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Abstract

School improvement literature and research into inclusive education has
advocated a more connected approach to developing an understanding of
school effectiveness and inclusion (Florien & Rouse, 2001); yet, knowledge
gaps exist in the understanding of how school structure, flexibility, collaborative
practice and school values combine to create more inclusive schools. Recent
inclusive education research emphasises the need to re-evaluate conceptual
models of inclusion and how individual contexts combine process, structure and
expertise, to personalise inclusive practice (Kinchella & Senior, 2008). Booth et
al.6 s ( 2n@ed fr)Inclusion proposed three dimensions that contribute to the
development of inclusion, inclusive culture, inclusive policy and inclusive
practice. Dyson et al. (2002) suggested that attempts to develop inclusive
schools should pay attention to the devel
particularly, to the building of some degree of consensus around inclusive
values and development of general principles of school organisation and
classroom practice. Concurrently, research by Pang (2004) on school structures
suggested four binding forces that hold organisations together, cultural linkage,
bureaucratic linkage, loose coupling and tight coupling. This thesis examines
the interrelationship between inclusive education, school structure and flexibility,
collaboration and school values. A two phase multiple case study approach is
used; the first using 6 schools as exploratory case studies, then, 3 as
descriptive case studies to help explore the profile of an inclusive school and
the interrelationships between the four elements above. The exploratory case
studies found a common emerging profile of inclusive schools. The subsequent
phase two case studies present a description of the interrelationship between
collaborative practices; inclusive schooling and school organisation manifest
themselves in similar types of schools. Therefore, this thesis contributes to
inclusive education knowledge by proposing how the emerging profiles of
inclusive schools contributes to a conceptual model of inclusion that have both

theoretical and applied school improvement implications.
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION
1.1 Rationale for this area of study

This thesis examines the interrelationship between inclusive education, school
structure and flexibility, collaboration and school values. Inclusive education is
at the centre of government policies in special needs education in England
(DfEE, 1997, DFE 2010) and as such is a well researched area of study. In
addition, according to Dyson, Howes and Roberts (2002) inclusive education is
international in its scope and is particularly well researched in the USA,
Australia and New Zealand. In their research Ainscow, Booth and Dyson (2004)
indicate that whilst recent research suggests that there is considerable support
in England for moves towards a more inclusive education system amongst
professionals, parents and students, it is also felt by many that some current

policies act as barriers to such developments (Ainscow et al., 1998).

dnclusive education is an unabashed announcement, a

public and political declaration and celebration of
difference. It requires continual proactive responsiveness

to foster an inclusive educational culture.6 ( CorStkee,t t &
2000, p.134)

School improvement literature and research into inclusive education has,
according to Florian and Rouse (2001), advocated a more connected approach
to developing an understanding of school effectiveness and inclusion; yet,
knowledge gaps exist in the understanding of how school structure, flexibility,
collaborative practice and school values combine to create more inclusive
education. There are many barriers that have been identified to inclusive
education and collaboration including issues relating to training and support
(Thomas, 1992; Fox, 1996; Jones, 1987; Flemming at al., 1990; Thomas &
Webb, 1997), whole school issues (Ainscow, 1995a; CSIE, 1995) and conflict
outside the school (Evans & Lunt, 2002; Dyson et al., 2004).

In the chapters that follow recent research and literature into the following
areas, inclusive education, educational effectiveness and school improvement,

collaboration and educational values and ethos will be explored and potential
25



synergies and tensions identified, (see appendix A which outlines a mind map

of initial concepts the literature review unearthed).

As identified in recent inclusive education research by Kinsella and Senior
(2008), there is a need to re-evaluate conceptual models of inclusion and how
individual contexts combine process, structure and expertise, to personalise
inclusive practice. It is the view of this research that in order to re-evaluate
models of inclusive education, findings from research into educational
effectiveness has a part to play in advancing knowledge. With this in mind, in
this research two phases of data collection took place with the aim of

addressing the following research questions:

1 To explore the nature of the interrelationship between inclusive
education, school structure and flexibility, collaboration, and school

values.
| Is there an emerging profile of inclusive education in schools?

1 How does any emerging profile correspond to a conceptual framework for

inclusive education?
1.2 Chapter Outlines
1.2.2 Chapter 2 Inclusive education

This chapter of the thesis looks at inclusive education, its key drivers and how
current practice and policies support or set up barriers to schools becoming
inclusive in nature. It specifically focus is on how inclusive education aims to
improve educational opportunities for children with Special Educational Needs
and Disabilities (SEND). The chapter uses Booth et al.6 §2002) Index for

Inclusion which defines inclusion in the following way:

1 Inclusion in education involves the processes of increasing
the participation of students in, and reducing their
exclusion from, the cultures, curricula and communities of

local schools.
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1 Inclusion involves restructuring the cultures, policies and
practices in schools so that they respond to the diversity of
students in their locality.
1 Inclusion is concerned with the learning and participation
of all students vulnerable to exclusionary pressures, not
only those with impairments or those who are categorised
as Ohaving speci adBoahdeua.,a2000,0n a | needs.
p.12)

1.2.3 Chapter 3 School structure and flexibility

A range of studies have sought to identify
schools (Scheerens & Bosker 1997; Teddlie & Reynolds 2000; Sammons
2007). Cremmers (2005) suggested that educational effectiveness research
(EER) attempts to establish and test theories which explain why and how some
schools and teachers are more effective than others. Sammons (2007)
highlighted key features and findings of school effectiveness research (SER). In
the review of literature there emerged a strong link between school
effectiveness and the promotion of greater equity in education. Identifying that
an effective sahdsl eixdranealthbat td its st uc
comparisonwit h ot her school s s ¢é¢€Sammomsg200F,ipm). | ar i nt
She identified a range of features concerning the processes and characteristics

of more effective schools include:

achievement oriented teachers with high expectations; sound
educational leadership; good consensus and cohesion within
the school team, a high quality curriculum; ample opportunity
to learn; a favourable, orderly and safe school climate; a
considerable evaluative potential in the school; a high degree
of parental involvement; a favourable class climate; high
effective learning time through excellent class management;
structured instruction; the encouragement of autonomous
learning; differentiation (adaptive instruction) and frequent
sound feedback to students about their work. (Sammons,
2007, p. 6).
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This chapter explores different models of school effectiveness and how the key
processes and characteristics noted by Sammons (2007) above manifest
themselves in the models of educational effectiveness through structure and

flexibilities in place in education.
1.2.4 Chapter 4 Collaboration in education

A common theme evident in effective inclusive education and school
effectiveness research is collaboration. This chapter explores the notion of
collaborative working relationships between teachers and their colleagues. It
explores distinct differences between terms such as liaison, cooperation,
coordination, collegiality and collaboration as concept based models (Payne,
1993; Leithwood,1994). Research into interdisciplinary, trans-disciplinary and
multi-disciplinary process based models for collaboration is explored (Orelove &
Sobsey, 1991; Lacey 2001). How collaborative cultures link to ideas of school
effectiveness and inclusion (Campbell & Southworth, 1992; Hargreaves, 1992)
are debated. In addition the concerns and conflict that collaboration may create
are presented, considering work on contrived collegiality and a continuum of
conflict (Hargreaves, 1992; Achinstein, 2002).

1.2.5 Chapter 5 School values and ethos

Through the previous chapters a common element becomes apparent, that of
shared vision. This chapter reviews a number of key issues, the philosophy of
education, defining values in education and professional values and practice
that govern teaching and teachers. The notion of vision being a catalyst for
transformation is discussed when considering educational change. In addition
potential conflicts between vision, values and government agenda and policies
are considered. In relation to this Ekins and Grimes (2009, p.2) identify the key

issue impacting on educational effectiveness as @®alancing an inclusive

approach t o education wi t h t he Thesea l

tensions between inclusive education, which is concerned with issues of equity
and patrticipation, and the standards agenda, which seem to be concerned with

competition and choice, are discussed.
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1.2.6 Chapter 6 Methodology

This chapter presents the research design for the work justifying research
approaches. The epistemology, theoretical framework, methodology and
methods are described and justified. A multiple case studies approach has been
adopted with two phases of data collection, phase two emerging from phase
one. Four instruments, the structure and organisation inventory, the inclusion
inventory, the collaboration inventory and the school values inventory are
introduced. The phase two research methods (staff training, group discussions,
and senior leader planning sessions) that evolved from phase one are

discussed.
1.2.7 Chapter 7 Results phase one

This chapter initially explores the first phase of the research which took the form
of exploratory case study where data was collected to form the foundation of
subsequent research. The six schools inventories are explored individually

unpicking the four inventories results before forming a profile of each school.
1.2.8 Chapter 8 Exploring the Profile of an Inclusive School (phase two)

The exploratory stage of research schools are then examined picking up upon
the common themes and patterns evident in phase one. The case studies are
further explored by examining a cross school analysis using qualitative data
matrix method, identifying key themes for comparison to enable analysis of
similarities and differences across the schools.

1.2.9 Chapter 9 Discussion

Comparisons of similarities and differences identified in the previous chapter
are analysed and synthesised in relation of other research. Particular focus is
given to how schools can develop inclusive culture, policies and practice. The
chapter then uses the findings of this research link a conceptual model for
inclusion to school structure and flexibility prior to developing and understanding
of interrelationships between collaboration, School structure and inclusion.
Finally, implications for leadership of inclusive schools are considered.
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1.2.10 Summary, Conclusions and Implications

In this final section, the author acknowledges the implications of this research
within the boundaries of the research and suggests potential further areas for

study and unanswered questions emerging from it.
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CHAPTER 271 INCLUSIVE EDUCATION
2.1 Introduction

Inclusive education is a key policy in a number of countries designed to
improved educational opportunities of children with Special Educational Needs
and Disabilities (SEND). A major driver for inclusive education has been the
idea that by having a special or segregated education, typically away from
peers and mainstream curriculum and educat
are compromised (Lindsay, 2007); this valued laden argument for inclusive
education has resulted in wide spread legislation and policy development.
Inclusive education is seen to facilitate diversity, variety and to celebrate
difference not as a social construct but as a spectrum upon which all pupils are
viewed equitably (Ainscow, 1991, 1994b, 1995b, 1999; Thomas et al, 1998). A
separate, but inextricably linked issue, concerns the effectiveness of
educational practices for children with SEND. Where special education is
effective, Farrell (2010) argues, it should encourage progress in learning
(academic) and in personal and social development. To be effective, therefore,
schools need to look at, their curriculum and related assessment, pedagogy,
school and classroom organisation, resources and therapy (Farrell, 2008); this

requires the school to adapt its environment, policies and practice to fit, where

possi bl e, the pupilds needs. Al l an, (2000,
6l nclusive education i s [ é] an approach
participation and the removal of barriers t

2.2 Legislation impacting on inclusive schooling

The Warnock Report (DES, 1978) suggested that there should be greater
emphasis on the early identification of children with special educational needs
and, where possible, provision for their education in mainstream schools, this
would lead to an increasing proportion of the children who received separate
special education being educated in ordinary schools, with common goals for
all pupils but different routes to get to them. This idea of integrative approach
to education later became the inclusive approach, based on common
educational goals for all children regardless of their abilities or disabilities:

namely independence, enjoyment, and understanding which was formalised in
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the 1981 Education Act (DES, 1981), radically changing the conceptualisation
of special educational needs in England. Various Acts and legislation that have
followed in England demonstrate the progress in attitude and the aim of trying

to include all children in a common education framework.

The rights of disabled children to be educated in the mainstream were spelled
out in an international document in 1989; The United Nations Convention on
the Rights of the Child (UNICEF, 1989, article 28) stated the right for a child to

be educated in a way that will allow him or her to achieve the 'fullest possible

soci al i ntegration and individualAuditevel

Commission report of 1992 (HMI, Audit Commission, 1992) identified serious
deficiencies in the way in which children with special needs are identified and
provided for. These findings prompted the 1993 Education Act (DFE, 1993) to
reinforce the central duty to integrate but also to give better process for
parents to be involved in decision making and appeal. International weight to
the argument was given through the 1993 UN Standard Rules on the
Equalisation of Opportunities for Persons with Disabilities (United Nations
1993) which gave support for inclusive education saying countries should
recognise the principle of equal educational opportunities in integrated settings

for disabled children.

This principle of equal educational opportunities prompted a widespread wish
to move towards inclusion, which was well represented by the declaration
which emerged from the 1994 UNESCO statement:

@egular schools with this inclusive orientation are the most
effective means of €& achieving
they provide an effective education to the majority of children

and improve the efficiency and ultimately the cost-
effectiveness of the entire education system.6 (UNESCO,
1994, para. 2)

The 1996 Disability Discrimination (DFEE, 1996a) and 1996 (DFEE, 1996b)
Education Act further reinforced the notion of inclusive education systems for
all children but it was not until 1997 that the government singled out its

commi t ment to the principle of incl
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al |l Childrendé (DFEE 1997); within t
education was adopted by the Government. This aligned the English education
system for the first time with the international movement towards inclusive
education in which, the capacity of mainstream schools was progressively
extended to provide for children with a wide range of needs. Since then
numerous Department for Education and Skills (DfES) publications have
reinforced the idea that a cornerstone of their strategy would continue to be
promoting inclusion within mainstream schools (DfES, 1998; DfES, 2003; DfES
2004).

A stronger commitment to inclusive schools presented in the Green paper
(DfEE, 1997) and the Programme of Action (DfEE, 1998) made it very clear the
government was firmly committed to both increasing diversity of learners,
teaching and learning in the mainstream setting and increasing standards.
Gibson (2004) suggests there appears to be tension, between increased

competition between schools and inclusive education. Evans and Lunt (2002,

pl)not®Bhe 6apparent conflicts in government

hi

and Ol eaguecduwrbses@dndithe O6inclusive

di fficul't for schools to become mor e

The introduction of the National Curriculum for England in 1999 (DfEE and
QCA, 1999) brought in three principles for inclusion which formed the basis of
a statutory inclusion statement. This statement was intended to give guidance
on how teachers could modify National Curriculum programmes of study to
meet specific needs of all pupils. It was suggested and exemplified in each
subj ect sbé pr ogdocamentationdahat by applythy the principles of
a) setting suitable learning challenges, b) responding to diverse learning needs
and C) overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment of individual
and groups of pupils that the disapplication of pupils from the National

Curriculum should be 6keep to a mini

The Special Educational Needs and Disability Act (DFES, 2001a) provided a
revised statutory framework for inclusion. It strengthened the right of children

with  SEN to attend a mainstream school, unless their parents choose

mu mo .

ot herwise or i f t hifcient educationcfa otlpendhildderd e

and there are no reasonable s t e (DEES, 2001a, p.62) which the school and
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LEA can take to prevent that incompatibility. Alongside that act, the Disability
Discrimination Act (DFEE, 2001) placed new duties on schools not to treat
di sabl ed pupil s | ess favour ably t han ot h

adjust ment sb6 t caremotdisadvantagehat t hey

The SEN Code of Practice (DFES 2001b) gave practical guidance on the
discharge of functions under Part IV of the Education Act 1996 (DFEE, 1996b)
and reflected the new rights and duties introduced by the Special Educational
Needs and Disability Act (DFES, 2001a). The guidance was aimed at schools,
local authorities, governors to develop policies and practice that would enable
pupils with special educational needs to reach their full potential, to be
included fully in their school communities and make a successful transition to
adulthood. This revised Code of Practice placed greater emphasis on
outcomes for pupils rather than on procedures and systems, highlighting five

principles that underpinned the framework for inclusion:
1 that children with SEN should have their needs met
1 that their needs will normally be met in mainstream schools
1 that the views of children should be sought and taken into account

T that parents have a vital role to pla

education

1 that children with SEN should be offered full access to a broad,
balanced and relevant curriculum in the foundation stage and later
years. (DFES, 2001b, p.3)

The Every Child Matters green paper (DfES, 2003) set four main areas of
action namely supporting parents and carers, early intervention and effective
protection, accountability and integration locally, regionally and nationally and
workforce reform. These areas of action were targeting a positive vision of five

outcomes.

1 being healthy: enjoying good physical and mental health and living a
healthy lifestyle
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1 staying safe: being protected from harm and neglect

1 enjoying and achieving: getting the most out of life and developing
the skills for adulthood

1 making a positive contribution: being involved with the community

and society and not engaging in anti-social or offending behaviour

1 economic well-being: not being prevented by economic

disadvantage from achieving their full potential in life. (DfES, 2003,
pp6-7)

Critically the success of these outcomes would require services to join up to
form a framework of universal services which would support every child to
develop their full potential and which aimed to prevent negative outcomes. A
number of similarities between the aims stated in the Every Child Matters
agenda were shared by the Government's 2004 SEN Strategy Removing
Barriers to Achievement.

The 2004 SEN Strategy Removing Barriers to Achievement (DFES, 2004),
aimed to reduce the reliance on separate SEN structures and processes by
personalising learning for all children, making education more innovative and
responsive to the diverse needs of individual children with the outcome of
raising the achievement of children who are considered to have SEN. It called
for joined up services, tailoring support around the needs of the children, a
wide range of measurements for success, equipping the workforce, and raising

standards all evident in the outcomes of the Every Child Matters Agenda.

Amidst concerns outlined by the Audit Commission in 2002 and Ofsted (2004)
a report for the House of Commons was completed on Special Educational
Needs: Assessment and Funding, the outcome of which requested clarity and

action on a range of issues (Education and Skills Committee, 2007, p.17)

1 how the money from the 2007 Comprehensive Spending
Review will be used to improve services for all children and

young people with special needs;
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make explicit commitments to provide a national framework
for special educational needs and to require local authorities

to publish provision maps for each area;

how it anticipates the increased use of the Common
Assessment Framework and the continued development of
Chil drenos Trust s wi || i mp

educational needs;

Making the requirements that are placed on authorities and
providers  explicit, easily accessible and easily
understandable in a single document and requiring each
authority to set out in one document what support and
services it provides for children who have special;

Separating assessment from funding, and to examine
carefully their potential effectiveness in helping to enhance
parental satisfaction with the way in which special needs are

identified and addressed.

lives

act

The revised secondary National Curriculum in 2008 drew together elements of
|l egi sl ation to create a big picture
opportunities, the Every Child Matters outcomes became central to the three
aims of the curriculum (QCA, 2008):

1 successful learners who enjoy learning, make progress and achieve

1 confident individuals who are able to live safe, healthy and fulfilling

responsible citizens who make a positive contribution to society.

curriculum.

2.3 What is Inclusive Education?

36

Included within this were the same inclusions principles as evident in the 1999

For the purposes of this paper, the definition of inclusive education derives

from the 1994 Salamanca Statement, as its development involved a high level
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of global participation, providing perhaps the best cross-cultural definition of

Inclusive Education in Action.

Inclusive Education

The fundament al principle of [
children should learn together, wherever possible, regardless

of any difficulties of di fferer
demonstrate inclusive education
to the diverse needs of their students, accommodating both
different styles and rates of learning and ensuring quality
education to all through appropriate curricula, organizational
arrangements, teaching strategies, resource use and
partnerships with their communities. There should be a
continuum of support and services to match the continuum of

special needs encountered in every school.

Salamanca Framework for Action, 1994 UNESCO (1994) The
Salamanca Statement and framework for action on special
needs education, adopted by the World Conference on Special
Needs Education: access and quality (Paris, UNESCO) (In
Peters, 2007, p.3)

Since Salamanc a , the term 6inclusive educationdé |
taken on multiple meanings across the globe (Miles & Singal, 2010; Dyson &
Millward, 2000; Mittler, 2000; Sebba & Sachdev, 1997). Florian (1998, p.13)

argues that:

0The concept o htioni enjay$ a $ighvpeofilee d u ¢
around the world by virtue of its incorporation into policy
documents of numerous international organisations, most

notably the United Nations. 6

In 2004 Gibson drew together a summary of definitions from National and

International research this is shown in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1: A summary of definitions of inclusion in primary and

secondary education (From Gibson, 2004, p.10)

Inclusion can be understood as a move towards extending the scope of
ordinary schools so they can include a greater diversity of children (Clark et
al., 1995).

Inclusive Schools are diverse problem solving organisations with a common

mission that emphasises learning for all students (Rouse & Florian, 1996).

Inclusive education describes the process by which a school attempts to
respond to all pupils as individuals by reconsidering and restructuring its
curricular organisation and provision and allocating resources to enhance

equality of opportunity (Sebba & Sachdev, 1997).

Inclusion is about listening to unfamiliar voices, being open, empowering all
members and about celebrating difference in dignified ways. From this
perspective the goal is not to leave anyone out of school. Inclusive

experience is about learning to live with one another (Barton, 1997).

Inclusion is a process, not a fixed state. The term can be used to mean
many things including the placement of pupils with SEN in mainstream
schools; the participation of all pupils in the curriculum and social life of
mainstream schools (DfEE, 1997).

An inclusive school is one which is accepting of all students (Thomas, 1997).

I nclusion must be at the heart of
political system and a pluralistic culture: one that celebrates diversity and
promotes fraternity and equality of opportunity (Thomas, 1997).

Inclusion is taking a full and active part in school-life, be a valued member of
the school community and be seen as an integral member (Farrell, 2000).

Inclusion is a vision, a road to be travelled, but a road without ending and a
road with all kinds of obstacles, some of them invisible and some of them in

our own heads and hearts (Mittler, 2000).

For the purposes of this reseacribestheMi tt 1l er o

notion of the continually evolving process of developing effective inclusion
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(policies, practices and cultures) in schools. In addition, how the principles of
inclusion can be implemented effectively within school has met with equal
discussion (Booth et al., 2000; Clarke et al., 1995; Thomas & Webb, 1997).
Bourke (2008) wrote of the effectiveness of the reforms in inclusive education
in terms of intended outcomes to provide an equitable education for all
students regardless of cultural, physical, social/emotional and behavioural
differences. Slee noted that inclusive education reform has taken a particular
path that hasledtoare-badgi ng of d&éspeci al educationd
in policy and educational discourses, rather than a completely different path
that i nterrogates how educational cl assific
order of human val ue 0 ( S| eld2). D¥sONO(BOP4) guggested that
inclusion was essentially a process of challenging exclusion in schools and
communities a n d of vbhbe@iing@and about what ever t hrea
(Dyson et al., 2004, p.615). In an attempt to categorise thinking about inclusion

Ainscow et al. (2006a, p.15) developed a typology of thinking:

1 Inclusion as a concern with disabled students and others categorised
as Ohaving speci al educational needs 0.

1 Inclusion as a response to disciplinary exclusion.

91 Inclusion in relation to all groups seen as being vulnerable to

exclusion.
1 Inclusion as developing the school for all.
T I'nclusion aer 0Kldlu@éati on f
1 Inclusion as a principled approach to education and society.

The rise in the human rights agenda of the disability rights movement
originating in the 1970s has been pivotal in the move from integration to
inclusion in the 1980s and 1990s (Barnes, 1996). Thomas, Walker, and Webb
(1998, p.4) agr ee t hat ncusion gra pniacipledsones, stemming
from concern for human r i ghtington.(200vrtlkeor di ng t
terms Aintegrationd and Ainclusiond are cor

needed. Integration is described by Ashman and Ekins as fthe process of
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moving children from special education settings into regular classrooms where

they undertake most, if not all of their schoolingo (1998, p.526) .

Il ntegration, t herefore t her e (S an empha
curriculum, with teachers modifying approaches to meet the needs of students

who have a disability, therefore the focus to help students with disabilities fit in

to the regular classroom (Bourke & Carrington, 2007).

Thomazet (2009) supports this notion of integration where priority to learning is
in an ordinary contextThientEramnaoe naedr €ahad
used to designate the principle which leads to the proposal for a child with
speci al needs of a more ordinary education
(Thomazet, 2009, p.554). Bourke and Carrington (2007) suggest that an
integration approach does not challenge the organisation and provision of
curriculum for students, but modifies the current curriculum and schooling
paradigm to accommodate special needs. Norwich (1994) identified that this
notion of challenging the organisation was at the heart of the dilemma between

integration and inclusion.

Owhet her to recognise differences as r
needs by offering different provision, but that doing so could

reinforce unjustified i nequalities e
whether to offer a common and valued provision for all, but

with the risk of not providing what is relevant to individual

n e e d(Norwich, 1994, p. 293)

Slee (2003) shows the contrasting view from integration suggesting that where
schooling aims to empower members in a school community, identifying and
dismantling actual and potential sources of exclusion that limit opportunities
and outcomes for all students, including students who have a disability an

inclusive approach is evident.

It is important at this stage to stress that inclusive education goes beyond
disability and includes other areas of vulnerability; at the heart of the idea of
inclusion lie serious issues concerning human rights, equality, equity and
social justice (Armstrong et al., 2000). Lynch and Irvine (2009, p.846) suggests
t hat advocates of evergihdividualchas the eghtitkebea t hat 0
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full me mber of hlyH amelvineayo on nowstate that further
to this that every child needs the opportunity to learn among their friends, gain
social relationships, and build an adequate self-esteem in addition to providing
individuals with support for academic proficiency. The inclusiveness of a
school is signified by the responsiveness of the school to the diversity of its
community (Corbett & Slee, 2000). Sebba and Sachdev (1997) describe
inclusive education as the process by which a school attempts to respond to all
pupils as individuals by reconsidering and restructuring its curricular
organisation and provision and allocating resources to enhance equality of

opportunity.

0l nclusion, as distinct from integrati
curriculum meaningful for a diverse range of children, and

using classroom strategies which encourage collaborative

working. It implies teaching in a specialised 'differentiated’

way for children who experience difficulties’ (Thomas &

Webb, 1997, p.26)

Inclusive education therefore, questions personal assumptions that structure

views about schools, teachers, students, teaching and learning; and the
interconnectedness between individuals, education and society (Crebbin,

2004; Smith, 1998). Accor di ng t o T Realy&dusite equ€afiod,9) 6

.... depends on the capacity of the school, and therefore on the capacity of the
teachers, to innovate an@0pPmis9).di fferenti at.i

2.4 Special or Inclusive Educational Structures

Much of the discussion of inclusive educat|
leammingand devel opment 6 f &rAinsadwl2002).mAccbrdimge n ( Bo o't
to Farrell (2010, p.1):

6Speci al education concerns provi sion
disabilities and disorders comprising: curriculum and
assessment, pedagogy, school and classroom organisation,
resources and therapy. It aims to encourage the academic
progress and personal and social development of special
children. 0
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Thomazet (2009) referred to the UNESCO statement of 2001 when arguing
that ordinary schools should provide education as ordinary as possible for all
young people adapting it to the needs of each and that this was the

fundamental principle of inclusive education:

Inclusive education is concerned with all learners, with a
focus on those who have traditionally been excluded from
educational opportunities 7 such as learners with special
needs and disabilities, children from ethnic and linguistic
minorities, and so on. (UNESCO, 2001, p.15)

Lynch and Irvine (2009) suggest that, there is some debate in the field of
inclusion as to which characteristics constitute the inclusive classroom. Several

attempts have been made to describe and model the inclusive classroom.

Thomazet (2009) in his review of work in the USA, England, Italy, Spain,
Canada (Ainscow, 1996; Armstrong, 2001; Canevaro, 2004; Clark et al., 1999;
Echeita, 2002; Harvey, 1995; McLeskey & Waldron, 1996; Rossini, 2003; Sailor,
1991; Skrtic, Clark, & Bolland 1981; Vienneau 2002) made a case for ten
fundamental principles for constructing inclusive education, all aiming to enable
all children to have access to the best education possible. In his work
(summarised in appendix B) Thomazet (2009) suggests that in order to
construct inclusive education it is important to focus more on differentiating
practices rather than developing integration. Criticalto Thomaz et 6 s suggest
for developing inclusive education is that it is the school and the teaching which

are inclusive rather than the child who is being included.

Thomazet (2009, p.558) questions the notion of inclusion and integration

asking:

®oes the fact that a child is said to be in inclusive education
mean that he/she is in a special class within an ordinary
school (mainstream-integration) or that he/she is in an
ordinary class with support services working in collaboration
with the class programme (which resembles inclusive

education)?6
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Different countries have sought to create alternative approaches to develop

inclusive educational structures to insure that children with SEN are in

inclusive education rather than integrated education. In 2006 Powell undertook

to explore the multitude of special education arrangements that exist across

Europe, finding that the proportion of students in separate schools or classes

ranging from less than 1% to over 6% of all students. Table 2.2 illustrates three

different approaches evident internationally as identified by Powell (2004, p.7).

Table 2.2 Three different Educational Structure identified by Powell (2004,

p7).

Educational Key points Countries

Structure practiced in

One-track Goal of Afull i ncl| Norway and
integration of almost all students in Sweden as
general schools, classifying relatively well as
fewer children as disabled, and Greece,
segregating less than 1% of all Italy,

students in special schools or

classes.

Recentl vy, t hese C
few special schools are becoming
resource/expertise centres that
provide services to general school

students.

Debate centres on legislative
advances prioritising an increase in
institutional  flexibility ~ (movement
toward a continuum of settings and
services), growing awareness of
funding system consequences (e.g.
incentives to segregate/ separate),
and the importance of parental

choice.

Portugal and

Spain.
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Two-track Parallel development of general Belgium, the
schools (with low rates of SEN Netherlands,
classification) and legally and and
organisationally separate  special Germany
schools (segregating more than 3% of
all students)

Over the past decade, these
countries have legislated reforms and
established new organisations to
move, more or less rapidly, toward a
continuum model of service provision;

Continuum of Broad spectrum of services in a Austria,

services / diversity of settings from segregated Denmark,

multi-track spec i al schools to England and
general classrooms; classify relatively Wales,
large proportions of students as Finland,
having SEN; and educate between 1- France and
3% of all students in special settings. the U.S.
Based on the structure of their special
or inclusive educational

Special education continues to be organised in a tremendous variety of ways
across the globe with variance both nationally and regionally, despite
movement towards more integration and inclusion. Powell (2006) suggests
that there is significant differences between and within societies in the ways in
w h i grbupsoof disabled students are socially defined, sorted into educational
programs, and to which degree they are integrated into general school
systems or inclusive classroomé ( P,q2006,1p.694). He suggests the inertia
in special educational reforms has hindered the achievement of the widely held

goal of inclusive education.

In the UK the Department for Education and S k i Thirds Report in 2006

proposed a new national delivery model @ upil-centred provision: a national
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del i v er yThisnGahtenbud/multi-track approach advocated a national
framework with local flexibility and suggested seven fundamental provisions to
be made in order to develop an approach to SEN that is based on pupil-

centred provision.

A National Framework linked to minimum standards: there

should be a statutory requirement placed on local authorities
to maintain, or have access to, a wide range of provision,
including a range of special schools, specialist units, and

services for low incidence special educational needs.

Local flexibility within a national framework: local flexibility

must be maintained so that local authorities can plan provision
to meet the needs of a local area. This will involve a new role
for special schools where they are fully resourced to share
both their expertise and their facilities. The aim should be to
develop communities of schools working in collaborationd

including special schoolsd where pupils feel they belong.

A pupil-centred approach with SEN at the heart of

personalisation: there is no single category of children with
SEN. All children should be considered on an individual basis

with a sliding scale of additional resource to meet their needs.

Equipping the workforce: a major priority is to properly train

and resource all staff: teachers, TAs, SENCOs and specialist

staff. Initial teacher training and continuing professional

development needs to be radically improved.

Early intervention: facilitated by local flexibility, fully equipping

the workforce, and taking a pupil-centred approach. These are
all required to improve existing difficulties experienced at key
transition stages as well, along with collaborative working

across schools and agencies.

Partnership working: collaboration is essential to improve the

outcomes for children with SEN, between schools, between
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agencies (health, social services, and education), with local

authorities and with parents and local communities.

A radical review of statementing: a fundamentally different

approach is needed to ensure effective assessment of need,
efficient and equitable allocation of resources, and appropriate
placement to high quality provision for children with SEN and
disabilities (DFES, 2006b, section 252).

2.5 Measures of Inclusion

Inclusion should not be viewed as an add-on to a
conventional school. It must be viewed as intrinsic to the

mission, philosophy, values, practices and activities of the

school é. Ful | i nclusion must be embedded

foundation of the school, in its missions, its belief system, and
its daily activities, rather than an appendage that is added on

to a conventional school (Levin, 1997, p.19).

With this premise, the vision of inclusive education is becoming a reality in
schools (Ofsted, 2004). The effective implementation of the principles of
inclusion rather than what inclusion is or the debate about the benefits or
constraints of inclusive schooling that is to be focused on in this research.
Dyson and Millward (2000) claim that it is how a school seeks new and
innovative ways to educate all students in line with the principles of equity and
participation. 6 T himclusiveness of English schools, therefore, has to be
defined not simple in terms of which students they educate, but in terms of
how they educate them' (Dyson & Millward, 2000, p.11)

According to the Index for Inclusion (Booth et al., 2000) inclusion in education
involves increasing the participation of students in, and reducing their
exclusion from, the cultures, curricula and communities of local schools.

According to Mittler (2000) the term inclusion:

" é implies mutual respect based on a willingness to learn

from one another, a sense of common purpose, a sharing of
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information and decision making and, some would add, a

sharing of feelings" (p.158).

For the purpose of this research the focus of inclusion is SEND. Clarke et al.
(1995) state that the principal concern of the innovatory school is to embed
their SEN provision in mainstream classrooms and a common entitlement
curriculum. A number of authors argue conditions that need to be in place if
schools are to be inclusive (Clarke at al., 1995; Thomas & Webb, 1997;
Ainscow et a., 2003), in all terms such as flexible, collaborative, coordinated,
autonomous, transformative are used to describe how schools should support
the learning of all. Ainscow et al. (2003) sees the task of inclusion as being
essentially transformative, requiring better use of available resources to
improve policies and practices. The lack of clarity about the definitions of
inclusive education are mirrored in the range of ways approaching inclusive
education for pupils with SEN (Florian et al., 200 4 ) ; the O0Special E
Approach&CdIRese 2002); the O6parktNorwichpati on a
1999); and the 6 Henx f or i(Booth at al.i 2000P being the three key
ways by which inclusiveness can be measured. It is essential that one
recognises the specific local context rather than an idealised notion of
inclusion and adapt the various blueprints for the definition and measurement
of inclusion if schools are to be truly responsive to the diversity of their

community and therefore inclusive (Corbett & Slee, 2000).
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CHAPTER 3 17 EDUCATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS - SCHOOL STRUCTURE
AND FLEXIBILITY

3.1 Introduction

According to Creemers (2005), educational effectiveness research (EER)
attempts to establish and test theories which explain why and how some
schools and teachers are more effective than others. The main research
qguestion of EER considers which factors in education, for example teaching,
school organisation, curriculum, learning environment, at which levels, such
as the classroom, the school and the above school levels, can directly or

indirectly explain the differences in outcomes of students.

The last 30 years have seen a development of understanding of school
effectiveness from the early studies such as those of Rutter et al. (1979) and
Edmondsd( 197 9) o6 f i v ewhithanvdlivedrcorrelationestudy focussing
on the relationships between the effects of education, and went on to influence
education policy and practice. Ed monds 6 (19 79 )werefstrong
educational leadership, high expectations of student achievement, an
emphasis on basic skills, safe and orderly climate, and frequent evaluation of

pupil progress.

A study by Rutter et al. (1979) explored the potential power of schooling to
make a difference to student.§%979)lrepdrted
t hat a number of i mportant Owithin
school effectiveness including the balance of the intellectually able and less
able children in school, the reward system, the school environment, the
opportunities for children to take responsibility, the possession of academic
goals, good management of the classroom and strong leadership combined

with democratic decision-making.

These early studies into educational effectiveness have developed from
gualitative or quantitative justifications for effectiveness to more multi-layered
and dynamic models of educational effectiveness e.g. Muijs (2007) systematic
approach to change and Kyriakides and Creemers (2008) dynamic model of

educational effectiveness.
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3.2 The Design of Educational Effectiveness Research

Scheerens (2004) argued that the traditional design of EER was the
association of hypothetical effectiveness enhancing conditions of schooling
and output measures, mostly student achievement. He suggested that the
basic model from systems theory was to reveal the impact of relevant input
characteristics on output and to show which process or throughput factors

worked, next to the impact of contextual conditions (see Figure 3.1).

Context

Throughput or process:
Inputs —> school level —— outputs
classroom level

Figure 3.1: A basic systems model on the functioning of education

The results of early EER converged around five factors (Edmonds 1979;
Mortimore et al., 1988). Mortimore et al., (1988) identified the five key factors
to be 1) strong educational leadership; 2) emphasis on the acquiring of basic
skills; 3) an orderly and secure environment; 4) high expectations of pupil

attainment; and 5) frequent assessment of pupil progress.

Three contemporary studies supported the notion of five key factors for school
effectiveness, Mortimore et al. (1988), identified a number of schools in the UK
which were effective in both academic and social areas, Teddlie and Stringfield,
(1993) provided insight into the characteristics of effective and ineffective

schools in USA and Levine and Lezotte (1990) provided a review of studies in
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North America. Three research findings (outlined in appendix C) indicate that
there are many common elements between the studies but each show a
different emphasis. Mortimore et al. (1998) emphasise frequent monitoring
where leadership and decision are being shared by the deputy head and head
supported by clear structures in which teacher, pupils and parents operate.
Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) put their emphasis on the role of different people
within the organisation and their contribution, namely the principal, the faculty
staff and crucially the pupils. By contrast, Levine and Lezotte (1990) address
both leadership and decision making and contribution of all stakeholders but
emphasises how these contribute to a productive school climate and culture.
Essentially, however the 5 themes of EER (Edmonds, 1979; Mortimore et al.,

1988) are reinforced in these studies.

In more recent research (Purkey & Smith, 1983; Scheerens, 1992, Levine &

Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995; Cotton, 1995) there is most noted

consensus on the main categories of variables that are distinguished as

effectiveness enhancing conditions with respect to the factors: achievement
orientation (whi ch i s cl osel y -operatiomt e d to
educational leadership; frequent monitoring; time, opportunity to learn and
Astructuredo as the main instructional condi
Is also disagreement on how each of these factors manifest themselves in any

given context, the notion of effective educational leadership for example is

complex.

A useful analysis of the meaning of the factors was provided by Scheerens
and Bosker (1997) who carried out ten empirical school effectiveness studies
through which the nine main components of thirteen general factors are
mentioned. Appendix D provides an outline of the components of nine main
effectiveness-enhancing factors suggested by Scheerens in 2004. To
summarise this work Scheerens suggested that achievement orientation and
high expectations should be facilitated by participative decision making from
the leadership team that act as facilitators of staff professionalization, resulting
in, consensus and cohesion among staff. Satisfaction with the curriculum and
evaluative processes are reinforced by the importance of effective learning
time and satisfaction with parental involvement. The school climate with good
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internal relationships, orderly environment and a work attitude in the classroom

all act to raise perceptions of effectiveness-enhancing conditions.
3.3 Organisational Structures

A number of different types of organisational structures exist in the English
education system and the opportunities have expanded most recently with the
election of a coalition government in 2010. Because of the range of schooling
structures there are potentially many different ways in which the schools
enable Scheerens6(2004) suggestion that effective schools are ones in which
participative decision making from the leadership team occurs. With the new
gover nment Tchaeme ntphoa t @ n c avhite papell (BREC 2010Nn g 6
which advocated new school structures as part of educational reform by
extending the existing academy programme, federation schools and
encouraging the drive to open free schools. Appendix E outlines some
rationales and potential barriers for federation schools, through schools trust
schools and academies. Because of this variety of organisational structures

the effectiveness enhancing conditions of schooling are now far more
autonomous and schools have far greater powers to ensure satisfaction with

the curriculum, and develop ef f ecti ve school cli mates as

summary of research claims to be important in school effectiveness.

An international perspective of how schools internally manage their structure is

provided by Court (2003) who provides examples of shared leadership from

Canada, England, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway and the USA.

Leadership arrangements where a team of teachers take on the former

principal | eader 6s work and responsibilities ar
hierarchy structures, for example Court (2003) provides examples from

Oregon, Norway, and New Zealand to illustrate how teachers are appointed

from within the staff, and develop democratic practices and cultures. According

to Chapman et al (2009a) this form of capacity building has not been a feature

of English schools; here leadership is usually developed through hierarchical

roles, combined with the delegation of responsibilities. Unlike the examples
presented by Court, distributed | eadership

approach.
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3.4 Models of organisational theory

According to Ainscow et al. (1994a) the emphasis is placed upon school
improvement that has a clear and practical focus for development and is linked
to simultaneous work on the internal conditions of the school e.g.
reconstructing externally imposed education reforms in the form of school
priorities; creating internal conditions that will sustain and manage change in
schools. Everard (1990) explored the variety of organisational models that
schools may use as their structure including the rationale model, bureaucratic
model, humanistic model and contingency model. Within the educational
context it can be suggested that organisations are expected to respond and
adapt to emerging problems in an environment of change and therefore will
use more effectively the more flexible structures that emphasises team work,

collaboration, participation and integrated effort (Owens, 1981).

In 1995 Ainscow, Hargreaves and Hopkins sought to map the process of
change in schools by developing new techniques for research one focus was
the structure of schools. In their research five structures were put forward and

grouped under two idealistic school structu

OPol i tical (the distribution of power ,
micro political (the manoeuvrings of interest groups and
alliances); maintenance (routines and procedures to ensure
orderliness and continuity); development (new structures to
accomplish  innovation and change); and service
(rel ati ons hi pAnscew, Hargreaves &Hopkies) . 6
1995, p.85).

A number of models of educational effectiveness have now emerged. An
economic approach was suggested by Monk (1992) which suggested that it is
possi bl e t o esti mat e t h e supply | oh selectads hi p be
purchased schooling inputs and educational outcomes controlling for the
influence of various background features6 ( Mo n k , 308). Deher similar.
models developed alongside this (Elberts & Stone, 1988; Brown & Saks, 1986)
that supported the notion that increased inputs would lead to increments in

outcomes. Problems emerging from this model recognised that the relation
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between input and outcomes was more complex than was assumed and that
an increase in funding per student did not necessarily result in an improvement

of outcomes.

A 6geneduad atsitappraadhicane iom Creemers in 1994; his model

was based on the assumption that the influences on student achievement

were multi-l evell ed. Creemer so model , bui

considered student background factors such as learning aptitudes, personality
and motivation as variables measuring the learning processes which take
place in classrooms. An area that Carroll admitted was underdeveloped in his
model was that of quality of instruction (Carroll 1989); Creemers (1994)
therefore identified three components within quality of instruction: curricular

mat eri al s, grouping procedur es and

|t upoc

teache

educationalisté approach has attempted to

effectiveness research, teacher effectiveness research and the early input-

output studies. Creemers (2005) suggested that:

O0Al t hough these models make us
theories and theories of learning and refer to multiple factors

at different levels, each of them is either focused on the
classroom or the school level. Depending on this, more
emphasis is given either to theories of learning (e.g.,
Creemers, 1994) or to organisational theories (e.g.,
Scheer ens(Creemery 20D5, M21).

3.5 Organisational coexistence and educational management and

structure

Evident from the different models of educational effectiveness and the design
of educational effectiveness research is the sense of agreement of key
characteristics of effective schools which in turn suggest key remedies to
problems or barriers schools encounter to become effective. Goldstein and
Woodhouse (2000) offered a critique into school effectiveness research
identifying key topics for discussion, including that education effectiveness
research was abused by Government, and oversimplified. What is clear is that

each school differs in its effectiveness by curriculum subject and are
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differentially effective for different groups of pupils: their effectiveness also
changes over time (Gray et al., 1996; Thomas et al., 1997). In exploring
educational effectiveness Horne (1992) suggests that school face barriers to
effectiveness, not least that of organisational structure and school

management.

Extensive work over the last 2 decades have categorised major models of
educational leadership and management, placing the main theories into six
major models: formal, collegial, political, subjective, ambiguity, and cultural
(Bush, 2003, 2007). Formal model is an umbrella term used to embrace a
number of similar but not identical approaches, e.g. bureaucratic, hierarchal,
and authoritarian. Inherent within all these theories are their emphasis on the

official and structural elements of organisations:

Formal models assume that organisations are hierarchical

systems in which managers use rational means to pursue

agreed goals. Heads possess authority legitimised by their

formal positions within the organisation and are accountable

to sponsoring bodies for the activities of their organisation

(Bush, 2003, p. 37).
As stated previously by Chapman (2009a) leadership in English schools is
usually developed through hierarchical roles, combined with the delegation of

responsibilities, which suggests that formal models are the dominant model of

educational leadership and management in English schools.

The formal approach appears to be very suitable for school leaders as it
prioritises the efficient implementation of external imperatives, notably those
prescribed by higher levels within the bureaucratic hierarchy whilst working in a
centralised system. Leithwood et al. (1999, p.14) definition reinforces this
concept as goals are centrally created and passed down through the

hierarchy.

Managerial leadership assumes that the focus of leaders

ought to be on functions, tasks and behaviours and that if
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these functions are carried out competently the work of others
in the organisation will be facilitated. Most approaches to
managerial leadership also assume that the behaviour of
organisational members is largely rational. Authority and
influence are allocated to formal positions in proportion to the
status of those positions in the organisational hierarchy.

(Leithwood et al., 1999, p.14).

Whilst the formal approach appears attractive and suitable, there is debate
about whether it takes into account development of local initiatives (Horne,
1992); Bush (2003) agreed suggesting that whilst there are advantages to

bureaucratic systems:

| f principals and educators do not 6ow
simply required to implement externally imposed changes,
they are likely to do so without enthusiasm, leading to

possible failure. (Bush, 2000, p.46).

Meyer (2002) suggested that bureaucratic organisations lacked flexibility to
adapt to increased levels of complexity in the globalisation of and information
rich education; in addition by treatingst af f | i ke 6cogs in a whee

as a resource for innovation and creativity.

Tyler (1987) made a case to reflect the notion of hierarchical management,
exchanging it for a far more loose coupled approach between, where
connectons ar e made betsubeaesns ednibfi i esédntwhd ch ena
more autonomy. Horne (1992) suggested that loose coupling systems involved
separate elements within an organisation or across organisations retaining

their identity and linked in an informal manner. Table 3.1 outlines the important
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characteristics of loosely coupled systems, but as Horne suggested these can

be added to or removed by the organisation with ease.

Table 3.1 Important Characteristics of Loosely Coupled Systems (Horne,

1992, p.89)

Decentralisation

Infrequent inspection of activities in

the system

Delegation of responsibility and

decision making

Little reaction to inspection findings

Inability to deliver significant Local initiatives and customs
changes in outcomes despite prevail in the face of central
alterations to organisational demands

structures

Relatively lack of coordination Planned  unresponsiveness to

unwanted initiatives

Elements acting relatively
independently despite attempts to

coordinate their activities

Outside initiatives affect elements
occasionally rather than continually

Several means produce the same

Elements are affected by external

ends environments  eventually rather
than immediately

Few regulations or formal Members of the organisation have

procedures differing perceptions of reality and

different personal and professional

goals.

Formal regulations and procedures

not followed closely; perhaps

ignored totally

Flexible, but not easily managed
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Weick (1983) suggested that change is continuous in loosely coupled systems
which enable less formal interventions to be made. As a result Weick (1993)
suggested that a number of advantages surrounded loose coupled schools,
specifically schools would be more sensitive to the needs of the surrounding
environments, and they would have a strong sense of personal efficacy
through greater teacher autonomy and lower costs because of less
administration. However, Fennell (1994) suggested less desirable outcomes of
loose coupled systems such as the hindering of spread of more advantageous
changes or repair of trouble slots. The unwieldy nature of loose coupled
systems may make schools less able to coordinate or manage workers
responses to change (Meyer, 2002). In his research Horne (1992) explored
ways to tighten the couplings by setting priorities for change, drawing up
contracts, creating incentives to participate and setting up liaison meetings. In
the US Boyd and Crowson (2002) report a shift towards outcomes orientation
driven by both standards based reform and accountability in an effort to tighten
up the loose coupling. Fennell (1994) summarised findings of research in the
1980s which suggested that schools may be better understood as having a
mixture of tight and loose coupled systems, maintaining a delicate balance
between control and autonomy. This idea of simultaneously loose and tight

has been identified by Peters and Waterman (1982)

A less formal model of organisation leadership and management model
suggested by Bush (2007) is that of cultural management, this model assumes
that the values, beliefs, and ethics of leaders themselves ought to be the
critical focus of leadership. The notion is cultural characteristics of a school is
supported by Sergiovanni (1984) and Morgan (1997) who believed that values

and beliefs are at the heart of excellent schools.
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Shared values, shared beliefs, shared meaning, shared
understanding, and shared sense making are all different
ways of describing culture . . . These patterns of
understanding also provide a basis for making one's own

behaviour sensible and meaningful (Morgan, 1997, p.138).

The focus on the informal dimension of the cultural models add several useful
elements to the analysis of school and college leadership and management,
they are a valuable counter to the rigid and official components of the formal
models. Morgan (1997) and Bush (2007) both suggest that the heads and
principals are more likely to gain support for innovation by working through this

informal domain.

Bush (2006) suggests that: The cultural models appear to be both plausible
and ethical by stressing values and beliefs, and the subjective theorists'
emphasis on the significance of individual meanings. In practice however,
Morgan (1997) suggested that these may lead to manipulation as leaders seek
to impose their own values on schools and colleges or result in subcultures

developing in different departments.

Research by Hay McBer on dimensions of a positive school climate (NAHT,
2001) and Sammons (2007) on school effectiveness identified a range of
processes that needed to coexist if schools were to be effective, Figure 3.2
i denti fies Sammonsd pr ocedivwschoolg ichnbreo mponent
seen from these that effective schools have a rely on the concept of culture

and ethos as suggested by Bush (2006).
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Figure 3.2. Sammons 6
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What is apparent from the discussion above is that education leadership and

management is complex and a combination of elements of bureaucracy,

culture, loose and tight coupling may influence the effectiveness of a school.

School systems and schools as organisations are rational

and irrational, bureaucratic and unbureaucratic, loosely
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structured and tightly structured, open to change and closed
to change, vulnerable and invulnerable. These dualities often

occur at the same time. (Cuban, 1979, p.179).

In his research Pang (2004) identifies a four way scale of organisation binding
forces these being: bureaucratic linkage, cultural linkage, tight coupling, and
| oose coupling. Pango6s research i ndicated
characterised both by simultaneous loose-tight properties and by their strength
in bureaucratic and cultural linkages. Table 3.2 indicates characteristics of
each binding force according to Pang (1998). The constructs of loose and tight
coupling have been applied to schools within fields of educational

administration and school effectiveness (Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000).
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Table 3.2: Characteristics of Pangdés (1998)
Binding Characteristics Additional
Force attributed
research
Bureaucratic The formal and prescribed enduring Firestone and

Linkage framework including roles, rules, Wilson (1985)
regulations procedures and
authority, that rigidly controls the
behaviour of organisational
members
Cultural The mechanism which  works Firestone and
Linkage directl y «aonscipusness || Wilson (1985)
to influence how they think about
what they do i.e. the mechanism
with which people make meanings
from their work.
Loose The weak, infrequent and minimal Weick  (1976);
coupling tie between various elements in a Peters and
strongly disconnected system; the Waterman
push which maximises individual (1982)
autonomy and discretion within an
organisation.
Tight The pull which firmly drives people Peters and
Coupling towards organisational goals, Waterman
missions, philosophy and core (1982)
values.
Pangos (2004) research addressed t

binding forces and teachers feelings about four dimensions of school life a)

order and discipline, b) sense of community, c) job satisfaction and, d) teacher

commitment. He found that loose coupling had a positive total effect on sense
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of community, job satisfaction and teacher commitment. Table 3.3 illustrates

the effects of binding forces found by Pang.

Table 3.3: Pang (2004) i Binding Forces effects on four dimensions

Binding force

Positive  effect of

binding force

Negative effect of

binding force

Bureaucratic Linkage

1) Teacher

commitment.

1) Order and
discipline, 2) Sense of
community, 3) Job

satisfaction

Cultural Linkage

1) Order and
discipline, 2) Sense of
community, 3) Job
satisfaction and, 4)

Teacher commitment.

Loose coupling

1) Sense of
community, 2) Job
satisfaction and, 3)

Teacher commitment.

Tight Coupling

1) Sense of
community, 2) Job
satisfaction and,

1) Teacher

commitment.

Overall findings

Cultural linkages, tight coupling and loose

coupling are, therefore,

effective means of

running schools, and strong forces that bind

people together in schools but effects of

bureaucratic linkage are quite controversial

Pang further goes on to explore implications for schools to develop a

community that is bound together identifying three key strategies to promote

cultural linkages, tight coupling and loose coupling:
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6(1) enhancing communication, consensus
collaboration; (2) strengthening goal orientation and

professional orientation; (3) Promoting collegiality and

t eacher a(@ang 2003 py313h

Figure 3.3 provides greater detail of Pang (2003) four factor model of
organisational values of secondary Schools in Hong Kong. In his research
Pang (2003, 2010) confirms that the indicators for bureaucratic linkage were
formality and bureaucratic control; for cultural linkage they were collegiality,
participation and collaboration; for tight coupling they were goal orientation,
communication and consensus; and for loose coupling they were professional
orientation and teacher autonomy. It can be seen from this therefore that
bureaucratic and cultural linkages share elements strategic development i.e.
bureaucratic rationality and achievement orientation are indicators of both;
According to Pang (1996) bureaucratic linkage and cultural linkage are
positively correlated but have opposite effects on teachers feelings. Similarly
Pang (2010) suggested that tight coupling correlated positively and
significantly with loose coupling sharing common elements as illustrated in
Figure 3.3.
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Figure 3.3: Four Factor model of organisational values of secondary
Schools in Hong Kong (Pang, 1988, p.324) (Factor loadings and correlation
coefficients have been omitted).
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CHAPTER 4 COLLABORATION
4.1 Introduction to collaboration

A number of authors (Lacey & Lomas, 1993; Lacey, 2001; Jordan, 1994;
Hornby, 1993) have explored definitions of collaboration, for example Payne
(1993) sees terms on a continuum with liaising indicating the least degree of
communication and collaboration indicating the most; this sets distinct
differences between terms that are often mistakenly used to describe the same

thing (see Figure 4.1).

=

Figure 4.1: Process based definition of the liaison 7 collaboration
continuum (Payne, 1993)
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In addition to process based definitions of the term some authors have

addressed collaboration through a concept based approach, including terms

such as multi-disciplinary (working alongside each other), interdisciplinary
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(sharing information and decision making), trans-disciplinary (collaborative
team work) (Orelove & Sobsey, 1991). In an educational context collaborative
practices are one tool that has been emphasised by Ainscow (1995a) as ways
by which teachers can be helped to organise their classrooms in ways that
foster the learning of all their pupils. He draws upon work by Joyce and
Showers (1988) who claimed that in class support has proved very effective
means of developing classroom practice. Lacey (2001) examined collaboration
in action, placing it in the context of working together in education. In this her
definitions of multi-disciplinary and collaboration can be seen to be a starting
point which she built upon to describe collaborative multidisciplinary teamwork,
that is, members of different disciplines working together in the joint manner

described below

AiMulti-disciplinary teamwork’ has been adopted as a
general term to denote more than one discipline working
together in a support partnership, whether this is minimal

contact or full joint working." (Lacey, 2001, p.16).

The key to this seems to be in the area of team work. Teachers are
encouraged to form teams and/or partnerships within which the members
agree to assist one another in exploring aspects of their practice, planning,
teaching, assessing and evaluating. Both Gitlin (1990) and Aoki (1984) see the
collaboration as a way that teachers are encouraged to consider why they do
what they do, what influences have led to these responses and what other

possibilities have been overlooked.
4.2 Concept based models of collaboration

As discussed in chapter 3 Bush (2003) identifies a range of typologies of
management and leadership on school, one such management style was
collegial, with three associated leadership styles, a) transformational, b)
participatory and c) interpersonal. Leithwood (1994) posited transformational

leadership as containing eight dimensions:

w building school vision;
w establishing school goals;

w providing intellectual stimulation;
68



offering individualised support;
modelling best practices and important organisational values;
demonstrating high performance expectations;

creating a productive school culture; and

€ & & €& €

developing structures to foster participation in school decisions.

Bush (2007) argues that the benefit of transformational leadership approach is
to engage all stakeholders in the achievement of educational objectives.
Collaborative and collegiate practice is emphasised in this approach because
the aims of leaders and followers combine to such an extent that it may be
realistic to assume an agreeable relationship and a genuine coming together
of ideas and beliefs leading to agreed decisions. Alimo-Metcalfed 42008)
visual representation of transformation leadership (Figure 4.2) suggests three
interconnecting themes with personal qualities and core values at the heart of

the approach.

Figure 4.2: Model of engaging transformational leadership (Alimo-
Metcalfe, 2008)
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Participative leadership is according to Leithwood et al (1999) underpinned by
three key concepts a) participation will increase school effectiveness; b)
participation is justified by democratic principles; and c) in the context of site-
based management, leadership is potentially available to any legitimate
stakehol der . T bricipatwe &adershiph a. tassuinps that the
decision-making processes of the group ought to be the central focus of the
groupo Le{thwood et al., 1999, p.12), suggests that without collaboration or a

collegiate approach to work it would fail to be successful.
4.3 Process based model

A number of authors see collaboration a series of processes that take place,
Payneds (1993) definitions in figur
teachers take place at different levels. Supporting this notion Hargreaves
(1991, 1992, 1993) describes collaborative cultures as different forms of
relationships that occur between teachers and their colleagues. Hargreaves
(1992) suggests five processes that can occur in collaborative cultures,
spontaneous, voluntary, development orientated, pervasive across time and

space and unpredictable. Table 4.1 outlines the key characteristics of

Hargreaveds (1992) Io thésé ldabgereavastsuggests and | t ur e .

gains support from Fullan (1991) and Nias, Southworth and Yeomans (1989)
that collaborative cultures are in a sense not clearly or closely regulated, they

occur out of the very way that the teachers working life operates in the school.

Table 4.1 Key Characteristics of Hargreaves Collaborative Cultures.

Collaborative Characteristics
culture
Spontaneous Emerge primarily from the teachers themselves as a

social group; collaborative working relationships
evolve from and are sustained through the teaching
community itself, however they maybe administratively
supported and facilitated by helpful scheduling

arrangements by principals offering to cover classes or
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by example behaviour of educational leaders.

Voluntary

Collaborative  work relations arise not from
administrative constraints or compulsion but from their
perceived value among staff that derives from
inclination, experience, or non-coercive persuasion

that working together is both enjoyable and productive.

Development

orientated

Teachers work together primarily to develop initiatives
of their own or to work on externally mandated or
supported initiatives to which they themselves have
commitment. Rather than meet to implement the
purposes of others, teachers most often establish the
tasks and purposes for working together themselves,
they initiate change as much as or more than they
react to it. When they have to respond to external
mandates they do so selectively, drawing on their
professional confidence and discretionary judgement

as a community (Fullan, 1991).

Pervasive
across time and

space

Working together is not often a scheduled activity that
is administratively fixed as taking place at a
designated time in a designated place. Scheduled
meetings and planning sessions may form a part of
collaborative cultures, but they do not dominate the
arrangements. Brief yet frequent, informal encounters
form much of the teachers work together. They may
take the form of such actions as passing words,
glances, praise thanks, offers to exchange classes in
tough times, suggestions about new ideas, informal
discussions, sharing problems, meeting parents

together.

Unpredictable

The outcomes of collaboration are often uncertain and
not easily predicted and teachers have discretion and
control over what will be developed. This may cause

conflict where collaborative cultures are incompatible
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with school systems in which decisions about the
curriculum and evaluation are centralised. In
implementation-oriented  systems, where  most
decisions about purpose and program are centralised
at the school board, this unpredictability can be
administratively challenging.

Campbell and Southworth (1992) expanded on the notion of the culture of
collaboration claiming that it is built upon four interacting constructs which are
best promoted through a sense of mutual security and openness. 1) Valuing
individuals as people: even the most mundane and apparently insignificant
details of staff behaviour were consistent with its values, here respect for
individuals occurs in many guises. 2) Valuing individuals for their contribution
to others: all staff in the collaborative schools perceived the differences
between them as a mutually enriching source of collective strength. 3) Valuing
interdependence - belonging to a group: together the members of staff make a
group which is valued because it provided a sense of belonging at the same
time staff accept a collective responsibility for the school so creating a sense of
team in which staff help, encourage and substitute for each other. 4) Valuing
interdependence - working as a team: being a member of a team meant to
recognise and value the unique contribution of each member to a joint

enterprise.

With these premises in place Nias et al. (1989) argue that cultures of
collaborations are found in the small details of school like that hold it together
rather than formally organised bureaucratic procedures or events. Thus the
development of collegiality as a process, if collaborative support which creates
trust necessary for reflection, is created from the reciprocity that results from

informal collaborative relationships (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990).
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3.4 Perceived benefits to collaboration

A number of researchers suggest that by engaging in collaborative work
teachers experience a renewed sense of purpose and professionalism, a
passion for the exploration of their teaching and learning and a reduced sense
of isolation (Hargreaves, 1998; Nias & Biott, 1992; Street & Temperley, 2005).
Table 4.2 Outlines a summation of the proposed benefits of collaboration
which feature in a range of the literature.

Table 4.2 A Summation of the Proposed Benefits of Collaboration

Johnson (2003, p. 332) Richert (1996)

w it provides moral support by [T it resulted in a renewed feeling of

strengthening resolve and pride and excitement about teaching
providing support in difficult and in a revitalised sense of oneself
situations as a teacher

w it increases efficiency by |w It reminds teachers of their
eliminating duplication and intellectual  capabilty and the
removing redundancy importance of that capability to their

w it improves effectiveness by professional lives

i mproving the qu]|f Itallows teachers to see thatthe work

teaching that they do in school matters

w it reduces overload by allowing for |w It reconnects many of the teachers to
teachers to share burdens and their colleagues and to their initial

pressures commitments to teach

w it establishes boundaries by |w It encourages teachers to develop an

setting commonly agreed expanded sense of what teachers
boundaries can and ought to do
w it promotes confidence w It restores in teachers a sense of

w it promotes teacher reflection professionalism and power in the

through dialogue and action sense of having a voice.

wit promotes teach

each other

w it leads to continuous

improvement.
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Whilst much research extols the benefits of collaboration for teachers (Dadds,
1995; Elliott, 1991; McLaughlin & Black-Hawkins, 2004; TTA, 1998; Zeichner,
2003), there are also many cautionary warnings about relying on collaboration
as a solution to all problems. Suggestions that all teachers benefit from
collaborative practice was found not to be the case by Johnson (2003), whilst
others have suggested that more democratic processes can be masked by
the rhetoric of collaboration which lead to dangers at a micro-political level
(Achinstein, 2002; Blasé & Blasé, 1999). The potential for management to use
contrived or manipulated collaboration as a tool has been highlighted by
Anderson (1998, 1999) and Hargreaves (1991).

4.5 Collegiality and contrived collegiality

The problems surrounding collaboration have been highlighted by a number of
researchers (Hartley, 1986; Quicke, 1986; Gitlin, 1987; Little, 1984, Campbell
& Southworth, 1992). Concerns are far ranging and include issues about
varying beliefs of those involved, time for implementation, unfamiliarity of many
teachers with the collegial role, rights of individuality, co-operation rather than
collaboration, definitions and types of collaboration, and administratively
controlled collaboration. It is this contrived collegiality that Hargreaves (1992)
IS most concerned about and links to the idea that school organisation has an
important role to play on successful implementation of collaboration.
Hargreaves identifies five features of contrived collegiality, a) administratively
imposed rather than spontaneous and teacher initiated meetings; b)
compulsion where meetings are directly or indirectly imposed with little
discretion afforded to individuality; c) teachers are required to work together to
implement the mandate of others (e.g. DfE, governors, school management);
d) afixedtimeandspacei s often | mposed,; e) control 0\
purpose and regulation of its time and placement are designed to increase the
predictability of teacher collegiality and its outcomes. Little supports this

warning ...

Closely bound groups are instruments both for promoting

change and for conserving the present. Changes, indeed,
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may prove substantial or trivial. Finally, collaborations may
arise naturally out of the problems and circumstance that
teachers experience in common, but often they appear
contrived, inauthentic, grafted on, perched precariously (and
often temporarily) on the margins of real work. (Little, 1990,
pp. 5091 10)

According to Campbell and Southworth (1992) collegiality has been and
continues to be the preferred and official way for staff to manage the
curriculum and the school. If this is the case then Hargreaves (1992), warns us
of the need to give schools and ftolthei r t eact
development as well as implementation, of the curriculum, on top of instruction,
giving teachers the necessary flexibility to work with each other in developing

programmes of their own.

Researchers (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990; Campbell & Southworth, 1992) have
voiced concerns over collegiality. One such concern is the need for greater
analysis between concepts connecting collegiality. Wallace (1988) touched on
connecting concepts of democracy, consultation, leadership, hierarchy and
collaboration, suggesting that collaboration can impinge upon eight

management task areas:

1. Management policy - developing a philosophy and school development plan

which takes into account the views of other heads or support staff.

2 Communication and decision making structures - involving outsiders in the

school's decision making process.
3 Curriculum - accepting the influence of outsiders in developing the curriculum

4. Staff - fostering the development of mutual trust among teachers and

support staff in different schools.

5. Pupils - ensuring compatibility of approaches among different schools to

pastoral care and discipline.

6. Material resources - agree procedures for procuring and sharing resources
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7. External relations - gaining the support of governors, including their

acceptance of legitimate influence of outsiders on the work of the school.

8._Monitoring and evaluating the work of the school - accepting monitoring and

evaluation by outsiders.

Yet Bush (1986) and Southworth (1987, 1998) suggest that democracy and
hierarchy, participation and control, leadership and collaboration do not
necessarily sit easily alongside each other and therefore tensions may exist in
Wallacebs ei ght ar eas o fCamphell (8989) fuggdstet thatnal | vy
collegiality implies delegation of curriculum leadership to members of staff with
designated curriculum responsibilities, curriculum coordinators, and distinctive
subject expertise, but this is open to interpretation, collegiality could mean
different things to different people. The two main obstacles identified by
Campbell and Southworth (1992) were time and roles, time is a problem
because most staff have full teaching timetables and roles are an issues for
several reasons, collegiality is likely to reduce autonomy of individual teachers
and heads resulting in heads feeling that authority is decentralised. This is
supported by Lortie (1969) and Coulson (1978) who suggest that collegiality
runs counter to the notion that decision making in schools is zoned. The zones
refer to the idea that the teacher decides what happens in their classroom and
the head decides on matters of general school policy and administration. By
engaging in collaborative or collegiate work and working with colleagues and
being from time to time a leader expands the work of a teacher so teaching
becomes dual role (Packwood 1984). Little (1989) refers to the privacy of
teaching and the capacity of teachers to work in groups, he suggest that
Collegiality not only asks teachers and heads to be less independent and more
interdependent it also implies that in becoming interdependent teachers accept
to learn to work together in collaborative groups. However, Hargreaves (1993)
argues that this notion of isolation or individualism is often viewed negatively,
but in his view is part of the architecture of teaching in schools as constructed
today. Hargreaves (1993) suggests three different forms of individualism;
constrained individualism, strategic individualism and elective individualism.
Constrained individualism is when teachers are constrained by administrative
and situational <const r aitheway;nwhichteacheesgi ¢ 1 ndi

actively construct and create individualistic patterns of working as a response
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to the daily conti ngenci(tagreavds, 1998, @.i163); wor k en
and el ective i npincipleddhoiaelto veonkalons all brisene of
the time and sometimes when there are opportunities and encouragement to

work coll abor at i Haigneavesil1998, p.d6d).l | eaguesod

Achinstein (2002) suggest that collaboration makes public differences and
difficulties that previously could remain hidden or non-public because of the
tradition of individualism and privacy. Therefore she argued that conflict is an

inevitable part of collaboration.
4.6 School Organisation and Collaboration

According to McLaughlin et al. (2006) collaboration between teachers is the
keystone of much current educational architecture and policy-making. It is
Important to recognise that how collaborative practice is introduced can have a
significant effect on the success of the work. Benson (1975) identifies three

sources of pressure for collaborative work; these can be seen to have direct

similarities with organisational theory. l
strategyo, sees coll aboration being achi e
agreement i n saategylwhich tlinksto loopeétight coupling theory

(Wei ck, 1976) . The bureaucratic |inkage <ca
strategyo, where higher authorities induce

activities by setting conditions on the provision of additional resources, for

example, on collaborative activities; schools still have control over this; so an

element of autonomy with regard to the outcomes of school projects allows

schools to link the projects to their school culture (contingency theory, Everard

& Morri s, 1990) . Finaatilviee, sBemsoemdysd dasutdobd
bureaucratic approach where schools are ordered to work collaboratively

(Weber, 1947).

Introducing collaboration by means that are too bureaucratic may result in
resentment or failure of the initiative. Collaboration according to Hudson,
(1987) can reduce autonomy by losing some freedom to act independently,
and reduce the feeling of control over onef¢
noted that, collaboration can also been seen to be negative as investment of

limited resources and energy into collaborative practice does not always
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provide clear or tangible returns. Modes of organisational coexistence (Litwak
& Hylton, 1962) explored this problem, identifying three conditions of operation
where individuals or groups within or between schools, worked to meet their
goals; independence (neither is interfering with the others goal achievement);
interdependent (goals can be achieved most effectively with the assistance or
the resources of the others); Conflict (goals are met at the expense of
anothero6s). At the root of coll aboration or

and control of resources.

As explored in chapter 3 the notion of cultural linkages in organisational theory
was considered to be highly influential for all school life variables according to
Pang (2004). The culture of the school has been described by Schein (1985)
as being about the deeper level of basic assumptions and beliefs that are
shared by members of an organisation, operating unconsciously to define an

organi sations vi ews of itself and itsdé en
Hargreaves (1995) a problem solving function inherited from the past, in this
way today's cultural form created to solve an emergent problem often becomes
tomorrowbs taken for granted recipe for d
novelty. The importance of school culture is highlighted by Campbell and
Southworth (1992) who claim that collaboration relies not only on the ability of
the staff to meet together and share equipment and information, it also rests

upon staff sharing common beliefs.

6 &ollegiality involves staff working together in a school where the
culture is cohesive and educational and social beliefs are shared. The
school is led by a head teacher who, having founded the culture,
sustains the beliefs and is a member of the staff group.' (Campbell &
Southworth, 1992, p.77)

4.7 Pressure for collaborative work

There are according to McLaughlin et al. (2006) many different roots to the
current emphasis on collaborative working between teachers. It is rooted in the
work on the school as a workplace, as both a source of school satisfaction and

motivation amongst teachers, the importance of collegial relations, and the
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significance that they have in school improvement (Liebermann & Miller, 1984;
Little, 1990a; Nias et al., 1989).

dhe literature suggests that collaborative activity can be
highly  political, contextually determined, and often
underpinned by long-term personal relationships between
key people involved. Incentives to collaborate tend to be
focused around responses to educational failure, the
securing of increased resources, or concerns about
maintaining strategic advantage in the local educational
mark e t p | (@hapmnan et al., 2009, p.1).

However research by Watkins (2005) suggested that the very nature of
collaboration in schools went against most common day to day practice in
s ¢ h o o lteachets .work alone, learn alone, and derive their most important
professional satisfactions alone i or rather from interactions with pupils instead

of witlip2Beerso

According to many researchers (Achinstein, 2002; Hargreaves, 1991, Little,
1990b) there is still an opportunity to emphasise the potential power of
collaboration despite the fragility and lack of spread of collaboration in schools
that the same authors warn about. What is clear from the research into
collaboration in schools is that authors have been attempting to clarify what is
meant by collaboration, to express the potential benefits of collaboration whilst
at the same time appreciate the complexities of supporting such work
(McLaughlin et al. 2006).

Research spanning more than two decades points
consistently to the potential educational benefit of vigorous
collegial communities. Researchers posit that conditions for
improving teaching and learning are strengthened when
teachers collectively question ineffective teaching routines,
examine new conceptions of teaching and learning, find
generative means to acknowledge and respond to difference
and conflict and engage actively in supporting professional
growth. (Little, 2002a, p.917)
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4.7 Different levels of Collaboration

This research on collaboration in schools suggests that there are three

important levels of work which affect how well or vigorously those in schools

engage in collaborative work. Table 4.3 outlines critical factors form each
(adapted from McLaughlin et al., 2006, p.56).

Table 4.3: Critical Factors for 3 levels of collaborative work.

involved in risk;

w set of attitudes
and practices in
relating to

colleagues;
w professional
ability to engage

with difference.

with the risk;

to work towards
i mprovement

learning  rather than
improvements in collegial

cohesion;

to engage constructively
in conflict and the

discussion of difference;

to interact with a focus

on practice.

The Individual The Professional The Organisational
Level Community Level Level
w tradition of the ability to develop a institutional policies
privacy and shared language; committed to
autonomy; to share purposes; supporting teacher
: collaboration and
@ link to to engage in a range of .
professional . . collegiality;
collaborative practices;
identity; institutional policy
accepting that this is a statements that give
wthe power of developmental task; q q
values: rewards an
to understand and work importance to
w the emotions

collaborative work;

school-level
organisation of staff

work and leadership;

degree of alignment
between policy and

structure.

Little (2002b) argues that the professional community level contains highly

sophisticated tasks as they require teachers to discuss and share practice
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which engages them in debating subject and pedagogical knowledge which
contain many assumptions. Whereas McLaughlin et al., (2006) discuss
organisational level in terms of the extent of distributed leadership and how the
organisation manage some key features, namely time and timetabling; training

and assistance, resourcing and material support and the degree of influence

Lunt et al. (1994) supports the notion of different levels of collaboration and
suggests four key dimensions of collaborative linkage, each can impact upon
the levels of work outlined in Table 4.3. According to Lunt et al. formalisation
suggests that arrangements can vary from formal agreements which have
official sanctions to informal tacit arrangements which often exist between
organisations. The former are often top down or bureaucratic in nature
meaning that they are mandated by authorities who specify such
arrangements are often unbalanced in favour of one of the organisations and
associated with lower perceived cooperation. e.g. of formalisation the
existence of an intermediary body to act as coordinator. Such a body can act

as a facilitator or and inducer of collaboration.

The intensity of the collaborative linkage is according to Aldrich (1979)
measures in two ways, firstly the amount of resources involved in a
relationships and secondly frequency of interaction. Lunt et al. (1994) suggests
that unless the success of a venture has clearly been established
organisations will be inclined to choose the less intense situation over one
which is highly demanding. A third dimension is the degree of reciprocity in the
relationship, Lunt et al suggest that it is not necessary for exchange to be
symmetrical but all parties must perceive that they are gaining something from
it. Finally the perception of the value of what is exchanged is important in
developing collaborative practice, standardisation dimension suggests that the
collaboration is influenced by degree to which what is exchanged is perceived

to be of a similar value.

According to Hargreaves (1992, p.8 0 )collegiality among teachers and
between teachers and their principles has been advanced as one of the most
fruitful strategies for fThis aleng with gthe
suggestion by Bird and Little (1986) that collegial sharing and support leads to
greater readiness for risk taking and is a vital bridge between school
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improvement and teacher development makes a clear argument in favour of
collaborative and collegiate cultures in schools. However, the discussion in the
chapter above suggest that without a structure of clearly evolved goals and
practices it seems unlikely that the benefits to be accrued from temporary or

passing collegiate activity can persist.
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Chapter 5: Educational Values and Ethos
5.1 Introduction

Much debate surrounds values in education and what underpins the values,
namely the philosophical aims of education. McLaughlin (1994) states that
there is widespread and increasingly explicit preoccupation with the nature of
values, their justification and realization. In this chapter it is the intention to
review research exploring number of key issues, the philosophy of education,
defining values in education and professional values and practice that govern

teaching and teachers.
5.2 Philosophy of Education

Blake et al (2003) suggest that although philosophers have always been

interested in education, educational philosophy with its own theories, literature,

traditions and problems did not develop until the nineteenth century.

Educational philosophers and theorists have adopted a variety of approaches

to understand the concept of education, a number of different responses to

6what the philosophy of education 1 s0 eman
traditions. The analytical philosophy of education was the established and

accepted discipline in the 1960s. Authors such as Sheffler, Hirst and Peters

wrote extensively on phil osophy of- educat

neutr al S e ¢ 0 n conaemet @lode albvdth 6 tvhhé yc |l ar i fi cati or
concepts and propositions through which our experiences and activities are

i nt el (Hirsy i1974, @.0). This approach was heavily cognitive rationalist

and sought to dispel confusions and provide a clear, systematic rationalisation

of educational beliefs and practices. The analytical approach provided the

basis for a more o6value based first ordero

the overriding purpose of education, according to this value based approach,

was the development of reason through aniniti at i on of o6i ntrinsi cal
activitieso. (92.aBlake et al.e(1998)asuggested that rather

than being instrumentally opportune according to this approach, the curriculum

would be grounded in the recognition that certain activities were intrinsically

worthwhile.
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@f these worthwhile activities, a special educational
importance attached to those informed by intelligent
understanding of a diverse group of discreet forms of

knowl edgeéwhich underl ayé the rat.i

person a | autonomyé. . Thus aut onomy
(some would say the uniquely overriding educational aim)
and respect for autonomy of pupil or student was a major

reqguirement (Blakeetak, 4 p.5 g. 6

In turn, just as the analytical approach was criticised and developed the value
based approach was too. Maclintyre (1981) led the attack on the separation of
reason from morality and re-introduced Aristotelian categories and concepts to

explore and explain educational topics. These developed intothe O6pr acti ced

approach to the nature of education (Carr 1987; Dunne 1993) and an
elaboration of value based first order approach to moral education (Carr &
Steutal, 1998). Rorty (1979) advocated a conversational style of philosophy in
which modern preoccupations with knowledge, rationality and truth are
replaced by post-modern concern of understanding and enlightenment. Tubbs
(2003) explored contradictory attitudes to enlightenment relating claiming that
on the one hand enlightenment is synonymous with freedom, self-
determination, autonomy and independence, whereas on the other
enlightenment defeats has been non-commodified forms of critical thinking
(Horkheimer & Adorno, 1979). Spanos (1993) and Usher and Edwards (1994)
continued this discussion exploring the idea that education should be defined
in terms of a humanist paideia that seeks to retrieve these notions through

6enlightenment. 6

Education does not fit easily into the post-modern moment
because educational theory and practice is founded in the
modernist tradition. Education is very much the dutiful child
of the Enlightenment and, as such, tends to uncritically
accept a set of assumptions deriving from Enlightenment
thought. Indeed, it is possible to see education as the vehicle
by which the Enlightenment ideals of critical reason,
humanistic individual freedom and benevolent progress are

substantiated and realised. (Usher & Edwards, 1994, p. 24)
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Aviram and Yonah (2004) suggest that since the beginning of the post-modern
era there has been a renewed interest in the question of whether the ideal of
the autonomous person should be upheld as a primary educational goal. Their
reasoning that changes in society, culture, employment and ways of life now
encourage the development of new patterns of employment, especially in high-
tech industries and advanced services, putting a high premium on personal
creativity, initiative, and independence. These qualities, Aviram and Yonah
(2004) add, can be typically exemplified by the autonomous person (Brown &
Lauder, 1992; Shaiken, 1984; Coates, Jarrat & Mahaffie, 1990). This clearly
reflects the ideas of worthwhile intrinsic activity and autonomy. The formulation
of educational aims in the light of the post-modern era has also been a topic of
discussion for Winch (2004) who claims that such creation of aims in society is
a political matter. As such Winch suggests educational aims are ultimately a
compromise and must be worked out by the interest groups involved e.g.
children and parents, as well as individual teachers, employers, unions,

educators and the government.

Carr (2004) opened the latest debate about philosophy of education calling for
revisit Aristotelian tradition of practical philosophy to help illuminate how the
problems surrounding philosophy of education are due to incoherencies

inherent in our dominant contemporary conceptions of the discipline.

From an Aristotelian perspectiyv
kind of inert phenomenon to be isolated, analysed and
theorised about, to construe the philosophy of education as a

form of theoretical philosophy i as a species of theoria

guided by episteme i is simply to transform educational
problems into philosophical problems and thereby assimilate

the preoccupations of educational practitioner to those of the
theoretical phil ¢Garo, RO p.4d).

Aristotle identified the reason and deliberation of moral engagement more as a
kind of practical rather than theoretical reason, therefore focusing more on
what on what one would see one do in moral terms rather than what you
believe in a cognitive intelligence sense. This being the case a good teacher
(qua moral agent and educator), according to Aristotle, should aim to cultivate
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the particular personal and interpersonal sensibilities presupposed to
Aristotelian virtues, not just out of concern for personal perfection, but also in
the interest of promoting such practical sensibilities on the part of others;
practical wisdom (phronesis) is the key to such promotion. Carr (2003)
explains how practical wisdom differs from both theoretical and practical

technical reason.

[Phronesis] differs from theoretical reason by virtue of its
concern with practical outcomes more than discovery of
truth, but it differs from technical or productive reasoning by
virtue of its concern with the pursuits of (morally) worthwhile
ends more than efficient or effective means. (Carr, 2003,
p.81)

Carrbés (2004) <clear focus was to reinforce

philosophy asking practitioners to test their own convictions and beliefs about
t h

(@}

6what t he phil osophy of education i s

philosophical tradition.

éany satisfactory resolution to these |
achieved by the philosophy o f educat i c
experienced practitioners 1 its phronimoi 1 displaying a
willingness to test their own convictions and beliefs about
6what t he phil osophy of education i s
encounter with a philosophical tradition which some of them
may initially find incoherent and to which others may be

implacably opposed (Carr, 2005, p. 46)

Hirst (Hirst & Carr, 2005) adds to the current debate on educational philosophy
by acknowledging that philosophies may be developed in the exercise of
practical reason, or phronesi s, but reject
as being ultimately incoherent and illusory. Hirst maintains that the exercise of
theoretical reason contributes critically to the development of rational
educational practices, thus philosophy of education is best understood as a

distinctive area of academic philosophy.
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éphil osophy, |l i ke psychology, soci ol og
abstracting, academic, theoretical discipline that is a hugely

significant instrument in contributing to the exercise of

practical reason in educational affairs and the progressive

experimental development of practices that best pursue that

particular form of good in our complex society. (Hirst in Hirst

& Carr, 2005, p.618)

Hirst continues his debate arguing that there must be constant conceptual
clarification in our understanding of what is going on, sustained assessment of
the logical forms of arguments and a questioning of the beliefs for educational
activities and discourse to function adequately in forwarding rational
developments in our practices. Moreover, to achieve a practical impact of
educational philosophy a clearer focus on problems in educational practice is

needed.

eéa sharper sense of where the critical
for educational practice are now to be found, more

opportunities for work to be done on them and the

determination to make the voice of our achievements heard

amongst practitioners and policy-makers. (Hirst in Hirst &

Carr, 2005 P.631)

5.3 Defining values in education:

Dewey (1916) suggests that the term "value" can describe either a) the full
experience i.e. the attitude of intrinsically prizing a thing finding it worthwhile, to
value in this sense is to appreciate; or b) the vital experience i.e. the
intellectual act of comparing and judging that occurs when the full experience
is lacking, and the questioning involved in deciding which of the various

possibilities of a situation is to be preferred.

Le Métais (1997) suggested that values are formed of basic values, those

which seek to monitor and maintain values within the system as a whole (i.e.

freedom, equity, the value of the unique individual, community, family and

defence of society and social justice), and operational values relating to the

way in which tasks are executed at different levels. It could be argued that
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these two different values can complement each other or create tensions, both

between values themselves or the interpretation of values.

In an ideal world, clearly understood and shared national values, form a
coherent thread which permeates the education system from aims through to
outcomes in clear steps. Le Métais (1997) suggests that this may not simply be
the case as there may be dissonance between the aims of education
expressed by legislation or reforms, and those pursued by students, teachers,

parents, education administrators and others.

ol t may be difficult for a single educa
a diversity of values and aims, and similar conflicts may arise
with respect to internal organisation, curriculum, teaching

met hods and materi a(lLsMétnis,d993dssessment 6
p. 3).

It has been suggested that in any organisation there is a set of values about
what i's acceptable organisation behaviour
members and used to provide an important filter for selecting input and
connecting thoughts and feelings to action (Pang, 1996; Huitt, 2004). Husu

(2004) suggests that judgments of approval towards abilities, qualities and

behaviours teachers think worthy of stri vi ng f or ar efospeakafol v al uc
school 6s values i mplies t hat t he hol di ng
membership of the particular school in questiond ( Hus u, 2004, on

Rokeach (1978nhst remen bsapkeferved mades of@onduct,
Rokeach argues that there are four categories to these values, a) moral values
(what a person feels is the O6rightoé thing
individual believes is the most effective way to go about doing something); c)
personal values,(which relate to what a person hopes to achieve for

themselves) and d) social values (how they wish society to operate).

0OA value is an enduring belief that a s
or end state of existence is personally or socially preferable
to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end state of

existence. A value system is an enduring organisation of
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beliefs concerning preferable modes of conduct along a
continuum of r el(Rokeach 8973, mH or t ance. 0

Greenbank (2003) felt that Rokeachos mo d e | provi de:
conceptualisation of the multidimensional nature of values and in doing so a
framework that facilitated a more rigorous analysis of the role of values in
educational research. Richmon (2004) added to the debate about values, he
considers that by adopting circular terms to modify concepts adds to the
ambiguity of definition of values; moreover, values are often difficult to
distinguish from other related terms, such as culture, attitudes, beliefs,

motivations, and needs.

Values in education are high on the agenda of contemporary debate
(McLaughlin, 1994; Greenbank, 2993; Richmon, 2004; Hirst & Carr, 2005)
those engaging in the debate agree that values are inescapable in education.
Mclaughlin (1994) suggests that as schools and teachers exist for particular
purposes, all of which assume the value of what is being aimed at; there can
be no value-free education or schooling. Hirst (in Hirst & Carr, 2005, p.620)
S uppor teducatidmal practices and their discourse are of their nature
deeply value ladend . I n accepting that education, b
laden it is also important to acknowledge that the values are not simple, and
complexity of the values causes obstacles. McLaughlin (1994) suggests
obstacles faced in the complexity of values are 6 fold: 1) Variety suggests that
educational values related to different aspects of the educational process and
are not just moral values, as such they involve judgments a) which are implicit
in general educational ideals and aims, b) about what is most worthy of study
and why, c) about valued aspects of the life of reason and d) about committing
to broadly moral, social and political values implicit in educational aims and
processes. 2) Structure and grounding of values MclLaughlin suggests that
values do not exist in logical isolation from each other, but are related in
structural ways, therefore structural considerations are related to the ease or
flexibility with which values can be changed, adjusted or combined. 3)
Relatedness to practice as an obstacle suggest that values must be realised,
rather than being a paper exercise they must have practical interpretation and
application, more over policies need to recognise that they cannot be isolated

values operating in a practical context but their practical feasibility
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effectiveness and implications need to be considered. 4) Conflict can arise
from values that are not mutually consistent therefore judgements about
priorities and emphasis need to be made. 5) Diversity and dispute may occur
over values that can cause conflict. 6) Mandate to decide is essential if conflict,
diversity and dispute is to be settled, however this in is itself causes problems
as judgements need to be made as to whom should determine educational

values in a given context.

In acknowledging complexities surrounding values and conflict within these
complexities a number of authors have suggested models to minimise conflict.
Hodgkinson (1991) for example described, developed and enhanced his
anal ytic model of t he val ue ¢ on centpat sugges
pur poses itavll enallehua to clagsify values and eventually establish
some bases for the r es(®Plyupg.96)pRichnmh (20041 ue con
outlines Hodgkinson model of values supporting it as enabling us to clarify
values yet claiming it to be restrictive by limiting values to the domain of
individuals. Hodgkinson proposed that values can be held at three basic
motivational levels. Type Ill values, or subrational values, are grounded in
pr ef er EBypeclk value§ are self-justifying, since they are grounded in
i ndi vidual affect and constitu(leol:t98).e i ndi vi
Type Il values, or rational values, are grounded in either consequences (type
lla) or consensus (type IlIb): Values of consequence involve a @easonable
analysis of the consequences entailed by the pending value judgment [directed

at] some future resultant state of affairst

wi || of the major it y1991,np.98x Typd Ivvalmes, orol | ect i v
tansrational val ues, are grounded then more n
form of ethical codes, I (1991, p.29). i ons , or comn

Husu (2004) suggest that by adopting a values clarification approach teaching
communities have the potential to promote reflection, interpersonal skills and
courage that are needed in pedagogical decision-making.

In his research Husu (2004) found that the notion of school values among
teachers was diverse and vague; with some statements viewing values as
norms: As a standard or pattern of social behaviour that is accepted in or
expected is a school; whereas others were viewed as cultural ideals that are
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common to all people in a society. Value statements were seen to be moral
judgments without clarifying the procedures that they presuppose. Finally, they
can be seen as a set of generalized attitudes that stress on conformity. All of
which combine to create a list of norms, ideals, and attitudes that are
supposed to govern the conduct of teachers. Husu developed a his framework
for teacher reflection of school values (Figure 5.1) as a result of analysing his
data to construct certain basic concepts, meta values, that could relate both

the individual value statements and the applied school values.

Figure 5.1. A framework for teacher reflection of school values (Husu,
2004 [online])
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According to Chasison (2005) in the 1800s Peirce developed a framework of
his embedded philosophy of education with the aim of helping students (and
teachers) develop and hone the ability for making deliberate and well-
considered choices. The philosophical framework argued that a sturdy
foundation for the development of three important learning capabilities is
essential. These capabilities are 1) the ability to identify, compare, and
contrast qualities, 2) the ability to perform analyses, and 3) the ability to

interpret the meaning of signs. Chasison (2005) reported that Peirce
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suggested that once teachers learn to develop their own intellectual potential
by expanding these capabilities within themselves, they will be able to begin
bringing about the development of these capabilities in their students. Once
identified, developed, and applied to the mastery of educational skills and
subject matter, these three fundamental learning capabilities (qualification,
analysis, and interpretation), can form the foundation of a common-sense

approach to educational reform.

Le Métais (1997) suggest therefore that any education system, at any given
point in time, is a combination of the past, the present and the future. When
identifying national values and educational aims it is not simply a matter of
reading the texts or working backwards from educational systems and
provisions. Figure 5.2 outlines Le Métais (1997) model of the effect of time of

values in education.

Figure 5.2: The effect of time on values in education (Le Métais 1997, p.4)
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In this model education is seen as a long term project which takes time to
develop and implement policy, build schools, train and recruit staff, develop
curricula, materials and assessment instruments. As time passes the
relevance of educational aims may change with changes in social, economic
and political situations. Inherited structures, pupils part-way through the
process, and teachers with knowledge, skills and attitudes acquired to meet
previous needs result in a system where at no point can education start with a

clean slate. The clarity of measurement of outcomes of education is uncertain
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as some outcomes (e.g. examination success) can be assessed a specific
points during the education process others (e.g. achieving individual potential,
developing positive attitudes to lifelong learning may not be clear until much
later. In simplest terms the work of Halstead and Taylor (1996) summarised
educational values effectively as the principles and fundamental beliefs which
act as general guides to behaviour and as points of reference for decision-

making.

According to Hallinger and Heck (2001) t he
view of the education is referred to as personal vision, where a vision enables
one to see facets of school life that may otherwise be unclear, raising their
importance above others. Barth (1996 in Wallace & Poulson, 2003) claims that
personal visions grow out of the values we hold most dearly. He suggests

several questions that may clarify an educator's personal vision:
A In what kind of school would you wish to teach?
A What brought you into education in the first place?

A What are the elements of the school that you would

want your own children to attend?

A What would the school environment in which you would

most like to work look like, feel like, and sound like?

A If your school were threatened, what would be the last
things that you would be willing to give up?

A On what issues would you make your last stand?
(Barth, 1996 in Wallace & Poulson , 2003, p.221)

A number of authors have argued that when a personal vision can become a
catalyst for transformation when it is shared by others (Barth, 1990; Bolman &
Deal, 1992, 1996; Hallinger & Heck 2001
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5.4 Professional values and practice that govern teaching and teachers in
the United Kingdom

The importance of professional values in education has been highlighted at
Government level with the development of national frameworks and standards
for teaching and teachers. For example the Scottish Executive (2003)
highlights the importance of professional values and commitments as being at
the core of educational leadership.

Professional values that underpin teaching were formalised in 1984 when the
Department of Education and Science (DES) first introduced criteria that
needed to be met by initial teacher training and education (ITTE) students
(DES, 1984: 3/84) Compliance with these criteria were inspected by Her
Majesties Inspectorate (HMI). In 1994 the Government established the
Teacher Training Agency (TTA) a non-governmental agency sponsored by the
Department for Education (DfE). Green (2004) states that by the end of 1995
the TTA proposed the development of clear and explicit expectations of
teachers in different roles by the development of National Standards which
woul d help set targets for teassimsiMsxed develc
National Standards would define the expertise required in a specific role, for
the first time the purposes, professional knowledge and understanding, skills,
attributes and key areas for specific roles would be defined (TTA, 1998). The
latest version of these standards developed by the Teacher Development
Agency (TDA) in 2007, The Professional Standards for Teachers in England,
cover five different career stages: qualified teacher status; core standards for
main-scale teachers who have successfully completed their induction; post-
threshold teachers on the upper pay scale; excellent teachers and advanced
skills teachers (ASTs). The Standards for each provide a framework for
professional development and are arranged in three inter-related sections:
professional attributes; professional knowledge and understanding and
professional skills.

The standards clarify the professional characteristics that a
teacher should be expected to maintain and to build on at
their current career stage. After the induction year, therefore,

teachers would be expected to continue to meet the core
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standards and to broaden and deepen their professional
attributes, knowledge, understanding and skills within that
context. (TDA, 2007, p.2)

Implicit within the professional standards for teaching is the requirement that
practicing teachers should be aware of, have appropriate level of experience
with and responsibility for legislation specifically Children Act 2004, the
Disability Discrimination Acts 1995 and 2005 and relevant associated
guidance, the special educational needs provisions in the Education Act 1996
and the associated Special Educational Needs: Code of Practice (DfES 2001),
the Race Relations Act 1976 as amended by the Race Relations (Amendment)
Act 2000, and the guidance Safeguarding children in education (DfES 2004).

Of the three interrelating sections the professional attributes relates most to
the values that underpin teaching. All teachers are required to meet the core
standards (C) at the end of the induction period and continue to meet them
throughout their teaching career. Specifically the TDA (2007, p.7) expect all

teachers to meet standards core one and two.

C1 Have high expectations of children and young people
including a commitment to ensuring that they can achieve
their full educational potential and to establishing fair,
respectful, trusting, supportive and constructive relationships

with them.

C2 Hold positive values and attitudes and adopt high

standards of behaviour in their professional role.

The handbook of guidance (TTA, 2002) expands upon the nature of values
which should be expected in teachers and teaching by naming the kinds of
values that teachers should demonstrate and promote. By this they mean that
teachers should apply the values in their work so that positive dispositions and
attitudes influence and inform the ways that pupils learn and work (Arthur et
al., 2005). Values such as respect for others, social responsibility, positive
communication and care for the environment are some of the suggested
values (TTA, 2003). As can be seen in appendix F many of these are part and
parcel of the values underpinning the Qualification and Curriculum Authority
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(QCA) Key Stage Three Curriculum Review which resulted in the revised
National Curriculum 2007 (QCA, 2007). In 2011 the Secretary of State for
Education, Michael Gove, announced the review of the framework for
professional standards for teachers development, the intention is that the new
approach will set out rigorous standards that will enable teachers to provide
excellent teaching, crack down on bad behaviour, improve basic skills in
English and maths and provide better support for those pupils who fall behind

and get rid of what he termed meaningless and fluffy concepts.

The National Standards have been supported by legislation outlined in the
2002 Education Act, setting out general requirements of the curriculum,
t e a ¢ hpayrasdoconditions, requirements to be a qualified teacher and the
role of the General Teaching Council. The Education Act 2002 made several
changes to the statutory arrangements for teachers' pay and conditions. The
School Teachers' Pay & Conditions Document (2003) is a supporting
document to the professional Standards for Teachers and expands upon
characteristics and values for different types of teacher for example for fast
track teachers, one who meets certain criteria of thinking style, interpersonal
style and personal styles, the values of integrity and fairness, commitment to
working with children, and passion for learning and education are explicitly
referred to. In addition to the Professional Standards for teaching all qualified
teachers in maintained schools and non-maintained special schools are

required to be registered with the General Teaching Council for England.

The General Teaching Council for England (GTCE) was established by the
Teaching and Higher Education Act 1998, and the first Council began its work
on 1 September 2000. As the professional body for teaching, it provides an
opportunity for teachers to shape the development of professional practice and
policy, and to maintain and set professional standards. In 2002, the GTCE
published a Code of Professional Values and Practice. This code sets out the
beliefs, values and attitudes which underpin the professionalism of teachers
and has been incorporated into the standards for Qualified Teacher Status
(QTS). Maintaining registration requires that teachers uphold appropriate

standards of professional conduct and competence. (GTCE, 2004, p.2).
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The GTCE (2006) set the expectation that teachers work within a framework of

legislation, statutory guidance and school policies, with different lines of

accountability. In their Statement of Professional Values and Practice for

Teachers (GTCE, 2006) they set their aims as being to create a professional

code that reflects societyos expectations
teachersd6 own values and aspirations, and t
This statement highlights four different categories that teachers are expected

to demonstrate professional values towards namely, children and young

people, parents and carers, professional colleagues and learning and

devel opment . Through these cat eegogrmsees t eac
the value and place of the school in the community and the importance of their

own professional status. They understand that this requires judgment about

appropriate standards of personal behaviour6 ( GTCE, 2006, p. 2).

Through the National Professional Standar d:
and the statement of professional values and practice it can be seen that
national frameworks and standards for teaching and teachers are reinforcing
the idea that teaching and education is value laden in nature and that the
values underpinning teaching and teachers play an important part of the

professionalism of teaching.

In 2010 the change of UK Government brought with it a review of the teacher
standards and abolishment of GTCE, the aim to simplify the standards,
reducing prescription into a benchmark for what is expected of all qualified
teachers to know, understand and do throughout their professional lives as
teachers, these changes are due to be implemented in September 2012. In
addition a review of National Curriculum is also taking place intending reduce
the contents by setting out only the essential knowledge that all children
should acquire, the intention to give schools and greater freedom to decide
how to teach this most effectively and to design a wider school curriculum that
best meets the needs of their pupils.

Changes imposed by Government legislation impact upon the culture and
values of schools. McLaughlin (1994) suggests that the National Curriculum
and the arrangements for assessment and school inspection are the unifying

elements of the new educational system which have now been enriched by the
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addition of a more explicit 'value dimension'. Criticism of the statement of aims
of education in legislation such as the 1988 Education Reform has been
answered by the introduction of the concern with 'moral’ and 'spiritual’ values,
both within the National Curriculum and part of the formal inspection criteria for
schools. The QCA curriculum review explores in detail the values that underpin
the curriculum suggesting four categories (the self, relationships, society and
the environment) of values that should be demonstrated and promoted by
teachers and assimilated by pupils resulting in them exhibiting the values in

their own behaviour and approaches to learning.

With regards to school inspection Ofsted aims and values are clearly set out in
their strategic plan 2007-2012 (Ofsted 2007) their purposes are threefold, to
serve children and learners, to drive improvement and to secure value. The
purposes are informed by four values that Ofsted claim inform everything they

do, and how they do it.

Putting children and learners first

We start from the interests of children and learners of all
ages, whatever their background; and of parents, carers and
employers. We take pride in standing up for the rights and
opportunities of all those who use the services we inspect or

regulate.

Achieving excellence

We want to make a difference and set challenging standards
for providers and for ourselves. Our impact comes in the way
we provide encouragement and incentive for others to
improve; and from our contribution in informing policy
development. Striving for excellence ourselves, we seek

always to learn.

Behaving with integrity

We build and maintain trust by behaving fairly and impartially

in all our dealings with others and with colleagues. We are
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highly professional. We value our independence and speak

without fear or favour on the basis of evidence.

Valuing difference and diversity

We value and respect difference both within Ofsted and
beyond. Equality and diversity are at the heart of what we do
and how we do it: our commitment is reflected in our practice
internally and in all aspects of our influence and work in

inspection and regulation (Ofsted, 2007, p.13).

A major criticism of the standards approach to teaching is that are a
competency based model to teaching resulting in teachers that are essentially
technicians charged with specific and measurable tasks, little attention is given
to the wider purpose or the gquestion of meanings (Arthur, Davidson & Lewis,
2005). The National Standards and other frameworks go part way to exploring
professionalism for teachers, however it has been argued that competence
based models of teacher training have no commitment to professional values
(Hyland, 1993). Arthur et al. (2005) see professional values as a complex set
of positive and appropriate beliefs that teachers hold and the actions by which
they are transmitted to pupils. It could be argued that encapsulating these

beliefs and values within competences or standards is simply not possible.

Professionality is inextricably bound up with shared values,

understandings and attitudes regarding social order and the

rules by which others, in certain relationships, may instigate

aclaim on wuséto claim the standing of
come to mean adherence to an ethic, a moral principle,

which derives from a freely undertaken commitment to serve

others as individual human beings, worthy of respect, care

and attention (Strain, 1995, pp. 47-48).

Hill (1997) describes the various political factions which have influenced values

in education in the past decade: (1) the neo-liberals who believed that market

forces, competition, diversity of provision and freedom of choice by consumers

will raise standards in the public services of health and education; (2) the neo-

conservatives who wished to restore a cul
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traditional values such as respect for authority, the nation and Britishness,
prioritising the values of a social elite and the importance of a common culture;
and (3) the then official OFSTED discourse which attacked progressive and
egalitarian schooling. Corbett and Norwich (1997) suggest that in relation to
theoretical issues, the changes have involved an increased focus upon social
and political values guiding educational provision rather than on the specific
explanatory disciplines of psychology and sociology.

The idea that professional values can be restricted into criteria of functional
success is not possible, teachers as role models are therefore expected to
demonstrate and promote values and personal characteristics which are
desirable for pupils to acquire. Teaching is set amid a set of values, beliefs and
traditions that are shared and understood in the profession but rarely
articulated. The effect of time of values in education outlined by Le Métais
(1997) earlier suggests that these values, beliefs and traditions are not
constant. With a competence based model the technical skills and
competences of teaching dominate and the values that underpin them become
trivialized or ignored, the assumption becoming that just by becoming a
teaching your grasp the complexities of professional values and expertise in
the areas of moral and ethical judgement and reflection (Pring, 1992; Carr
1993).

5.5 Values in Special Education - a shared vision

In 1998 Corbett and Norwich suggested that there have been two key changes
in the education service over the previous decade from a special educational
needs perspective, the introduction of the National Curriculum for England and
Wales and the specialization of schools into Grant Maintained Schools, Local
Education Authority (LEA) schools, schools with some degree of ability
selection, special schools and technology schools, resulted in diversity of
schooling. As such the issues which arose in educating those with disabilities
and difficulties underlined the multiplicity of values and highlight the tensions
this generates in policy making about schooling and the curriculum generally.
Corbett and Norwich (1998) argue that special education shows the

importance of recognising the interplay of different values in educational policy.
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These values encompass individual and social aims. Aims

for individuals can include realising each and every

i ndividual 0s potenti al; intrinsic appr
understanding, moral and aesthetic experience; developing a

sense of self-worth for all and becoming an active and

responsible citizen. Aims for society can include community

participation; social cohesiveness; equalising opportunities;

maintaining and raising standards; reconstructing society and

preserving the best of past traditions. (Corbett & Norwich,

1998, p.86).

Terzi (2005) suggests that there is a dilemma of difference brought about by
the identification and recognition of chil«
and schooling systems while aiming at appropriate, additional provision in

order to educate all children.

Subsumed in the dilemma are two interrelated aspects: a
theoretical dimension, concerned with issues of
conceptualisation and definition, and a political one, which
refers to questions of provision in order to meet the equal

entitlements of all children to education. (Terzi, 2005, p.444).

Corbett and Norwich (1997) view the dilemmas in terms of a)
conceptualising difficulties and disabilites in individual terms (a
psychological perspective) or b) social labelling and power imbalances in
organisational and social systems (a sociological perspective). In addition to
the conflicts that arise between the policy-making values of equality and
social cohesion (inclusion values) and the values of choice and diversity

(market values).

Whilst inclusion is projected as the passive rhetoric, it is
individual entittlement which has become the active force
legitimated by notions of choice, rights and quality. The
resulting tension locates inclusive ideology as a fragile
concept, as likely to be subverted by market forces as it is to

be adopted as a policy edict. The challenge for future policy-
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makers is to contain individual entitlement within a framework

of collective responsibility. (Corbett & Norwich, 1997, p.387).

Much debate and legislation has explored how to minimize the dilemmas and
conflicts. Research into school effectiveness (Rutter et al., 1979, Reynolds et
al., 1996) has stressed the importance of a shared vision and goals and school
consensus on values, when considering the conditions for the successful
development of provision for pupils with special educational needs. More
specifically when exploring inclusive schools Rouse and Florian, (1996) found
that to be effective a common mission embracing shared values and beliefs
was needed. Malvern and Skidmore (2001) suggested that previous theory in
this field may have over-estimated the importance for the development of
provision of achieving consensus among school staff on shared values and
goals and provides evidence that other, structural determinants of professional
identity may be more important in the production of consensus than

membership of a particular institutional culture.
Conclusion:

According to Hallinger and Heck (2001) numerous reviews of studies of school
leadership, school effectiveness, school improvement and organisational
change cite vision, goals and mission as key factors explaining the differential

effectiveness of organisations.

In 2010 research was undertaken by the National Foundation for Educational
Research (NFER 2011) exploring the

forms of support they receive to help them maintain and develop their teaching
practice, the findings suggest that Teachers want to be able to improve, and it
Is important that they are given the opportunity and encouragement to develop

their practice, regardless of role and level of experience.
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CHAPTER 6: RESEARCH METHODS
6.1 Introduction- Planning and Research Design
6.1.1 Exploring Paradigm

6Paradigm i ssues are crucial; no inquir
to go about the business of inquiry without being clear about

just what paradigm informs and guides |
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p.166)

A paradigm can be viewed as a set of basic beliefs that deals with ultimate or
first principles, they are approaches to research that have been labelled with
opposing poles e.g. positivism/ interpretivism. However there may be a mixture
or overlap of different approaches in research. Selecting the most appropriate
process or methods and methodology to answer a research question is
I nf or med by the researcher 6s assumptions

researchers assumptions one questions the theoretical perspective.

Crotty (1998) outlines four basic elements of any research process which
provides researches with stability and direction to build or scaffold which help
decide the methods and methodologies and at the same time justify this
choice. Figure 6.1 illustrates the four elements of research process and their

meanings.
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Fi 6.1 Epistemology: the theory of

'gure ©.%. knowledge embedded in the
The four . .

theoretical perspective and thereby
elements of .
in the methodology

research | |
process
(adapted : = :
from Crotty, Theoretl_cal pgrspectlve. the philosophy
1998). stance informing the methodology and

thus providing a context for the process
and grounding its logic and criteria

6.1.2 Epistemology and Ontology of this research

In general, research strategy is based the relevance of philosophy to the
practice of research this is known as epistemology and ontology, Epistemology
refers to theory of knowledge, which examines what is the new knowledge to
be created or developed. Epistemology underpins how we know what we
know. Maynard (1994) explains the relevance of epistemology to the research

process.

OEpi stemol ogy i's concerned with
grounding for deciding what kinds of knowledge are possible

and how we can ensure that they are both adequate and

l egi t (ph@.t e. O

104

provi d



According to Hirschheim, Klein and Lyytinen (1995, p.20) epistemology
denotes the nature of human knowledge and understanding that can possibly
be acquired through different types of inquiry and alternative methods of
investigation. There a number of epistemological standpoints in research such
as objectivism, subjectivism, constructivism, rationalism and empiricism
(Wellington, 2000; Crotty, 1998; Pring, 2000). For the traditional
epistemologies (rationalist and empiricist) knowledge was seen to be justified
in terms of, or built upon, some solid and unchallenged foundation; the
differences between the two traditional epistemologies were that Locke,
Berkeley and Humeds empiricist ideas <cl ai
experiences, whilst rationalists like Descartes claimed the foundation was
human reason. A new perspective on epistemology recognises that there is no
secure basis for knowledge, Popper (1968) saw all knowledge as tentative
where no ideal source of knowledge exists and that all sources of knowledge
were liable to lead to error at times. On the one hand research can be
objective where the real world can be researched independent of the
researcher and Otrued statements can be ma
body of knowledge; on the other reality is a social construct and the
boundaries between the objective and subjective are unclear; here, the
researcher is part of the world being researched and the truth is negotiated as
an agreed account of what should be real. This subjective approach considers
that meaning does not come out of interplay between subject and object but is
imposed upon by the object (Pring, 2000; Crotty, 1998). The constructive view
sees that truth and meaning comes into existence as a result of our
engagement with the realities of the world; therefore meaning is not discovered
but constructed. In reality most human enquires are located somewhere near
the middle (Phillips, 1993).

The research described here does fall somewhere in the middle in that it sits in
a social constructionism position. Gergen (1985) considers social
constructionism to reflect the notion that the world that people create focuses
on the collective generation and transmission of meaning (Crotty, 1998). Social
constructionism emphasises the hold that our culture has on it in shaping the
way individuals see and feel things. In exploring culture, values and beliefs in

this research, the social construction of meaning is generated. According to
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Jackson (2006) the core ideational element upon which constructivists focus is
inter-subjective beliefs (and ideas, conceptions and assumptions) that are
widely shared among people, in this case the educational aims of inclusive

education and the role of collaboration in supporting these educational aims.

Ontology examines how new knowledge is acquired in general. Wand &
Weber (1993, p.220) refer to ontology as a branch of philosophy concerned
with articulating the nature and structure of the world. Searle (2006) debates
the idea that social ontology is both created by human actions and attitudes
but at the same time has an epistemically objective existence and is part of the
natural world. The ontological viewpoint of this research will focus on what to
be studied, how to acquire and describe the new knowledge, which in practice
Is to study how the interrelationship between collaborative practice, inclusive
schooling and school organisation manifest themselves in schools through
empirical research using multi methods, with the assumption that schools and
colleges will devise their own polices, practices and cultures and are

constrained by institutionalized conventions.
6.1.3 Theoretical Perspective of this research

Theoretical perspective is the philosophical stance that lies behind the
methodology, it is a statement of the assumptions brought to the research and
reflected in the methodology as the researcher understands and employs it.
There are a number of theoretical perspectives such as positivism, post-
positivism, interpretivism, critical enquiry, feminism and post modernism they
provide a context for the process involved in research and a basis for logic and
its criteria. This research is interpretative in nature as it aims to explore
perspectives and shared meanings to develop insights into the situation. In
interpretative research education is seen as a lived experience and as a
historical process for those involved in educational processes and institutions
(Kemmis, 1993). Interpretative approaches have the aim of transforming the
conscious of practitioners and so enable them to reform their own practice.

Arising out of the need to understand human and social reality, interpretivism

was, according to Schwandt (1994, p .

125),

t o devel op a natur al science 0-1920)t h e SOoCi

suggested verstehen (understanding) was the focus of human sciences rather

106



than erklaren (explaining) that was the focus of the natural sciences. The
interpretative approach was discussed further by Dilthey (1833-1911) who
proposed that natural and social reality were different therefore needed
different methods to explore. It is here that the divide between qualitative and
guantitative methods developed, qualitative methods being those using non i
numerical data and therefore best suited to social or human reality and
understanding, whereas quantitative methods dealt with numerical data,
amounts or measures and best suit to natural sciences. Although this research
is interpretative in nature it does not use solely qualitative data but rather
adopts a mixed method approach, interpretive aspect focus on how the data
analysis/sources are integrated, but also scientific methods in using systematic
measure inventories. There are clearly differences of philosophical
assumptions and methodology between different theoretical perspectives
which have consequences for research, however there are elements of natural
science or positivism that are important for social sciences to embrace such as
verification of meanings, objectivity and therefore reliability and validity;
similarly the natural sciences have been enriched by the use of qualitative
methodology to support their quantitative research. Studies in natural sciences
and social world have come closer together. Crotty (1998) identifies two key

reasons for this:

0t he recognition by many staget nker
old claims to certitude and objectivity cannot be sustained
and that the findings natural science are themselves social
constructions and human interpretations, albeit a particular

form of such constructions and interpretations.o(p.71).

The research uses phenomenology as its approach to interpret educational

research.

OPhenomenol ogy suggests that, [
can, the prevailing understandings of those phenomena and
revisit our immediate experience of them, possibilities for new

meaning emerge for us or we witness at least an

aut hentication and enhan(ECmetiye nt of

1998, p. 78).
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Phenomenology assumes that in our experiences there are objects to which
our understandings relate; these objects make experienc e 6i nt enti onal 0
they were experiences of something.

60These 6objectséb as experienced, wer e
characterised by oned6$ thercslmpeci ousness of
and colour, their relevance and significance, the causal links

made with other objects, the ideas they conjure up and were

associ at(Prohg, 2000t 3197)0

Simply put it refers to the objects of our experience before we start thinking
about them, interpreting them or attributing any meaning to them, it requires us
to look afresh at things putting aside any preconceived ideas.

According to Max van Manen (2002) several domains of research can be

studies using phenomenology as a research perspective:

OWe may distinguish various traditions
transcendental, existential, hermeneutic, historical, ethical,

and language phenomenologies;

Phenomenological inquiry probes and draws from different

sources of meaning;

Phenomenological inquiry can be understood in terms of the
philosophical or methodological attitudes associated with the
reductio and the vocatio;

The more procedural dimensions of phenomenological inquiry
can be explored in terms of empirical methods and reflective

methods;

Ultimately phenomenological inquiry cannot be separated

from the practice of writing.

Phenomenological inquiry can be studied in terms of its
practical consequenWaMankmp2002h uman | i ving

No page).
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This research draws from interpretation of different sources of meaning from
the individuals involved in the research; its use of different methodological

impulses will be explored next.
6.1.4 Methodology of this research

There are two methodological impulses in phenomenological inquiry and
writing: the reductio (the reduction) and the vocatio (the vocative dimension).
This research involves radical reflection in that it looks to bracket the everyday
natural attitude (the reductio); in addition the research will produce textual
portrayals that echo the kinds of meaning that we seem to recognise in
prereflective experience (the vocatio). Each of these will be explored in more
depth later in this chapter. The research methodology for this research uses
grounded theory which aims to discover theory from data (Glaser & Strauss,
1967). This research aims to use knowledge and understanding of existing
theories to generate new theory; the new theory will be derived from the study
into the phenomena. Strauss and Corbin (1990) explores this inductive
approach viewing that a theory is discovered, developed and in part verified

through the collection and analysis of data.

@ herefore, data collection, analysis and theory stand in
reciprocal relationship with each other. One does not begin
with a theory, then prove it. Rather, one begins with an area
of study and what is relevant to that area is allowed to
e me r @wadss & Corbin, 1990, p. 23).

The methodology in this case uses an inductive / deductive cycle which is
illustrated in Figure 6.2; in this a theory emerges as a result of making
inductions and deductions from the data.
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Figure 6.2 7 Inductive
/ deductive cycle i
adapted from Strauss
and Corbin 1998

Theory creation i Inductions T deriving
explored and concepts; their
examined based on properties and

emergent perspectives dimensions from data

that help change and
develop the theory

Deductions i
hypothesizing about
the relationships
between concepts, the
relationships are also
derived from data, but
data that have been
abstracted by the
analyst from the raw
data

This research will make use of a number of methodological concepts involved

in grounded theory namely comparative analysis where by data is compared to

develop conceptual categories; for these categories, properties will be

developed by looking at data from different vantage points to gain

understanding; from this theories will be built to understand what is happening

by comparing what is happening in one incident to another. This theoretical
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sampling will reveal patterns that will support the development of the emerging
theory. As the theory forms theoretical saturation will occur to assist in the
generation of the theory. These issues will be expanded upon later in this
chapter and in the analysis and results sections. This research comprises of
two phases of data collection; phase one being the exploratory phase and
phase two the descriptive multiple case study approach, both are explained
later in this chapter.

6.1.5 Methods for this research

The nature of this research and the use of grounded theory as a methodology
have enabled the researcher to use multi methods for data collection. The
process of data collection and the methods used is, in part, controlled by the
emerging data. The different phases of the research see data collection tools
including questionnaires, group discussions, and documentary evidence
consulted forming case studies. The case study approach adopted is claimed
by Baxter and Jack (2008) to enabl e
type questions, while taking into consideration how a phenomenon is
influenced by the context within which it is situated. Each will be explored in
depth later in this chapter. Mixed methods for both social research or natural
sciences research is now considered to complement each other, with
qualitative data providing richness and colour and quantitative data providing
structure (Wellington, 2000). Schatzman and Strauss (1973) see the use of

t wo or more met hods of data coll ecti

0 TeHield researcher is a methodological pragmatist. He sees

any method of enquiry as a system of strategies and
operations designed i at the time 1 for getting answers to
certain guestions about events
(Wellington, 2000, p.23).

This research uses methodological triangulation where different methods are
used to study the same issue, it is considered by the author to strengthen the
methods in this research. Cohen and Manion (1994) claim that triangulation
techni ques ¢ amap bug or@eplaind motedullypthe richness and

complexity of human behaviour by studying it from more than one standpoint
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and in so doing by making wuse of both qu
(p.233).

Stake (1995) and Yin (2003) base their approach to case study on a
constructivist paradigm. According to Yin (2003) a case study design should
be considered when: (a) the focus of the s
guestions; (b) the boundaries are not clear between the phenomenon and
context.; (c) you cannot manipulate the behaviour of those involved in the
study; or (d) you want to cover contextual conditions because you believe they
are relevant to the phenomenon under study. In the case of this research all

el ements of Yinds considerations are eviden

This research adopted a multiple case study approach. This strengthens the
results by replicating the pattern-matching, thus increasing confidence in the
robustness of the theory. The essential characteristic of case studies is that
they strive towards a holistic understanding of cultural systems of action
(Feagin, Orum & Sjoberg, 1990). Yin (2003) supports this by suggesting that a
multiple case study enables the researcher to replicate findings across cases
exploring differences and similarities within and between cases. Baxter and
Jack (2008) suggest that the evidence created from this type of study is
considered robust and reliable, but it can also be extremely time consuming
and expensive to conduct. In this context cultural systems of action refer to
sets of interrelated activities engaged in by the teachers, management teams,
and support staff in an educational situation. Yin (2003) suggests that in an
evaluative context case studies have been used to document and analyse the

implementation of process and the outcomes of this process.

In contrast to Yin (2003), Stake (1995) uses three terms to describe case
studi es; intrinsic, i nstrument al, and col
exploration of a unique situation that may have limited transferability. An
instrumental case study, according to Stake (1995), would be used when trying
to gain an understanding of a particular situation or phenomenon, providing
insight into an issue or helps to refine a theory. Finally collective case studies

according to Stake (1995) occur when more than one case is being examined
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Yin (2003) also refers to explanatory, exploratory and descriptive case studies.
It will be seen below that phase one of the data collection formed multiple
exploratory case studies; Yin (2003) describes this type of case study as one
that is used to explore those situations in which the intervention being
evaluated has no clear, single set of outcomes. The multiple case studies in

phase two of the data collection will be seen to more descriptive, according to

Yinds ideas, in that they were | ooki

school practice, school structure, collaboration and school values in detail and
were deigned to replicate themselves either to predict similar results or

contrasting results.

The design of this research can be seen in Figure 6.3, in this the two phases of
data collection make up multiple exploratory case studies followed by multiple
descriptive case studies. The inventories will be expanded upon in section 6.2
and 6.6 and each phase will be explored further in sections 6.4 and sections
6.5.
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Phase One

1 Multiple Case Study Approach

1 Exploratory Case Studies

1 aims - to explore how interrelationship
between collaborative practice, inclusive

schooling and school organisation manifest
themselves in a variety of different types of

schools

Figure 6.3: The Research
Design
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Phase Two
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1 Descriptive Case Study
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Senior Management
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6.2 Measures

The questionnaire (appendix G) comprises of four instruments, the structure
and organisation inventory, the inclusion inventory, the collaboration inventory
and the school values inventory. The rationale for using these measures in
combination to form a new theory stemmed from a range of research into
inclusive practice which make direct links to inclusive practice and school
improvement. According to Ainscow et al. (1994), for example, five principles
of improving quality of education for all (IQEA) should inform the thinking and
actions of teachers during school improvement efforts and provide a
touchstone for strategies they devise and behaviours they adopt, in summary
these are: a) a shared school vision; b) external pressures for change become
opportunities to secure its internal priorities; c¢) conditions are created and
maintained so that all members of the school community can learn
successfully; d) structures encourage collaboration and lead to the
empowerment of individuals and groups; e) monitoring and evaluation of
quality is a responsibility in which all members of staff share. However these
principles are very general and say little about the nature and form of
collaboration, nor the type of structure a school should have to improve the
quality of education for all. By drawing upon research into school structure and
organisation (Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000; Pang, 2004) and collaboration
(Benson, 1975; Hargreaves, 1992) the researcher hopes to be able to explore
emergent perspectives that help change and develop a theory by using

knowledge and understanding of existing theories to generate new theory.

This method of data collection was chosen because it is ideal for large sample
sizes, or when the sample comes from a wide geographic area. The
guestionnaire survey was used to gain widespread views and opinions which
were to form the basis for more in-depth case studies and could have been
used to corroborate these results. A key advantage of using questionnaires is
that they are quite flexible in what they can measure; particularly in this case
they were looking for subjective views which could be both quantitative and
gualitative in nature. In addition another benefit with these was to get rid of
interviewer bias at this stage where subjective opinion was sought. A key
disadvantage to using this method is the inability to probe respondents for

more detailed information, however as they were to be used to inform
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discussion and interviews at the case study phase then this opportunity would
come up later in the research. The nature of postal questionnaires means that
the researcher loses control to an extent resulting in the validity of the results
being more reliant on the honesty of the respondent. Questionnaires should be
viewed as a multi-stage process beginning with definition of the aspects to be
examined and ending with interpretation of the results. The importance of well-
defined objectives is fundamental as a clear goal and purpose is essential if
major issues are to be explored and insightful conclusions reached from the

data.

6.2.1 The Inclusion Inventory

The first instrument of the questionnaire, the inclusion Inventory (see appendix

B), has been adapted from a questionnaire used by Dyson et al (2004) in their
research project 6l nclusion and Pupi/l Ac hi
was developed using the 6l ndex for I nclusi
other indicators systems developed by Local Authorities (LA) and with the aim

of characterising school processes linking inclusion and achievement. The

guestionnaire used by Dyson et al (2004) was part of a case study approach

involving interviews, school documentation, focus studies of pupils with higher

levels of SEN and observations to research 5 questions exploring evidence

that inclusion has an effect on levels of attainment. The questionnaire was

amended to suit the objectives of this research and drawing upon the local LA

i ndicator system for inclusive schooling,
three elements in the Index for Inclusion: inclusive practice, inclusive policy

and inclusive culture. The instrument asks respondents to give their opinion of

which response most nearly applies to them; it is a thirteen item multiple

choice questionnaire where a range of choices were designed to capture the

likely range of responses to given statements. Multiple choice items have been

selected as they are versatile and can be used to measure simple and

complex learning objectives in a wide variety of areas (Aitken, 1996). In

addition respondents were welcome to give additional comments to expand

upon any response.
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6.2.2 The School Structure and Flexibility Inventory

The second instrument on the questionnaire explores issues of school
structure and flexibility. It is developed from work by Pang (2003) who
identifies a four-way model of binding forces determined by the structure and
flexibility of the school, these being: bureaucratic linkage, cultural linkage, tight
coupling, and | oose coupling; Figure 6.4 s
organisational values of secondary schools in Hong Kong (Pang, 1998) with 10
subscales. Pangds work created toolsovaluesniwentorty or i e s, |
(SVI) designed to assess educational and administrative values that are
espoused by administrators and principals (Pang, 1995) and Teachers' School
Life Questionnaire (TSLQ) - to assess teacher feelings about school life in their
workpl ace (Pang, 1996) . I n Pangbés (2003) wor
teacher commitment, job satisfaction, sense of community and order and
di scipline. The inventory in this research
research into school effectiveness to develop a questionnaire that best meets
the needs of thisresearch. The 10 subscale areas were ret
model but rather than applied to the variables from his 2003 study named

above they were related to inclusive practice, policies and cultures.
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Autonomy
Figure 6.4: Four Factor model of organisational values of secondary Schools in
Hong Kong (Pang, 1998, p.324) (Factor loadings and correlation coefficients
have been omitted).

6.2.3 The Collaboration Inventory

The third instrument is focused on collaboration; this inventory has drawn upon
work by Benson (1975) who identifies three sources of pressure for
collaborative work, cooperative strategies, incentive and authoritative
strategies and Hargreaves (1992) who links contrived collegiality to
collaboration and school organisation. This inventory uses a 20 item Likert
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rating scale; this approach was used to gain a direct measure of attitudes
adding up responses to statements representative of a particular attitude.; it is
a good tool for survey design as it gets around the problem of obtaining
meaningful quantitative answers to restricted closed questions. In addition two
items of the inventory asks respondents to rank in order of most often used

versions of collaborative practice.
6.2.4 The School Values Inventory

The final Instrument concerned School Values was designed to explore
underlining values, beliefs and culture within a school. It build upon work by
Schein (1985) who addresses the level of basic assumptions and beliefs that
are shared by members of an organisation, Hargreaves (1995) who views
culture as a problem solving function inherited from the past, Campbell and
Southworth (1992) who identify culture as cohesive, educational and social
beliefs are shared and Teddlie and Reynolds (2000) who see positive school
culture as a key process in developing effective schools. In this inventory Likert

rating are again used to measure attitudes and beliefs.
6.3 Reliability

The data drawn from the questionnaires was both quantitative and qualitative
in nature. The quantitative data was drawn from a series of likert rating scales,
this approach was used to gain a direct measure of attitudes adding up
responses to statements representative of a particular attitude. In order to
check reliability of factors Cronbach Alpha was used on the multi-point scale
guestions. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient ranges in value from 0 to 1 and
measures how well a set of items (or variables) measures a single uni-
dimensional latent construct. The higher the Alpha is, the more reliable the
test is. When data have a multidimensional structure, Cronbach's Alpha will
usually be low. Nunnaly (1978) has indicated 0.7 to be an acceptable reliability
coefficient but lower thresholds are sometimes used in the literature. Table 6.1
illustrates the Cronbach Alpha for the four different inventories in the

guestionnaire for all schools and individual schools.
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Table 6.1: Reliability of 4 different inventories using Cronbach Alpha

Invento Cron Cron Cron Cron Cron Cron Cron

ry (No. bach bach bach bach bach bach bach

of Alph Alph Alph Alph Alph Alph Alph

items) a all a a a a a a
scho scho scho scho scho scho scho
ols ol 1l ol 2 ol 3 ol 4 ol 5 ol 6

Inclusio

n 941 .961 921 723 8'70 3'97 8'90

(n=14)

School

Structur

e and 0.80 0.98 0.86

Hexibilit .940 .958 .548 .851 8 0 3

y

(n=20)

Collabo

ration 921 .970 .622 779 2'56 2'96 2'78

(n=20)

School

Values 901 .904 .796 .825 2'78 2'95 2'83

(n=20)

From this is can be seen that the four different inventories used in the
guestionnaire are highly reliable as all scores for the inventories for all schools
have an alpha of 0.9 or higher. This is also the case for schools 1 and 5.
Schools 3 and 6 show adequate reliability as all alphas are above 0.7.
However, for school 2 the school structure and flexibility inventories and
collaboration inventories are low and for school 4 collaboration inventory is
low. None of these values are below 0.3 which according to Pallant (2005)
would indicate that the items were measuring something different from the
scale as a whole. Exploring these inventories in more detail there are no
common single items that bring the alphas down and by removing the items
there is little difference on the alphas for all schoolsdCronbach alpha, or for the

individual schools alpha on that inventory.
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6.4 Phase one of data collection

The first phase of the research took the form of exploratory case study were
data was collected to form the foundation of subsequent research. As a
methodology, case studies have been increasingly used in education. As
stated above the aims of case study researchs houl d f ocus on Owhyod
guestions and exploratory cases studies in particular should aim at defining the
guestion and hypothesis, Robson (1993) suggests that a case study can focus
on 6 different aspects based upon the subjects under study; in this case it is
the study of organisations and institutions that is being explored. The aims of
phase one of data collection was to explore how interrelationship between
collaborative practice, inclusive schooling and school organisation manifest

themselves in a variety of different types of schools.
6.4.1 The Research Population

The research population comprises of the total number of participants that the
research results can apply to (Oliver, 2003). In this research the staff from the
schools involved in the case studies is the research populations. In this
research the researcher initially identified the schools by inviting 20 different
schools to be involved in the research. The twenty schools were selected by
the researcher to reflect the breadth of educational establishments in two Local
Authorities where differing school structures existed e.g. grammar systems,
schools with specialist status, beacon schools in a mixture of rural and inner
city locations. A 30% agreement rate resulted in a sample size for phase one
data collection of six schools. Table 6.2 describes the sample group for the
phase one data collection, further details have been omitted to enable
anonymity of schools involved to be maintained.
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Table 6.2: Phase 1 data collection sample group summary

Brief description of the school

School Semi-rural city 11-18 Specialist Community College,
1 9% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
61% A*-C with English and Maths.

OFSTED overall grading grade 1

School Inner city 11-18 Specialist community comprehensive school.
31% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
50% A*-C with English and Maths.

OFSTED overall grading grade 2

School Rural catchment market town 11-18 Specialist Community College
3 23.4% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
21% A*-C with English and Maths.

OFSTED overall grading grade 2

School Inner city 11-16 Specialist community comprehensive school.
4 31.1% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
22% A*-C with English and Maths.

OFSTED overall grading grade 2

School Inner city 11-18 Specialist community comprehensive school.
5 34.2% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
41% A*-C with English and Maths.

OFSTED overall grading grade 2

School Inner city 11-18 Faith comprehensive school.
6 18.2% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
50% A*-C with English and Maths.

OFSTED overall grading grade 2
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The sub-section of staff who completed the initial questionnaire in each school
form the representative sample of the research population. In the case of this
research a non-probability sampling system was used. In particular purposive
sampling where the researcher identified certain respondents to provide
significant data on the research subject, namely senior managers, teachers
and support staff. These groups were selected by the researcher because of
the potential of their experience, insights and views of the research question.
Table 6.3 identifies the numbers of respondents from each category per

school.

Table 6.3: Staff completing the questionnaire by school.

Teaching staff Senior Non teaching /
management support
School 1 (n=9) 4 2 3
School 2 (n=8) 4 1 3
School 3 (n=7) 6 1 0
School 4 (n=7) 3 3 1
School 5 (n=8) 3 2 3
School 6 (n=8) 2 2 4

6.5 Phase two data collection T Multi i approach Case Studies

In this research three separate case studies formed phase two of the study,
phase one formed the exploratory aspect of the case studies, were data
collection was undertaken prior to definition of the research questions. The
analysis of the phase one data enabled additional focus to the case studies to
be addressed including a whole staff presentation and focus group
discussions. The presentation to staff (PowerPoint slides appendix H) used
initial findings from the phase one to exemplify and unpick the background to
the research how the 4 different inventory aspects might be interpreted in other
school contexts. These were also used as prompts for the group discussion
section of the data collection. Using three case studies enabled the researcher

to link findings to theory not just to the individual context, as Yin (2009) pointed
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out that generalization of results, from either single or multiple designs, is
made to theory and not to populations. The design of the case studies
remained the same for each, the researcher presented to the whole staff the
aims and purposes of the questionnaires, staff completed these individually
with the researcher present for any questions or clarification. The final three
guestions in the questionnaire were answered individually after a group
discussion, staff were randomly organised into table groups to consider the
school 06s praciicé and cukuses relating to inclusivity. The researcher
then analysed the data and presented a report to the senior management team
of each institution. Each institution and the researcher then explored how the
information could be used to inform the self-evaluation and action planning
process. In terms of analysis of data, a grounded theory approach suggested
by Strauss and Corbin (1990) was used in the systematic analysis of the data.
Critical instances were noted initially prior to open coding where comments
and quotes were assigned to the initial categories. These categories by
deleting or combining some categories (axial coding), finally selective coding
enabled identification of a general theme from which a theory could be

surmised.

Phase two of the data collection followed Yin (2003) descriptive case study
approach. The aim of phase two of the data collection is to present a
description of the interrelationship between collaborative practices; inclusive
schooling and school organisation manifest themselves in similar types of
schools. Within this context they were looking to describe the phenomenon of
inclusive school practice, school structure, collaboration and school values
looking to identify differences and similarities within and between cases.

6.5.1 The Research Population

The three case study contexts are outlined in Table 6.4.The three schools can
be seen to be similar in type of school in that they are all semi-rural community
11-16 community schools.
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Table 6.4 Case study descriptions

Case Study 11-16 community comprehensive coastal town school with
1 specialist arts college and foundation school status
15.1% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
35% A*-C with English and Maths.
OFSTED overall grading grade 2
Case Study 11-16 rural coastal community school with a cross phase
2 learning campus
25% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
33% A*-C with English and Maths.
OFSTED overall grading grade 3
Case Study 11-16 semi- rural coastal community school with a cross
3 phase learning campus

14.1% pupils with SEN school action status or above.
42% A*-C with English and Maths.

OFSTED overall grading grade 2

6.5.2 Sample populations

A total of 182 members of staff across the three case study schools were

involved in data collection. Of this 95 (52%) were specialist subject teachers,

23 (13%) were members of the schoolsbmanagement team and the remaining

64 (35%) were members of the support staff and administration team. These

staff were involved in a whole staff presentation (appendix H), individually

completing a questionnaire followed by the group discussion to respond to the

last task.
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Table 6.5 lllustrates the range of staff from each case study

Case Study One

Sample Data was Collected from 60 members of staff; 29 subject
population specialist teachers, 9 members of the senior college
leadership team, 6 teaching assistants, 5 administrators, 2
technical support staff, 6 curriculum leaders, 2 pastoral
leaders and one SENCO

Case Study Two

Sample Data was collected from 62 members of staff; 26, subject
population specialist teachers, 10 members of the senior college
leadership team, 12 teaching assistants and 14 members of

the non-teaching support staff.

Case Study three

Sample Data was collected from 60 members of staff: 25, subject
population specialist teachers, 4 members of the senior college
leadership team, 17 teaching assistants, 8 administrators

and 6 middle leaders

6.6 Interpreting the inventories

The four inventories (appendix G) have a mixture of different types of items to
gain information from respondents, some qualitative in nature some
quantitative. What follows is an explanation of how the quantitative elements of

each inventory are interpreted.
6.6.1 Inclusion

The quantitative data for the inclusion inventory was drawn from 14 items
relating to knowledge of the inclusive schools and school effectiveness literature

with the aim of characterising school processes linking inclusion and
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achievement. Each scale is split into three subscales, inclusive culture, inclusive

policy and inclusive practice.

The inclusive culture subscale relates to the work of Booth and Ainscow (2002)
in which they describe inclusive culture in terms of building a community where
there is collaboration, respect, and partnership from all stakeholders and
establishing inclusive values that seek to remove barriers to learning and
participation and where all stakeholders share a common philosophy of
inclusion. The inclusive policies subscale refers to how the school develops as
a O0school for all é through the way i
into the school, how they manage the access to the school and the grouping
strategies used. It also refers to how the school organises support for diversity
through coordination of support for all students and staff, SEN and inclusion
policies and removing barriers to learning. The inclusive practices subscale
explores orchestrating learning encompassing planning, teaching strategies,
student engagement, assessment of and for learning, setting suitable learning
challenges and meeting individual needs; in addition it explores how the school
mobilizes resources, including the student themselves, staff and learning

resources.

Low scores mean that staff believe that the school is more inclusive. The
subscales score indicated the extent to which they are more or less inclusive in
creating inclusive cultures, policies and practices. The lower the number the
more strongly staff feel that their school is inclusive in nature, score of 4 or more

would indicated that staff feel that the school is less inclusive in nature.
6.6.2 School Structure and Flexibility

The quantitative data for school structure and flexibility involved a twenty item

i nventory dr awi n g fodrway modé af bigdingforde 0 0 3)

Pang (1997) suggested ten subscales of organisational values, formality (0.76),
bureaucratic control (0.73), rationality (0.75), achievement orientation (0.80),
participation and collaboration (0.89), collegiality (0.85), goal orientation (0.84),
communication and consensus (0.92), professional orientation (0.80) and

teacher autonomy (0.82) with the reliability co-efficient (alphas) enclosed in

brackets. Pangdés (1997) model i ndicted
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were complex and may share meaning ion more than one binding force that is
an organisational value may load onto two binding forces as illustrated in Figure
6.5 below. From this it is suggested by Pang (1997) that loose coupling and
tight coupling or bureaucratic linkage and cultural linkages are not opposite
ends of a spectrum, so a high score on one does not mean a low score on

another.

The bureaucratic linkage subscale explores the extent to which the school has a
formal and prescribed framework including roles, rules, regulations procedures
and authority, that rigidly controls the behaviour of organisational members; in
this scale lower numbers suggest a well-established system of super and
subordinate relationships with a hierarchical structure of control and
communication. The important strategies for bureaucratic linkages in school
include formality and control, bureaucratic rationality and achievement
orientation, in, according to Pang (1996), decreasing order of importance. A

high score would indicate a lack of effective use of in these four strategies.

The cultural linkage subscale refers to how the school mechanisms work
directly on peoplebébs consciousness t
do; this refers to the strategies used in managing the school that facilitates the
development of a school culture. The lowest scores on this scale suggest an
emphasis on participation and collaboration, there would be a high spirit of
cooperation between all stake holders with a greater number of people in the
school making decisions A high score would indicated low perception of
collaboration collegiality and participation. According to Pang (1996) the
significant factors in building cultural linkages include participation,
collaboration, collegiality, achievement orientation and bureaucratic linkage.
From this is can be seen that bureaucratic and cultural linkages share elements
strategic development i.e. bureaucratic rationality and achievement orientation
are indicators of both; According to Pang (1996) bureaucratic linkage and
cultural linkage are positively correlated but have opposite effects on teachers
feelings. Teddlie and Reynolds (2000) apply loose and tight coupling to schools
in terms of educational administration and school effectiveness research and
have been used to refer to interactions or interpersonal mechanism between
teachers and principals (Ingersoll 1994; Logan et al., 1993). Research into

educational effectiveness (Sergiovanni,1984; Pang, 2000) suggest that tight
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and loose coupling occur simultaneously in effective schools in 2010 Pang
suggested that tight coupling correlated positively and significantly with loose
coupling (r_0.87).

Figure 6.5 Four Factor Model of organisational values adapted from Pang
(1997). Factor Loadings (I ) of latent constructs (binding forces) (x); bold arrows

indicate a greater factor loading (more than 0.40).
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The loose coupling subscale describes a school that has a weak, infrequent and
minimal tie between various elements in a strongly disconnected system; here
flexibility and tolerance allow teachers to execute their daily duties at their own
discretion this maximises individual autonomy within an organisation. A low
score on this scale would indicate a high degree of emphasis on teacher
autonomy, decision making and discretion, professionalism and
communication and consensus. Finally the tight coupling sub - scale describes
the pull which firmly drives people towards organisational goals, missions,
philosophy and core values, there is a shared vision within the school. A low
score on this scale would suggest a high degree of professionalism,
communication and consensus, goal attainment and collegiality. The
combination of tight coupling around the core values of the school and loose
coupling around autonomy and discretion fo
aims are according to some researchers ke
(Pang, 2000; Peters & Waterman, 1982). The lower the number the more
strongly staff feel that the school is aligned to the subscale. Againa 11 7 scale

Is used with 4 being the midpoint.
6.6.3 Collaboration

The quantitative data from in the collaboration inventory was drawn from 20
items. The collegiality sub-scale describes the extent to which teachers learn
from each other, sharing and developing their expertise together; shared
decision making and staff consultation are key factors in schools scoring low in
the scale. Cooperation sub-scale explores the notion that staff work together
when it is necessary by streamlining services; here teachers are encouraged to
form teams and/or partnerships within which the members agree to assist one
another in exploring aspects of their practice, planning, teaching, assessing and
evaluate. The incentive sub- scale refers to the way in which higher authorities
induce schools or staff in schools to engage in collaborative activities by setting
conditions on the provision of additional resources, for example, on
collaborative activities. The authoritative sub-scale descr i bes a 6t op
bureaucratic approach where schools or staff in the school are ordered to work

collaboratively.
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The lower the score the greater the indication of staff opinions towards the
collaboration sub scales, with 1 being the strongest and 7 the weakest, 4 is the
midpoint.

6.6.4 School Values Inventory

The quantitative data for this section was drawn from an 11 item inventory; it
aims to explore underlining values, beliefs and culture within school 1. The
vision sub-scale refers to the extent to which level of basic assumptions and
beliefs are shared by and communicated to members of the organisation. The
rewards sub-scale refers to the extent to which the school believes in and uses
positive forms of feedback and rewards to reinforce expectations. The impact
sub-scale refers to the extent to which staff believe that being inclusive impact s

negatively on attainment and achievement in the school.

The lower the score the greater the indication of staff opinions towards the
school values sub scales (the lowest score is 1 the highest, 4 is the midpoint 7

is the lowest).
6.7 Ethical considerations

Reynolds (1979) asserts that ethics refers to rules of conduct, codes or sets of
principles to conform to. In planning this research the following ethical issues
were considered (see appendix | for Exeter University ethical consent). Firstly,
the research carried out data collection minimising harm, detriment or
unreasonable stress to all participants. In phase one this was achieved by
sending out the inventories to schools who then opted in to the study, by
opting in, individual members of staff then chose to complete and return the
guestionnaire rather than be forced to do so. In phase two this was ensured by
approaching schools to see if they would be interested in being involved in the
project to inform their own strategic development aims and objectives. The
researcher also sought informed consent from all participants through the use
of introductory letters and choice of return of questionnaires, this consent was
freely given and all participants had a proper understanding of the nature and
consequences of what was proposed and that no undue influence would be

placed upon the participants to gain consent. All participants, individuals and

i nstitutions had the right to anonymity,
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name referred to in either the data collection, analysis or writing of the report,
whilst the researcher collected specific school information to inform the
research e.g. school description, prospectus information, demographics, latest
OFSTED inspection reports and DfCSF attainment data, this information was
used only as part of the research process and has been removed from the
report; finally, as the research progressed ethical issues might have
developed, in which case appropriate action would have been sought to

ensure ethical principles will not be breached, e.g. the right to withdraw.
6.8 The Research Questions

The two phases of data collection will be collected with the aim of addressing
the following research questions:

1 To explore the nature of the interrelationship between inclusive
education, school structure and flexibility, collaboration, and school

values
1 Is there an emerging profile of an Inclusive School?

1 How does any emerging profile correspond to a conceptual framework for

inclusive education?
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Chapter 7 Results Phase 1
7.0 Introduction

The first phase of the research took the form of exploratory case study where

data was collected to form the foundation of subsequent research. The nature

of the data was a mixture of quantitative and qualitative responses, with the

guantitative response linked to the inventory score and the qualitative

information exploring perception and beliefs. The systematic analysis of the
gualitative data from the six schools6é que
data at progressively deeper, less abstract levels. What follows is an exploration

of individual schools inventory scores and perceptions and beliefs followed by a

review by role of the data across all schools.

7.1 Developing a School Profile
7.1.1 School 1 Inclusion

Table 7.1 School 1 Inclusion data

Staff School 1 | Inclusive Culture | Inclusive Policies | Inclusive
Practices
teacher 2.5 1.8 3.2
teacher 3.5 1.8 3.2
teacher 3.75 2.6 2.0
teacher 3.75 2.6 2.8
senior leader 2.5 2.2 2.8
senior leader 2.25 2.2 2.4
support 15 1.8 2.6
support - 2.2 -
Total School 2.82 2.15 2.71
score
Standard 0.86 0.33 0.43
Deviation
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The subscale scores are indicated in Table 7.1 above from this is can be seen
that policies had highest ratings overall, then practices and then culture. In the
interpretation of different items people reported that the processes valued most
highly by staff in the school were that the school had an inclusive ethos
promoted by a commitment from the leadership (culture). In addition school
inclusion was supported by the skills and commitment of the teaching staff as
well as TA or other staff (policy). Finally that there was a strong SENCO and
special educational needs team (policy). Whilst there were clear strengths with
regard to the processes in place for inclusive practice there were also areas that
staff felt were less successful in achieving this aim, this could be split into three
levels of work , classroom level where pupil to pupil support could be promoted
further (practice); at whole school level where greater opportunities to work
collaboratively with others to support pupils SEN could be given (culture) and
adequate resources to promote inclusion provided (practice); and at a wider
level where greater support from parents could be sought to promote inclusion
in addition to greater support from the local authority and its services (culture).
The standard deviation shows how much variation there is from the mean The
policy and practice standard deviation are both low indicating that the data
points tend to be very close to the mean whereas Culture has a higher standard
deviation indicating that the data are spread out over a large range of values
showing a wide range of opinion on this topic, it is interesting to note that the

senior teachers thought inclusive culture was higher than the class teachers.
7.1.2 School 1 School Structure and Flexibility

The subscale scores for school 1 are seen in Table 7.2, from the information
above it can be seen that loose coupling and tight coupling had the highest

ratings overall, followed by cultural linkage and bureaucratic linkages.
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Table 7.2: School 1 School Structure and Flexibility data.

Staff school Cultural Bureaucratic Tight Loose

1 linkage linkage coupling coupling
teacher 3 2.5 3.75 2.75
teacher 3.5 2.75 2.5 2.6
teacher 3.75 2.0 1.75 1.25
teacher 2.63 2.75 2.75 15
senior leader 15 2.25 1.75 1.75
senior leader 2.75 2.75 2.25 1.75
support 3.38 3.5 3.75 2.5
support 4.5 4.75 4.5 3.25
Total school 3.13 2.9 2.5 2.17
score

Standard 0.89 0.87 1.02 0.70
Deviation

When exploring individual items in the subscale areas reported by staff to be of
greatest strength in relation to school structure and flexibility in school 1 could
be split into three categories, a) staffing, where staff considered that all staff
were highly trained and dedicated professionals and that in support of this all
staff were encouraged to set goals for their own development (loose coupled),
and b) whole school where the school had a written development plan that
gi ves an overview of t he school 6s
organisational structure gives considerable autonomy to individual departments
(loose coupled), and finally c) expectations, where the school had high
expectations of pupil achievement and behaviour and reinforced high
expectations of achievement and behaviour by incentives and standards
(bureaucratic). In contrast features of school structure and flexibility that were
less positively thought of by staff were that staff felt that they did not participate
in decision making on all matters (cultural) and as a result felt that there was not
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always a clear explanation as to why a decision has been made (tight coupled),

therefore staff felt that they were not always kept well informed on matters of

importance to them (tight coupled). In addition staff felt that quality education in

the school was not a management issue and not solved by tight control

(bureaucratic). The standard deviations are relative high for all especially tight

coupled showing difference of opinion.

A profile of school one illustrated in Figure 7.1 begins to develop where the staff

feel that there is clear intention to be inclusive as identified by the score for

school policy supported by the score for tight coupling which pulls people

towards organisational goals. But the strong loose couple system where there is

a great deal of flexibility in how teacher execute their daily duties results in

inclusive practices and culture of the school being less strong and more varied.

Figure 7.1 School 1 Developing Profile with 2 constructs

School 1 Developing profile Inclusive Inclusive Inclusive
Culture Policies Practices

Total School score 2.82 2.15 2.71

Standard Deviation 0.86 0.33 0.43

Cultural linkage | Bureaucratic Tight coupling | Loose coupling

linkage

Total school 3.13 2.9 2.5 2.17

score

Standard

Deviation 0.89 0.87 1.02 0.70
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7.1.3 School 1 Collaboration

Table 7.3 School 1 Collaboration Data

Staff school | collegiality cooperation incentive authoritative
1

teacher 3.25 2.86 4.5 3.8
teacher 2.5 3.57 4.5 3.8
teacher 2.25 3.14 4.5 4.0
teacher 2.0 3.29 3.5 3.8
senior leader 2.0 3.57 4.5 4.2
senior leader 2.0 2.71 5.0 3.6
support 4.25 4.1 4.75 3.6
support 3.25 - - -
Total school 2.69 3.32 4.46 3.83
score

Standard

Deviation 0.82 0.47 0.45 0.21

The subscale scores are provided in Table 7.3 above from this it can be seen
that strongest to least strong scores are collegiality, cooperation authoritative,
and then incentive. Examining the subscale items the specific areas of strength
for school 1 with regard to collaborative practice suggest that when
collaboration happened all parties involved in the collaboration gained
something from it (collegiate). Staff felt that collaboration in their school was
spontaneous i.e. it emerges primarily from teachers themselves as a social
group and occurred because staff value it rather than compulsion or coercion
(collegiate). Staff in school one felt that collaboration involved cooperating
where they do not cut across or hi nder ea
meant sharing and trusting one another where professional boundaries were
crossed (collegiate). In the school staff felt that when collaboration occurred it

involved coordination of different departments/ resources/ facilities to produce a
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streamlined service (cooperative). These subscale strengths are supported by
the scores indicated in the table above. Staff in school one were generally
undecided as to whether the collaboration that occurred in the school was
imposed by the management requiring teachers to meet and work together
(authoritative) or compulsory or indeed indirectly compulsory (i.e. linked to
promotion or withdrawal of support) (incentive). They were also not sure if the
outcome of the collaborative work was predictable (incentive).The standard
deviation score for cooperative, incentive and authoritative are relative low
indicating less varied opinion, whereas the collegiate scores shows greater

variation of opinion.

Figure 7.2 School 1 Developing Profile with 3 constructs

School 1 Developing profile Inclusive Inclusive Inclusive
Culture Policies Practices

Total School score 2.82 2.15 2.71
Standard Deviation 0.86 033 0.43

Cultural linkage | Bureaucratic Tight coupling | Loose coupling

linkage
Total school 3.13 2.9 2.5 2.17
score
Standard 0.892 0.87 1.02 0.70
Deviation
collegiality cooperation incentive authoritative

Total school 2.69 3.32 4.46 3.83
score
Standard 0.82 0.47 0.45 0.21
Deviation

The profile for school one illustrated in Figure 7.2 develops here with collegiate

scores supporting the loose coupled autonomy with staff sharing decision
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making and consulting on inclusion rather than being led or forced by

management.
7.1.4 School 1 School Values

Table 7.4: School 1 School Values Data

Staff school 1 Vision Rewards Impact
teacher 2.4 2.75 5
teacher 2 2 5
teacher 1.8 1.25 6.5
teacher 2 1.25 4
senior leader 2.2 4 55
senior leader 4.4 3.25 6
support 3 3.25 4.5
support 4.4 4.5 4
Total school 2.78 2.78 5.06
score

St. Dev 1.07 1.21 0.90

The subscale scores for school 1 are seen in Table 7.4 above. There were
many positive aspects in relation of school values, two stood out as being most
important to staff, these were that there was key positive aspects relating to
values and beliefs identified by staff of school 1 were that there was a feeling of
ownership within the school (vision) and that good achievement is rewarded
(rewards). There were no real areas of concern for staff with school values

however staff were undecided as to whether by being a more inclusive the

school ri sked | ower |l evel s of aswéhnatare e me n't

impacted upon academic attainment (impact). The standards deviations are all

relatively high showing a wider range of opinion on each area.
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Figure 7.3 School 1 Full Profile

School 1 Profile Inclusive Inclusive Inclusive

Culture Policies Practices
Total School score 2.82 2.15 2.71
Standard Deviation 0.862 0.33 0.43

Cultural linkage Bureaucratic Tight coupling Loose

linkage coupling
Total school 3.13 2.9 2.5 2.17
score
Standard 0.80 0.87 1.02 0.70
Deviation

collegiality cooperation incentive authoritative

Total school 2.69 3.32 4.46 3.83
score
Standard 0.82 0.47 0.47 0.21
Deviation

Vision Rewards Impact
Total school score 2.78 2.78 5.06
Standard Deviation 1.07 1.21 0.90

In the Figure 7.3 above green indicated the strongest scores, orange the next,

the purple then red. For school one the highest strongest binding forces that are

holding the school together are its inclusive policies, loose coupled approach to

organisation, collegiate focus and equality its focus on vision and rewards.

School
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t hat

settle into the school; they remove barriers to learning by the way it organises

support for diversity through coordinated support for staff and students,

managing the access to the school and the grouping strategies used. Staff

believe that autonomy is maximised through flexibility and tolerance which

140




allows teachers to execute their daily duties at their own discretion. This weak
or infrequent tie to central elements results in a disconnected system that is
supported by a collegiate approach where teachers learn from each other,
sharing and developing their expertise together; shared decision making and
staff consultation rather than being induced to work together from a central
authority. Finally, staff perceive that basic assumptions and beliefs are shared
by and communicated to members of the organisation; in addition they use

positive forms of feedback and rewards to reinforce expectation.

Conversely the weaker scores of inclusive culture, cultural linkage, incentive
and impact suggest that establishing inclusive values and a common philosophy
of inclusion is either underdeveloped or not shared by all stake holders,
because of a lack of or lower emphasis on collaboration, partnership and
respect. The lack of incentive for collaboration may be a factor that affects staff
willingness to engage in collaboration or the value that they place on
collaboration. Finally the idea that staff are unsure of the impact of inclusion on
attainment and achievement may reduce the desire or incentive to work
collaborative as they do not know if the work carried out will see positive

benefits for themselves or their learners.
7.1.5.1 School 1 Qualitative Results Inclusion

The qualitative data sought opinions and ranking or priorities with regard to staff
experience, policies and practice

Key points that arose from the questionnaire are summarised below:

9 Of the staff in school 1 who completed the questionnaire only 11.1% of
staff (all teaching staff) felt that they worked with pupils with high levels of
SEN (school action plus and statement) a lot of the time, 66.6% felt that
they did for some of the time and 22.2% (all administrative or support
staff) that they did very little.

1 In all 44.4% of the staff agreed strongly with the principle of inclusion
only 11.1% did not really agree with the principle of inclusion. 55.5% of
the staff felt that inclusion within the school worked to some extent and
the remaining staff felt it worked well.

1 All staff thought that the school was strongly committed to inclusion.
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1 When considering the nature of pupils, 66.6% felt that there were only a
few pupils who would be better off not being placed in mainstream
classes, the remaining 22.2% felt that there were many pupils who would
be better off not being placed in mainstream classes (senior
management and subject specialists), whilst 11.1 felt that there were no
pupils that would be better off not in mainstream class settings (subject

teachers).

When considering the nature of special educational needs staff at the school felt
that it was the severity of need and level of support rather than the actual SEN
that made it easier or more difficult to include pupils with SEN within

mainstream settings:

1 all staff responded that the most difficult to cater for was pupils with
emotional and / or behavioural difficulties

1 the easiest to cater for were either those with physical difficulties or
specific / moderate learning difficulties,

1 22.2% of staff had no opinion; all of whom were support or administrative
staff.

Figure 7.4 illustrates staff opinion of the biggest problems they face in their work
when trying to include all learners. It can be seen that although the policies for
inclusion are in place, the execution of these in practice cause more problems
for staff. Staff completed a rank order of issues that they perceived to be most
or least problematic. The notion that SEN pupils slow the pace of learning is
supported by the impact aspect of school values, identified in section 7.1.4,
where staff were undecided as to whether by being a more inclusive the school
risked | ower l evel s of achievement, a
impacted upon academic attainment. The notion that the curriculum is not
appropriate for pupils with SEN gains some support from the inclusive practice
scores identifies in section 7.1.1, where the way the school orchestrated
learning including planning for learning is perceived as weaker by staff than the

policies that underpin practice.
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Figure 7.4: School 1-The perceived biggest problems with inclusion
(%)

B The size of class is too large to give pupils with high levels of SEN adequate
attention

® Pupils with high levels of SEN disrupt other pupils' learning

= The curriculum is inappropriate for pupils with high levels of SEN

m Staff do not have the opportunity to work collaboratively with others to support
pupils with SEN

® Teachers have to spend to much time helping pupils with high levels of SEN

= Pupils with high levels of SEN slow the pace of learning

= no problems identified

7.1.5.2 School 1 Qualitative Results School Structure and Flexibility

The qualitative data within this section asked staff to describe the current school
structure and compare this to the school structure which they would most like to
work in. Descriptions of the existing structure depict a hierarchical system with
tiers of management responsibility giving specific leadership roles (head
teacher, deputy heads, key stage managers, strand managers, heads of
department / year, teachers). The structure was described positively as one that
was strong and involved dedicated staff who listen to each other and with a
team drive; this is supported by the collegiality and cooperation aspects in
section 7.1.3. The existing structure was in the opinion of staff in school one the
ideal structure. The qualitative data within this section asked staff to describe
the current school structure and compare this to the school structure which they
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would most like to work in. That the staff liked the existing structure of the
school supports the idea that the structure enables the policies of inclusion to
be in place. But, how these are executed are spread out across a range of
middle managers rather than through authoritative or bureaucratic approaches.
This is supported by loose coupled score in section 7.1.2 where staff felt that

the structure gave autonomy to departments.
7.1.5.3 School 1 Qualitative Results Collaboration

The qualitative data within this section asked staff to identify the most

commonly used forms of collaboration, initially informal collaboration.

Figure 7.5 illustrates the rank ordering of informal collaboration where the
higher the rank order the more regularly used the form of collaboration, the
most regular form of collaboration was informal discussions and passing words,
passing words refers to informal comments or short conversations in corridors
between lessons and break times. This supports the collegiate score in section

7.1.3 especially staff perception that collaboration was spontaneous.

Figure 7.5: Most regular forms of informal collaboration
used in school 1

B Passing words

H Praise / thanks

® Suggesting new ideas

B Informal discussions

B Sharing problems

“\ ¥ meeting parents together
/ \ taking other's classes
V \ supporting others in class

Form of informal collaboration

S P N W b 00O N
1

Figure 7.6 identifies the most regularly used forms of formal collaboration using
rank ordering where the higher the rank order the more regularly used the form

of collaboration.
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Figure 7.6: Most regular forms of formal collaboration used
in school 1
107 ‘ | staff training on issues
mandated by others
9 -4
l | staff training on issues
i ff
8 / decided upon by sta
‘ = subject area meetings
" |
®mwhole school working parties
6 T |
m staff meetings on issues
5 - ‘ decided by staff
= Staff meeting on issues
4 decided by management or
externally
Parents' evenings/
3 consultations
5 - timetabled peer teaching
J
1 - V collaborative planning time
0 ' , m performance management
Form of formal collaboration

The nature of collaborative work that goes on in school one supports the loose
coupled collegiate strengths in the school in that the most common forms of
both formal and informal collaboration are decided upon or driven by staff rather
than the management systems in place. The most regular form of formal
collaboration was subject area meetings followed by staff training on issues
decided by the staff.

7.1.5.4 School 1 Qualitative Results School Values

The qualitative data in this section highlighted that all staff felt that school 1 was
committed, to maintaining an orderly environment, was a very safe school and
in the main committed to positive forms of behaviour management. However
there was disagreement in staff opinion as to the consistency of application of
rewards and sanctions policy and practice. This is consistent with the relatively

high standard deviation score for school vision and rewards. When asked to
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describe the aims and values of the school, they regularly used common terms

to highlight the idea o f meeting al|l childrends needs,
their potential and raise their aspirations. There was also a clear theme

apparent of the development of a caring and inclusive learning environment to

enable this. When asked to describe their own value priorities staff highlighted

how the school was committed to meeting ev
shared view of values to the school, in addition staff described a school that

supported all stakeholders, not just pupils, to reach their potential.
7.1.6 School 1 Conclusions

The school whole profile implies strength in inclusive policies with loose
coupling and collegiality and shared vision/ reward, this is supported by good
communication and consensus through formal collaborative practices of subject
meetings and staff training on issues decided by staff and informally through
informal discussion and passing words, in addition this is supported by the
existence of policies to support inclusive practice and staff expertise to aid
teachers in the classroom (SENCO team). However the weakest elements of
the school, inclusive culture, cultural linkage, incentive and impact are
supported by high standard deviations scores evident in the quantitative results
and perceptions from staff from the qualitative results, for example where
qualitative data reports high levels of disagreement between staff on key
aspects for example the consistency of application of rewards and sanctions. In
addition the perception of a lack of participation and sharing in leadership
decisions supports the weaker cultural linkage scores and the lower incentive

scores supports this further suggesting lower focus on achievement orientation.
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7.2 Developing a School Profile
7.2.1 School 2 Inclusion

Table 7.5 School 2 Inclusion data

Staff School 2 | Inclusive Culture | Inclusive Policies | Inclusive
Practices
teacher 4.00 3.60 3.40
teacher 4.25 3.00 3.80
senior leader 4.25 4.00 5.80
teacher 4.00 3.80 3.00
support 3.00 2.80 3.60
teacher 3.25 2.00 1.60
support 3.25 2.40 2.80
support 3.25 1.60 1.60
Total School 3.66 2.90 3.20
score
Standard
Deviation 0.52 0.87 1.34

The subscale scores for school 2 are indicated in Table 7.5 above. From this it
can be seen that policies had highest ratings overall, then practices and then
culture In interpreting the different items of the scale process valued most highly
by staff in the school was the presence of a strong SENCO and special
educational needs team (policy). In addition staff felt that processes that
contributed effectively to inclusion came from two levels, classroom level, where
inclusion was promoted by motivating learning activities and by good teaching
materials and resources (practice). Secondly, at whole school level, that
inclusion was supported by the skills and commitment of the teaching staff
(policy) whilst being promoted by a commitment from the leadership team

(culture). Whilst there were clear strengths with regard to the processes in place
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for inclusive practice there were also areas that staff felt were less successful in
achieving this ai m, namely staff f el
was hindered by the lack of adequate resources (practice), support from the LA
and its services and support from parents (culture). An area that showed
greatest difference of opinion according to the staff was the extent to which, at
classroom level, inclusion was promoted by support from the TA or other staff
(policy), here some teaching and support staff felt that this was definitely the
case yet another felt the opposite The standard deviation policy and practice
standard deviation are both high indicating that the data points tend to have a
wider range of values whereas Culture has a lower standard deviation indicating
that the data is closer to the mean showing a closer consensus of opinion on
this topic. It is interesting to note that senior leaders cored higher on inclusive
practices than teachers indicating less confidence or awareness of the range of

inclusive practices going on the in the school.
7.2.2 School 2 School Structure and Flexibility

Table 7.6: School 2 School Structure and Flexibility data

Staff School | Cultural Bureaucratic | Tight Loose

2 linkage linkage coupling coupling
teacher 3.75 3.75 2.50 3.00
teacher 3.50 3.88 3.00 3.00
senior leader 4.00 3.38 3.25 3.50
teacher 5.25 3.50 3.75 3.25
support 4.75 3.75 4.00 3.75
teacher 3.50 3.50 3.25 1.75
support 6.00 3.38 5.25 3.25
support 5.75 3.63 3.75 3.00
Total school 4.56 3.59 3.59 3.00
score

St. Dev. 1.02 0.19 0.82 0.59
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The subscale scores for school 2 are seen in Table 7.6 above, from the
information above it can be seen that loose coupling had the highest ratings
overall, with bureaucratic linkages and tight coupling equally valued, followed by
cultural linkage. When exploring individual items in the subscale areas reported
by staff of greatest strength in relation to school structure and flexibility in
school 2 were that the school organisational structure gives considerable
autonomy to individual departments (loose coupled), and all staff were highly
trained and dedicated professionals(loose coupled). In relation to expectation
and planning staff felt that the school had high expectations of pupil
achievement and behaviour (bureaucratic linkage) and that there was a written
devel opment plan (tight coupl ed) t hat gave
(tight coupled). Finally, the hierarchical structure with teachers always getting
their orders from higher up was a strong feature of the school organisation
(bureaucratic linkage). In contrast features of school structure and flexibility that
were less positively thought of by staff were that clear explanation of why a
decision has been made was not always given (tight coupled) and that staff did
not always feel that they were kept well informed on matters of importance to
them (tight coupled). There was also evident opinion that staff did not meet
together to share their knowledge and experiences regularly (cultural linkage)
and that constructive feedback was not shared regularly by teachers and
administrators (cultural linkage). The standard deviations for bureaucratic
linkage is very low indicating that the data points tend to be very close to the
mean, conversely for cultural linkages and tight coupled the standard variations
are both high indicating that the data is spread out over a large range of values
showing a wide range of opinion on these topics. Again it is interesting to note
that the senior leader had a higher score and therefore lower opinion of the
extent to which the school manages strategies that facilitate the development of

a school culture.
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Figure 7.8 School 2 Developing Profile with 2 constructs

School 2 Developing | Inclusive Culture Inclusive Inclusive

profile Policies Practices

Total School score 3.66 2.90 3.20

Standard Deviation 0.52 0.87 1.34
Cultural Bureaucratic Tight coupling Loose coupling
linkage linkage

Total school 4.56 3.59 3.59 3.00

score

Standard 1.02 0.19 0.82 0.59

Deviation

A profile of school two begins to develop as illustrated in Figure 7.7 above

where the staff feel that there is clear intention to be inclusive as identified by

the score for school policy supported by the score for tight coupled which pulls

people towards organisational goals and bureaucratic linkage which suggest a

formal and prescribed framework which controls the behaviour of its staff. But

the strong loose couple system where there is a great deal of flexibility in how

teacher execute their daily duties and weak cultural linkage indicating a lower

spirit of cooperation results in inclusive practices and culture of the school being

less strong and more varied.
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7.2.3 School 2 Collaboration

Table 7.7 School 2 Collaboration Data

staff collegiality cooperation | incentive authoritative
teacher 3.60 3.67 4.00 3.60
teacher 2.40 2.67 3.25 3.20
senior leader 2.80 3.50 3.75 3.60
teacher 3.40 3.00 4.00 3.40
support 3.60 3.17 4.25 4.20
teacher 2.20 3.33 3.75 3.20
support 2.80 3.17 3.25 3.00
support 2.80 2.67 4.25 3.00
Total school 2.95 3.15 3.81 3.40
score

Standard 0.53 0.36 0.39 0.4
Deviation

The subscale scores are provided in Table 7.7 above from this it can be seen
that strongest to least strong scores are collegiality, cooperation authoritative,
and then incentive. Examining the subscale items the specific areas of strength
for school 2 with regard to collaborative practice suggest that when
collaboration happened all parties involved in the collaboration gain something
from it (collegiate). The collaboration generally involved staff working together
sharing and trusting one another where professional boundaries are crossed
(collegiate). Staff felt strongly that they decided what happens in their
classrooms showing local level autonomy (co-operative), yet decisions about
curriculum and policy took place centrally (authoritative) which ties in more to
aut horitative strategy which i.3herawetet op dow
no areas of collaboration that were very negatively thought of by staff although
issues relating to the extent to which collaboration is incentive based or

authoritative rather than cooperative; for example, collaboration occurring as a
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result of the teacher sé c¢ommithemestarnallyt o dev e
supported or mandated (authoritative) and the management system fixing the
time and space in which they should work collaboratively (incentive). The
standard deviation score for cooperative, incentive and authoritative are relative
low indicating less varied opinion, whereas the collegiate is slightly higher

showing greater variation of opinion.

Figure 7.8 School 2 Developing Profile with 3 constructs

School 2 Developing profile Inclusive Inclusive Inclusive
Culture Policies Practices

Total School score 3.66 2.90 3.20
Standard Deviation 0.52 087 1.34

Cultural linkage | Bureaucratic Tight coupling | Loose coupling

linkage
Total school 4.56 3.59 3.59 3.00
score
Standard 1.02 0.19 0.82 0.59
Deviation
collegiality cooperation incentive authoritative

Total school 2.95 3.15 3.81 3.40
score
Standard 0.53 0.36 0.39 0.4
Deviation

The profile for school two develops here, as illustrated in Figure 7.8 above, with
collegiate scores supporting the loose coupled autonomy with staff sharing
decision making and consulting on inclusion rather than being led or forced by
management, but because of the higher levels of autonomy and lower tight
control of staff behaviours, and lower sense of cooperation identified by the
cultural linkage score the inclusive practice and culture score indicated policy is
not consistently practice across the school.
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7.2.4 School 2 School Values

Table 7.8: School 2 School Values Data

Staff school 2 Vision Rewards Impact

teacher 3.80 2.50 4.00
teacher 3.20 3.50 5.00
senior leader 4.40 3.00 5.50
teacher 5.00 3.75 7.00
support 4.60 3.75 5.00
teacher 3.60 3.50 3.00
support 3.40 2.75 4.00
support 2.40 2.50 4.50
Total school 3.80 3.16 4.75
score

Standard 0.84 0.53 1.20
Deviation

The subscale scores for school 2 are seen in Table 7.8 above. It can be seen
from this that rewards is the strongest aspect of this inventory followed by vision
then impact. The key positive aspects relating to values and beliefs identified by
staff of school 2 were that the school had a clear vision (vision) in which the
school emphasises positive reinforcement (rewards) and where good
achievement is rewarded (rewards). Areas where less conclusive factors
appear were that staff felt that there was not really good communication
between staff (vision) and that the feeling of ownership within the school was
not convincing (vision). Two beliefs held that showed uncertainty in the staff
where that by being more inclusive the school risked lower levels of
achievement, and that the school 6s

attainment (impact). These subscale strengths are supported by the scores

indicated in the table above. With exception of rewards the standards deviations
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are all high indicating that the data are spread out over a large range of values

showing a wide range of opinion on these topics.

Figure 7.9 School 2 Full Profile

School 2 Profile Inclusive Inclusive Inclusive
Culture Policies Practices
Total School score 3.66 2.90 3.20
Standard Deviation 0.52 0.87 1.34
Cultural Bureaucratic Tight Loose
linkage linkage coupling coupling
Total school 4.56 3.59 3.59 3.00
score
Standard 1.02 0.19 0.82 0.59
Deviation
Collegiality cooperation incentive authoritative
Total school 2.95 3.15 3.81 3.40
score
Standard 0.53 0.36 0.39 0.4
Deviation
Vision Rewards Impact
Total school score 3.80 3.16 4.75
Standard Deviation 0.84 0.53 1.20

In Figure 7.9 above green indicated the strongest scores, orange the next, then

purple then red. For school two the strongest binding forces that are holding the

school together are its inclusive policies, loose coupled approach to

organisation, collegiate focus and its focus on rewards.
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students settle into the school; they remove barriers to learning by the way it
organises support for diversity through coordinated support for staff and
students, managing the access to the school and the grouping strategies used.
Staff believe that autonomy is maximised through flexibility and tolerance which
allows teachers to execute their daily duties at their own discretion. This weak
or infrequent tie to central elements results in a disconnected system is
supported by a collegiate approach where teachers learn from each other,
sharing and developing their expertise together; shared decision making and
staff consultation rather than being induced to work together from a central
authority. Finally staff perceive that basic assumptions and beliefs are shared
by and communicated to members of the organisation, in addition that they use

positive forms of feedback and rewards to reinforce expectation.

Conversely the weaker scores of inclusive culture, cultural linkage, incentive
and impact suggest that establishing inclusive values and a common philosophy
of inclusion is either underdeveloped or not shared by all stake holders because
of a lack of or lower emphasis on collaboration, partnership, and respect. The
lack of incentive for collaboration may be a cause or variable that affects staff
willingness to engage in collaboration or value they place on collaboration.
Finally the idea that staff are unsure of the impact of inclusion on attainment
and achievement may reduce the desire or incentive to work collaboratively as
they do not know if the work carried out will see positive benefits for themselves

or their learners.

However the scores of tight coupled and bureaucratic linkage suggests that
there is a the school has a formal and prescribed framework and a firm pull that
drives people towards core values as indicated by the rewards scores.

7.2.5.1 School 2 Qualitative Results Inclusion

The qualitative data sought opinions and ranking or priorities with regard to staff

experience, policies and practice.
Key points from the questionnaire are summarised below

1 Of the staff who completed the questionnaire in school 2 only 25% of
staff (all teaching staff) felt that they worked with pupils with high levels of
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SEN (school action plus and statement), 50% felt that they did for some
of the time and 25% (all administrative or support staff) that they did very
little.

1 All bar 25% (teaching staff only) of the staff agree in the principle of
inclusion. 87.5% of the staff felt that inclusion within the school worked
well.

All staff thought that the school was strongly committed to inclusion.

When considering the nature of pupils 62.5% felt that there were only a
few pupils who would be better off not being placed in mainstream
classes, the remaining 37.5% felt that there were many pupils who would

be better off not being placed in mainstream classes.

When considering the nature of special educational needs there was a clear
agreement about which learning difficulties were more difficult to include

within mainstream settings:

1 all staff responding that the most difficult to cater for was pupils with
emotional and / or behavioural difficulties

1 The pupils easiest to cater for were either those with physical difficulties
or specific / moderate learning difficulties, 25% of staff had no opinion all

were support or administrative staff.

Figure 7.10 illustrates staff opinion of the biggest problems they face in their
work when trying to include all learners. It can be seen by the identified
problems that although the policies for inclusion are in place the execution of
these in practice cause more problems for staff, here staff completed a rank
order of issues that they perceived to be most or less problematic. The first
issue relating to class sizes supports the practice scores identified in section
7.2.1 where staff felt that inclusion was hindered by the lack of adequate
resources and policy related comments that there was difference of opinion as
to how well inclusion was promoted by support from the TA or other staff. The
second highest area identified corresponds well with the school values identifies
in section 7.2.4 and the uncertainty by staff of the extent to which the more
i nclusive the school ri sked | ower |

inclusive nature impacted upon academic attainment.
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Figure 7.10: School 2 - The perceived biggest problems
with inclusion (%)

7.1

B The size of class is too large to give pupils with high levels of SEN adequate
attention

® Pupils with high levels of SEN disrupt other pupils' learning

= The curriculum is inappropriate for pupils with high levels of SEN

B Staff do nothave the opportunity to work collaboratively with others to support
pupils with SEN

= Teachers have to spend to much time helping pupils with high levels of SEN

= There are inadequate resources for teaching pupils with high levels of SEN

The school is committed to inclusion but implementation of policy is ineffective

7.2.5.2 School 2 Qualitative Results School Structure and Flexibility

The qualitative data within this section asked staff to describe the current school
structure and compare this to the school structure which they would most like to
work in. Descriptions of the existing structure referred to terms such as
hierarchical or linear with top down or top heavy, some descriptions had specific
leadership roles (principal, vice principals, assistant principals heads of
department / year, teachers). This is supported by the bureaucratic linkage
score in section 7.2.2 which identifies the hierarchical structure with teachers
always getting their orders from higher up was a strong feature of the school
organisation. Staff in school 2 described the ideal structure using terms such as
clear leadership and direction, clearly defined roles and responsibilities, efficient
and a consistent mas s, where there were o0m
supported by the weaker cultural linkage score identified in section 7.2.2 where
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staff felt they had little opportunity to share their knowledge and experiences
regularly, and the belief that certain authoritative features were a strong aspect
of collaboration where yet decisions about curriculum and policy took place

centrally, this identified in section 7.2.3.
7.2.5.3 School 2 Qualitative Results Collaboration

The qualitative data within this section asked staff to identify the most
commonly used forms of collaboration, initially informal collaboration, Figure
7.11 illustrates the rank ordering of informal collaboration where the higher the
rank order the more regularly used the form of collaboration, the most regular
forms of were informal discussions and sharing problems. This is supported by
the collegiate scores in section 7.2.3, in particular that collaboration involved
staff working together sharing and trusting one another where professional

boundaries are crossed.

Figure 7.11: Most regular forms of informal collaboration
used in school 2

i | E Passing words

| | ® Praise / thanks

® Suggesting new ideas

® Informal discussions

B Sharing problems
\

B meeting parents together

|
1 \ / \\ taking other's classes
1 VV \ supporting others in class

Form of informal collaboration

SO P N W b~ 01O N
1

Figure 7.12 identifies the most regularly used forms of formal collaboration
using rank ordering where the higher the rank order the more regularly used the
form of collaboration, the most common are parents evenings or consultation,

and subject area meetings.
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Figure 7.12: Most regular forms of informal collaboration
used in school 2
10 1 ] | staff training on issues
mandated by others
9 - - .
‘ m staff training on issues
decided upon by staff
8 -
‘ m subject area meetings
. k
®m whole school working parties
6 -
m staff meetings on issues
5 - ‘ decided by staff
= Staff meeting on issues
4 1 decided by management or
externally
3 - Parents' evenings/
K }\ consultations
2 - / = timetabled peer teaching
1 - V collaborative planning time
0 i ' = performance management
Form of formal collaboration

The nature of collaborative work that takes place in school 2 supports the loose
coupled cores identified in section 7.2.2 in that the school organisational

structure gives considerable autonomy to individual departments.
7.2.5.4 School 2 Qualitative Results School Values

The qualitative data in this section highlighted that although most staff felt that
school 2 was committed, in the main, to maintaining an orderly environment and
positive forms of behaviour management but that the consistency of application
of rewards and sanctions policy and practice was an area that caused concern
at times. This is supported by the strong policy scores identifies in section 7.2.1
but weaker practice and culture scores and by the reward score highlighted in
section 7.2.4. When asked to describe the aims and values of the school, staff
from school 2 regularly used common terms to highlight the idea of meeting all
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chil drenods needs S0 t hat t hey coul d reac|
aspirations. When asked to describe their own priorities in values of the

educational system staff highlighted similari ssues as they saw in
aims and values, but additional categories were evident that did not appear in

their perceptions of the school 6s ai ms, na
teaching and learning, enthusing and invigorating pupils and motivating staff to

continue learning and developing in their professional role. The difference in
perception of t he school 6s ai ms and t he
supported by the weaker cultural linkage scores identified in section 7.2.2

which suggestst hat the school 6s the strategies uct
that facilitates the development of a school culture is underdeveloped.

7.2.6 School 2 Conclusion

The school whole profile implies strength in inclusive policies with loose
coupling and collegiality and shared vision/ reward, this is supported by good
communication and consensus through formal collaborative practices of staff
meeting on issues decided by staff and subject meetings and informally through
informal discussion and sharing problems, in addition this is supported by the
existence of a strong commitment by the school to inclusion through their
policies and strong staff expertise to aid teachers in the classroom (SENCO
team). However the weakest elements of the school, inclusive culture, cultural
linkage, incentive and impact, were supported through staff perception that
participation and collaboration were weaker with little opportunity to share their
knowledge and experiences regularly, and the belief that certain authoritative
features were a strong aspect of collaboration where yet decisions about
curriculum and policy took place centrally.

The high standard deviations scores evident in inclusive practice, cultural
linkage and impact scores in the quantitative results and perceptions from staff
from the qualitative results, further support the notion that there is a lack of
rationality shared between staff or high levels of disagreement between staff on
key aspects for example the extent to which the schools inclusive nature impact
upon academic achievement highlighted in sections 7.2.5.1 and 7.2.5.4

exemplifies this.
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7.3 Developing a School Profile
7.3.1 School 3 Inclusion

Table 7.9 School 3 Inclusion data

Staff School 3 | Inclusive Culture | Inclusive Policies | Inclusive
Practices
teacher 2.5 2.4 3.2
teacher 3.25 3.4 3.4
teacher 2.75 2.8 3.0
teacher 2.75 3.2 2.6
teacher 3.0 2.6 3.2
teacher 3.0 1.8 3.0
senior Leader 2.0 1.8 1.8
Total School 2.75 2.57 2.89
score
Standard 0.41 0.63 0.54
Deviation

The subscale scores for school 3 are shown in Table 7.9 above, from this is can
be seen that that policies had highest ratings overall, then culture and then
practices. In the interpretation of the subscale items staff reported that the
processes valued most highly by staff in the school were at two levels, whole
school level where they felt very strongly that the inclusion is promoted by a
commitment from the leadership (culture), which is supported by an inclusive
ethos (policy). Secondly there was a strong belief that at classroom level
inclusion was promoted by support from the TA or other staff (policy) and that
there was a strong SENCO and special educational needs team (policy). The
staff felt that inclusion is supported by the skills and commitment of the teaching

staff (policy) and promoted by the opportunity to work collaboratively with others
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to support pupils SEN (culture). Whilst there were clear strengths with regard to
the processes in place for inclusive practice there were also areas that staff felt
were less developed, yet not considered a weakness, in achieving this aim,
namely staff felt that resources (practice), support from parents (culture) and
pupil to pupil support (practice) could be developed further and were undecided
as to if, classroom level, inclusion was promoted by organising pupils into like
ability groups (policy). The culture and practice standard deviation are both very
low indicating that the data points tend to be very close to the mean whereas
policy has a higher standard deviation, but in comparison to other schools still
low indicating that for this school there was wider opinion on this topic than
others. It is interesting to note that it is the senior leader in this instance that
feels strongly that the school inclusive practices are effective suggesting that
they believe more than teachers that they orchestrate learning effectively
including, how they mobilize resources, including the student themselves, staff

and learning resources.
7.3.2 School 3 School Structure and Flexibility

Table 7.10: School 3 School Structure and Flexibility data

Staff school 3 | Cultural Bureaucratic | Tight Loose
linkage linkage coupling coupling

teacher 3.0 4.75 2.5 2.0
teacher 3.27 5.0 3.0 3.75
teacher 3.13 4.25 3.5 2.5
teacher 4.38 4.5 3.75 4.0
teacher 4.0 4.0 2.75 1.75
teacher 2.38 2.75 1.57 3.0
senior Leader 3.0 2.75 1.25 1.75
Total school 3.31 4.0 2.62 2.54
score

St. Dev. 0.67 0.91 0.93 0.93
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The subscale scores for school 3 can be seen in Table 7.10 above, from the
information above it can be seen that loose coupling and tight coupling had the
highest ratings overall, followed by cultural linkages and bureaucratic linkage.
When exploring individual items in the subscale areas reported by staff to be
the greatest areas of strength in relation to school structure and flexibility in
school 3 were that staff strongly that there were encouraged to set goals for
their own development (loose coupled) and therefore staff were highly trained
and dedicat ed professional s (Loose

written devel opment pl an giving an

(tight coupled). Staff also believed that on joining the school these goals where
shared with them (tight coupled). Staff felt that the staff the school had high
expectations of pupil achievement and behaviour (bureaucratic linkage). In
contrast features of school structure and flexibility that were less positively
thought of by staff were that staff did not feel that they all participated in
decision making (Cultural linkage) and were not convinced that constructive
feedback was shared by teachers and administrators regularly enough (cultural
linkage). Although they did not feel involved all the time with decision making
they were undecided as to whether teachers always got their orders from higher
up (bureaucratic linkage), or if teachers were secondary to the administrative
system of the school (bureaucratic linkage). The bureaucratic linkage, tight
coupled and loose coupled standard deviations are all very similar and fairly
high indicating that for these topics there was wide opinion. The standard
deviation for cultural linkage was lower indicating greater consensus of opinion,
but still variation form the mean. It is interesting to note that the senior leader
feels more strongly that the school administrators bind teachers to goals,

visions and philosophy than the teachers do.

A profile of school three begins to develop, as illustrated in Figure 7.13, where,
as with schools 1 and 2 the staff feel that there is clear intention to be inclusive
as identified by the score for school policy supported by the score for tight
coupling which pulls people towards organisational goals. But the strong loose
couple system where there is a great deal of flexibility in how teacher execute
their daily duties and the lower bureaucratic linkage score which would tightly
control the behaviour of staff results in inclusive practices of the school being

less strong and more varied.

163

coupl ec

overvi

e



Figure 7.13: School 3 Developing Profile with 2 constructs

School 3 Developing profile Inclusive Inclusive Inclusive
Culture Policies Practices
Total School score 2.75 2.57 2.89
Standard Deviation 0.41 0.63 0.54
Cultural linkage | Bureaucratic Tight coupling | Loose coupling
linkage
Total  school 3.31 4.0 2.62 2.54
score
St. Dev. 0.67 0.91 0.93 0.93
7.3.3 School 3 Collaboration
Table 7.11: School 3 Collaboration Data
Staff school 3 | collegiality cooperation |incentive authoritative
teacher 2.75 3.71 4.75 4.6
teacher 3.25 3 5 4.6
teacher 2.75 3 3.75 4
teacher 3.5 4.2 3.75 3.8
teacher 2 2.14 4 3.2
teacher 2.25 2.57 3.5 3.4
senior leader 2.75 4.29 3.75 4
Total school 2.75 3.27 4.07 3.94
score
Standard 0.52 0.82 0.57 0.54
Deviation
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The subscale scores are provided in Table 7.11 above from this it can been
seen that strongest to least strong scores are collegiality, cooperation
authoritative, and then incentive. Examining the subscale items the specific
areas of strength for school 3 with regard to collaborative practice suggest that
working together involved sharing and trusting one another where professional
boundaries are crossed (collegiate), cooperating where they do not cut across
or hinder each othersdé work (cooperative).
each other required coordination of different departments/ resources/ facilities to
produce a streamline (cooperative). Staff in the school felt that although
scheduled meetings were part of their collaborative culture they were not
dominated by them (incentive) and that when collaboration occurred all parties

involved in the collaboration are gaining something from it (collegiate).

There were no areas of collaboration that were very negatively thought of by
staff although staff were undecided about the extent to which collaboration was
incentive based or authoritative rather than cooperative; for example, if
collaboration were compulsory in the school either directly or indirectly
(incentive) and whether when collaboration occurred it were imposed by the
management requiring teachers to meet and work together (authoritative), fixing
the time and space in which they should work collaboratively (incentive). These
subscale strengths are supported by the scores indicated in the table above.
The standard deviation score for collegiate, incentive and authoritative are
relative lower than cooperative indicating less varied opinion, however all

score indicate a variation of opinion but no noticeably between roles.

The profile for school three as seen in Figure 7.14 develops here with collegiate
scores supporting the loose coupled autonomy with staff sharing decision
making and consulting on inclusion rather than being led or forced by
management. The weaker bureaucratic linkage score is supported by the
weaker incentive and authoritative scores indicating that there is not tight
control of behaviour and that the school collaboration does not occur because

higher authorities induce staff to be involved.
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Figure 7.14: School 3 Developing Profile with 3 constructs

School 3 Developing profile Inclusive Inclusive Inclusive
Culture Policies Practices

Total School score 2.75 2.57 2.89
Standard Deviation 0.41 0.63 0.54

Cultural linkage | Bureaucratic Tight coupling | Loose coupling

linkage
Total school 3.31 4.0 2.62 2.54
score
Standard 0.67 0.91 0.93 0.93
Deviation
collegiality cooperation incentive authoritative

Total school 2.75 3.27 4.07 3.94
score
Standard 0.52 0.82 0.57 0.54
Deviation
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7.3.4 School 3 School Values

Table 7.12: School 3 School Values Data

Staff school 3 Vision Rewards Impact

teacher 3.6 3.5 4.5
teacher 3.8 3.5 6
teacher 3.6 3 3.5
teacher 3.2 5 6
teacher 1.75 2.5 2
teacher 2.8 2.75 3
senior Leader 1.6 2.5 7
Total school 2.91 3.25 4.57
score

St. Dev. 0.90 0.88 1.84

The subscale scores for school 3 are seen in the Table 7.12 above. It can be
seen from this that vision is the strongest aspect of this inventory followed by
rewards then impact. The key positive aspects relating to values and beliefs
identified by staff of school 3 were that the school had a clear vision (vision) that
was shared (vision) and there was a feeling of ownership (vision). In addition
staff felt that both good behaviour and achievement were rewarded (reward).
Areas where less conclusive factors appear were that staff felt uncertainty
where that by being more inclusive the school risked lower levels of
achievement, and that the school 6s

attainment (impact). These subscale strengths are supported by the scores
indicated in the table above. All the standards deviations are all high indicating
that the data are spread out over a large range of values showing a wide range
of opinion on these topics, but in particular the impact scores. It is interesting to
notet hat the senior |l eader 6s view is

impact of being more inclusive does not have an impact on attainment and

achievement.

167

ncl

t hat

usi

t

h






