with meanings, interpretations, explanations of language, behaviour and culture 
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which are open to inconsistencies, uncertainties and alternative perceptions. This of course is a part 

of the lure of an interpretivist epistemology, serving as a source of deeper  understanding of 

complex social phenomena (Mathison, 1988).  Thus, in this way qualitative data often get 

ΨǊŜƭŜƎŀǘŜŘΩ ǘƻ ΨǎƻŦǘ ŘŀǘŀΩ (Creswell et al., 2006) by a primarily quantitative researcher.  Because of 

this and the school effectivenss research ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ 

qualitative data has become the domain of the school improvement 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 statement of 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 and all the other issues that may have influenced that exam grade.  By 

not considering the processes which led to this grade, interpretation is limited and offers little in 

the way of how a school might improve this exam grade.  These factors could be quantified, for 

example, in the number of revision sessions or the number of hours a school dedicated to 

delivering the subject.  But school effectiveness research tends not to explore the processes 

involved in improving grades.   In this way, school effectiveness research needs to move beyond 

what makes an effective school to concurrently exploring 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 effectiveness research and school improvement research 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 research communities (Morgan, 2007). 

This should not be impossible as adopting mixed methods in SER and SI research is compatible with 

multilevel modelling which focusses in on different levels, such as the school, classroom, teacher, 

student and which are inter-connected and/or nested within one another.  Qualitative methods can 

be employed to explore these inter-connected relationships in a deeper way, allowing more diverse 

research questions to be addressed and which the quantitative method alone stops short of 

(Reynolds et al 1996).  In order to explore the complexity of SER and the range of levels which 

multilevel modelling aimed to address, it would be appropriate to use qualitative data but which 

would have to be fully integrated into the research design creating synergy in the findings which 

would be greater than the sum of the qualitative and quantitative data analysis.  It would also 

bridge the gap between SER and SI making them more integral and reciprocal.  The result could be 

more effective and more improving schools (Mortimore 1991). 

WIDER OUTCOMES OF SCHOOL 

NON COGNITIVE 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 economic education (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 academic 

outcomes, but ones which schools 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 develop the skills needed to make important decisions 

in life including a healthy lifestyle and financial choices. Non-cognitive outcomes, such as 

citizenships, social cognitions, well-being are also seen as important element of education (eg 

Reynolds, 1992 ; (Isac, Maslowski, Creemers, & van der Werf, 2013) and as advocated by Teddlie 

and Reynolds (2000), school effectiveness research needs to be multidimensional incorporating 

both cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes (Opdenakker & Van Damme, 2000), especially as claims 

are being made that effective social skills are more likely to determine life chances in the 21st 

century (Mulford, 2013; Holmlund & Silva, 2009) This reinforces the call for using quantitative and 

qualitative data in order to explore these phenomena more deeply. 

However, wider outcomes of school have not featured in school effectiveness research for several 

reasons.  Firstly, they are not easily quantified or measured (Knuver & Brandsma, 1993), secondly, 

because politically school systems have focused on academic attainment rather than the personal 

and social  development of the individual and so questions as to whether schools should be held 

accountable  for these are often raised (Knuver and Brandsma (1993).  Thirdly, because such 

research would require qualitative data which is not always considered easy to collect or analyse 

and stakeholders do not always consider the findings seriously (Reynolds, 1996).  Nevertheless, 

recent research into non-cognitive outcomes has been growing, although has often been in relation 

to how they may or may not be correlated with cognitive outcomes i.e. academic attainment, 

rather than as outcomes in themselves.  For example, the Van Landeghem, Van Damme, 

Opdenakker, De Frairie, & Onghena (2002) explored the effect of school and class on non-cognitive 

outcomes and reiterated the findings of other studies,  that an effective school does not necessarily 

equate to a school with effective non-cognitive outcomes (Opdenakker & Van Damme, 2000).  They 

used multilevel modelling on a range of survey data, but Van der Wal & Waslander (2007) discuss 

how neither these nor their own study were able to draw firm conclusions on the trade-off when 

focussing on either cognitive of non-cognitive outcomes.  This reflects the notion that the 

relationship between cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes is yet to be fully established.  Van der 

Wal & Waslander's (2007) research also used survey data and multivariate multilevel analysis.  It is 

noteworthy that few studies on school effectiveness research, even those which focus on non-

cognitive outcomes, make use of more qualitative data. 

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 outcomes. Rather the data tend to be used to 

inform school improvement processes (Harris, 2001). This does not necessarily translate into a basis 

from which to set objectives which are still largely determined by school effectiveness studies.  This 

once again points towards the need to integrate school effectiveness and school improvement 

research so that their relative strengths are combined, and both contribute to setting objectives for 
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school improvement.  Armstrong et al (2012) argue that the field of school effectiveness and 

improvement research requires a dramatic change and should be renamed educational 

effectiveness and improvement (EEI) encompassing all educational establishments, so that  

effectiveness and improvement go hand in hand. 

EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP  

A further development in school effectiveness and school improvement studies is a focus on school 

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).   Leadership studies have been moving towards the centre of 

school effectiveness and school improvement research (Teddlie and Reynolds 2000).  A mixed 

methods study by Sammons (2011) (which was part of a larger 3 year project commissioned by the 

DCSF and summarised by Day et al (2010), found that leadership effects influence student 

outcomes by their influence on teachers and on the creation of a favourable school climate.  The 

wider project, of which this paper was a part, reported on 20 case studies of qualitative data which 

were thematically analysed and resulted in a matrix of the main themes from across the studies.  

This was a study which made an attempt to integrate and create a synergy of the qualitative and 

quantitative strands.  It is worth noting that reports or research commissioned by policymakers is 

more likely to be mixed methodologies simply because there is likely less commitment to particular 

ontological positions than in academic circles.  Nevertheless, in the case of this research, the lead 

researchers are academics which demonstrate a genuine move towards mixed methods research. 

The focus on leadership and its impact on schools is associated with school self-evaluation (SSE) 

which involves schools evaluating their own performance in order to propel improvement and 

maintain a level of control of evaluation, within an externally imposed target driven culture 

(particularly in the UK) (Ritchie, 2007).  When done rigorously SSE can provide the tools to set 

objectives for school improvement so that all schools can become more effective.  Leadership has 

been shown to be a significant component of school improvement and research has been 

continuing to support this notion through the decades (see Hallinger & Heck, 2010).  It reinforces 

the growing support for effective leadership focusing on teaching and learning and promoting 

professional development as a process driver for school effectiveness and improvement.   

Hallinger and Heck (2010), however, also point out that many leadership studies rely on case 

studies and cross-sectional 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.  Nevertheless school self evaluation has also been shown to 

be an effective way in which school leadership can be been improved.  This is despite SSE often 

being criticised for lacking validity and reliability (see Kyriakides & Campbell, 2004 for a detailed 
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critical analysis), emphasising that external evaluation has to be a part of an overall approach to 

school self-evaluation (Kyriakides & Campbell, 2004).   

Alternatively, other studies of leadership have continued to rely on quantitative data to study its 

effects on classroom practice and ultimately student outcomes.  For example, Leithwood & Jantzi 

(2006) used survey data from 2,290 teachers from 655 primary schools to analyse transformational 

leadership against student achievement as measured by SATs scored at the end of Key Stage 2.  

¢ƘŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŘƛŘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘΦ  

But this could be because student outcome was measured by the narrow focus of academic 

attainment (SATs) scores which as discussed cannot present a complete picture of what are 

essentially qualitative qualities of a school. 

This further advocates the use of more qualitative and perhaps longitudinal mixed method studies  

(Kyriakides & Campbell, 2004) which could help produce a model of lasting impact on school 

improvement helping to set targets and objectives as a whole school approach. 

MOVING FORWARD  

This literature review has aimed to untangle the research on the outcomes of schools as there are 

various layers which overlap and are mutually re-inforcing.  These moved from school effectiveness 

research which explores differences between schools (largely using quantitative data) to school 

improvement research (which uses primarily qualitative data) to a focus on the study of leadership 

and its impact on school improvement  to the more recent study of school self-evaluation, which is 

a still developing field.  What appears evident is that research on how schools operate has 

proceeded on parallel but often separate tracks: effectiveness, improvement, leadership or self-

evaluation. However, schools are learning communities and organisations with complex structures 

and processes and while it is tempting to break down these components and study each part 

individually, it is important to bring the parts back into a whole in order to fully understand 

schooling and its wider outcomes in the fullest sense. 

One of the reasons for the distinctions between the fields lies in the methodologies available and 

throughout the studies in this review there has been an extensive reliance on either quantitative or 

qualitative data.  Their ontological and epistemological foundations seem to have encouraged this 

divide to continue.  This is despite the regular calls for employing more mixed methods designs 

(Charles Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000) across the genres.  Influential researchers such as Muijs (2006, 

нлмнύ Řƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǊƛǎƪΩ ƻŦΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ attributional bias, in qualitative data, 

which refers to an interviewee attributing success to themselves or internal factors and setbacks 

down to external factors to do with the organisation, policy or management.  However, this 

emphasises further that it is important that to move on from the polarisation of these 

methodologies to work towards developing more sophisticated analysis tools for qualitative and 

narrative data as well as for quantitative data.  It is not sufficient to brush off qualitative data on 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǘŜȄǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ΨǘǊǳǎǘŜŘΩΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
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explore qualitative and narrative data analysis as a field of research in itself. This is the point at 

which qualitative and mixed methods designs 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.  However, computer-assisted qualitative data 

analysis software ό/!v5!{ύ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ΨŀƴŀƭȅǎŜΩ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƻǊ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƛŎŀŎƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ 

data (Bazely, 2007), which is primarily a human activity because it involves meaning making and 

interpretation.  Others 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 a reliaƴŎŜ ƻƴ ΨŦƛǊǎǘ 

ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǿƘŜƴ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ Řŀǘŀ (Garcia-Horta and Guerra-Ramos, 2007) and make for 

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

data more open to scrutiny and thereby greater transparency ς addressing another criticism 

levelled at qualitative data analysis (Dixon-Woods, 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 

exploration and development. 

Evaluating wider outcomes of schooling is a complex challenge because of the complexity of factors 

which are inter-connected and inter-related, and the differing 'truth claims' of different genres of 

research. This means that it is essential to develop research designs and methodologies which truly 

explore all facets of this complicated process of schooling. 

 

 REFRAMING SCHOOLS AS COMPLEX LIVING SYSTEMS 

One of the big challenges emerging from this literature review is how to harness the synergy that 

might be created through the inter-action of different approaches to knowledge generation and 

use and their differing approaches to truth claims. Such synergy might better inform leadership 

decisioning in schooling than a focus on only one method at the expense of others, because it 

would reflect the complex reality of schools. However, not only does this challenge include the 

knowledge generated by those studying schools (i.e. researchers) but, significantly, it includes the 

experiential professional knowledge generated by leaders and even the connected intelligence of 

the whole community, including students.   This is surely a complex challenge which is impelling in 

21C conditions of risk, uncertainty and diversity, and the ubiquitous use of technology and data 

offers new opportunities to engage with it.  
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In order to address the main aims of this project it is thus important to consider schools in all their 

complexity.  Such complexity is a fundamental issue for education and schooling and, as has been 

demonstrated in the review of the literature, is represents a challenge in educational research. 

{ŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦ ! ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ 

learning and achievement are themselves complex and dynamic and cannot be reduced to, or 

described by, a single variable.  As Wheatly and McCombs (Wheatley, 1999, Wheatley and Kellner-

Rogers, 1998); (Mccombs and Whisler, 1997) argue, a school is a living system and in order to 

understand improvement and change in schooling we need to take this into account. A complex 

living system is one which is self-organising, purposeful, layered, interdependent and operating 'far 

from equilibrium' (Davis and Sumara, 2006); (Checkland and Scholes, 1999). This means that there is 

no single blue print for improvement, or single measure of success for school effectiveness, 

because each school operates in a unique context, with unique individuals ς what works in one may 

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

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ŀǎ ΨŘŜǎƛƎƴŜǊǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ΨŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŜ-ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭŀΩΦ In other 

words they need to be able to lead by the spirit, not the letter of leadership for learning (Marshall 

and Drummond, 2006). 

Research into complex systems offers some signposts for this enquiry. There are properties of 

complex systems that form a set of principles which underpin learning design.  Blockley (Blockley, 

2010) identifies 'layers, feedback loops and processes' as key properties and emergence as the 

unpredictable outcomes of the relationships and interactions of key processes within a system. 

Emergence is at the heart of complex systems thinking - thus 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 limits to ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘΦ  YƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

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 adapt and change 

throughout a lifecycle is what makes an organisation or an individual resilient and sustainable. At 

the heart of this resilience and sustainability is learning - self-aware, purposeful, conceptual 

reorganisation - at all levels of the system: students, 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 both the process and the outcome of the system (James and Gipps, 1998); (James et 

al., 2007);(James et al., 2007, Assessment Reform Group, 1999, 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 altered - so is the influence of 
(probably) every other factor too'.  (2008:41) 
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We know for example, that an over focus on high stakes summative testing and assessment not 

only distorts how teachers teach, but it also distorts student learning and creates an 'own goal' 

since it depresses student motivation for learning (Harlen and Deakin Crick, 2003b, Harlen and 

Deakin Crick, 2003a). It does more than simply relegating wider outcomes to second class goals ς it 

actually scores an own goal.  

Not only is it important to focus on a range of processes and variables in schools which 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 Goldstone (Goldstone, 2006) 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 depends in 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 arise 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 different cases from seemingly unrelated domains - for 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 them as 

decontextualised  and identify patterns which  can be generalized across highly contextualised 

instances. So these two apparently contradictory ideas ς contextualisation and decontextualsiation 

ς are two aspects of a common process of conceptual reorganisation - 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.1. 

 

UNDERSTANDING SCHOOLS AS COMPLEX SYSTEMS  

We now turn to the model of a school as complex learning system which has informed this pilot 

study.  A system is defined by its purpose (Blockley, 2010, Blockley and Godfrey, 2000) and 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 application of systems 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 of purpose 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 

                                                                 
1
 For a further glossary of terms from systems thinking which are relevant to schools see Appendix 1  



                                                                                    

 

23 

 

implies an intelligent shared direction - and thus leadership. An individual student who 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 organisational 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, 2007), (Bryk et al., 2010), (Deakin Crick et al., 2011, Deakin Crick et al., 

2010, Deakin Crick, 2009), we have identified three key processes in schools as learning 

communities, which constitute sub-systems or layers of learning and change processes which  

provide 'viewpoints' from which to understand the system as a whole. These are (i) leadership - 

including both community and school (ii) teacher professional learning and (iii) student engagement 

in learning and achievement.  In the next section we present the rationale for selecting these three 

viewpoints.  

Table 1 Three sub-systems or viewpoints for schools as complex systems 

 

 

VIEWPOINT ONE: LEADERS LEADING LEARNING AND CHANGE IN THE COMMUNITY 

In their conclusions to an extensive international survey of educational leadership and management 

Davies and West-Burnham (2003)  highlight several challenges for school leadership in the future, 

including equity and entitlement, social trends, policy and innovation, funding and the nature of 

ΨǎŎƘƻƻƭƛƴƎΩ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΣ Ƙƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ Ǝƻ ƻƴ ǘƻ ŀǊƎǳŜ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ 

models of leadership that are fundamentally concerned with strategy, values and learning.  Beare 

(2001), looking to the future, suggests that schools will need a focus 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 

Teachers 

Leaders 
Students
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systems, based on measures of student engagement and attainment, prioritised staff motivation 

ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘΣ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ 

leadership (Gunter 2001; Bottery 2004). Cochran-Smith (2003) and Darling-Hammond and 

Bransford (2005) and several other studies have established 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 improvement 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 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ and with greater 

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 distributed 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 recruitment and professional learning were more important 

as determinants of success than funding, social background of students, regularity of external 

ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ǎƛȊŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ tǊƛŎŜǿŀǘŜǊƘƻǳǎŜ/ƻƻǇŜǊǎΩ όнллтύ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƛƴǘƻ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

sounded a warning 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. 

Lƴ .Ǌȅƪ Ŝǘ ŀƭΩǎ όнлмлύ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ were catalytic agents for systemic 

improvement, synchronously and tenaciously focusing on new relationships with parents and 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΤ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΤ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ-centred learning 

environment and providing guidance about pedagogy and supports 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 capacity tƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ŘŜŜǇŜǎǘ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛƴǾƛǘƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

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, classroom-based, research-informed professional learning and enquiry in schools 

representǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦŀŎŜǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜŜǇ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΩ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

communities.  Professional learning is a vital pre-condition for school improvement through its 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀrning (e.g., Birman, et al, 

2000; Cohen and Hill, 2001; Day and Leith, 2007; Desimone et al., 2002; Garet et al., 2001; Loxley et 

ŀƭΦΣ нллтύΦ {ŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ-to-school and other networking 

activity can support improvement-related 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 problem-solving, knowledge creation and transfer, and 

a heightened sense of valuing professional achievement and accomplishment (e.g., Little and 

Veugelers, 2005; Jackson and Temperley, 2007; Stoll et al., 2007; Katz and Earl, 2010). Thus, an 

ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŘŜŜǇ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ is likely to reveal that at the heart of those 

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 school improvement. For example this question has been 

addressed by Meiers and Ingvarson (2005) in Australia; Piesanen, Kiviniemi, and Valkonen (2007) in 

Finland; Timperley and Alton-Lee (2008) in New Zealand; and Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, and 

Yoon (2001ύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦{!Φ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΣ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜŀƭ ƻŦ 

ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ό{ȅƪŜǎΣ мффсΤ IŀƴǳǎƘŜƪΣ нллрύΦ .ƻǊƪƻ 

(2004), Clarke and Hollingsworth (2001), and Timperley and Alton-Lee (2008) have all argued that 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǎǘŜƳǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƛƳǇƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŧŀƛƭ ǘƻ 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ Ƙƻǿ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

and community contexts in which that work develops. An important purpose of the proposed 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ 

as a complex system (Clarke and Collins, 2007; Collins and Clarke, 2008; Curtis and Stollar, 2002; 

Davis and 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 micro-context (individual teachers 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 within socio-political 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 knowledge, 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 between systems and 

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 theory, here, of teacher learning as a complex system 

requires variable-inclusive (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 her analysis 

ƻŦ ƭŀǊƎŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΣ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜǉǳƛƭƛōǊƛǳƳ ƛǎ άŀ ǎǳǊŜ ǇŀǘƘ ǘƻ 

ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜŀǘƘέΦ IŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ 

dissonance between their values and practices in relation ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

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 mapping 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 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ learning 

opportunities and perceptions of current practice may result in what Woolfolk et al (2009) refer to 

ŀǎ ΨŎƘŀƴƎŜ-ǇǊƻǾƻƪƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŜǉǳƛƭƛōǊƛǳƳΩΣ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

relationships between values and practices. ArƎȅǊƛǎ ŀƴŘ {ŎƘǀƴΩǎ όмффсύ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ΨǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ 

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 learners - deep learning as a complex psycho-social system 

Deep learning occurs when students choose to invest in processes of learning that are authentic, 

personally owned and enable agency in processes of knowledge construction.  Learning Futures 

research (2010, 2011) identified 'authenticity, 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, but it is a complex 

construct.  Fredricks et al's (2004) review identified the components of engagement most 

commonly identified by researchers as behaviour and participation, (Fullarton, 2002; Willms, 2003), 

emotion - a sense of belonging and value (Willms, 2003) and cognitive beliefs about learning and 

achievement (Munns and McFadden, 2000).  A 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 epistemic 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 than intelligence  

ό±ŜŜƴƳŀƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллсύΤ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ό5Ŝŀƪƛƴ /ǊƛŎƪ Ŝǘ ŀƭ нлмлΤ 5Ŝŀƪƛƴ /ǊƛŎƪ ϧ wŜƴ 

2011; Deakin Crick 2011).  In addition to factors internal to the student, several studies identify the 

influence of pedagogy and school climate on learner engagement: school culture and climate 

(Anderson, 1982) and 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 engagement 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 Crick, 2009). Fredricks 
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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 has tended to use variable-centred rather than pattern-

centred techniques, cross-sectional 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 a focus on 

learning to learn and assessment for learning in schools is important particularly when it leads to 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŀǳǘƻƴƻƳƻǳǎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ƻǊ ΨƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ό.ŜǊŜƛǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ŎŀǊŘŀƳŀƛƭŀ мфуфύΦ 

Intentional learning implies agency and choice on the part 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 of learner agency and self-regulation.   

Learning power is a central concept in engagement. It is a term used to describe that complex mix 

of personal qualities that characterise effective learners ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ψŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƴŜǎǎ 

characterised by particular dispositions, values and attitudes, with a lateral and a temporal 

ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΩ ό5Ŝŀƪƛƴ /ǊƛŎƪ нллтύΦ   [ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘǊǳǎǘΣ 

ŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ Ǉƭŀȅ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛǾŜ ǊƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ΨǎǘƻǊƛŜŘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊajectory a person brings 

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, strategic awareness and resilience and a self-assessment 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 the self-assessment of learning power 

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

quality of learning/assessment relationships; (ii) the 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) the re-sequencing of the content of the 

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

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ [ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘǳǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ΨƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅΩ ǎŜǘ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ {ŜŜƭȅ 

.Ǌƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ¢ƘƻƳŀǎ όнллфύ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ΨƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜΩ ǎŜǘ ƛƴ ŀ 

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 

socio-cultural 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, Goodson, 2009). Deep learning is described by 

Bateson (1972) as third level learning, which involves personal transformation ς rather than only 

repetition (primary learning) or learning to learn (secondary learning).  Deep learning is best 

understood as a complex psycho-social 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, 1962/1934) 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ΨǇŜǊŜȊƘƛǾŀƴƛƧŀΩΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŎǳƳǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƭƛǾŜŘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ 

including values, attitudes, beliefs, schemas and affect. For Vygotsky, perezhivanija is the process 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨȊƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻȄƛƳŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ŀǊŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΣ 

described by Mahn and John-Steiner (2002) as a complex whole, a system of systems which 

includes the inter-related and interdependent elements of participants, environments, artefacts 

(such as computers, or tools) and context. Sfard and Prusak, (2005) suggest that the notion of 

identity - ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ϦǊŜƛŦȅƛƴƎΣ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŀōƭŜ ōȅ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

significant" is the missing link between learning and its socio-cultural context.  The challenge in this 

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 (ii) the personal qualities necessary to engage 

with new learning opportunities (iii) the co- construction of knowledge, skills and understanding 

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

Deakin Crick, 2009b, Deakin Crick, 2009a). 

 

THE CHALLENGE OF COMPLEX DATA COLLECTION AND REPRESENTATION FOR SCHOOLS 

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 improve its core 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 involves complex data collection, representation and interpretation 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƻ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ΨǇƻǎǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘΩ 

encourages a reductionist focus on a part, not the whole.  Leadership requires the harnessing of 

collective intelligence ς 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 learning 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 leads to 

another).  Figure 2 reproduces 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 to be ƳƻǊŜ ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΩ ǘƘŀƴ ΨŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘΩ 

in nature, the distinction is still an important one and relates to both axes of complexity ς that is, 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƳƛȄǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΩΣ ΨŜǾƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΩΣ 

ΨŎŀǳǎŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄΩ ŀƴŘ (merely) complicated. 

Table 2 A typology of complexity in learning communities

 

CHOICE OF APPROACH TO RESOLVING COMPLEXITY IN LEARNING COMMUNITIES 

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

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 opposition to each other.  Morgan and Smircich (1980) set out a 

ΨƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ōŀǎƛŎ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ-ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΩ.  

Set out against a linear six-Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǎǘΩ ǘƻ 

ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǎǘΩ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ƻƴǘƻƭƻƎȅΣ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ōŀǎƛŎ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΦ 

From this network, the assumptions that most closely match the complexities of learning 

communities described previously are selected and presented in Table 1. 

Table 3 Selection of assumptions appropriate to complex problems of learning communities 

(with assumptions after Morgan and Smircich, 1980) 

 

Type of 

assumption 

Descriptions appropriate to complex 

problems of learning communities 

Position on subjective-

objective spectrum 
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Core ontological 

assumptions 

óReality as a contextual field of informationô 

¶ óEach school operates in a unique contextô 

(Davis and Sumara, 2006) 

óReality as a social constructionô 

¶ óComplex web of connections among the 

constituent factorsô  (Mason, 2008) 

¶ óDeep learning as a complex psycho-social 

systemô (Learning Futures, 2010) 

4: Borderline objective/ 

subjective 

 

 

2: Somewhat subjective 

Assumptions about 

human nature 

óMan as social constructorô 

¶ Complex mix of personal qualities that 

characterise effective learners (Deakin 

Crick, 2012) 

 

2: Somewhat subjective 

Basic 

epistemological 

stance 

óTo map contextsô  

In Bronfenbrenner (Bronfenbrenner, 1989) 

terms óSystem of systems which includes 

the inter-related and interdependent 

elementsô  

 

óTo understand how social reality is createdô 
¶ óHelping schools and groups of teachers 

become aware of the full range of 

dissonance between their values and 

practicesô (Pedder and MacBeath, 2008) 

 

4: Borderline objective/ 

subjective 

 

 

2: Somewhat subjective 

 

1 ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ aƻǊƎŀƴ ŀƴŘ {ƳƛǊŎƛŎƘΩǎ όмфулύ ǎƛȄ-point scale 

ŦǊƻƳ ΨǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ǘƻ ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ spectrum determine that a 

multi-methodology (Mingers and Brocklesby, 1997) is needed for dealing with the diversely 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ aƻǊƎŀƴ ŀƴŘ {ƳƛǊŎƛŎƘΩǎ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƭƛƎƴǎ 

with the following research methods, which are subsequently considered in more detail for 

inclusion in the research methodology: 

¶ Hermeneutic analysis of results of qualitative and narrative surveys of the experiences of 

stakeholders including students, parents/carers, teachers and principals; 

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

¶ Interpretive contextual analysis of experiences and performance data. 

 

SYSTEMS THINKING FOR RESOLVING COMPLEXITY AND MANAGING UNCERTAINTY 

Systems thinking offers a way of both getting 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 

such a way that innovation and progress are possible. It does this by attending to systems design ς 
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of an organisation or a process ς and modelling that complexity through a visual analytic. This then 

provides the salient parameters for a measurement model which informs 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 learning communities, is hierarchical process modelling (eg Davis et al, 

2010) which has three important characteristics: 

¶ Visual/ effective reporting of complex ideas and information is enhanced using hierarchical 

ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ΨLǘŀƭƛŀƴ CƭŀƎΩ ƳƻŘŜl of evidence;  

¶ Assimilating all forms of evidence ς data, prediction and opinion; and 

¶ Facilitating access to key information required for informed discussion, innovation and 

agreement. 

 

The Perimeta software was developed by University of Bristol as a research tool for systems 

thinking. It supports collaborative development of solutions to complex problems by providing a 

highly visual interface for understanding complex cause-and-effect and complex evidence. 

Commercial applications of Perimeta have been developed.   Perimeta can be described as: 

¶ A learning analytic designed to model diverse and complex processes 

¶ Driven by stakeholder purpose 

¶ Capable of dealing with hard, soft and narrative data in evidence of success, failure and 

ΨǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΩ 

¶ A visual environment for sense-making in complexity 

¶ A framework for self-evaluation and dialogue 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 

SYSTEMS DESIGNING AS IMPROVEMENT RESEARCH DESIGN 

The approach to the research design and methodology for this pilot project followed the process of 

systems designing developed in the Systems Centre at the University of Bristol (Blockley, 2010, 

Blockley and Godfrey, 2000).  The sequence of events for 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 

processes ŦƻǊ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΣ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ 

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 were designed for 

entry into the Perimeta software for modelling. The software then took a range of types of data and 

provided evidence about what is working well ς what is working against desired outcomes and 
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what is not known. This is returned to the stakeholders as a rich, visual analytic to be used for 

decision-making, 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 qualitative data (including narrative) and combine it in a bespoke systems design to 

visually re-present an overall picture of development and achievement against several key target 

outcomes. The computation of traditional outcomes into the 'Italian 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 any core outcome 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 Kingdom, governed by Oasis Community Learning which is a 

ŎƘŀǊƛǘŀōƭŜ ǘǊǳǎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ hŀǎƛǎ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŜǎ Ψis to create both outstanding schools and 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƘǳōǎΩΦ As described in its Education Charter Oasis (See Appendix 2) has a commitment 

to ΨǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ lives, learning and communities to achieve stated outcomes for students, staff, 

ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎκ ŎŀǊŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ. A continuing challenge for Oasis is twofold: firstly, how 

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

effect.  This project is referred to within the Academy chain as ECHO - Evaluating Charter 

Outcomes.  

Academic results are important but other, less easily quantifiable measures of success are relevant 

to transforming lives, learning and communities. For example, the development of students as life-

long learners, employability skills, citizenship, self-confidence, teamwork and emotional wellbeing 

are widely recognised as essential qualities for individual success in adult life and for social 

cohesion. In the UK, OFSTED2 inspections 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 are made about 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 RESEARCH 

A phased approach to the research project was adopted, illustrated in  3, with the twin aim of 

testing the model and of providing evidence for improvement for Academy leaders and the Trust.  

The overall project proceeded in five key steps. First, the designing process, which entailed 

                                                                 
2
 hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ƛƴ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ {ƪƛƭƭǎ 
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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 was the collection 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 processes 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 Acadamies, 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 

development 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 professional communities concerned 

to evaluate as part of the overall pilot.   

Table 4 Phasing of research 

 

 

STEP ONE: DESIGN MODEL AND MEASUREMENT PARAMETERS 

UNDERSTANDING STAKEHOLDER OBJECTIVES AND CONSTRAINTS 

Four main groups of stakeholders in Oasis Academies are recognised in the context of a learning 

community: 

¶ Students (with Year subgroups); 

¶ Parents/ carers of students; 

¶ Teachers; and 

¶ Senior leaders. 

 

The objectives of stakeholders are complex at an individual/ personal level and also at the 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 of critical success factors founded on validated research. These 

critical success factors are summarised in Table 2 below. 

Design Model & 
Measurement 
parameters 

Collect and 
analyse all data  

Generate and 
analyse Perimeta 

model  

Feedback to 
leaders & explore 

solutions 

Embed new 
practices  
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Table 5: Critical success factors for stakeholders 

Critical success factors Data Collection Strands Staff 

Students and staff feel valued and included in a community 
that is focused on learning and achievement 

Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire 
Strand 2 Students Questionnaire 
Strand 3 student narrative 
interviews 

Students and staff are effective learners and believe they are 
being helped to reach their full potential 

Strand 1 ELLI questionnaire 

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

Strand 2 Students Questionnaire                           
Strand 3 student narrative 
interviews 

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

Strand 9 Attainment data for Year 
11                                   Strand 4 
Y11 Questionnaire 

Students and staff achieve results that meet aspirations and 
expectations and feel that their successes are rewarded 

Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire 
Strand 8 KPIs  student progress 

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

Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire 
Strand 3 student narrative 
interviews 

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

Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire         

Staff contribute actively to a community that learns together, 
shares what works best and knows what to do to achieve 

Strand 6 Teacher questionnaire 

Parent's/carers feel included and involved in their childrenôs 
education at the Academy and know there is an open door 
for contact when they need it 

Strand 5 Parents/carers 
questionnaire 

Senior leaders are effective role models as 'leaders of 
learning' 

Strand 7 Leaders questionnaire 

 

Constraints in the achievement of stakeholder objectives were not pre-supposed 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 Section Error! 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 

Academies. 

UNDERSTANDING STAKEHOLDER EXPECTATIONS 

As with the treatment of constraints, expectations of stakeholders regarding their performance 

were not pre-supposed but rather tested through analysis of responses. Each questionnaire 

included a number of statements designed to elicit self-perceptions of the adequacy of individual 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ΨL ŘƛŘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ L ƘŀŘ ƘƻǇŜ ƛƴ Ƴȅ D/{9ǎΩΦ 9ȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ 
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therefore treated as an output of the Integrated Approach, that is as a property of the learning 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 AND EFFECT 

Figure 4 illustrates the alignment of high-level 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 including students but also their parents/carers, 

teachers and leaders. The third level in this illustration represents the outputs of education in the 

form of self-perceptions of learning by individuals in each of these groups. In the fourth level the 

outputs of specific tests are related to third-level perceptions of performance. 

Table 6 Illustrative performance hierarchy for a learning community 

 

The Oasis Charter provided the majority of the first three levels including the vision of a learning 

community and critical success factors. From the Transforming Learning section 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 Academies. Table 7 develops the illustrative systems view of Figure 4 into a hierarchy of 

processes for a learning community based on the Oasis Charter. 

Table 7 Hierarchy of specific requirements for success of a learning community based on the Oasis Charter 

Level 1: 

Vision for 

learning 

community 

1.1 Establishing and sustaining a group of high achieving learning communities that enables 

everyone to realise their full potential and refuses to put limits on achievement 

Level 2: 

Stakeholder 

2.1 Developing the 

learning of students so 

2.2 Developing the 

learning of teachers so 

2.3 Developing the 

learning of leaders so 

2.4 Engaging 

parents/carers 
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outcomes that they realise their 

full potential 

that they realise their 

full potential and lead 

the learning of 

students effectively 

that they lead the 

learning of teachers 

and students 

effectively 

effectively in the 

learning activities of 

the Academy and in 

supporting the 

learning of their 

children 

Level 3: 

Outputs of 

key 

processes 
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Level 4: 

Key 

processes 

Student experiences of learning 

Teacher experiences of learning 

Leader experiences of learning 

Parent/ carer experiences of learning 

 

STEP TWO: COLLECT AND ANALYSE ALL DATA 

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

which mapped onto the level 3 outputs. These included closed questionnaires which combined 

research-validated scales from previous studies plus bespoke questions designed to elicit evidence 

about some of the specific outcomes of the Charter. There were semi-structured interviews and 

narrative interviews with teachers, students and leaders. Additional standard key performance 

indicators (KPIs) were collected from 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 interviews 

¶ 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 summarises the nine Strands and sources of evidence used in the ECHO project. 
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Table 8 ECHO sources of evidence 

ECHO 

Strand 

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

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

450) 

2 Students in Years 8 

and 10 

Questionnaire with some research-validated questions plus questions relating to the 

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 and support from the Academy for childrenôs 

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 óleaders of learningô, their impact on the culture and 

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 related to one or more of 12 critical success indicators (CSIs See Table 5.). In 

identifying the following strands of data, it was important to be conscious of the overall context of 

ǘƘŜ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ  .ƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳΩ ŀǊŜ ŘǊŀǿƴ 

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 a core process.  A key concept informing the design is all 

individuals as effective learners. 

STRAND ONE: DEVELOPMENT OF STUDENTS AS LEARNERS IN YEAR 7 

This consisted of data obtained from the Year 7 cohort from all three Academies (N=450), using the 

research-validated questionnaire Effective Lifelong Learning Inventory (ELLI), completed at the 

beginning and end of Year 7.  ELLI is a 72 item questionnaire measuring seven dimensions of 

learning power.   Available online, this instantly produces a profile of each learner, 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, was either 72 variables with values ranging from 1-4 (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 degree of change (from 

pre-test to post-test) as a new variable could also be identified. 

STRAND TWO: STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND PROPOSED ANALYSIS 

Data from a 40 item questionnaire with some research-validated items plus additional questions 

relating to the Oasis Charter, answered on a scale of 1-4 was 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 computation was conducted 

on the items to explore whether there were overarching themes in the data. This would reduce the 

data to a set of more powerful variables as percentage.  

STRAND THREE: STORIES OF TRANSFORMATION  

This Strand involved interviews with students in Year 9 (N=30) based on questions designed to elicit 

ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ  ±ƛŘŜƻ ŀƴŘ ŀǳŘƛƻ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜǘǎ 

and were facilitated by a teacher with four or five key questions relating to one or more of the CSIs. 

The video recordings were thematically analysed and rated on a score of 1-4 (with 4 = very positive 

and 1 = very negative).  

STRAND FOUR: POST-16 TRANSITION AND PROGRESS TO ADULTHOOD  

This Strand included a questionnaire for Year 11 from two of the Academies (N=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.  The questionnaire contains 40 

items, focusing on experiences at the Academy 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 from 1-4 (with 4 = very good and 1= 

poor). Additionally, basic statistical computations were conducted on the items to explore whether 

there are overarching themes in the data ς i.e. to reduce the data to a set of more powerful 

variables as a percentage 

STRAND FIVE: LEARNING IN A WIDER CONTEXT ς QUALITY OF RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

PARENTS/CARERS 

This Strand involved a 40 item questionnaire for parents and carers (N=100) from one Academy 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ  !ǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

Strand Two, this questionnaire contained additional open-ended questions relating to the Oasis 

Charter, answered on a scale of 1-4. 
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These were input as 40 variables with values ranging from 1-4, (where 4 = very good and 1= poor). 

Additionally, a basic statistical computation was conducted on the items to explore whether there 

were overarching themes in the data ς i.e. to reduce the data to a set of more powerful variables as 

percentage.  

STRAND SIX: THE LEARNING OF TEACHERS - IMPACT OF CPD ON THE QUALITY OF CLASSROOM 

PRACTICE 

This Strand has a focus on teachers (N=30) with data collected via a three part 66 item 

questionnaire 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. 

As with Strand Two and Five these were input as 66 variables with values ranging from 1-4, (where 

4 = agree strongly and 1= disagree strongly). Additionally, a basic statistical computation was 

conducted on the items to explore whether there were overarching themes in the data ς i.e. to 

reduce the data to a set of more powerful variables as percentage.  

STRAND SEVEN: THE LEARNING OF PRINICIPALS ς STRATEGIC APPROACHES TO THE 

TRANSFORMATION OF LEARNING 

The data for this strand came from questionnaires for senior leaders initially about their role as 

ΨƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ŎŀŘŜƳȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

teachers and students (N=25 for senior leadership teams) 

The questionnaire contains 55 items, including one open-ended question. The 54 closed items were 

structured with a four-point Likert type scale (where 1 = strongly disagree and 4 = strongly agree). 

These were inputted as 54 variables with values ranging from 1-4, as above. Additionally a basic 

statistical computation was conducted on the items to explore whether there were any overarching 

themes in the data ς i.e. to reduce the data to a set of more powerful variables as a percentage.   

STRAND EIGHT: CONTEXT FOR STUDENT LEARNING - KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

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 differences within and 

between Academies with regards to gender, FSM and SEN. 

STRAND NINE: KEY OUTCOME FOR YEAR 11 STUDENTS ς GCSE/EXAM RESULTS 

Data for this Strand came from Year 11 GCSE results.  Five aggregated variables will be used for 

including 5+ higher GCSEs including 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 STRANDS ONTO THE CRITICAL SUCCESS INDICATORS 

The table in the next section presents the data map of each Strand 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.  This details how all the CSIs are 

addressed within the nine Strands of data collection, although only examples are used because of 

the size of the document.  
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Table 9 Critical Success Indicators mapped onto data collection strands 

CRITICAL SUCCESS 
FACTORS 

Data Collection 
Strands Staff 

Data Collection 
Strands Students 

Items or scales   Data 
Structure 

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

Key issues or 
questions 

Students and staff feel 
valued and included in a 
community that is focused 
on learning and 
achievement 

Strand 6 Teacher 
questionnaire 

Strand 2 Students 
Questionnaire                 
Strand 3 student narrative 
interviews 

Involvement in learning                                                                                                                                                                  
I was concentrating and hard to distract                                                                                                                                          
I took a lot of care with what I was doing                                                                                                                                       
I was working hard on the learning                                                                                                                                             
I was very focused on the learning                                                                                                                                        
Negative affect 
 I was nervous 
 L ǘƻƭŘ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ϥL ŎŀƴΩǘ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎϥ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƭǘ 
unhappy 
 I was afraid in case I got things wrong 
 I was unhappy with what I did                                                      

Likert type scale     

Students and staff are 
effective learners and 
believe they are being 
helped to reach their full 
potential 

Strand 1 ELLI Strand 1  ELLI  Changing and learning, meaning making 
critical curiosity, creativity, strategic 
awareness, learning relationships, 
resilience  72 items                                                                                                                                                             
Openness to learning                                                                                                                                                                          
I did more than I was asked to do 
 I came up with new ideas on my own 
When I found something hard I tried 
another way 
 I was excited to explore new things                                                                                                                                        
Interest 
 The subject we were doing is very 
interesting to me 
 I have always been curious about what 
we were learning 
 I found the subject boring (inverted) 
I could never be bored with this subject.  

Percentage 
scores from 
scales of items   
 
 
Likert type scale   
 
                                                                                                     

The quality and strength of each 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 
learning - how open are they to 
engaging with new learning 
opportunities within the 
Academy? How well do they 
understand themselves as 
learners? How strong is their 
learning identity?                                                     
Are they open to new 
experiences?                                  
Does what they learn hold their 
interest? 

A two-concept CSI 
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CRITICAL SUCCESS 
FACTORS 

Data Collection 
Strands Staff 

Data Collection 
Strands Students 

Items or scales   Data 
Structure 

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

Key issues or 
questions 

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

 Strand 2 Students 
Questionnaire                           
Strand 3 student narrative 
interviews 

Positive Affect                                                                                                                                                                                         
I  felt proud of what I achieved 
I was very happy with what I did 
I felt content with my learning  

Likert type scale   Students feel good about being 
in school 

A two-concept CSI 

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

 Strand 9 Attainment data for 
Year 11                                   
Strand 4 Y11 Questionnaire 

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

Students and staff achieve 
results that meet aspirations 
and expectations and feel 
that their successes are 
rewarded 

Strand 6 Teacher 
questionnaire 

Strand 8 KPIs  student 
progress 

 A value added 
score -  a 
regression co-
efficient 

 A two-concept CSI 

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

Strand 6 Teacher 
questionnaire 

Strand 3 student narrative 
interviews 

Negative social functioning 
 What I did upset others 
 I played around instead of learning 
 I did not do what was asked 
 I did not want to work with others 
Positive social functioning 
 I offered to help others 
 I was included by other students 
I worked with others wherever I could 

Likert type scale   Students feel good about being 
in school 

A two-concept CSI 

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

Strand 6 Teacher 
questionnaire         

 Can you give me an example of a time 
ǿƘŜƴΧΦΦ                                                                                                                                                                                                        

Narrative 
analysis as rating 
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CRITICAL SUCCESS 
FACTORS 

Data Collection 
Strands Staff 

Data Collection 
Strands Students 

Items or scales   Data 
Structure 

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

Key issues or 
questions 

Staff contribute actively to a 
community that learns 
together, shares what works 
best and knows what to do 
to achieve 

Strand 6 Teacher 
questionnaire 

 Teacher Enquiry                                                                                                                                                                                 
Staff draw on good practice from other schools 
as a means to further their own professional 
development 
 Staff read research reports as one source of 
useful ideas for improving their practice 
 Staff use the web as one source of useful ideas 
for improving their practice 
 Students are consulted about how they learn 
most effectively 
 Staff relate 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 teaching  
 If staff have a problem with their teaching they 
usually turn to colleagues for help 
 Teachers suggest ideas or approaches for 
colleagues to try out in class 
Teachers make collective agreements to test out 
new ideas 
Teachers discuss openly with colleagues what 
and how they are learning 
 Staff frequently use informal opportunities 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 in 
one context might be adapted to other contexts 
Staff reflect on their practice as a way of 
identifying professional 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 self-evaluations of their 
classroom practice 
 Staff modify their practice in the light of 
evidence from evaluations of their classroom 
practice by managers or other colleagues                                                                                                                                                                      

Likert type scale 1. Enquiry: using and 
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 self-evaluation and 
reflection     
3. Building social capital, 
learning, working and 
supporting each other                                                                 
4.Teachers value learning          
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CRITICAL SUCCESS 
FACTORS 

Data Collection 
Strands Staff 

Data Collection 
Strands Students 

Items or scales   Data 
Structure 

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

Key issues or 
questions 

Parent's/carers feel included 
and involved in their 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
Academy and know there is 
an open door for contact 
when they need it 

Strand 5 Parents/carers questionnaire  Likert type scales  A two-concept CSI 

Senior leaders are effective 
role models as 'leaders of 
learning' 

Strand 7 Leaders 
 questionnaire 

  Likert type scales   
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STEP THREE: GENERATE AND ANALYSE PERIMETA MODEL 

DEFINING PROCESS PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Performance measures were established for each of five types of processes of a learning 

community. The five types were selected to allow a breakdown by some of the main areas of 

interest regarding learning community performance, that is, by gender and by Academy. Other 

areas such as the influence of social factors on performance will be considered for inclusion in later 

Phases of the ECHO project. Table 6 summarises the objectives, measures and target performance 

levels of the five types. 

Table 10 Process performance measures 

Type of process Objective Measure Target 

Outputs:    

Overall All stakeholders strongly agree with all 

statements 

Percentage 

score 

100% strongly agree 

Gender All stakeholders of given Gender 

strongly agree with all statements 

Percentage 

score 

100% strongly agree 

Academy All stakeholders of given Academy 

strongly agree with all statements 

Percentage 

score 

100% strongly agree 

Question All stakeholders strongly agree with 

given statement 

Percentage 

score 

100% strongly agree 

Inputs:    

Responses to 

statements in 

questionnaire 

Stakeholder strongly agrees with given 

statement 

Percentage 

score 

100% strongly agree 

 

COMMUNICATING EVIDENCE 

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 

higher-level 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 community.  shows the four main 

components of the dashboard, reflecting the following hierarchy of dimensions of performance of a 

learning community: 

¶ By Question {Q1..Qj} answered by each Respondent {N1..Ni}; 

¶ By Gender {G1, G2} for all Questions answered by Respondents of that Gender; 
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¶ By Academy {A1, A2, A3} for all Questions answered by Respondents belonging to that 
Academy; and 

¶ For all Questions answered by all Respondents. 

Table 11 Components of performance dashboard for a learning community 

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

          

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

 Performance  by 
QUESTION 
{Q1 .. Qj} 

 

Performance by 
GENDER {M, F} 

   

   

     

 

Recognising the uncertainty inherent in responses to a questionnaire, the ECHO project adopted 

ǘƘŜ ΨLǘŀƭƛŀƴ CƭŀƎΩ ƎǊŀǇƘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ of: 

¶ ΨDǊŜŜƴΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎŜƭŦ-perception of learning; 

¶ ΨwŜŘΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŜƭŦ-perception of learning; and 

¶ Ψ²ƘƛǘŜΩ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΣ ƻǊ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ƛƴ ǎŜƭŦ-perception of learning. 

Table 12 illustrates Italian Flags for some examples of self-perception of learning. 

Table 12: Illustration of Italian Flag graphs in context of a learning community 

Categories of evidence in Italian Flag Evidence 
of success 

Lack of 
evidence 

Evidence 
of failure 

Application to learning community Evidence of 
positive 
self-
perception 
of learning 

Uncertainty 
in self-
perception 
of learning 

Evidence of 
negative 
self-
perception 
of learning 

Example: High self-perception of learning from 
high proportion of óstrongly agreeô responses 

   

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

   

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

   

Example: Low self-perception of learning 
indicated by high proportion of óstrongly disagreeô 
responses 

   

 

ELICITING EVIDENCE 

The design of questionnaires and interviews was based on the systems view of a learning 

community represented by Table 5. Nine Strands 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, semi-structured interviews combined 

research-validated questions with additional questions about the specific outcomes of the Charter 

and standard KPIs. The evidence provided by responses to each question or by themes from 

qualitative or narrative interview data was specifically 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. Given a sŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΩ ǘƻ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ 

ŀƎǊŜŜΩΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ΨŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŀƎǊŜŜΩ Ŝƴǘŀƛƭ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ 

uncertainty, as indicated by the examples given in Table 6. 

Another factor in making sense of the evidence is the degree of confidence we have in the 

individual respondent. A number of considerations are relevanǘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ 

understanding of the question and experience to answer it. The respondent may be considered to 

be biased or in some other way misleading or misled. 

Hall et al (2004) describe ŀ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΩ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ Lǘŀƭƛŀƴ 

Flag figures of merit.  Table 13 reproduces their illustration of the mapping and presents an 

ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Iŀƭƭ Ŝǘ ŀƭΩǎ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ нр ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 

confidence scales. The performance scale is based on a four-point [ƛƪŜǊǘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ 

ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΩ ǘƻ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜΩΣ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ м ǘƻ п ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ 9/Ih 

project questionnaires.  

Table 13 Iŀƭƭ Ŝǘ ŀƭΩǎ όнллпύ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΩ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ 

of performance 
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Table 14 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) (0.05,0.50) (0.30,0.70) (0.50,0.95) (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 1 ï strongly 

disagree 

2 - disagree 3 - agree 4 ï strongly agree 

 

MODELLING PROCESS PERFORMANCE 

Process performance functions were created by combining the Likert conversion of Table 147 with 

the process performance measurement scales of Figure 5. At the input level, direct evidence of 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ Ǌŀǿ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ όŦǊƻƳ м ǘƻ пύ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ Lǘŀƭƛŀƴ CƭŀƎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ 

merit where the best possible (100%) performance was full Green (respondent strongly agrees, and 

very high confidence in the respondent) and the worst 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 points in between were judged on a similar scale. 

MODELLING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF INTER-PROCESS RELATIONSHIPS 

As established earlierΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀƛǊǿƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ƻǊ ƭƛƴƪǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨǇŀǊŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƘƛƭŘΩ 

parameters/ processes is modelled in the Integrated Approach using three detailed attributes of 

Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency defined by Davis & Fletcher (2000): 

¶ Ψ¢ƘŜ Sufficiency or relevance of the evidence to its parent process is judged as a single 

number in the [0,1] range;  

¶ A sub-process is a Necessity if the parent process cannot succeed without it. Consequently, in 

the event of failure of the sub-ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŦŀƛƭǎΩ; and 

¶ Dependency is the degree of overlap between sub-processes and describes the degree of 

commonality in the ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΩΦ 
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¢ƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀƛǊǿƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ƻǊ ƭƛƴƪǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ΨŎŀǳǎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΩ 

was modelled using three detailed attributes of Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency defined 

earlier. On the basis of experience iƴ ƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ΨƳŀƴȅ ǘƻ ƻƴŜΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ, the values 

indicated in Table 13 were assigned. 

Table 15 Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency of relationships between processes 

óEffectô process óCauseô process Sufficiency Necessity Dependency 

Overall performance Responses to statements in 

questionnaires 

0.3 0.4 1.0 

Gender performance Responses to statements in 

questionnaires 

0.3 0.4 1.0 

Academy performance Responses to statements in 

questionnaires 

0.3 0.4 1.0 

Question performance Responses to statements in 

questionnaires 

0.3 0.4 1.0 

 

ESTIMATING SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 

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:  

¶ A hierarchy 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;  

¶ Responses to questions using Likert ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ м όΨǇƻƻǊΩ ƻǊ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΩύ ǘƻ п όΨǾŜǊȅ 

ƎƻƻŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜΩύΤ 

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

¶ Sufficiency, Necessity and Dependency ratings for each cause and effect relationship 

 

¢ƘŜ tŜǊƛƳŜǘŀ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨWǳƴƛǇŜǊΩ ŀƭƎƻǊƛǘƘƳ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǇŀƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ 

of output performance by Question, by Gender, by Academy and Overall.  A full explanation of the 

Juniper algorithm is given in the Appendix 6, and is 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 Perimeta model is reproduced in Table 16 below. 

 

 



                                                                                    

 

50 

 

 

Table 16 Sample of Perimeta model datasheet 

 

VALIDATING INSIGHTS 

The parallel analysis by the ECHO project team of the response data using standard statistical 

techniques allowed 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 self-perception of learning, versus mean scores; 

¶ Strength of positive or negative bias, versus range of scores; 

¶ Uncertainty in self-perception of learning, versus standard deviation of scores; 

¶ Comparison of results between Academies; and 

¶ Comparison of results between Genders. 

 

STEP FOUR: FEEDBACK TO LEADERS AND EXPLORE SOLUTIONS 

Stakeholder 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 Phase1 with senior 

leaders, providing valuable feedback and endorsement of the approach. 

Step Four of the ECHO project would develop the approach to creating learning communities, 

focusing on: 

¶ Deepening understanding of the issues of evaluation and refining questionnaires; 
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¶ Developing the Integrated Approach and its application to the complex problem of creating 

learning communities; and 

¶ Engaging stakeholders in developing solutions. 

 

STEP FIVE: EMBED NEW PRACTICES 

Step Five of the ECHO project would be a continuous process of creating learning communities, 

transferring capability to the stakeholders and focusing on: 

¶ Supporting stakeholder-led improvements in learning with appropriate access to 

appropriate tools and techniques; 

¶ Developing the Integrated Approach to measure the success of improvements and support 

continuous improvement. 

SUMMARY 

In this chapter, the approach to the research design and the methodology through which the 

purpose can be achieved is presented.  First, the system boundaries of the Academies were 

identified to elicit a rich picture of the system, including identifying stakeholders and the core 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΣ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ 

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. The data were collected 

through questionnaires, interviews and from the Academies' own performance data. The values 

were converted into the Perimeta Italian Flag model through a process which mapped confidence 

against performance. All data from all cases were entered into the Perimeta model which was 

based on the systems design. A visual report was then produced which provided evidence about 

what was working well ς what was working against desired outcomes and what was not known.  
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DATA ANALYSIS: SOCIAL SCIENCE 

The data were analysed strand by strand using traditional social science analyses methods, 

including descriptive statistics, t-tests and ANOVA as well as factor analyses.  The findings from each 

Strand are presented below. 

STRAND ONE - DEVELOPMENT OF STUDENTS AS LEARNERS IN YEAR 7 

Strand One was ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ¸ŜŀǊ т ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-reporting of their learning dispositions, 

using the Effective Lifelong Learning Inventory's seven scales.   

QUESTIONNAIRE AND FEEDBACK 

The Effective Lifelong Learning Inventory (ELLI) questionnaire is an online survey consisting of seven 

scales, totalling 72 items. These are research validated scales which measure the following student 

learning dispositions: changing and learning, meaning making, creativity, critical curiosity, strategic 

awareness, learning relationships and resilience.5  The items were structured with a four point likert 

type scale labelled strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree. 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 (see Figure 8), feedback to teachers in the form of histograms and 

mean scores and to provide raw data for analysis. The student feedback provided a framework for a 

coaching conversation with the teacher or peers about learning. The histograms provided 

ŘƛŀƎƴƻǎǘƛŎ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭŀǎǎΩǎ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΦ  

Table 17 Feedback to users in the form of a spider diagram representing the 7 dimensions of learning power 

 

                                                                 
5
 For reliability and validity statistics on these scales see Deakin Crick & Yu 2008, and Ren and Deakin Crick, 2013. 
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INTERVENTIONS 

All of the Academies introduced changes in their approach to teaching and learning with the year 

groups in this sample.  These interventions were focused on coaching for learning power and 

enquiry based learning.  

THE SAMPLE 

Students in Year 7 in each of the three Academies completed the Effective Lifelong Learning 

Inventory (ELLI) between October and December of the academic year 2010/11.  A sample of 

teachers from each Academy were 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 

ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƭŜarning.  At the end of the year the Academies completed a 

post-test 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 analysis. This was due to some 

technical issues in retrieving data from a new provider and also because some of the Academies 

had difficulty in students completing the post-tests within the time frame. Table 10 summarises the 

sample for Strand 1. 

Table 18 Strand One sample by Academy and gender 

Sample by Gender and Academy 

 
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 assess whether there was any difference between the first and second time of 

administration of the ELLI, a paired samples t-test was computed with all complete data, combining 

the three Academies.  As can be seen from Tables 11 and 12, there were significant increases in 

student scores on all seven learning power dimensions between Time 1 and Time 2, except for 

Resilience where the mean score was significantly less in Time 2.   
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Table 19 Mean scores on each learning power scale Time 1 and Time 2 

ELLI Scale Time one and Time Two Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Changing & Learning Time 1 68.64 139 20.27 1.71 

Time 2 76.97 139 19.41 1.64 

Learning Relationships 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 Time 1 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 

Table 20 Paired t-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 14.41 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 12.54 1.06 -14.55 138 .000 

 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ACADEMIES 

In order to compare the differences between Academies an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was 

computed at Time 1 and Time 2.  This indicated that there were no significant differences between 

the Academies at Time 1.  However, the ANOVA computation for Time 2 shows significant 

differences.   Table 13 shows the descriptive statistics for each Academy at Time 2 against each 

scale. Table 14 shows the ANOVA table with tests of significance for each scale also at Time 2.  This 

shows there to be significant differences between Academies in changing and learning, learning 

relationships, strategic awareness and meaning making.  However, there were no significant 

differences in the other learning scales between Academies. 
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Table 21 Descriptive statistics for each Academy at Time 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 22 ANOVA 

between 

Academies Time 2 

ANOVA 

 
Sum of df Mean Square F Sig. 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation 

CL.2: CL 

Changing & 

Learning 

1 78 82.37 15.19 

2 28 65.17 20.54 

3 33 74.24 22.66 

Total 139 76.97 19.41 

LR.2: LR 

Learning 

Relationships 

1 78 72.68 15.73 

2 28 59.62 14.80 

  3 33 69.69 16.67 

Total 
139 69.34 16.46 

SA.2: SA 

Strategic Awareness 

1 78 70.51 18.49 

2 28 59.61 18.99 

3 33 69.61 18.20 

Total 
139 68.10 18.88 

RS.2: RS 

Resilience 

1 78 44.77 20.40 

2 28 45.44 15.41 

3 33 44.02 18.62 

Total 139 44.73 18.95 

CR.2: CR 

Creativity 

1 78 69.31 16.88 

2 28 64.76 19.38 

3 33 73.23 18.62 

Total 
139 69.32 17.91 

MM.2: MM 

Meaning Making 

1 78 77.71 17.10 

2 28 67.17 19.58 

3 33 74.17 20.79 

Total 
139 74.75 18.84 

CC.2: CC 

Critical Curiosity 

1 78 71.74 17.75 

2 28 68.78 18.21 

3 33 71.82 20.70 

Total 
139 71.18 18.48 
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Squares 

CL.2: CL 

Changing & 

Learning 

Between Groups 6414.550 2 3207.2 9.56 .000 

Within Groups 45610.830 136 335.37 
  

Total 52025.380 138 
   

LR.2: LR 

Learning 

Relationships 

Between Groups 3520.797 2 1760.39 7.06 .001 

Within Groups 33877.507 136 249.09 
  

Total 37398.304 138 
   

SA.2: SA 

Strategic 

Awareness 

Between Groups 2545.942 2 1272.97 3.70 .027 

Within Groups 46673.191 136 343.18 
  

Total 49219.133 138 
   

RS.2: RS 

Resilience 

Between Groups 30.813 2 15.40 .04 .959 

Within Groups 49554.488 136 364.37 
  

Total 49585.300 138 
   

CR.2: CR 

Creativity 

Between Groups 1086.832 2 543.41 1.71 .185 

Within Groups 43206.053 136 317.69 
  

Total 44292.886 138 
   

MM.2: MM 

Meaning 

Making 

Between Groups 2303.469 2 1151.73 3.35 .038 

Within Groups 46705.813 136 343.42 
  

Total 49009.282 138 
   

CC.2: CC 

Critical 

Curiosity 

Between Groups 199.881 2 99.94 .28 .749 

Within Groups 46954.100 136 345.25 
  

Total 47153.980 138 
   

DIFFERENCES IN PRE-POST CHANGE BETWEEN ACADEMIES 

In order to explore these differences further paired t-tests were conducted for the three Academies 

separately.  Although care should be taken in their interpretation as the sample size is not complete 

and is different for each Academy, it appears that the contribution to the overall positive change 

was not evenly distributed between the Academies.  

Academy 1 

Table 23 Descriptive Statistics Academy 1 

 
 

 
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 

Table 24 Paired t-test Academy 1 

  Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 
Mean 

t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Pair 1 CL.1: CL - CL.2: CL -
11.11 

18.54 2.10 -5.29 77 0.00 

Pair 2 LR.1: LR - LR.2: LR -8.01 15.72 1.78 -4.50 77 0.00 

Pair 3 SA.1: SA - SA.2: SA -8.97 12.99 1.47 -6.10 77 0.00 

Pair 4 RS.1: RS - RS.2: RS 3.80 17.13 1.94 1.96 77 0.05 

Pair 5 CR.1: CR - CR.2: CR -8.42 16.58 1.88 -4.48 77 0.00 

Pair 6 MM.1: MM - MM.2: MM -
11.72 

17.85 2.02 -5.80 77 0.00 

Pair 7 CC.1: CC - CC.2: CC -
13.87 

10.43 1.18 -11.74 77 0.00 

Academy 2 

Table 25 Descriptive Statistics Academy 2 

  
Paired Samples Statistics 

 

  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 

Pair 4 RS.1: RS 49.86 28 19.23 3.63 

 RS.2: RS 45.45 28 15.41 2.91 

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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Table 26 Paired t-tests Academy 2 

  
Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 CL.1: CL - CL.2: CL -5.65 21.28 4.02 -1.41 27 0.17 

Pair 2 LR.1: LR - LR.2: LR -5.46 17.72 3.35 -1.63 27 0.12 

Pair 3 SA.1: SA - SA.2: SA -10.16 17.70 3.35 -3.04 27 0.01 

Pair 4 RS.1: RS - RS.2: RS 4.41 18.65 3.53 1.25 27 0.22 

Pair 5 CR.1: CR - CR.2: CR -11.43 22.54 4.26 -2.68 27 0.01 

Pair 6 MM.1: MM - MM.2: 
MM 

-12.07 22.31 4.22 -2.86 27 0.01 

Pair 7 CC.1: CC - CC.2: CC -18.65 16.08 3.04 -6.14 27 0.00 

Academy 3  

Table 27 Descriptive Statistics Academy 3 
  

Mean N Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

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: CC 55.22 33 20.38 3.55 

 CC.2: CC 71.83 33 20.70 3.60 

 Table 28 Paired t-test Academy 3 

 
Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

CL.1: CL - CL.2: CL -4.04 17.32 3.02 -1.34 32 0.19 

LR.1: LR - LR.2: LR -11.03 20.20 3.52 -3.14 32 0.00 

SA.1: SA - SA.2: SA -9.79 14.97 2.61 -3.76 32 0.00 

RS.1: RS - RS.2: RS 5.76 15.49 2.70 2.14 32 0.04 

CR.1: CR - CR.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: CC - CC.2: CC -16.61 13.49 2.35 -7.08 32 0.00 
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SUMMARY AND FINDINGS FROM STRAND ONE 

Strand One was ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ¸ŜŀǊ т ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-reporting of their learning dispositions, 

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 Effective Lifelong Learning 

Inventory, which means that something other than chance must account for this increase.  The 

increase was not uniform across all three Academies where Academy 1 and 3 were more similar in 

terms of the statistical significance in many of the dimensions of learning power. 

This seems to suggest that whilst there are significant increases in scores for all the Academies 

overall (except for Resilience), there are other factors which contributed to the differing levels of 

significance in the seven dimensions between Academies.  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 

Academy and are worth exploring further.   

  

STRAND TWO - STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPACT OF THE EDUCATION CHARTER  

Strand Two was a questionnaire designed to assess students' perceptions about their learning, 

teaching, progress and achievement in an Oasis Academy.  

QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Learning of Students questionnaire consisted of 42 items structured with a four-point Likert-

scale labeled, strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and strongly agree. The total number of student 

respondents was 377. The students were selected from Years 8 and 10.  

Table 29 Data Description for Strand Two 

Variable Defined 
value 

Missing 

Academy 1, 3  

Gender 1, 2 0.3% (1 record) 

S21 ς 
S242 

1-4 0.0-4.0% (some records with value=0 which are treated as missing leading to 322 records 
without any missing on these variables) 

 

 

STUDENT RESPONSES BY QUESTION 

The following Table 22 shows students' responses by question, with the number of students 

responding to each question and the percentage of the total.  

Table 30 Strand 2 Student questionnaire responses by item 
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Item 1 strongly 

disagree 

2 disagree 3 agree 4 strongly 

agree 

 missing 

 
N % N % N % N % Total % 

S21 1.     I feel included in the activities 
that are available to me in the Academy 

27 7.2 75 19.9 230 61.0 45 11.9 377 0.0 

S22 2.     I feel safe in the Academy 22 5.8 43 11.4 204 54.1 108 28.6 377 0.0 

S23 3.     I feel valued and cared for as an 
individual in the Academy 

32 8.5 84 22.3 204 54.1 54 14.3 374 0.8 

S24 4.     I like learning new things 8 2.1 37 9.8 203 53.8 128 34.0 376 0.3 

S25 5.     I usually concentrate on my 
learning  

9 2.4 44 11.7 224 59.4 98 26.0 375 0.5 

S26 6.     I am hard to distract 74 19.6 184 48.8 91 24.1 27 7.2 376 0.3 

S27 7.     I like working with other students 
to help my learning 

20 5.3 63 16.7 180 47.7 111 29.4 374 0.8 

S28 9.     I am confident in my learning 40 10.6 96 25.5 167 44.3 74 19.6 377 0.0 

S29 8.     I don't distract other students 19 5.0 49 13.0 206 54.6 102 27.1 376 0.3 

S210 10.  I take a lot of care with my work 8 2.1 46 12.2 233 61.8 90 23.9 377 0.0 

S211 11. I work hard 9 2.4 39 10.3 217 57.6 111 29.4 376 0.3 

S212 12.  I do more than I am asked to do 
in class 

31 8.2 156 41.4 155 41.1 33 8.8 375 0.5 

S213 13.  I don't mind making mistakes 
because I learn from them  

23 6.1 84 22.3 182 48.3 87 23.1 376 0.3 

S214 14.  I come up with new ideas to 
help my learning 

23 6.1 102 27.1 189 50.1 62 16.4 376 0.3 

S215 15.  I enjoy my learning 32 8.5 87 23.1 194 51.5 63 16.7 376 0.3 

S216 16.  My teachers teach well so that I 
learn successfully 

27 7.2 78 20.7 198 52.5 70 18.6 373 1.1 

S217 17.  I have regular opportunities to 
express my opinion to my teachers about 
my learning  

42 11.1 126 33.4 158 41.9 45 11.9 371 1.6 

S218 18.  I often have conversations with 
my teachers which help me to make 
better progress 

52 13.8 140 37.1 138 36.6 42 11.1 372 1.3 

S219 19.  My teachers seem to enjoy 
teaching my classes 

36 9.5 116 30.8 176 46.7 46 12.2 374 0.8 

S220 20.  My teachers often share things 
that they have learned themselves 

25 6.6 83 22.0 202 53.6 63 16.7 373 1.1 

S221 21.  I get on well with my teachers 21 5.6 71 18.8 191 50.7 91 24.1 374 0.8 

S222 22.  I get extra support to help my 
learning when I need it 

60 15.9 95 25.2 173 45.9 46 12.2 374 0.8 

S223 23.  I know that the senior teachers 
want us to learn successfully 

17 4.5 53 14.1 214 56.8 90 23.9 374 0.8 

S224 24.  Everyone works very hard to 
make the Academy a great place to learn 
and to do well 

23 6.1 101 26.8 176 46.7 74 19.6 374 0.8 

S225 25.  My teachers constantly expect 
me to improve on my personal best 

9 2.4 53 14.1 184 48.8 128 34.0 374 0.8 

S226 26.  Right now I am achieving the 
best I possibly can 

23 6.1 75 19.9 178 47.2 93 24.7 369 2.1 
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S227 27.  From what I remember, I kept 
up a good rate of progress between my 
last year at primary school and my first 
year at the Academy 

16 4.2 56 14.9 189 50.1 108 28.6 369 2.1 

S228 28.  I have kept up a good rate of 
progress ever since my first year at the 
Academy 

14 3.7 73 19.4 190 50.4 90 23.9 367 2.7 

S229 29.  I think that my results at the 
moment are as good as I can do 

25 6.6 117 31.0 153 40.6 72 19.1 367 2.7 

S230 30.  I feel that my successes at the 
Academy are recognised 

43 11.4 115 30.5 172 45.6 38 10.1 368 2.4 

S231 31.  I feel that my successes with 
activities outside the Academy are 
recognised 

70 18.6 112 29.7 142 37.7 43 11.4 367 2.7 

S232 32.  I feel proud about what I have 
achieved so far 

14 3.7 82 21.8 176 46.7 96 25.5 368 2.4 

S233 33.  We are taught about the 
responsibilities of students as well as their 
rights 

21 5.6 75 19.9 193 51.2 76 20.2 365 3.2 

S234 34.  We care about helping each 
other in the Academy community 

28 7.4 83 22.0 195 51.7 61 16.2 367 2.7 

S235 35.  We are encouraged to care 
about the needs of other people in the 
local community and around the world 

17 4.5 80 21.2 193 51.2 77 20.4 367 2.7 

S236 36.  I regularly offer to help others 25 6.6 89 23.6 179 47.5 75 19.9 368 2.4 

S237 37.  My parents or carers feel that 
they are always welcome in the Academy 

27 7.2 56 14.9 179 47.5 100 26.5 362 4.0 

S238 38.  My parents or carers feel 
involved with my learning and my 
progress 

28 7.4 63 16.7 180 47.7 95 25.2 366 2.9 

S239 39.  My parents or carers are pleased 
with my progress 

21 5.6 50 13.3 181 48.0 113 30.0 365 3.2 

S240 40.  My parents or carers have 
always been able to sort out any problems 
that I have had  

27 7.2 58 15.4 154 40.8 127 33.7 366 2.9 

S241 41.  I am encouraged to lead 
activities in the classroom  

57 15.1 114 30.2 156 41.4 42 11.1 369 2.1 

S242 42.  I have had opportunities to lead 
other activities at the Academy                                        

85 22.5 102 27.1 125 33.2 57 15.1 369 2.1 

           

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SCHOOLS BY QUESTIONS 

Individually, independent t-tests were carried out on each item to examine whether there were 

statistically significant mean differences in individual items between the Academies. 

It was found that, on average, there were no mean differences in agreement or disagreement 

between Academy 1 and Academy 3 student respondents to 10 out of 42 items.  These include the 

ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ΨŦŜŜƭ ǎŀŦŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ό{ннύΣ ΨƭƛƪŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ό{нтύƻǊ ΨǘŀƪŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ 

ŎŀǊŜΩ ό{нмлύ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƻƴ ΨǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ 

ōŜǎǘΩ ό{ннрύΣ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŜǎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ΨǇƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ŎŀƴΩ ό{ннсύΣ ΨŦŜŜƭ ǇǊƻǳŘΩ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ 
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ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ΨŀǊŜ ŀǎ ƎƻƻŘ ŀǎΩ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ό{ннфύΣ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ŎŀǊŜǊǎ ǇƭŜŀǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ΨƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΩ ό{нонύΣ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ΨƭŜŀŘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏlassroom (S239),  

ŀƴŘ ōŜƛƴƎ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ΨƭŜŀŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ό{нпмύ όǎŜŜ ǎƘŀŘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ 

the Table 23 below). 

However, Academy 1 student respondents reported averagely higher mean responses than their 

counterparts of Academy о ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ он ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǘ ʰ Ґ лΦлр ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ όǎŜŜ 

non-shaded areas in the Table 26. below).  In other words, to some degree, students in Academy 1 

tend to agree more7 than Academy 3 students to the statements of, for example, ΨƭƛƪŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ 

ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ ό{нпύΣΩŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜ ƻƴ Ƴȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ό{нрύΣ ΨǿƻǊƪ ƘŀǊŘΩ ό{{нммύΣ ƴƻǘ ƳƛƴŘƛƴƎ ΨƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƳƛǎǘŀƪŜǎΩ 

ό{нмоύΣ ΨƎŜǘ ƻƴ ǿŜƭƭΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ό{ннмύΣ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǘƘŜ ǎŜƴƛƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿŀƴǘ ǳǎ ǘƻ 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅΩ ό{нноύΣ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǳǇ Ψŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΩ ό{ннтύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ŎŀǊŜǊǎ 

ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ό{ноуύ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ΨǎƻǊǘ ƻǳǘ ŀƴȅ 

ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘ ό{нплύΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ Academy 1 student respondents are also 

likely to disagree less8 than Academy о ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ΨŦŜŜƭ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊŜŘΩ ό{ноύΣ ōŜƛƴƎ 

ΨŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ό{нуύΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ΨǘŜŀŎƘ ǿŜƭƭΩ ό{нмсύΣ ΨŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ 

ƳŀƪŜΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ό{ннпύΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜƛƴƎ Ψǘaught about the responsibilities of 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΩ ό{нооύΦ 

Table 31 t-test for Equality of Means for each item  (purple shaded = non significance at h Ґ лΦлрύ 

 
t-test for Equality of Means 

 (purple shaded = non significance 

ŀǘ ʰ Ґ лΦлр) 

        

  t df 
Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

Mean 
Diff. 

Ac Mn N SD Total Mean N SD 

S21 1.     I feel included in the 
activities that are available to 
me in the Academy 

5.94 375.00 0.00 0.46 1 2.94 244 0.61         

5.36 203.08 0.00 0.46 3 2.48 133 0.88 Total 2.78 377 0.75 

S22 2.     I feel safe in the 
Academy 

1.96 375.00 0.05 0.17 1 3.11 244 0.66         

1.75 198.36 0.08 0.17 3 2.95 133 0.99 Total 3.06 377 0.80 

S23 3.     I feel valued and 
cared for as an individual in 
the Academy 

3.28 372.00 0.00 0.28 1 2.85 243 0.64         

2.87 186.27 0.00 0.28 3 2.56 131 1.02 Total 2.75 374 0.81 

S24 4.     I like learning new 
things 

3.68 374.00 0.00 0.27 1 3.30 244 0.55         

3.21 186.31 0.00 0.27 3 3.02 132 0.89 Total 3.20 376 0.70 

S25 5.     I usually 
concentrate on my learning  

2.82 373.00 0.01 0.21 1 3.17 243 0.54         

2.47 185.83 0.01 0.21 3 2.96 132 0.88 Total 3.10 375 0.68 

S26 6.     I 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 0.98 Total 2.19 376 0.83 

S27 7.     I like working with 
other students to help my 

1.55 372.00 0.12 0.14 1 3.07 243 0.72         

1.41 204.20 0.16 0.14 3 2.93 131 0.99 Total 3.02 374 0.82 

                                                                 
7
 Referring to Academy 1 students reporting a mean of greater than 3.00 to the exampled statements 

8
 Referring to Academy 1 students reporting a mean of equal to or less than 3.00 to the exampled statements 
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learning 

S28 9.     I am confident in my 
learning 

5.49 375.00 0.00 0.51 1 2.91 244 0.71         

4.88 195.62 0.00 0.51 3 2.40 133 1.09 Total 2.73 377 0.90 

S29 8.     I don't distract other 
students 

2.84 374.00 0.00 0.24 1 3.12 244 0.70         

2.65 219.91 0.01 0.24 3 2.89 132 0.89 Total 3.04 376 0.78 

S210 10.  I take a lot of care 
with my work 

1.28 375.00 0.20 0.09 1 3.11 244 0.59         

1.18 216.73 0.24 0.09 3 3.02 133 0.78 Total 3.07 377 0.66 

S211 11. I work hard 
 

3.00 374.00 0.00 0.22 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 12.  I do more than I am 
asked to do in class 

4.82 373.00 0.00 0.39 1 2.64 242 0.66         

4.41 211.47 0.00 0.39 3 2.26 133 0.89 Total 2.51 375 0.77 

S213 13.  I don't mind 
making mistakes because I 
learn from them  

4.50 374.00 0.00 0.39 1 3.02 243 0.69         

4.06 202.00 0.00 0.39 3 2.63 133 1.00 Total 2.89 376 0.83 

S214 14.  I come up with new 
ideas to help my learning 

4.39 374.00 0.00 0.37 1 2.90 243 0.67         

4.00 208.55 0.00 0.37 3 2.53 133 0.93 Total 2.77 376 0.79 

S215 15.  I enjoy my learning 
  

6.42 374.00 0.00 0.55 1 2.96 243 0.68         

5.83 206.62 0.00 0.55 3 2.41 133 0.95 Total 2.77 376 0.83 

S216 16.  My teachers teach 
well so that I learn 
successfully 

4.01 371.00 0.00 0.35 1 2.95 243 0.69         

3.63 200.25 0.00 0.35 3 2.61 130 0.97 Total 2.83 373 0.81 

S217 17.  I have regular 
opportunities to express my 
opinion to my teachers about 
my learning  

3.82 369.00 0.00 0.35 1 2.68 241 0.76         

3.57 219.21 0.00 0.35 3 2.33 130 0.95 Total 2.56 371 0.85 

S218 18.  I often have 
conversations with my 
teachers which help me to 
make better progress 
  

3.69 370.00 0.00 0.34 1 2.58 243 0.75         

3.37 203.91 0.00 0.34 3 2.23 129 1.02 Total 2.46 372 0.87 

S219 19.  My teachers seem 
to enjoy teaching my classes 
  

5.28 372.00 0.00 0.46 1 2.78 244 0.67         

4.71 192.92 0.00 0.46 3 2.32 130 0.99 Total 2.62 374 0.82 

S220 20.  My teachers often 
share things that they have 
learned themselves 

4.27 371.00 0.00 0.36 1 2.94 242 0.67         

3.87 203.58 0.00 0.36 3 2.58 131 0.94 Total 2.81 373 0.79 

S221 21.  I get on well with 
my teachers 

3.15 372.00 0.00 0.27 1 3.04 243 0.69         

2.86 203.79 0.00 0.27 3 2.76 131 0.97 Total 2.94 374 0.81 

S222 22.  I get extra support 
to help my learning when I 
need i 

6.41 372.00 0.00 0.60 1 2.76 243 0.76         

5.87 208.56 0.00 0.60 3 2.16 131 1.02 Total 2.55 374 0.90 

S223 23.  I know that the 
senior teachers want us to 
learn successfully 

3.98 372.00 0.00 0.32 1 3.12 243 0.62         

3.56 196.23 0.00 0.32 3 2.80 131 0.92 Total 3.01 374 0.75 

S224 24.  Everyone works 
very hard to make the 
Academy a great place to 
learn and to do well 

3.29 372.00 0.00 0.29 1 2.91 244 0.76         

3.11 225.17 0.00 0.29 3 2.62 130 0.91 Total 2.80 374 0.82 

S225 25.  My teachers 
constantly expect me to 
improve on my personal best 

1.57 372.00 0.12 0.13 1 3.20 244 0.66         

1.45 208.13 0.15 0.13 3 3.07 130 0.88 Total 3.15 374 0.75 

S226 26.  Right no 
w I am achieving the best I 
possibly can 

1.19 367.00 0.23 0.11 1 2.96 239 0.74         

1.09 206.80 0.28 0.11 3 2.85 130 1.00 Total 2.92 369 0.84 

S227 27.  From what I 
remember, I kept up a good 
rate of progress between my 
last year at primary school 
and my first year at the 
Academy 

3.53 367.00 0.00 0.30 1 3.16 239 0.70         

3.28 215.54 0.00 0.30 3 2.86 130 0.90 Total 3.05 369 0.79 
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S228 28.  I have kept up a 
good rate of progress ever 
since my first year at the 
Academy 

3.46 365.00 0.00 0.29 1 3.07 238 0.66         

3.15 201.58 0.00 0.29 3 2.78 129 0.92 Total 2.97 367 0.77 

S229 29.  I think that my 
results at the moment are as 
good as I can do 

-0.95 365.00 0.34 -0.09 1 2.71 238 0.83         

-0.93 247.91 0.35 -0.09 3 2.80 129 0.89 Total 2.74 367 0.85 

S230 30.  I feel that my 
successes at the Academy 
are recognised 

2.84 366.00 0.00 0.25 1 2.65 238 0.71         

2.57 200.84 0.01 0.25 3 2.39 130 1.00 Total 2.56 368 0.83 

S231 31.  I feel that my 
successes with activities 
outside the Academy are 
recognised 

2.31 365.00 0.02 0.23 1 2.51 238 0.78         

2.08 195.17 0.04 0.23 3 2.28 129 1.14 Total 2.43 367 0.93 

S232 32.  I feel proud about 
what I have achieved so far 

1.11 366.00 0.27 0.10 1 3.00 239 0.70         

1.01 204.70 0.31 0.10 3 2.90 129 0.95 Total 2.96 368 0.80 

S233 33.  We are taught 
about the responsibilities of 
students as well as their 
rights  

3.86 363.00 0.00 0.33 1 3.00 236 0.68         

3.52 203.40 0.00 0.33 3 2.67 129 0.94 Total 2.89 365 0.80 

S234 34.  We care about 
helping each other in the 
Academy community 

4.05 365.00 0.00 0.35 1 2.91 237 0.65         

3.60 191.48 0.00 0.35 3 2.56 130 1.00 Total 2.79 367 0.81 

S235 35.  We are encouraged 
to care about the needs of 
other people in the local 
community and around the 
world 

2.41 365.00 0.02 0.20 1 2.97 238 0.68         

2.20 204.29 0.03 0.20 3 2.77 129 0.92 Total 2.90 367 0.78 

S236 36.  I regularly offer to 
help others 

4.50 366.00 0.00 0.40 1 2.97 238 0.72         

4.14 209.62 0.00 0.40 3 2.57 130 0.96 Total 2.83 368 0.83 

S237 37.  My parents or 
carers feel that they are 
always welcome in the 
Academy 

3.86 360.00 0.00 0.36 1 3.10 234 0.71         

3.48 195.29 0.00 0.36 3 2.74 128 1.03 Total 2.97 362 0.85 

S238 38.  My parents or 
carers feel involved with my 
learning and my progress 

5.22 364.00 0.00 0.47 1 3.10 237 0.72         

4.75 201.18 0.00 0.47 3 2.63 129 1.00 Total 2.93 366 0.86 

S239 39.  My parents or 
carers are pleased with my 
progress 

1.93 363.00 0.05 0.17 1 3.12 236 0.71         

1.76 202.03 0.08 0.17 3 2.95 129 0.99 Total 3.06 365 0.82 

S240 40.  My parents or 
carers have always been able 
to sort out any problems that 
I have had  

3.90 364.00 0.00 0.37 1 3.17 237 0.75         

3.51 196.48 0.00 0.37 3 2.80 129 1.08 Total 3.04 366 0.90 

S241 41.  I am encouraged to 
lead activities in the 
classroom  

1.97 367.00 0.05 0.19 1 2.56 240 0.77         

1.79 200.72 0.07 0.19 3 2.37 129 1.07 Total 2.50 369 0.89 

S242 42.  I have had 
opportunities to lead other 
activities at the Academy                                        

0.42 367.00 0.68 0.05 1 2.43 240 0.92         

0.39 217.03 0.70 0.05 3 2.39 129 1.15 Total 2.42 369 1.01 

             

GENDER DIFFERENCE IN ITEM MEAN 

Individual independent t-tests were carried out on each item to examine whether there were 

statistically significant mean differences between genders. 



                                                                                    

 

65 

 

The statistical results indicate that male and female student respondents on average provided 

ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ нл ƻǳǘ ƻŦ пн ƛǘŜƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨŦŜŜƭ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΩ ƛƴ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ό{2нмύΣ ΨƭƛƪŜ 

ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ ό{2нпύΣ ΨŘƻƴΩǘ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ό{2нфύΣ ΨŦŜŜƭΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

Academy ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ό{номύΣ ŀƭǎƻ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ΨǘŜŀŎƘ ǿŜƭƭΩ ό{нмсύ ŀƴŘ ΨǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ŜƴƧƻȅ 

ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎ ό{нмфύ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ΨŜȄǇŜŎǘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ƻƴ Ƴȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ōŜǎǘΩ ό{ннрύΣ ƛƴ 

addition to the statementǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ŎŀǊŜǊǎ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ψŀƭǿŀȅǎ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ 

the AcademyΩ ό{{нотύΣ ΨƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ό{ноуύΣ ŀƴŘ ΨǇƭŜŀǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴȅ 

ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΩ ό{нплύ όǎŜŜ ǎƘŀŘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀōƭŜ 24 below). 

Interestingly, across the Academies female student respondents reported higher means than male 

ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ нн ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǘ ʰ Ґ лΦлр ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜΦ CƻǊ 

example, female students generally agree more 9 than male counterparts that they ΨŦŜŜƭ ǎŀŦŜ ƛƴ the 

AcademyΩ ό{ннύΣ ΨŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜ ƻƴ Ƴȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ό{нрύΣ ΨǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ό{нтύΣ ΨŎŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴȅ 

ǿƻǊƪΩ ό{нмлύ ŀƴŘ ΨǿƻǊƪ ƘŀǊŘΩ ό{{нммύΣ ΨƎŜǘ ƻƴ ǿŜƭƭ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴȅ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ό{ннмύΣ ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǳǇ Ψŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǊŀǘŜ 

ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΩ ό{ннтύ ŀƴŘ ΨŦŜŜƭ ǇǊƻǳŘΩ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘey have achieved (S232). And female students 

also on average disagree less10 ǘƘŀƴ ƳŀƭŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ΨŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ό{нуύΣ ΨŘƻ ƳƻǊŜΩ 

ǘƘŀƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ό{нмнύΣ ΨŜƴƧƻȅƛƴƎ Ƴȅ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩ ό{нмрύΣ ΨƎŜǘ ŜȄǘǊŀ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΩ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ 

their learnƛƴƎ ό{нннύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ΨŀǊŜ ŀǎ ƎƻƻŘ ŀǎΩ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ό{ннфύ. 

Table 32t-test for Equality of Means for each item by gender όǇǳǊǇƭŜ ǎƘŀŘŜŘ Ґ ƴƻƴ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ŀǘ ʰ Ґ лΦлрύ 

Item  t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Diff. 

Gender  N Mean SD 

S21 1.     I feel included in the activities that are 
available to me in the Academy 

-0.94 374.00 0.35 -0.07 1 Male 198 2.74 0.82 

  -0.95 369.67 0.34 -0.07 2 Female 178 2.81 0.66 

S22 2.     I feel safe in the Academy -2.62 374.00 0.01 -0.21 1 Male 198 2.95 0.87 

  -2.66 367.22 0.01 -0.21 2 Female 178 3.17 0.68 

S23 3.     I feel valued and cared for as an individual 
in the Academy 

-0.37 371.00 0.71 -0.03 1 Male 197 2.74 0.82 

  -0.37 367.90 0.71 -0.03 2 Female 176 2.77 0.80 

S24 4.     I like 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.     I 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.     I 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.     I like working with other students to help 
my learning 

-2.11 371.00 0.04 -0.18 1 Male 196 2.94 0.83 

  -2.12 368.25 0.04 -0.18 2 Female 177 3.12 0.81 

S28 9.     I 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 2.91 0.82 

S29 8.     I don't distract 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.  I take a lot of care with my work -4.92 374.00 0.00 -0.33 1 Male 198 2.92 0.71 

  -4.98 366.93 0.00 -0.33 2 Female 178 3.25 0.56 

                                                                 
9
 Referring to female students reporting a mean of greater than 3.00 to the exampled statements 

10
 Referring to female students reporting a mean of equal to or less than 3.00 to the exampled statements 
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S211 11. I 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.  I do more than I 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.  I don't mind making mistakes because I 
learn from them  

-2.04 373.00 0.04 -0.17 1 Male 198 2.80 0.84 

  -2.04 370.81 0.04 -0.17 2 Female 177 2.98 0.81 

S214 14.  I come up with new ideas to help my 
learning 

-0.28 373.00 0.78 -0.02 1 Male 198 2.76 0.79 

  -0.28 367.89 0.78 -0.02 2 Female 177 2.79 0.80 

S215 15.  I 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 I learn 
successfully 

-0.96 370.00 0.34 -0.08 1 Male 195 2.79 0.86 

  -0.96 369.68 0.34 -0.08 2 Female 177 2.88 0.76 

S217 17.  I have regular opportunities to express my 
opinion to my teachers about my learning  

-1.78 368.00 0.08 -0.16 1 Male 194 2.48 0.89 

  -1.79 367.94 0.07 -0.16 2 Female 176 2.64 0.80 

S218 18.  I often have conversations with my 
teachers which help me to make better progress 

-1.18 369.00 0.24 -0.11 1 Male 195 2.41 0.92 

  -1.18 368.91 0.24 -0.11 2 Female 176 2.51 0.81 

S219 19.  My teachers seem to enjoy teaching my 
classes 

-1.81 371.00 0.07 -0.15 1 Male 195 2.55 0.83 

  -1.81 368.82 0.07 -0.15 2 Female 178 2.70 0.81 

S220 20.  My teachers often share things that they 
have learned themselves 

-0.80 370.00 0.42 -0.07 1 Male 196 2.78 0.83 

  -0.81 369.95 0.42 -0.07 2 Female 176 2.85 0.75 

S221 21.  I get on well with 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.  I get extra support to help my learning 
when I need it 

-3.22 371.00 0.00 -0.30 1 Male 196 2.41 0.93 

  -3.23 370.97 0.00 -0.30 2 Female 177 2.71 0.85 

S223 23.  I know that the senior teachers want us to 
learn successfully 

-1.46 371.00 0.15 -0.11 1 Male 195 2.95 0.83 

  -1.47 362.69 0.14 -0.11 2 Female 178 3.07 0.65 

S224 24.  Everyone works very hard to make the 
Academy a great place to learn and to do well 

-2.90 371.00 0.00 -0.25 1 Male 195 2.69 0.87 

  -2.92 370.23 0.00 -0.25 2 Female 178 2.93 0.76 

S225 25.  My teachers constantly expect me to 
improve on my personal best 

-1.92 371.00 0.06 -0.15 1 Male 195 3.08 0.78 

  -1.93 370.92 0.05 -0.15 2 Female 178 3.23 0.70 

S226 26.  Right now I am achieving the best I 
possibly can 

-3.85 366.00 0.00 -0.33 1 Male 193 2.77 0.84 

  -3.85 364.61 0.00 -0.33 2 Female 175 3.10 0.81 

S227 27.  From what I remember, I kept up a good 
rate of progress between my last year at primary 
school and my first year at the Academy 

-2.41 366.00 0.02 -0.20 1 Male 193 2.96 0.83 

  -2.43 365.11 0.02 -0.20 2 Female 175 3.16 0.72 

S228 28.  I have kept up a good rate of progress 
ever since my first year at the Academy 

-2.34 364.00 0.02 -0.19 1 Male 192 2.88 0.82 

  -2.36 363.28 0.02 -0.19 2 Female 174 3.07 0.71 

S229 29.  I think that my results at the moment are 
as good as I can do 

-2.69 364.00 0.01 -0.24 1 Male 192 2.63 0.84 

  -2.69 359.92 0.01 -0.24 2 Female 174 2.87 0.85 

S230 30.  I feel that my successes at the Academy 
are recognised 

-1.60 365.00 0.11 -0.14 1 Male 192 2.49 0.89 

  -1.62 362.96 0.11 -0.14 2 Female 175 2.63 0.75 

S231 31.  I feel that my successes with activities 
outside the Academy are recognised 

-1.39 364.00 0.16 -0.14 1 Male 192 2.36 0.99 

  -1.40 363.37 0.16 -0.14 2 Female 174 2.50 0.86 
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S232 32.  I feel proud about what I have achieved 
so far 

-3.40 365.00 0.00 -0.28 1 Male 193 2.83 0.85 

  -3.43 363.65 0.00 -0.28 2 Female 174 3.11 0.72 

S233 33.  We are taught about the responsibilities 
of students as well as their rights 

-2.12 362.00 0.03 -0.18 1 Male 191 2.81 0.84 

  -2.14 361.60 0.03 -0.18 2 Female 173 2.98 0.74 

S234 34.  We care about helping each other in the 
Academy community 

-4.27 364.00 0.00 -0.35 1 Male 191 2.62 0.89 

  -4.32 349.81 0.00 -0.35 2 Female 175 2.97 0.66 

S235 35.  We are encouraged to care about the 
needs of other people in the local community and 
around the world 

-3.30 364.00 0.00 -0.27 1 Male 191 2.77 0.79 

  -3.31 363.90 0.00 -0.27 2 Female 175 3.04 0.74 

S236 36.  I 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 
always welcome in the Academy 

-1.58 359.00 0.12 -0.14 1 Male 188 2.90 0.88 

  -1.58 358.98 0.11 -0.14 2 Female 173 3.05 0.82 

S238 38.  My parents or carers feel involved with 
my learning and my progress 

-1.15 363.00 0.25 -0.10 1 Male 191 2.88 0.89 

  -1.16 362.98 0.25 -0.10 2 Female 174 2.99 0.82 

S239 39.  My parents or carers are pleased with my 
progress 

-1.84 362.00 0.07 -0.16 1 Male 189 2.98 0.86 

  -1.85 361.83 0.07 -0.16 2 Female 175 3.14 0.78 

S240 40.  My parents or carers have always been 
able to sort out any problems that I have had  

-1.44 363.00 0.15 -0.13 1 Male 190 2.97 0.92 

  -1.44 362.73 0.15 -0.13 2 Female 175 3.11 0.87 

S241 41.  I am encouraged to lead activities in the 
classroom  

-1.53 366.00 0.13 -0.14 1 Male 191 2.43 0.87 

  -1.52 361.66 0.13 -0.14 2 Female 177 2.57 0.90 

S242 42.  I have had opportunities to lead other 
activities at the Academy                                        

-0.77 366.00 0.44 -0.08 1 Male 191 2.38 1.07 

  -0.77 365.08 0.44 -0.08 2 Female 177 2.46 0.94 

 

UNDERLYING THEMES IN THE DATA  

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to investigate whether there are any potential 

themes underlying the items. The following rotated component matrix deleted six items (S21, S22, 

S26, S27, S28, S211, S214) and produced the following six themes or factors. These factors could 

form the basis for a more powerful scale for future surveys and reduction of data in a future 

Perimeta model. They require further interpretation, however they represent key themes through 

which the students understood or construed their experience at their Academy.  

Table 33 Underlying themes: rotated component matrix from exploratory factor analysis with alpha reliability co-efficient for each resulting scale 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 ʰ  
S222 22.  I get extra support to help my learning when I need it .645 .203 .023 .125 .119 .110  

S217 17.  I have regular opportunities to express my opinion to my 
teachers about my learning  

.639 .196 .173 .105 .036 .277  

S216 16.  My teachers teach well so that I learn successfully .634 .239 .285 .253 .017 -.062  
S23 3.     I feel valued and cared for as an individual in the Academy .573 -.066 .352 .229 .202 .105  

S218 18.  I often have conversations with my teachers which help me 
to make better progress 

.565 .184 .023 .161 .072 .379  

S233 33.  We are taught about the responsibilities of students as well 
as their rights 

.510 .112 .087 .375 .289 .141  
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S230 30.  I feel that my successes at the Academy are recognised .474 -.040 .349 .021 .263 .391  
S219 19.  My teachers seem to enjoy teaching my classes .427 .140 .232 .412 .130 .094  

S220 20.  My teachers often share things that they have learned 
themselves 

.411 .237 .020 .216 .268 -.017 0.84 

S24 4.     I like learning new things .112 .661 .078 -.063 .146 -.041  
S215 15.  I enjoy my learning .294 .646 .155 .104 .285 .030  

S25 5.     I usually concentrate on my learning  .085 .607 .329 .293 .097 .058  
S236 36.  I regularly offer to help others .104 .530 .130 .132 .273 .244  
S29 8.     I don't distract other students .167 .527 .359 .085 .145 .079  

S210 10.  I take a lot of care with my work -.004 .517 .428 .267 -.036 .139  
S213 13.  I don't mind making mistakes because I learn from them  .222 .514 .026 .308 .129 -.007  

S212 12.  I do more than I am asked to do in class .165 .501 .235 .134 -.077 .433 0.82 
S226 26.  Right now I am achieving the best I possibly can .058 .222 .703 .229 .124 .166  

S228 28.  I have kept up a good rate of progress ever since my first 
year at the Academy 

.236 .289 .655 .046 .221 .032  

S227 27.  From what I remember, I kept up a good rate of progress 
between my last year at primary school and my first year at the 

Academy 

.313 .184 .654 .019 .231 -.138  

S229 29.  I think that my results at the moment are as good as I can do .110 .106 .585 .149 .100 .288  
S232 32.  I feel proud about what I have achieved so far .112 .220 .539 .317 .248 .219 0.81 

S224 24.  Everyone works very hard to make the Academy a great 
place to learn and to do well 

.238 .048 .064 .685 .104 .220  

S234 34.  We care about helping each other in the Academy 
community 

.278 .106 .117 .609 .262 .254  

S235 35.  We are encouraged to care about the needs of other people 
in the local community and around the world 

.226 .154 .146 .605 .320 .110  

S221 21.  I get on well with my teachers .335 .348 .329 .458 -.109 -.005  
S223 23.  I know that the senior teachers want us to learn successfully .356 .239 .180 .408 .284 -.061  

S225 25.  My teachers constantly expect me to improve on my 
personal best 

.028 .292 .246 .381 .060 -.008 0.76 

S240 40.  My parents or carers have always been able to sort out any 
problems that I have had  

.070 .218 .151 .190 .706 .044  

S238 38.  My parents or carers feel involved with my learning and my 
progress 

.281 .133 .128 .164 .680 .161  

S237 37.  My parents or carers feel that they are always welcome in 
the Academy 

.144 .135 .292 .309 .569 .169  

S239 39.  My parents or carers are pleased with my progress .133 .272 .424 .026 .541 .033 0.78 
S241 41.  I am encouraged to lead activities in the classroom  .013 .205 .157 .108 .126 .764  

S242 42.  I have had opportunities to lead other activities at the 
Academy                                        

.246 -.085 .032 .141 .044 .668  

S231 31.  I feel that my successes with activities outside the Academy 
are recognised 

.401 .043 .101 .074 .342 .445 0.64 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a. Rotation converged in 10 
iterations. 

 

These factors suggest the presence of underlying themes in the data. These could be computed into 

new variables which would provide a more economical and interpretable measure, with more 

statistical power.  Table 26 summarises these themes. 

 

 

 



                                                                                    

 

69 

 

Table 34 Themes from the factor analysis 

SUMMARY AND FINDINGS FROM STRAND TWO 

For Strand Two the questionnaire was designed to assess students' perceptions about their 

learning, teaching, progress and achievement in an Oasis Academy.  

The findings showed there to be no mean differences in agreement or disagreement for 10 of the 

42 items assessing student perceptions on their learning, teaching, progress and achievement in an 

Oasis Academy. However, Academy 1 student respondents reported averagely higher mean 

responses than their counterparts of Academy 3 to the remaining 32 items which suggests that, to 

some degree, students in Academy 1 tend to agree more than Academy 3 students. 

With regards to gender differences, the statistical results indicated that male and female student 

respondents on average provided similar responses to 20 out of 42 items, although, across the 

Academies female student respondents reported significantly higher means than male student 

respondents on the remaining 22 items.  Thus, 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, teaching, progress and achievement. 

There were six underlying themes in the data which could be used for a more economical 

evaluation and presentation of data. They also suggest that how students perceive their schooling is 

consistent with the values of the Oasis Community Learning Charter. 

 

 

 

Theme one 
I have good relationships for learning in my classroom and community 

Theme two 
I enjoy learning and I take responsibility for it  

Theme three 
I am doing as  well as I can 

Theme four 
Everybody in my Academy cares about my learning 

Theme five 
My family is involved in my learning 

Theme six  
I have opportunities to exercise leadership inside and outside the Academy 
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STRAND THREE - STORIES OF TRANSFORMATION 

Strand Three was a narrative interview with a small sample of students which aimed to explore 

whether students were deeply engaged in their learning and whether they were able to recount 

stories of significant personal change.   

THE SAMPLE 

The sample consisted of 22 students in Year 9 from two of the Academies. Thirteen were from 

Academy 1 and nine were from Academy 3.   Academy 2 data was not available for this analysis.  

Table 35 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 

NARRATIVE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

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 

¶ Why did you learn successfully? 

¶ What did it feel like 

¶ What happened as a result? 

 

2. Tell me about your worst experience of learning in the last two or three weeks? 

¶ Why was it a bad experience of learning? 

¶ What did it feel like? 

¶ What happened as a result? 

 

3. How different are you now as a learner compared with a year ago? 

¶ How would you describe the differences? 

¶ What has happened to make these differences? 

¶ How do you feel now about the future as a learner? 

¶ What changes would help you to learn better? 
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4. How would you describe yourself as a learner 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 about your time at the Academy so far? 

 

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

 

7. How do you feel about your future, after your time at the Academy? 

ANALYSIS  

The interviews were recorded and transcribed. The analysis was thematic, based on the criteria for 

deep engagement in learning developed in the Learning Futures Projects 2010/11. The key question 

was ΨLǎ ŘŜŜǇ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜΚΩ  Judgements were based on the identification of 

the following themes: 

¶ Authenticity ςself-authorship and a genuine and meaningful learning process  

¶ Identity ς a rich language of learning described in terms of learning as a journey or active 

process 

¶ Agency ς taking responsibility for own learning and purposeful application 

¶ Stories of significant learning 

 

Each student was rated on a scale of 1 to 4 as follows:  

4 = very high evidence of deep transformative learning taking place 

3 = high evidence of deep transformative learning taking place 

2 = low evidence of deep transformative learning taking place 

1 = very low evidence of deep transformative learning taking place 

FINDINGS  

 

The following tables show the scores for each student in Academy 1.  There was no significant 

difference between genders.    

Table 36 Rating score for students in Academy 1 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Evidence of deep 

transformative 

learning taking 

place 

very low 1 7.7 7.7 7.7 

low 5 38.5 38.5 46.2 

high 6 46.2 46.2 92.3 

very high 1 7.7 7.7 100.0 
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 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Evidence of deep 

transformative 

learning taking 

place 

very low 1 7.7 7.7 7.7 

low 5 38.5 38.5 46.2 

high 6 46.2 46.2 92.3 

very high 1 7.7 7.7 100.0 

Total 13 100.0 100.0  

Table 37Histogram of rating score for students in Academy 1

 

SUMMARY  

From this sample we there was only one student who demonstrated very little evidence of 

transformative learning in his or her narrative. Overall there was greater evidence of the presence 

of transformative learning in the sample with one student ranking very high. 

 

STRAND FOUR - POST-16 TRANSITION AND PROGRESS TO ADULTHOOD  

This questionnaire was designed to explore the experiences of leavers from two Academies in 

terms of the Oasis Charter, and their expectations of their transition to the next stage of education.  
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SAMPLE 

The questionnaire contained 30 items and was administrated in two Academies and in total 

received responses from 138 student participants in Year 11. 

FINDINGS 

The following Table 38 shows the frequency of responses to each question as a number and as a 

percentage. The final column shows the missing values. 

Table 38 Strand Four frequency of value response per question for Y11 leavers 

 
1 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Agree 

4 

Strongly 

Agree 

missing 

Item N %  N %  N %  N %  N %  

S41: I was valued and included during my 
time at the Academy 

0 0.0 7 5.1 99 71.7 32 23.2 0 0.0 

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

2 1.4 9 6.5 101 73.2 26 18.8 0 0.0 

S43: I felt safe at the Academy 1 0.7 7 5.1 88 63.8 42 30.4 0 0.0 

S44: I enjoyed my time at the Academy 1 0.7 10 7.2 88 63.8 38 27.5 1 0.7 

S45: I did as well as I had hoped in my 
GCSEs 

1 0.7 25 18.1 84 60.9 22 15.9 6 4.3 

S46: My teachers accurately predicted my 
GCSE results 

3 2.2 27 19.6 80 58.0 22 15.9 6 4.3 

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

3 2.2 14 10.1 72 52.2 46 33.3 3 2.2 

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

1 0.7 14 10.1 90 65.2 29 21.0 4 2.9 

S49: My successes were recognised during 
my time at the Academy 

3 2.2 8 5.8 97 70.3 26 18.8 4 2.9 

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

2 1.4 15 10.9 85 61.6 32 23.2 4 2.9 

S411: I developed a sense of responsibility 
towards other people during my time at 
the Academy 

1 0.7 13 9.4 90 65.2 29 21.0 5 3.6 

S412: The Academy helped to make me 
more understanding about different 
cultures and types of people 

4 2.9 13 9.4 94 68.1 24 17.4 3 2.2 

S413: I supported activities that would 
improve things for other people 

2 1.4 20 14.5 96 69.6 17 12.3 3 2.2 

S414: I was offered opportunities for 
leadership during my time at the Academy 

5 3.6 23 16.7 84 60.9 23 16.7 3 2.2 

S415: I led activities during my time at the 
Academy 

4 2.9 39 28.3 71 51.4 21 15.2 3 2.2 

S416: My teachers taught me well at the 
Academy 

2 1.4 10 7.2 77 55.8 45 32.6 4 2.9 

S417: My teachers were always trying to 
improve their teaching 

1 0.7 18 13.0 84 60.9 32 23.2 3 2.2 

S418: I 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 I could reach my full 
potential 

S419: My parents/carers felt involved with 
my education at the Academy 

7 5.1 23 16.7 80 58.0 22 15.9 6 4.3 

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

5 3.6 14 10.1 81 58.7 34 24.6 4 2.9 

S421: Senior staff at the Academy wanted 
us to learn well and achieve our best 

0 0.0 7 5.1 92 66.7 33 23.9 6 4.3 

S422: Everyone at the Academy worked 
very hard to make it a great place to learn 
and to do well 

1 0.7 15 10.9 87 63.0 26 18.8 9 6.5 

S423: The Academy was well run 1 0.7 13 9.4 84 60.9 30 21.7 10 7.2 

S424: There were great facilities for 
learning 

0 0.0 9 6.5 83 60.1 36 26.1 10 7.2 

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

0 0.0 17 12.3 84 60.9 25 18.1 12 8.7 

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

2 1.4 14 10.1 88 63.8 24 17.4 10 7.2 

S427: The Academy made good use of new 
technologies for learning 

1 0.7 9 6.5 87 63.0 32 23.2 9 6.5 

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

2 1.4 15 10.9 84 60.9 28 20.3 9 6.5 

S429: I feel proud about what I achieved at 
the Academy 

2 1.4 16 11.6 84 60.9 25 18.1 11 8.0 

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

6 4.3 12 8.7 75 54.3 35 25.4 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 strongly agree to 24 out of 

30 items (see Table 38). Particularly, 30.4%, 33.6% and 34.1% of the students expressed their strong 

agreement on feeling safe when they were in the Academy (S43), their Academy teachers teaching 

them well (S416) and looking forward to their future life (S47) respectively. The 6 items that 

received the responses of disagree or strongly disagree from 16.3% up to 31.9% of student 

respondents (see Table 38) with a mean just below 3.00 (see Table 40) were about lending their 

support to actƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩ ό{пмоύΣ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǎŜƭŦ-expectation 

in GCSE (S45), being offered opportunities for leadership (S414), teachers having precisely predicted 

ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƛƴ D/{9 ό{псύΣ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎκŎŀǊŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƳȅ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ 

the AcademyΩ ό{пмфύ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƭŜŘ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Academy (S415). 

Table 39 ranks the questions in order of the strength of agreement, combining strongly agree and 

agree into one score and strongly disagree and disagree into one score. 

Table 39 Rank order of agreement to each question 

Item number and description 1+2 
Disagree / 
Strongly 
Disagree 

1  
Strongly 
Disagree 

2  
Disagree 

3 
 Agree 

4  
Strongly 
Agree 

3+4  
Agree/ 

Strongly 
Agree 

Item N % N % N % N % N % N % 

S41: I was valued and included 
during my time at the Academy 

7 5.1 0 0.0 7 5.1 99 71.7 32 23.2 131 94.9 



                                                                                    

 

75 

 

S421: Senior staff at the Academy 
wanted us to learn well and achieve 
our best 

7 5.3 0 0.0 7 5.3 92 69.7 33 25.0 125 94.7 

S43: I felt safe at the Academy 8 5.8 1 0.7 7 5.1 88 63.8 42 30.4 130 94.2 

S424: There were great facilities for 
learning 

9 7.0 0 0.0 9 7.0 83 64.8 36 28.1 119 93.0 

S427: The Academy made good use 
of new technologies for learning 

10 7.8 1 0.8 9 7.0 87 67.4 32 24.8 119 92.2 

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

11 8.0 2 1.4 9 6.5 101 73.2 26 18.8 127 92.0 

S44: I enjoyed my time at the 
Academy 

11 8.0 1 0.7 10 7.3 88 64.2 38 27.7 126 92.0 

S49: My successes were recognised 
during my time at the Academy 

11 8.2 3 2.2 8 6.0 97 72.4 26 19.4 123 91.8 

S416: My teachers taught me well at 
the Academy 

12 9.0 2 1.5 10 7.5 77 57.5 45 33.6 122 91.0 

S411: I developed a sense of 
responsibility towards other people 
during my time at the Academy 

14 10.5 1 0.8 13 9.8 90 67.7 29 21.8 119 89.5 

S423: The Academy was well run 14 10.9 1 0.8 13 10.2 84 65.6 30 23.4 114 89.1 

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

15 11.2 1 0.7 14 10.4 90 67.2 29 21.6 119 88.8 

S422: Everyone at the Academy 
worked very hard to make it a great 
place to learn and to do well 

16 12.4 1 0.8 15 11.6 87 67.4 26 20.2 113 87.6 

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

16 12.5 2 1.6 14 10.9 88 68.8 24 18.8 112 87.5 

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

17 12.6 3 2.2 14 10.4 72 53.3 46 34.1 118 87.4 

S412: The Academy helped to make 
me more understanding about 
different cultures and types of 
people 

17 12.6 4 3.0 13 9.6 94 69.6 24 17.8 118 87.4 

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

17 12.7 2 1.5 15 11.2 85 63.4 32 23.9 117 87.3 

S418: I was regularly challenged to 
do better so that I could reach my 
full potential 

17 12.7 1 0.7 16 11.9 89 66.4 28 20.9 117 87.3 

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

17 13.2 2 1.6 15 11.6 84 65.1 28 21.7 112 86.8 

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

17 13.5 0 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 14.1 1 0.7 18 13.3 84 62.2 32 23.7 110 85.9 

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

18 14.1 6 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 to 
at the Academy if they had any 
concerns about my education 

19 14.2 5 3.7 14 10.4 81 60.4 34 25.4 109 85.8 

S429: I feel proud about what I 
achieved at the Academy 

18 14.2 2 1.6 16 12.6 84 66.1 25 19.7 115 85.8 

S413: I supported activities that 
would improve things for other 

22 16.3 2 1.5 20 14.8 96 71.1 17 12.6 113 83.7 
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people 

S45: I did as well as I had hoped in 
my GCSEs 

26 19.7 1 0.8 25 18.9 84 63.6 22 16.7 106 80.3 

S414: I was offered opportunities 
for leadership during my time at the 
Academy 

28 20.7 5 3.7 23 17.0 84 62.2 23 17.0 107 79.3 

S46: My teachers accurately 
predicted my GCSE results 

30 22.7 3 2.3 27 20.5 80 60.6 22 16.7 102 77.3 

S419: My parents/carers felt 
involved with my education at the 
Academy 

30 22.7 7 5.3 23 17.4 80 60.6 22 16.7 102 77.3 

S415: I led activities during my time 
at the Academy 

43 31.9 4 3.0 39 28.9 71 52.6 21 15.6 92 68.1 

 

The following Table 40 shows the mean score and standard deviation for each question, ranked 

from the lowest score.  

Table 40  Mean score per item, ranked from lowest to highest 

 

Item N Min Max Mean SD 

S415: I led activities during my time at the Academy 135 1 4 2.81 0.73 

S419: My parents/carers felt involved with my education at the Academy 132 1 4 2.89 0.74 

S46: My teachers accurately predicted my GCSE results 132 1 4 2.92 0.68 

S414: I was offered opportunities for leadership during my time at the Academy 135 1 4 2.93 0.70 

S413: I supported activities that would improve things for other people 135 1 4 2.95 0.58 

S45: I did as well as I had hoped in my GCSEs 132 1 4 2.96 0.62 

S412: The Academy helped to make me more understanding about different 
cultures and types of people 

135 1 4 3.02 0.63 

S429: I feel proud about what I achieved at the Academy 127 1 4 3.04 0.62 

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

128 1 4 3.05 0.60 

S425: There was a broad curriculum that helped me to develop as a whole person 126 2 4 3.06 0.58 

S422: Everyone at the Academy worked very hard to make it a great place to learn 
and to do well 

129 1 4 3.07 0.59 

S428: I never felt that anyone was putting limits on what I 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 
Academy if they had any concerns about my education 

134 1 4 3.07 0.71 

S418: I was regularly challenged to do better so that I could reach my full 
potential 

134 1 4 3.07 0.60 

S430: I 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 recognised during my time at the Academy 134 1 4 3.09 0.58 

S42: I felt part of a community that was focused on learning 138 1 4 3.09 0.55 

S48: I have been well prepared for the next stage of my life 134 1 4 3.10 0.59 

S410: I was helped and supported whenever I struggled with my learning 134 1 4 3.10 0.64 

S411: I developed a sense of responsibility towards other people during my time 
at the Academy 

133 1 4 3.11 0.58 

S423: The Academy was well run 128 1 4 3.12 0.60 

S427: The Academy made good use of new technologies for learning 129 1 4 3.16 0.57 

S41: I was valued and included during my time at the Academy 138 2 4 3.18 0.50 

S44: I enjoyed my time at the Academy 137 1 4 3.19 0.59 

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

135 1 4 3.19 0.71 

S421: Senior staff at the Academy wanted 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 the Academy 134 1 4 3.23 0.65 

S43: I felt safe at the Academy 138 1 4 3.24 0.57 
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COMPARISONS BETWEEN ACADEMIES 

Individual independent t-tests were carried out on each item to examine whether there were 

statistically significant mean differences in individual items between the Academies. In general, 

there were no statistical mean differences at h  Ґ лΦлр ƭŜǾŜƭ between the two Academies in 24 out of 

30 items indicating the student respondents from the Academies had similar views on these 

statements. However, Academy 1 had ƭƻǿŜǊ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀǘ ʰ Ґ лΦлр ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘe 

remaining six items than Academy 3 (see purple shaded in the Table 41 below). On average, 

Academy 3 student respondents tended to report a greater degree of agreement on enjoying the 

time at the Academy (S44), doing well along with GCSE self-expectation (S45), not ever feeling 

ΨŀƴȅƻƴŜ ǿŀǎ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ L ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜΩ ό{пнуύΣ staff wanting them to achieve their best 

(S421), their Academy being well managed (S423), and considering their Academy being best place 

for their education (S430). 

Table 41 Comparison between Academies on each question 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

όǇǳǊǇƭŜ ǎƘŀŘŜŘ Ґ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ŀǘ ʰ 

= 0.05) 

        

 t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Mean 
Diff. 

Academy N Mean SD Total N Mean SD 

S41 S41: I was valued and 
included during my time at 
the Academy 

-0.50 136.00 0.62 -0.04 1 52 3.15 0.50  138 3.18 0.50 

-0.50 108.40 0.62 -0.04 3 86 3.20 0.50 Total       

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

-0.92 136.00 0.36 -0.09 1 52 3.04 0.48  138 3.09 0.55 

-0.97 123.91 0.34 -0.09 3 86 3.13 0.59 Total       

S43 S43: I felt safe at the 
Academy 

-1.67 136.00 0.10 -0.17 1 52 3.13 0.53  138 3.24 0.57 

-1.73 118.26 0.09 -0.17 3 86 3.30 0.60 Total       
S44 S44: I enjoyed my time 
at the Academy 

-2.34 135.00 0.02 -0.24 1 51 3.04 0.56  137 3.19 0.59 

-2.37 108.50 0.02 -0.24 3 86 3.28 0.59 Total       
S45 S45: I did as well as I 
had hoped in my GCSEs 

-2.16 130.00 0.03 -0.24 1 46 2.80 0.69  132 2.96 0.62 

-2.04 78.82 0.04 -0.24 3 86 3.05 0.57 Total       
S46 S46: My teachers 
accurately predicted my 
GCSE results 

-1.37 130.00 0.17 -0.17 1 47 2.81 0.68  132 2.92 0.68 

-1.36 94.08 0.18 -0.17 3 85 2.98 0.67 Total       

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

-1.21 133.00 0.23 -0.15 1 51 3.10 0.64  135 3.19 0.71 

-1.26 117.68 0.21 -0.15 3 84 3.25 0.74 Total       

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

-0.87 132.00 0.39 -0.09 1 50 3.04 0.57  134 3.10 0.59 

-0.88 106.93 0.38 -0.09 3 84 3.13 0.60 Total       

S49 S49: My successes were 
recognised during my time 
at the Academy 

-1.09 132.00 0.28 -0.11 1 51 3.02 0.62  134 3.09 0.58 

-1.07 97.95 0.29 -0.11 3 83 3.13 0.56 Total       

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

-1.37 132.00 0.17 -0.15 1 50 3.00 0.67  134 3.10 0.64 

-1.34 95.67 0.18 -0.15 3 84 3.15 0.61 Total       

S411 S411: I developed a 
sense of responsibility 
towards other people 
during my time at the 

0.19 131.00 0.85 0.02 1 51 3.12 0.55  133 3.11 0.58 

0.20 112.79 0.84 0.02 3 82 3.10 0.60 Total       














































































































































































































































































