


Evaluation in schools

This book provides practical guidance for a school to use in
developing its evaluation policy and strategy. It is based on the
authors’ extensive experience of working with teachers, and draws on
the responses of teachers and senior managers in mailing self-
evaluation. The book is a stand-alone package for primary and
secondary schools containing the materials, information and guidance
needed to get started on a structured approach to evaluation. It could
also be effectively used with LEA personnel to develop their
evaluation skills.

The central focus of the book is the staff development programme
outlined in Part II. This provides a comprehensive package ready for use
within a school or by a cluster or consortium of schools. The training
materials include full objectives, programmes for training days and
detailed workshop tasks. These can be photocopied for use by schools
wishing to follow the staff development scheme.

In order to support this training package, Part I provides relevant
background information, practical guidance and examples of material
trialled in schools. Several figures are included which are suitable for
use as overhead transparencies or handouts which can be photocopied
for use as part of the training process. Part III includes a case study of
introducing a whole-school approach to evaluation and moves on to
discuss some broader issues which schools may wish to consider in
further developing an integrated evaluation system.
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Foreword

Amid the welter of innovations from central government in England
and Wales, all of which stem directly or indirectly from the
requirement that schools and colleges become more accountable,
teachers, governors and administrators are crying out for practical
guidance. In the field of evaluation, in particular, professional
practitioners recognise this need, have some concept of their role, but
so far have had little help in establishing processes that are both easily
comprehensible and manageable within reasonable constraints of
time. Two volumes within the Routledge Education Management
Series now offer that help: Time Constrained Evaluation by Brian
Wilcox, published in 1992, and now this book.

Its authors have considerable experience in the practicalities of
school evaluation. Linda Badham, now Director: Whole Curriculum
at the Curriculum Council for Wales, formerly Assistant Director of
the Dyfed TVEI Pilot Project, and Glyn Rogers, Director of the TVEI
Project for Dyfed LEA, have tested out over a period of three years
all the materials within this book. As administrators close to the field
of action, that is the schools themselves, they are well aware of what
can and cannot be done in the limited time available, but also of what
must be done in the future to meet the obligations for accountability
that are incumbent on schools.

This book contains no tablets of stone. Schools must be able to
select what for them is most relevant and to adapt to suit their specific
needs. At the same time the following pages contain a broad
framework within which every school will easily be able to find its own
route to evaluation. The wealth of figures, which schools may use



either as they stand or can readily adapt, make this a guide to action
which no school, primary or secondary, can afford to be without.

Cyril Poster 
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Introduction

If you have reached the stage where you feel the need to introduce a
systematic approach to evaluation as a normal part of your school’s
working practices, then this book has you in mind. It aims to provide
practical guidance for a school to use in developing its evaluation
policy and strategy. It is based on experience and draws on the
responses of teachers and senior managers in trailling self-evaluation.

The kernel of the book is the staff development programme
described in detail in Part II. This provides a comprehensive package
ready for use within a school or by a cluster or consortium of schools.
The training materials, listed on p. ix, provide full objectives,
programmes for training days and detailed workshop tasks. These can
be photocopied for use by schools wishing to follow the staff development
scheme.

In order to support this training package, Part I provides relevant
background information, practical guidance and examples of material
trialled in schools. We have included several figures which are suitable
for use as overhead projector transparencies and/or handouts. The list
of figures provided on pp. vii–viii suggests the most appropriate use
for each. These materials can be photocopied for use as part of the training
process.

Part III includes a case study introducing a whole-school approach
to evaluation and moves on to discuss some broader issues which
schools may wish to consider in further developing an integrated
evaluation system.

Our intention has been to give primary and secondary schools a
stand-alone package containing the materials, information and
guidance needed to get started on a structured approach to



evaluation. In addition, this book could be used with LEA personnel
to develop their evaluation skills.

We wish to thank those of our colleagues who worked with us in
developing various evaluation instruments during the training
conferences and who trialled them in their schools and consortia as
part of the Dyfed TVEI programme. Furthermore, we are indebted to
‘Dan yr Olwg’ School and particularly to G.R. who provided the
information that allowed us to write up the case study. 

xv



Abbreviations

DES Department of Education and Science

GCSE General Certificate of Secondary Education

HMI Her Majesty’s Inspectorate

INSET In-Service Training

IT Information Technology

JIIG-CAL Jobs Ideas and Information Generator—
Computer Assisted Learning

LEA Local Education Authority

LMS Local Management of Schools

PI Performance Indicator

TVEI Technical and Vocational Education Initiative

WO Welsh Office

National Curriculum subjects

Ar Art

En English

Gg Geography

Hi History

Ma Maths

MFL Modern Foreign Language

Mu Music

PE Physical Education



Sc Science

Te Technology

We Welsh

xvii



Part I

Evaluation in context



Chapter 1
In defence of evaluation

Evaluation is the process of systematically collecting and analysing
information in order to form value judgements based on firm evidence. These
judgements are concerned with the extent to which particular targets
are being achieved. They should therefore guide decision-making for
development.

The term ‘evaluation’ is sometimes used to refer specifically to the
judgemental part of this process only. We have found the broader
definition given above more useful, because the validity of the value
judgements which can be made is greatly dependent on the nature and
provenance of the data collected. In this context, the need is for
practicable data collection and handling systems which provide sound
evidence on which to base judgements. The primary purpose of this
book is to assist schools in the task of embedding such systems in their
staff’s normal practices.

Evaluation is often set in the context of a monitoring, evaluation
and review cycle (Tipple, 1989).

• Monitoring is the process of collecting and presenting information
in relation to specific objectives on a systematic basis. It should
always be undertaken for specific purposes if the effort involved is
to be justified.

• Evaluation takes this process a stage further in that the information
is analysed and value judgements are made.

• Review is a considered reflection on progress, using evaluation data
to inform decisions for strategic planning.



A simple model showing the interrelationship between these three
activities is shown in Figure 1.1. The place of evaluation within a
school’s management cycle is explored more fully in Chapter 2.

WHY EVALUATE AT ALL?

There are two main purposes for evaluation of performance:

• ACCOUNTABILITY to prove quality, for example, to demonstrate
that funding is being properly deployed to maintain and improve
standards;

• DEVELOPMENT to improve quality, for example, to assist in the
process of improving curriculum development and delivery. 

Accountability is a central thread running through most of the changes
enshrined in the 1988 Education Reform Act. It has been suggested
that the various school-based evaluation initiatives of the late 1970s
and 1980s were, in general, disappointing because they seldom
functioned as appropriate instruments of accountability (Clift, Nuttall
and McCormick, 1987). However, in the present climate, school-
based evaluation is more likely to take root because schools now have
to provide information about their performance over a wide range of

Figure 1.1 The interrelationship between monitoring, evaluation
and review
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issues, and in some detail, to parents, governors and the LEA,
particularly under Local Management of Schools (LMS). With the
coming of the Parents’ Charter, this accountability is being brought
very much to the fore and places an even greater responsibility on
schools and their governing bodies, while reducing the role of the
LEA.

The primary function of all this accountability is to raise standards.
The Parents’ Charter states that governors will need to publish an
action plan following the report of independent inspectors on the
school once every four years. In the period between external
inspections, schools will want to monitor the implementation of the
action plan and be well prepared to meet the next full inspection.
However, a major task facing any school’s senior management is that
of establishing a climate in which staff view evaluation positively. This
is more readily achieved when teachers have been fully consulted
about the development plan and have had a major say both in
determining the evaluation criteria and in agreeing how the
information collected is to be used. In this way, schools can ensure
that they have the data they need to aid development, and staff will be
less likely to feel under threat from the evaluation. Moreover, where
the parameters of the evaluation are not explicit within an agreed
development plan, teachers may be uncertain about what precisely are
the targets at which their school is aiming. It is less than helpful for
them to be told post factum that they failed to reach these targets—the
shifting goal-post syndrome. In sum, evaluation is more effective in
raising standards when staff view it as having a developmental as well
as an accountability focus. Figure 1.2 summarises these points.

WHY ADOPT A PLANNED APPROACH?

School managers have always had to take important and far-reaching
decisions. Traditionally, they could often rely on experience to make
these decisions against a familiar and relatively stable backcloth.
Nowadays, however, change is the norm and crucial decisions are
often required very quickly. Managers need reliable information
systems to make sound decisions under changing circumstances.

The principal benefit of using a planned approach to evaluation is
that it is designed to provide relevant and reliable information on an
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ongoing basis to inform strategic forward planning. The planned
evaluation is characterised by:

• agreed target areas for evaluation;
• explicitness about criteria for the evaluation of success; 
• an evaluation plan which outlines who will collect the data, when,

and what will be the source of the information;
• a systematic approach to the collection and recording of

information where all involved use appropriate, agreed evaluation
instruments.

Features of the traditional and planned approaches to evaluation are
contrasted in Figure 1.3. 

Figure 1.2 Purposes of evaluation
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CONSTRAINTS

School-based evaluation can only succeed if it does not take up
disproportionate amounts of time, effort and resources. Constraints

Figure 1.3 Traditional and planned evaluation contrasted

Source: Based on an original formulation by Dr Colin Morgan,
Open University.
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on schools include shortage of time, lack of expertise in evaluation,
and reluctance of staff to embrace evaluation as an integral part of
normal practice. The following list of suggestions is offered to help
ameliorate these problems:

• Limit the evaluation to a few specific focuses. Target on some specific,
priority objectives which are achievable in the short term and are
readily measured, rather than go for the grand plan in a single
leap. For example, to increase staff and student use of IT in the
National Curriculum core subjects in Years 7 and 8 is a focus for
short-term development which is achievable and measurable. By
contrast, to improve the quality of IT experiences for all pupils is a
laudable aim but one which requires a longer time-span to achieve.
Moreover, it would be difficult to measure, needing a level of
sophistication in evaluation techniques which few schools would
wish to contemplate.

• Collect essential information only. Be clear about what information is
really necessary for the purposes of evaluation. It is all too easy to
be carried away by enthusiasm and to try to collect everything
under the sun about the chosen topic when a much more limited
exercise would suffice.

• Make the maximum use of information already available. Before rushing
into designing questionnaires, interview schedules and classroom
observation checklists, scan existing sources of information such as
attendance registers, room/equipment usage logs, published
statistics and other data collected recently by the school. Also
make maximum use of any evaluation data about the school, for
example, HMI or LEA reports, and TVEI evaluation exercises.

• Keep it short and simple (KISS). If you are obliged to gather
information from staff or pupils, make your questionnaire/
interview brief and unambiguous. Ask only for the information
you really need. Avoid questionnaire/ interview design requiring
complex and time-consuming analysis techniques. Before you
collect the data, decide how you will analyse the responses.

• Make it worthwhile and credible for staff. Involve staff at an early stage
in agreeing the priorities for both development and evaluation in
advance. The purposes of the evaluation should then be clear and
its potential value to staff in their work and concerns be explicit. The
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uses of the data—who has access to the information and why—
also need to be agreed. Finally, the credibility of the evaluation
system within a school has to be established by ensuring that:

• the outcomes are VALUABLE to all the parties concerned;
• the judgements made must be VALID, that is they must be

supported by evidence;
• the process should be VERIFIABLE, that is, reasons for the

judgements should be specific with the supporting evidence
presented;

• the process should be VIABLE, that is, cost-effective in terms of
time and resources and therefore sustainable.

Figure 1.4 summarises these ways of trying to ameliorate the
constraints. 

WHICH EVALUATION MODEL?

There are three critical parameters in evaluation:

• the choice of target areas and evaluation criteria;
• the control of the evaluation instruments, including data collection

methods;
• the judgement of outcomes.

Figure 1.5 illustrates these three parameters and Figure 1.6 shows the
range for each parameter.

Figure 1.4 Possible ways of overcoming the evaluation constraints

 

8 EVALUATION IN CONTEXT



The first parameter concerns how the target areas are chosen and
the criteria for evaluation are set. At one extreme, these are imposed
on the school by someone else. At the other, schools set their own
target areas and criteria.

The second parameter deals with control of the evaluation
instruments. At one extreme, the instruments, including data
collection methods, are determined by an external evaluator. At the
other, the school being evaluated chooses which evaluation
instruments to use and how to collect the data.

The last parameter is about control of the evaluation outcomes and
ranges from a closed to a negotiated judgement. A closed judgement
is one where those being evaluated have no part in preparing the final
evaluation statement. A negotiated judgement is one where those
being evaluated have some influence on the preparation and even the
content of the final statement.

Based on these three parameters, we can characterise eight
evaluation models, shown in Figure 1.7 and described below. Each
model is numbered, its characteristics determining its place in the
cube. For example, the traditional HMI inspection model, labelled
Model 1, is located in the bottom front left position because all
aspects of the evaluation are controlled by the external agent. A full
description of each model is given below.  

Model 1 Currently the HMI inspection report, and in the
future, the new independent inspectors’ report.
The criteria, information collected and the
judgements made are all controlled by the external
agencies.

Model 2 The LEA inspection report in its current form. The
criteria and evaluation instruments are determined
by the inspectors but the final report is negotiated
between LEA inspectors and the school. This may
not apply in future where LEA personnel function
as independent inspectors.

Model 3 Self-evaluation using national or LEA criteria. The
criteria are determined by external bodies
including currently the LEA, TVEI, and the
Curriculum Councils, but increasingly in the
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future, these criteria will be determined by the new
HMI. The school nevertheless chooses which
evaluation instruments to use and how to collect
the data, and then makes its own judgements.

Model 4 Internal evaluation: all aspects are in the school’s
control.

Models 5 and 6 External evaluation: in both cases the school
determines what is to be evaluated but buys in an
expert to undertake the work. In Model 5 the
external evaluator has total control over the report
whereas in Model 6 the report is negotiated.

Models 7 and 8 Unattractive scenarios: in both cases the school is
judged by external arbiters without having had the
benefit of their expertise in the planning and
execution of the data collection.

Our aim in outlining these various evaluation models is to clarify the
range of options available to schools. As suggested earlier, managers
need access to relevant and reliable information as the basis for taking

Figure 1.5 Critical parameters in evaluation
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informed decisions in rapidly changing circumstances. Certainly they
will need to make use of inspection reports (Models 1 and 2), but
these will not be sufficiently frequent to provide all the information
that managers need. Schools should therefore consider Models 3, 4, 5
and 6. Using an external evaluator (Models 5 and 6) can prove expensive
but may be considered worthwhile on occasion, particularly if the
expertise of the school’s staff can be developed by working with the
external consultant. None the less, self-evaluation and internal
evaluation (Models 3 and 4) are much more suited to integration in
the annual management cycle of the school. This book sets out to
prepare staff to operate Models 3 and 4. 

Figure 1.6 Range of each critical parameter in evaluation
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Figure 1.7 Evaluation models
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Chapter 2
Evaluation within the

management cycle

Because a number of technical terms are used in evaluation, we have
provided a list of definitions. You may at this stage wish to scan
through these definitions and refer back to them as and when you
need.

DEFINITIONS

Aim

An aim is a general statement of intention that outlines the ultimate
goal without specifying the stages by which it could be achieved. It is
important to distinguish between aims and the objectives. The latter
term defines the stages through which the aims can be achieved. For
example, your aim might be to encourage children to make wise and
informed curriculum and career choices. One objective which
contributes towards meeting this aim might be to provide a planned
careers programme in Years 10 and 11 which integrates the work of
teachers and careers officers.

Objective

An objective is a statement of intention that outlines in precise terms a
short-term goal which is relevant to achieving the aim. While aims are
fairly broad, objectives need to be quite specific. Each should be a
clear, concise statement of what is to be achieved.



The development of objectives should, whenever possible, involve
agreement by all those concerned, whether they are governors, staff or
outside agencies. Such consultation will also help to ensure that the
targets set by the objectives are at a level which is achievable. If not,
there will be disenchantment because those who have formulated the
objectives will be viewed as being out of touch with reality. Worse
still, the targets may not be met because the people who are supposed
to implement the objectives do not fully appreciate what the school
expects from them. Objectives should be measurable so that the
school can tell whether or not they are being achieved. 

The other important factor to consider is the time-scale over which
the objectives are to be achieved. This should be explicit and agreed
so that those involved will be clear about when implementation is to
take place.

To use an acronym which will be familiar to some readers,
objectives should be:

Strategy

A strategy is a plan outlining how a specific objective or a series of
objectives will be achieved. It indicates what is to be done—how, by
whom and when. For example, a school might have the specific
objective: within the next academic year to increase from 10 per cent
to 25 per cent the number of teachers who have experienced a work
placement. The strategy would specify how teachers would be
identified, when the placements could occur and with which
employers, who would undertake all the necessary organisation, how
the financial and resource implications would be met.
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In the context of evaluation, the strategy will outline what
information is to be collected; how, by whom, and when.

Development plan

The development plan is a statement of priorities to be addressed
within a specific period of time. Such plans can be prepared at various
levels—LEA, school, department, individual—and should set out
common and consistent aims, objectives and strategies. Ideally they
should also include evaluation plans.

Performance indicators (PIs)

Performance indicators are the signals of success which will be used to
indicate whether the objectives have been achieved. A performance
indicator:

• is an indication of the extent of progress made in one area and is
not an absolute or general measure of performance;

• should be viewed alongside other evaluation evidence in order to
identify and understand the overall progress achieved;

• should not be used in isolation but as part of an overall system of
planning, evaluation and review;

• should be capable of collection over a period of time on a constant
basis;

• should be relevant to the objective;
• may be quantitative or qualitative. A quantitative PI is generally

used to measure fact rather than opinion, for example, the
percentage of Year 2 pupils attaining level 2 or better in their
National Curriculum subjects at the end of key stage 1. A
qualitative PI attempts to obtain a measure of an attitude or
perception, for example, the degree of parental satisfaction with
the arrangements for pupil transition between primary and
secondary school. Obtaining credible and reliable measures for this
second type of PI is much more complex and difficult.
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Evaluation instrument

An evaluation instrument is a tool which specifies:

• what information needs to be collected including, where
appropriate, lists of questions to be asked;

• what is the source of the information;
• the format for recording the information.

For standardised usage, for example, by a team of evaluators, it may
also include guidelines on the analysis of the information. Examples
are provided in Chapter 3.

Review

The review involves considered reflection on the progress of the past
year’s development plan. The consideration of the evaluation
information collected should lead to informed value judgements.
These will be concerned both with the success of the strategies in
delivering these objectives, and also with whether the objectives are
indeed contributing to the achievement of the long-term aims. This
review will inevitably lead into the following year’s strategic forward
planning.

THE EVALUATION PLANNING TRIANGLE

In planning evaluation, three interrelated aspects have to be specified,
namely objectives, performance indicators and evaluation
instruments.

PIs and objectives

Performance indicators are signals of success. They are not general
questions or statements in a checklist or audit. Consider the following
example: 

Incidence of special educational need/learning difficulties
including any provision made for pupils with statements
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This is not a PI because it gives no indication of how successful a
school is in supporting pupils with learning difficulties. It certainly
highlights a broad issue which concerns most schools, but it begs the
question of what might give a specific signal either that a school’s
provision for pupils with special educational needs was worthwhile or
that there was improvement from the previous state. This question is
very difficult to answer without reference to some specific target or
objective.

Suppose that a secondary school had decided to focus on its special
educational needs provision. At an early stage in implementing a new
or revised policy the school might concentrate on encouraging all
departments to look afresh at their planning. One possible objective
would be: to produce schemes of work for Year 10 in all subjects
through consultation between subject staff and members of the special
education needs support team. A suitable PI to measure the success of
this objective would be: the number of subject areas which have
revised their schemes of work for Year 10 in consultation with the
special needs support team. Clearly, the limited objective and its
associated PI do not deal with the quality of the pupils’ learning
experiences. The focus is targeted on the planning process for
developing suitable schemes of work. Later in the implementation of
the new or revised policy, the school might wish to have some
measure of the effectiveness of that policy. One possible outcome
indicator would be: the percentage of pupils with special educational
needs who gain external accreditation during Year 11, since an
increase in this percentage would be one—but not the only—possible
signal that the policy was indeed improving pupils’ learning
experiences. It must be remembered that one signal should be
considered in conjunction with other information before a value
judgement can be made with some degree of confidence.

The examples above are intended to show that PIs are meaningful
when they are derived from specific targets or objectives, whether set
by the school, the LEA or nationally.
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PIs and evaluation instruments

Even when PIs are linked with aims and specific objectives, they can
be open to a variety of interpretations. The evaluation instrument
provides opportunities for detailing specific questions which elicit
meaningful responses.

Suppose one objective for a secondary or primary school was: to
strengthen and increase the number of links between the school’s
curriculum and the world of work. A possible PI would be: number
of departments/year teams making use of links with the world of
work in their teaching. The evaluation instrument would need to ask
questions in such a way as to clarify what counted as a link with the
world of work. Thus heads of department/year teams might be
asked: 

For a small primary school, these questions could be modified so as
to apply to each class teacher.

Sometimes, attempting to design an evaluation instrument throws
up so many problems that there may be need to reconsider the PI.
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Within the constraints that schools face, a PI which is extremely
difficult to measure is not well suited to self-evaluation. For example,
a school might wish to measure the incidence of pupils’ exercise of
initiative and acceptance of responsibility (DES 1989a, No. 40).
However, a high level of expertise and experience is required to
design an instrument suitable for obtaining a reliable measure of such
a qualitative PI. A school might therefore feel the need to employ a
professional evaluator. Alternatively, the school might consider
modifying the PI to measure one or two specific examples of pupils’
behaviour. For example, the percentage of pupils in a particular year
group who submit homework and coursework regularly and on time
is measurable; it gives one indication of pupils’ acceptance of
responsibility and requires only a relatively simple evaluation
instrument.

Evaluation instruments and objectives

Similarly, designing the evaluation instruments may throw up
problems, not just with PIs, but with the objectives themselves.
Sometimes it becomes clear that a given objective is too wide-ranging
and ambitious to be achievable in the short term. Also, a group of
people working together to design an evaluation instrument may
realise that the objective will be open to different interpretations by
the staff involved in its implementation. In both cases, the process of
evaluation instrument design will have highlighted the need to refine
the objective.

In sum, planning evaluation starts with objectives, from which PIs
can be formulated; but the planning is not complete until the
evaluation instruments to collect the information have been designed.
This process is not a simple progression, since designing the
evaluation instrument often highlights the need to refine the
objective, to make it more specific or less ambiguous. The PI would
then be modified accordingly. The three elements are closely
interrelated, as illustrated in Figure 2.1.
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LINKING DEVELOPMENT PLANS AND
EVALUATION

The Education Reform Act and a number of other recent curriculum
and organisational initiatives require the use of school development
plans in one form or another. The management cycle of planning,
implementation and review is familiar to most schools. The next logical
step is to integrate evaluation into this cycle. Evaluation should be
seen as a coherent element of the established management cycle and
not as an isolated or intermittent option. Figure 2.2 sets out the
sequence of the overall cycle and shows evaluation as an integral and
ongoing feature of the curriculum development process.  

In order to ensure that evaluation does not become a bolt-on
activity, it is important to consider its implication at each stage of the
cycle.

Figure 2.1 Evaluation planning triangle
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Planning stage

Planning should not stop at deciding what the school’s priorities for
development are and how to achieve them. It is important to think
out how to recognise whether or not the plan is working. The
evaluation needs to be planned as early as possible. Indeed, planning
the evaluation often helps to clarify the thinking as to what action is
required to achieve a given target. The various steps in the planning
process are presented in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3 Steps in planning which include the planning of
evaluation
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Implementation and the formative
evaluation stage

There is a tendency for guidelines on school development plans to
describe implementation and evaluation as separate phases. In some
ways this is understandable, since checking on progress logically
follows implementation. However, there is a risk that schools will
consider the requirements of evaluation only late in the cycle and
therefore lose some of the benefits.

It is desirable to treat the processes of implementation and
evaluation as interwoven, not as a period of implementation followed
by a separate intense period of evaluation at the end. When
implementation and evaluation are integrated and ongoing, evaluation
can help to shape and guide the strategies employed. Suppose, for
example, that a school had decided to integrate children with special
needs into mainstream classes. It would be very necessary to monitor
—throughout the year, and not just at the end—the children’s
progress and the effectiveness of the support strategies for them. This
would provide opportunities for addressing difficulties early enough
to benefit these particular children.

One way to support integration of implementation and evaluation
is to develop the evaluation instruments prior to implementation and
to agree an appropriate timetable for data collection. Clearly, the
constraints of time will allow for only limited monitoring during the
implementation phase. But, as the example above illustrates, dipstick
exercises during the year can be beneficial, even though the major
collection of data will occur once, prior to the review.

REVIEW

The relationship between evaluation,
review and strategic planning

We have defined ‘review’ as a considered reflection on the progress
of the previous year’s development plan. This considered reflection
should be such as to provide structured opportunities for all the
relevant personnel to meet, discuss and reach agreement. The
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discussion should use all the available evaluation data to arrive at
shared value judgements on:

• whether the objectives set out in the strategic plan have been met;
• the extent to which those objectives are contributing to achieving

the broad aims;
• the action required in the light of this.

It is important to remember that the purpose of the review is not
simply to point up failures. Recognition of success is essential both to
maintain and improve staff morale and to disseminate proven
examples of good practice. A wider knowledge of such practice is
needed if the positive lessons which have been learned are to be
extended to other aspects of school life. Nevertheless, there will be
instances where the school has not achieved all it would have wished.
Review gives an opportunity for constructive analysis of the
difficulties so as to formulate a strategy for future action. 

Inevitably, the review process leads into planning for the next
cycle. This planning will range beyond ongoing activities to a
consideration of new priorities for development. The relationship
between evaluation, review and planning is illustrated
diagrammatically in Figure 2.4. Review can be seen as linking the
evaluation of the present situation with the strategic planning for the
next phase.

The term ‘review’ is often used much more loosely than as
illustrated above, to refer to the general notion of looking back and
taking stock. We recommend the more structured concept associated
with a summative review, as illustrated in Figure 2.5, since the
process of review is of greatest value where:

• reflection is based on sound evidence;
• value judgements are agreed by all key personnel;
• action follows as a result.

Review in school

The involvement of all key personnel is the cornerstone to using the
review effectively. In a small primary school, the whole staff could be
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involved together. In larger primary and in secondary schools, this
may not be feasible, both in  terms of the number of people involved
and because detailed discussion of, for example, subject-related issues
is not appropriate to members of other faculties or departments.
Nevertheless, review should be a whole-school activity. One possible
scenario for achieving this in a secondary school is given below.

• Senior managers meet to agree on the priorities which the whole-
school review should address and, in broad terms, to decide what
the school wants out of the review.

• Faculty/department/curricular area reviews consider, with
guidance from a senior manager, issues relevant to their work. The
outcomes of these reviews will feed into the whole-school formal
review.

Figure 2.4 Evaluation, review and forward planning
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Figure 2.5 Tasks undertaken In the review
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• Senior and middle managers meet to undertake the formal whole-
school review. This may involve LEA personnel in a partnership
approach.

• The outcomes of the whole-school review are communicated to all
staff and presented and discussed with governors.

INFORMATION ACCESS AND USE

Evaluation and review can be seen as potentially threatening. A clear
ethics statement can help to allay fears and protect individuals from
misuse of information about their work and concerns. Such a
statement should make explicit: 

• why and how the data will be collected;
• a principle of confidentiality in respect of data collected;
• the right of staff to read any accounts relating to their work and

concerns;

Figure 2.6 School evaluation ethics statement
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• who has access to the raw data, particularly where these may be
sensitive, and how the rights of individuals will be safeguarded,
including their rights under the Data Protection Act of 1984;

• criteria for including various personnel at the review meeting(s).

Figure 2.6 is an example of an ethics statement designed to be used in
a school. 
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Chapter 3
Designing and using evaluation

instruments

There is a vast literature devoted to the design and use of evaluation
instruments and a wealth of experience to complement it. Our aim in
this chapter is to provide a starter pack with enough guidance to help
a school set up a limited mailing. We have, however, included a list of
sources for further reading which provides a more comprehensive
overview for those wishing to pursue this topic in greater depth.

DESIGNING EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS
—A SYSTEMATIC APPROACH

Within an LEA or a school, a number of different teachers may well
be involved in preparing, mailing and defining evaluation instruments.
It is crucial therefore to use a common, agreed framework which:

• ensures that those designing the evaluation instruments keep the
aims, objectives and their associated performance indicators in
focus throughout the process, as it is all too easy to get side-
tracked;

• encourages all those involved in evaluation instrument design to
follow a similar process by using a common format;

• sets a standardised pattern for the instruments which facilitates
their use by a wider range of staff than those involved in their
design.

The proforma illustrated in Figure 3.1 suggests one means of
designing suitable evaluation instruments. Before using the proforma,
the school will have identified which curricular areas are the targets for



evaluation. The proforma is framed so as to start with these priority
aims and objectives, using a fresh sheet for each separate objective.
The performance indicators are then written in the light of each specific
objective. Next it is advisable to decide which information source(s)
will provide the measure of success. Details of what information to
collect should be structured with the source(s) in mind. In practice, as
we indicated in Chapter 2, the process is rarely linear. Each stage
often raises queries about earlier decisions so that, for example,
framing evaluation questions may force a redefinition of the
performance indicator or clarification of the objective. 

In the next three sections we examine in greater depth issues
related to sources of information and data collection methods,
framing evaluation questions, and the analysis and use of data.
However, at this stage an example of evaluation instrument design
may be helpful to illustrate the use of the proforma. This example was
produced in the first year of trialling self-evaluation by a group of
secondary schools.

The schools wished to evaluate the aim: to promote the use of IT
across the curriculum. Specifically, the objective was: to increase staff
and pupil use of IT in the National Curriculum subjects in Year 10.
Three performance indicators (PIs) were identified:

PI1: amount of curricular time for which hardware is in use

Clearly, using the hardware was a necessary condition for
delivering IT and low usage would be a cause for concern.

PI2: type of software used in each subject area

This indicator presumed that the schools had a policy on which
types of software were appropriate for use in each subject area, and
wished to monitor what was actually being used.

PI3: pupil perception of computer usage in each subject area and overall

This indicator focused on the impact IT was having on pupils. The
data collected allowed staff to compare pupils’ recall of their
experiences with what their teachers knew they had provided. It was a
first tentative step towards measuring the quality of learning
experiences.
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Figure 3.1 Evaluation planning proforma
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In order to evaluate the extent to which the objective of increasing
staff and pupil use of IT was being met, the data were collected more
than once, both within an annual cycle and over two or more years.

The evaluation planning proformas and the use schools made of
them are described in the sections that follow. In each case, the timing
and administration of the data collection are discussed. Although these
evaluation instruments were written for and trialled in secondary
schools, suggestions are made for modifying them where necessary to
make them suitable for use in primary schools. Finally, we describe
some uses which were made of the data collected. Some of the
schools involved in trialling used cycles other than the standard five-
day week. These schools modified the proformas as appropriate,
wherever the term ‘week’ appeared. 

Sheet IT1

Figure 3.2 shows evaluation proformas labelled IT1 for PI1. This
information was best obtained from IT equipment usage logs during
an agreed time-span, for example weeks 3, 4 and 5 of each term. This
allowed an average usage in teaching periods per week to be
calculated. The choice of mid-term weeks was deliberate in order to
avoid data collection during examinations or other times where
normal teaching was disrupted. Also, collection during each term
gave a more reliable overall picture of normal teaching practice than
could have been achieved in a one-off collection.

Where computer usage logs were in normal use, collecting this
information was minimally disruptive. Where such logs did not exist,
staff needed to introduce them for the specified weeks. Individual
teachers handed in their completed logs, immediately after the data
collection weeks, to the appropriate senior manager who used them
to compile the summary table shown in Figure 3.2. The school was
then able to assess the extent to which computing equipment was
being used and follow up any areas of concern.

This evaluation instrument focused on individual classrooms and
was not restricted to usage by Year 10 pupils. The information
collected was used principally to inform judgement on where new
computers should be located or existing equipment relocated.
However, in many schools, individual teachers spend much of the
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Figure 3.2 Evaluation planning proforma IT1
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teaching time in their base-rooms. Hence it was possible in some cases
to use the information collected to inform judgements on staff
development needs and to identify teaching groups which needed
supplementary IT provision. It was also possible to cross-refer
inferences drawn from this source with information collected from
staff and students on sheets IT2 and IT3 described below.

Sheet IT2

Figure 3.3 shows the evaluation proforma labelled IT2 for PI2. It was
designed as a summative evaluation proforma, to be used once yearly.
It presumed that the school had a written policy on IT which defined
the types of software appropriate for each key stage in each National
Curriculum subject. The secondary schools which trialled this
instrument were organised in subject-based departments. Schools
with different structures, particularly primary schools, could use a
modified version of this instrument. The vertical columns would need
to reflect the school’s internal structure. For example, primary
schools could analyse the types of software in use for each year group
of pupils.

In the secondary schools which trialled this instrument, the IT co-
ordinator consulted each head of department to ascertain what
software was being used and the frequency of use. S/he was then able
to compile the summary chart shown in Figure 3.3. Although this
exercise was demanding on the IT co-ordinator’s time, there were
benefits. The individual conversations raised heads of departments’
awareness of the software available and helped increase their 
understanding of their particular school’s IT policy. If a primary school
were to use a modified version of this instrument, the appropriate
curriculum coordinator should consult individual teachers.

The principal use of the information collected was to monitor the
implementation of the school’s IT policy. It enabled the IT coordinator
to assess what the development needs of individual departments were,
to identify overall software and hardware deficiencies, and to bring
these to the attention of the senior management.
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Figure 3.3 Evaluation planning proforma IT2
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Sheet IT 3

Figure 3.4 shows the evaluation proforma labelled IT3 for PI3. It
involved data collection in secondary schools from pupils via form
tutors during the normal pastoral period to minimise disruption. The
instrument was designed to be used towards the end of each term so
as to chart pupils’ experience during the year, rather than undertaking
one single summative review. Smaller schools tended to question all
the pupils in the year group, while larger schools used a selected sample.
In some schools, the experience of the first data collection was used to
improve either the questionnaire or the method of administration, or
indeed both. A case study of one secondary school’s experience of
collecting data from pupils is detailed in Part III on pages 78–83.

The pupil questionnaire provided in IT3 is not readily modified for
use in primary schools. If pupil data are required, for younger
children one-to-one conversations or group discussions are needed to
collect information about their perceptions of IT. These could be
undertaken by the headteacher, using a semi-structured interview
schedule.

Whereas on sheets IT1 and IT2, a matrix to collate information is
provided, IT3 gives a pupil questionnaire. Hence, to assist senior
managers collate the statistical returns from pupils, responses to
questions (a) and (b) of IT3, an analysis sheet was provided. This is
shown in Figure 3.5. Since question (c) was open-ended, the
categories for analysis purposes would be determined by the nature
and indeed the number of responses. Hence no proforma was
supplied.

Schools recognised that data collected from pupils’ recall would
not be definitive. None the less, this information gave pointers to the
following:

• subject areas where IT appeared to be having little impact;
• teaching groups which appeared to be experiencing little or no IT.

Senior managers used these data to identify areas of possible concern
for further enquiry. In many cases, it was possible to cross-refer data
collected from pupils with information obtained from staff and IT
equipment usage logs to create a fuller picture.
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Having outlined the use of the evaluation planning proforma, we
need now to look in greater depth at issues relating to information
sources and data collection methods, to framing evaluation questions,
and finally to the analysis and use of the data collected.    

INFORMATION SOURCES AND DATA
COLLECTION METHODS

For schools, information sources fall into three broad categories:

• people, including staff, pupils, parents, employers;
• statistics, reports and other records.
• the teaching and learning situation;

Since evaluation can be very time-consuming, it is best to consider
carefully which information source will yield the relevant data with
the minimum of disruption to normal practice. Data collection
methods likewise need to be chosen with this basic requirement to the
fore. Figure 3.6 lists the data collection methods most commonly
used with these three information sources, and outlines their
associated advantages and disadvantages. This list is not exhaustive, but
indicates the sources and methods most readily used by schools.

When evaluation has been established within a school, and staff
have developed a range of evaluation skills, all the methods outlined in
Figure 3.6 can be used as appropriate. However, when getting started
on evaluation, it may be advisable to avoid initially the use of
observation and open-ended interviewing. Where a school is seeking
to embed a systematic approach to evaluation in its practice, it should
make the process acceptable to staff. The school should take the
positive step of involving as many teachers as possible, and avoiding
the negative aspect of collecting data in potentially threatening ways,
for example, by direct observation of lessons at an early stage in
embedding evaluation. Practical experience in evaluation is needed to
develop the skills of designing effective instruments. This experience
can be gained relatively quickly and over a wide range of issues by
making use of questionnaires and analysis of documentary and data-
base sources of information. Classroom observation and interviewing,
for the purpose of recording conversations (one-to-one or in groups)
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Figure 3.4 Evaluation planning proforma ITS
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Figure 3.5 Analysis sheet for IT3 Questions a and b
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both require additional skills beyond those needed for evaluation
instrument design. We suggest that it is wise to ensure the instrument
design is reasonably secure before embarking on situations that
involve recording human interactions.
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In making decisions about which methods or combination of
methods to use, there are some additional practical considerations to
be borne in mind. Broadly, these are concerned with sample
selection, the personnel administering the data collection, and the
timing of data collection.

Sample selection

When people are the source of information, a decision about how
many of them to include in the survey has to be made. Except for
short, simple questionnaires, it is rarely practicable to use the whole
population (for example, the whole staff or all the pupils or all their
parents). Exactly how many to sample will usually be determined by
the amount of time which can be devoted to the evaluation, matched
with the need to collect sufficient data from which justifiable
con clusions can be drawn. As a rule of thumb, a survey should be
used on at least one-third of the individuals in a given population or
thirty people, whichever is the higher (Cohen and Manion, 1989:
104).

The selection of those to be included also needs to be considered.
In a school situation, simple random sampling is rarely satisfactory
because the total number of people involved is not large enough.
Stratified random sampling will give results which are more likely to
be valid for the targeted population as a whole. For example,
stratification by ability and gender can often be achieved quite easily.
Secondary schools usually set children for mathematics, hence
mathematics teaching groups can be used as an indication of ability.
To draw up a stratified random sample, the evaluator needs the
mathematics group lists alphabetically but split into girls and boys.
The selection of the third, sixth, ninth pupil, etc. from these lists
provides a random sample, proportionately stratified by ability and
gender—that is, the number sampled from each stratum is
proportionate to the total number in that stratum in the whole
cohort.

The factors to be taken into account may vary according to the
nature of the evaluation focus. In general, the following will often apply
for sampling pupils: gender, ability, ethnicity, language, teaching
group, age (where survey spans more than one year group).
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For convenience, a school may be tempted to choose one particular
teaching group as the information source. In such a case, the individual
circumstances affecting that group may severely limit the applicability
of any inferences drawn from the data collected.

Personnel administering the data
collection

Whatever sources of information are chosen, there is a need to decide
on who will administer the collection. In most cases, a team approach
will be adopted. This can have advantages in that it increases the
extent of teacher involvement in the evaluation, allows the use of
expertise appropriately, and it shares the workload. Further, it can
allow collection of pupil data to occur during normal lessons and
thereby minimise disruption to the school day. However, there is a
serious risk that individuals will interpret evaluation instruments
differently, and this can affect the validity of the data collected.

This can be minimised by providing a thorough briefing session for
all staff involved, which includes opportunities for them to raise
queries about the instrument. The first time an instrument is trialled,
it is also valuable to meet briefly again after the data collection
exercise to clear up whatever problems have arisen.

Timing the data collection

Some information needs to be collated only once yearly: numerical
data relating to equipment or staffing levels; external examination
results; and pupil destinations. Other data, particularly where
curriculum development is involved, are best collected more
frequently both to measure the extent of change and to aid the
ongoing development, as highlighted in Chapter 2.

FRAMING EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The final step in completing the evaluation planning proforma
(Figure 3.1) is to specify the information to be collected: in other
words, to frame evaluation questions that are clear and unambiguous.
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The process of completing the evaluation planning proforma helps
staff to think through what precisely will show whether each specific
objective is being met. Writing suitable questions is an acid test. It
shows up whether the thinking has been woolly or rigorous, and
forges the links between what may appear as rather theoretical
objectives and the practical reality. It is crucial to keep in mind
together the objective, the performance indicator(s), the information
source(s) and the associated evaluation questions. Initially, the
questions may be framed in a way which is technically naive. Yet
identifying what needs to be asked is the crux, and deciding how to
ask it effectively is a matter of refinement.

The training described in Part II of this book is geared to help staff
develop the skills required to identify what needs to be asked. They will
also need some help in the framing of the evaluation questions and
should be encouraged to experiment with a range of types. As initial
guidance, the following examples may help to illustrate some
possibilities.

Structured questions

These provide a framework within which the question must be
answered. They have the advantage of being relatively easy to analyse
and of ensuring that      respondents are provided with various categories

Figure 3.7 Types of structured questions
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Figure 3.8 Examples of structured questions (p.i)
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Figure 3.8 Examples of structured questions (p.ii)
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Figure 3.8 Examples of structured questions (p.iii)
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Figure 3.8 Examples of structured questions (p.iv)
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which the questioner wishes them to consider. There is the risk that
the evaluator may have missed some crucial issues. Further,
respondents may find none of the categories offered is appropriate.
These disadvantages can usually be overcome when the instrument is
refined in the light of experience. Figure 3.7 lists various types of
structured questions and Figure 3.8 provides examples of structured
questions.

Unstructured questions

Such questions lead the respondent into considering a particular issue
or topic but leave the form of response open ended. These have the
advantage of allowing respondents the freedom to mention whatever
they feel is appropriate and they are not restricted by the
preconceptions of the evaluator. They are more valuable in an
interview situation where the interviewer can probe more deeply to
clarify the initial response. They are far less satisfactory in written
questionnaires.

Unstructured questions can require:

• a factual answer, for example, ‘What is the title of your post?’
• value judgements, for example, ‘How are you involved in

discussion prior to policy decisions being made?’

Often this second type of question will give rise to an extended answer
which may be the source of much qualitative information.
Unstructured questions can, however, leave a lot of issues
unaddressed and they are usually much more difficult to analyse than
structured questions.

ANALYSIS AND USE OF DATA

Analysis

When framing evaluation questions, it is always worth thinking about
how to analyse the data that will result. Data that will be complex and
time-consuming to handle may prove almost useless. In general, data
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which have been aggregated by someone else are certainly good news!
For example, published GCSE results in aggregated form are much
less troublesome than trying to analyse all the returns on individual
pupils.

None the less, in many situations an analysis of raw data has to be
undertaken. The literature on this, as with everything else we have
discussed in this chapter, is vast. Clearly, the way the data should be
collated and analysed must be determined by the objective being
evaluated. We include in Figure 3.9 a few basic techniques to match
the examples given in Figure 3.8.

Use and dissemination of the data

The final stage in this process is that of drawing inferences from the
data and   making wider use of the results through dissemination. Both
require careful handling.

Information collected in a self-evaluation exercise should not be
treated as definitive. It can give some indication of the level of success
or degree of progress. It may sound an alarm bell that some aspects of
the curriculum or school life merit further attention. It should always
be viewed in relation to other information, much of which will have
been gleaned in the daily business of working in or with the school.

This leads on to a consideration of how the data should be used and
dis-seminated within the school. The principles of evaluation, data
dissemination and use should already have been established, and an
ethics statement should have been agreed in advance. Decisions about
how to use the specific information unearthed by the evaluation
should be made in accordance with this general ethical statement.
Each school will need to balance the degree of confidentiality to be
maintained against the desire to use evaluation information as openly
as possible. We suggest that the crucial questions are these.

• How can this information be used to promote development?
• Who needs this information and why?
• When do they need the information to make best use of it?
• What are the likely consequences of disseminating/withholding

this information?
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Figure 3.9 Examples of analysis techniques (p.i)
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Figure 3.9 Examples of analysis techniques (p.ii)
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These and other issues raised in the present and the earlier chapters of
Part I of this book need to be addressed in a practical context.

The training described in Part II aims to provide participants with
the opportunity of learning the art of evaluation through practical
experience. 
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Part II

Staff development and
instrument design



Chapter 4
A training approach

When a school decides that there is need for internal or self-evaluation
to aid planning and decision-making, the next step must involve
equipping staff to operate a suitable evaluation system and developing
evaluation instruments suited to the school’s own priorities. The
training approach outlined in this book aims to achieve both of these
goals. Its main aims are:

• to engender positive attitudes among key personnel towards
systematic evaluation;

• to provide these key personnel with the relevant knowledge and
skills to set up and operate a limited exercise in school-based
evaluation;

• to produce a starter bank of evaluation instruments for this limited
exercise;

• to provide key personnel with structured opportunities to review
the trial evaluation in preparation for embarking on a whole-
school approach.

We have tried to provide enough detailed guidance to allow school
managers or LEA trainers to operate this approach without they
themselves having to go through the process first. The main
prerequisite would be commitment to a planned and integrated
evaluation system, one where the positive attitudes, as stated in the
first aim, are already in place. Nevertheless, we recognise that
firsthand experience of the process would be beneficial for training
the trainers. Thus, for example, an LEA trainer could use this



approach to develop senior managers in schools, for whom this book
would be a major resource in training their own staff thereafter.

DESIGNING AN EFFECTIVE TRAINING
PROGRAMME

There has been a great deal of research into the features of effective
training programmes. A rough synthesis of their conclusions suggest
that good courses have the following features:

• collaborative planning involving course leaders, LEA sponsors and
former or prospective participants;

• a clear focus upon participants’ current and future needs; 
• careful preparatory briefing for participants several weeks ahead of

the course, with opportunities for pre-course work where
appropriate;

• a programme which is structured but has enough flexibility to
allow for modifications in the light of monitoring and formative
evaluation;

• a programme which is orientated towards experience, practice and
action, and using as appropriate, methods like action learning,
action research, performance feedback and on-the-job assistance;

• ‘sandwich’ timetable, including course-based and job-based
experiences to facilitate this approach;

• careful debriefing after the course and sustained support, ideally
including on-the-job assistance where new skills are being
implemented.
(Bolam 1987; authors’ italics)

The training model which we have developed incorporates these
elements.

THE TRAINING MODEL

Figure 4.1 illustrates the model diagrammatically.
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Prerequisites

The effectiveness of the model rests initially on four main
requirements:

• the existence of specific curriculum development plans from which
areas for evaluation will be selected;

• commitment from the participating schools to mailing systematic
evaluation as an integral feature of the management cycle;

• the operation of suitable procedures for the identification of
training needs, so that the staff who are to receive the training
acknowledge this as a professional development need for them;

• a course leader with a good understanding of the issues and
experience in training teachers.

Pre-briefing

The purpose of the pre-briefing is to give an overview of the whole
training programme and to agree on the pre-course work which
participants will undertake before Conference 1.

Pre-course work

To make best use of the conference time, participants should ensure
that they are thoroughly familiar with their school development plan
and that they have consulted with other members of staff and
identified priority areas for evaluation. 

Conference 1—initial training

The scope of the initial training is to give key personnel:

• an appreciation of the need for systematic evaluation as an integral
part of management;

• an understanding of some of the basic principles of evaluation with
exemplars provided for illustration;
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• the opportunity to devise evaluation instruments to meet their
own chosen curricular priorities, and to discuss the operational
requirements of trialling these instruments.

Trialling period in school

During this period, course participants will have the chance to set up
and run a limited trial evaluation, using the instruments produced
during Conference 1. This should include the involvement of other
staff in using the instruments and collating comments on the trial, to
feed into Conference 2.

Course participants can get on-the-job assistance by liaising with
others involved in a similar exercise, since discussing both progress
and problems should be mutually supportive. 

Conference 2—follow-up training

The scope of the follow-up training is:

Figure 4.1 ‘King-burger’ training programme including course-
based and job-based experience
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• to enhance understanding of data collection methods, data
analysis, interpretation and dissemination, including the ethics of
evaluation;

• to refine the evaluation instruments in the light of mailing;
• to consider how to move forward to a whole-school approach.

Participants’ feedback of their experiences is a pivotal feature in this
conference.

BENEFITS OF THIS MODEL

The model aims to set the training firmly in the context of the
school’s perceived priorities and not in a contrived situation. In
effect, participants are undertaking action research which is directly
relevant to their work and concerns.

The ‘king-burger’ model is important on three counts. First, by
ensuring that the theory of the training is put into immediate practice,
it helps ensure that the knowledge and skills acquired during the first
conference are reinforced through continuing practical experience.
Second, it provides an experiential basis on which to build a deeper
level of understanding during the second conference. Third, its
structure allows the trainers to use part of Conference 2 to evaluate
participants’ perceptions of the training up to that point. This would
include participants’ experience of how well the training had
equipped them to cope during the mailing period. It could be
undertaken through the familiar end-of-conference written
questionnaire coupled perhaps with observation data collected during
the working sessions of Conference 2.

The material outcomes, namely the evaluation instruments, are
tangible products which both provide a focus for participants’ efforts
and are useful in themselves when the training is over.

TIME-SCALE

Figure 4.2 illustrates a possible time-scale for this training process
which attempts to marry the training with the management cycle. It is
designed so that:
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• curriculum development plans are finalised prior to the pre-
briefing;

• start of mailing corresponds with the start of the school year, so
that evaluation data can be collected at suitable times and help
inform future planning;

• Conference 2 occurs early enough to allow for a whole-school
approach to be started in the following September.

This timing was devised for training one deputy headteacher from
each of a cluster or consortium of schools. For in-school training, the
timing would need to be modified so as to make appropriate use of
closure days for staff development and to avoid the peak periods of
pupil assessment. The following pattern, modifying the programmes
given later in this chapter could be adopted. 

Pre-briefing To be undertaken in a staff meeting.
Pre-course work To be undertaken through formal and

informal discussions between members of
curricular/year teams.

Conference 1 Programme for Day 1 to be run during an
INSET closure day; programme for Day 2 to
be undertaken during curricular/year team
meetings, with a full staff meeting for the
issues raised in the plenary.

Trialling Conference 2 Best spread over two terms, but could be
reduced if necessary. Could be restructured
to use the morning programme during half a
closure day; afternoon programme would be
undertaken during curricular/year team
meetings with a staff meeting to replace the
final plenary.
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Chapter 5
The training process—first phase 

In both this chapter and the next, for each of the course-based
elements in the training process we use the following symbols:

All the training materials provided are suitable for use as handouts. In
addition, we give supplementary guidance. This includes reference to
appropriate materials and overhead projector transparencies from
other chapters of this book which can be used as the basis for inputs.

For the job-based elements, we provide objectives for use as
handouts together with supplementary notes for the trainer.

PRE-BRIEFING

(Suggested timing: February/March, 1–2 hour meeting)



The course leader can make use of the material in Chapter 4 for the
input describing the training programme. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 are
suitable as overhead projector transparencies.  

Where the training is school based, there is a need to reach
consensus on determining the priority areas for evaluation in order to
limit the scope of the evaluation exercise.

Where senior managers of a number of schools are being trained
together, it helps greatly if schools can agree to some measure of
commonality so that the work of writing evaluation instruments can
be shared and so that the trialling provides feedback from more than
one source.

Where LEA personnel are being trained, the workshop questions
must be set in the context of how to reach agreement with the schools
in which the advisers hope to undertake the trialling.

The function of the plenary is to clarify:

• what precisely has been agreed;
• what pre-course work is necessary prior to Conference 1.

PRE-COURSE WORK

(Suggested timing: March–May) 
Staff working in school need to familiarise themselves with the

school’s development plan, including areas which normally lie outside
their sphere of interest. Agreement with colleagues on three or four
priority areas can be reached more readily when there is a shared
understanding of what the school as a whole hopes to achieve. This
consultation process can itself help to win over colleagues to be
involved in the trialling.

For LEA personnel, the pattern is entirely parallel, although they
have to overcome more resistance because they may be viewed as
outsiders. Additional time to work with the schools may be needed
and staff may need to be convinced that the proposed trialling has
advantages for them.

The timing for the first main training day will depend on how much
more spade-work remains to be done after the pre-briefing, in
agreeing priority areas and in liaising with other colleagues. It should
not be more than a month or two! 
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CONFERENCE 1: INITIAL TRAINING

(Suggested timing: May/June, two-day conference)   
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Material from Chapters 1 and 2 can be used for input A, with
overhead projector transparencies selected from the various figures so
as to build on the existing knowledge and experience of participants.

An outline of the task in Workshop 1 is given below (a suitable
proforma for this purpose was given in Figure 3.1). 

This workshop assumes that priority areas for evaluation will
already have been agreed in principle at the pre-briefing meeting.
However, if after the pre-course work the participants return with
widely differing priorities, there will be need to provide opportunity
for some further negotiations. This should determine, as quickly as
possible, whether to work on the majority interest(s) only or whether
to accommodate the diverse views but with a reduction in mutual
support during both the conference sessions and the trialling period.
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Participants wishing to focus on the same curricular area should work
together, first agreeing on common aims and objectives, and then
moving on to suggest suitable performance indicators. They should
complete the relevant parts of the proforma provided to pass on to
their pair group in Workshop 2. Because groups work at different
rates, it can be useful to have a coffee break between Workshops 1
and 2. This allows the slower groups additional time to finish the
tasks, ready for Workshop 2.

A checklist approach to testing performance indicators’ fitness for
purpose is provided in the tasks for Workshop 2. In this session,
groups are paired. Each group works for about one-third of the

66 STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND INSTRUMENT DESIGN



available time on its pair group’s performance indicators. The two
groups then combine, share findings and revise their performance
indicators in the light of discussion. The chairperson’s role is crucial
here: the task needs to be finished (by lunch!). Discussion must be
kept focused and any tendency to agonise over minor issues should be
avoided. This is in itself an important part of the training since school
life is much too full to allow such tasks unlimited amounts of time and
effort. 

Material from Chapter 3 can be used for input B on designing
evaluation instruments. The tasks for Workshop 3 are outlined on
page 63. Writing evaluation instruments for the first time can be slow.
The guidance given in Chapter 1 under the subheading ‘Constraints’
may be worth rehearsing as part of the briefing. As with the morning
session, the chairperson’s role is crucial to keep the momentum
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going. A first draft—no matter how imperfect—is the goal. It helps
morale to finish the job.

The plenary session at the end of the day gives participants a chance
to air their views. It also helps morale to realise that other groups
were struggling just as hard. The course leader can use this
opportunity to draw Day 1 to a close, pointing out just how much
everyone has achieved and summarising some of the main lessons
learnt.

Day 2 begins by welcoming participants back and briefing them for
Workshop 4 which is outlined on pages 64 and 65. As in Workshop
2, groups are paired with the aim of refining the evaluation questions.
Again, maintaining momentum to complete the task requires
determination. Completion is important to ensure that the
instruments to be trialled have been fully agreed by the participants. If
time runs out, the course organiser can complete the job, perhaps
with the help of a small group of fellow enthusiasts. But those trialling
the instruments will be far less conversant with what the instruments
seek to achieve, and the trialling may therefore be less effective.
Worse, the participants may object to some of the methods of data
collection suggested.

Finally, Workshop 5 is much better run with the actual
instruments which participants will be trialling than with prepared
exemplars. It is much more helpful to discuss the issues you are going
to face than to speculate on theoretical possibilities.  

Input C, prior to Workshop 5, is not intended to be a long
discourse on data collection and analysis. At this stage, some priorities
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should be selected from the issues raised in Chapter 3. The tasks for
this workshop are provided on page 66. If participants completed
Workshops 3 and 4, their results can be used for Workshop 5, as
noted earlier. If not, other examples such as those provided in
Chapter 3 of this book may be used.

At this stage in the training, participants’ awareness should be
raised in relation to the issues outlined in the workshop. A more
structured attempt to address these issues will be undertaken in
Conference 2, following practical trialling.
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The plenary session at the end of this second day should be used, as
indicated in the programme, for three purposes:

• to draw together any conclusions on the use of the evaluation
instruments produced over the two-day conference;

• to clarify and agree which instruments are to be trialled and by
whom;

• to outline the support available during the trialling period.

This support is best given by a pairing approach. The pairs may be
formed on a social or geographical basis, or on grounds of similar
situations (for example, where the same instrument is being trialled).
Pairs should be encouraged to keep in regular contact, to discuss the
operation of the evaluation exercise, and to share ideas and problems.
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*This question is important even where school-based training is
involved, since instruments produced in one school could be
shared with others in the local cluster or consortium. Even if a
school produced instruments for internal use only, the underlying
principle could still apply. For example, if the infant teacher in a
primary school devised an instrument to evaluate the extent of
parental involvement in their reading scheme, they should aim to
make it applicable to key stage 2 as well as key stage 1. Likewise, if
the scientists in secondary schools were concerned to evaluate the
delivery of a particular cross-curricular competence, their
evaluation instrument could be devised so as to be useful, not just
in science teaching but throughout the school. 
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This is particularly important where the course participants are not all
members of one establishment.

A summary of the various prerequisites for successful trialling
together with the desired outcomes of the exercise are illustrated in
Figure 5.1. This figure provides an overview which links Conferences
1 and 2 through the trialling period.  
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Chapter 6
The training process—second

phase

TRIALLING PERIOD IN SCHOOLS

(Suggested timing: September–May)
For the trialling to have any kind of chance, it is essential that the

schools involved are committed to systematic evaluation. Although
the training can be successful in fostering positive attitudes, even for
participants who are un-committed, it will fail if those attitudes cannot
be further developed through practical experience in school.

The trialling period is beneficial for each of the following:

• staff development, since it allows participants to make practical
use of the knowledge and skills developed during the first
conference; it also provides an experiential basis on which to build
deeper insights during Conference 2;

• evaluation instrument design, since it allows the draft designs to be
tested in practice under various circumstances;

• school development, since it provides an opportunity for small-
scale pilot of an evaluation system.

Specific objectives for the trial are given below. As indicated in
Figure 4.2, the evaluation should be made to fit within the
management cycle of the establishment. Therefore nearly a full
academic year is ideally allocated for the trial, although this can be
reduced if necessary.

It can be all too easy for an evaluation system to be perceived as
being not only intrusive but also causing already overburdened



teachers yet more work. Some preparatory work with certain key
members of staff will already have taken place after the pre-briefing
meeting. It is now essential that these staff be fully involved in the
planning stages of how to undertake the evaluation exercise within
their school, and that the whole staff be consulted about the proposed
trial.

The parameters of confidentiality should be made explicit, for
example, through drafting an agreed ethics statement (see final section
of Chapter 2). Some staff may also be involved in data collection and
therefore it is important to clarify exactly what information is to be
collected, also how, by whom and when. Particular care should be
paid to any data collection involving students, since the responses
given depend significantly on the way in which questions are posed.
A case study describing how one school dealt with these issues is
provided in Chapter 7.

As indicated earlier, course participants should support one
another during the trial. Discussion of the various sensitivities which
arise as staff and students become involved in the evaluation exercise
can be valuable.

Finally, the individual co-ordinating the evaluation exercise within
school needs to plan how to gather feedback on the trialling. Staff
should be provided with the opportunity to make constructive
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criticism and suggestions for improvement of any aspect of the
evaluation.

CONFERENCE 2: FOLLOW-UP TRAINING

(Suggested timing: May/June, one-day conference)  
The introduction may start by looking again at Figure 5.1 as a

reminder to participants of how the conference hopes to build on the
outcomes of the trialling. The objectives outline the specific targets
for the day.

The function of the input is to stimulate discussion for Workshops
1 and 2. It can take various forms, for example:

• one participant providing a case study of his/her experiences;
• three or four participants setting the scene, each describing a

specific issue which arose during the trialling;
• the course organiser giving an overview from feedback obtained in

advance from participants.

Workshop 1 focuses on issues arising from data collection involving
staff and students. Each group should consider a set of evaluation
instruments which has been trialled by at least some of the group
members—ideally the whole group. 
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Workshop 2 is concerned with the analysis, interpretation and use
of data. Group members should continue with the instruments they
discussed in Workshop 1. In the morning plenary session, the course
leader will need to structure the feedback to categorise the various
points raised. The aim is to summarise findings in order both to help
refine the instruments under consideration and also to give guidance
for developing and using other instruments in the future.

Workshop 3 gives participants the opportunity of refining the
evaluation instruments they produced in the first conference. The
function of the final plenary session is to identify ways of moving
forward to a whole-school approach. It can be run as a brainstorming
session to involve participants. The course organiser will need to
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encourage participants to suggest various stages in developing a whole-
school approach to evaluation.  

The list given in Figure 6.1 indicates some possible stages. During
this session it should become clear that the long-term goal is a fully
integrated evaluation system, but there are smaller steps which can be
taken to help achieve the grand plan. Further discussion of these issues
is provided in Chapter 8.

It is also possible that participants may discuss the value of using the
‘kingburger’ training approach as an effective model for addressing
other staff development needs. While the course organiser will not
wish to constrain discussion, it is important to ensure that the focus is
firmly on how to move forward with regards to evaluation in schools.
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Figure 6.1 Possible stages in moving to a whole-school approach
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Part III

The way forward



Chapter 7
Embedding systematic evaluation

The training outlined in Part II ends by encouraging course
participants to consider what the next steps should be. Where this
training involves senior managers from several schools, each of these
schools will need to decide how to move forward from the limited
trial.

If the training and mailing are to be of any lasting value, the
evaluation process must be institutionalised, that is, become a normal
part of the establishment’s practice.

The next logical step is to formulate a policy from which to derive
specific objectives and targets for development, together with
strategies for reaching those targets. However, at this early stage in
getting started on evaluation, any policy is likely to be an interim
statement which will be refined, extended and improved in the light of
experience. It is important to have a vision, albeit somewhat blurred,
of where the school is going, in order to share that vision with others.

The experience of one school in its early attempts to embed self-
evaluation in its normal practice is outlined below.

CASE STUDY OF A SECONDARY SCHOOL

Dan yr Olwg (pseudonym) is a medium-sized, 11–18, naturally
bilingual comprehensive school set in a small market town in rural
Wales.

The school has a typical pyramidal management structure. The
headteacher is supported by three deputies. Middle managers hold



departmental/faculty/cross-curricular/pastoral areas of
responsibility. The school comments:

Regular staff, panel and committee meetings aim to obtain a
consensus on all important issues. Information is regularly fed
back to all staff and this is seen as an important issue as the
school moves ever further towards a faculty and cross-
curricular approach to teaching. The need for the evaluation of
initiatives, cross-curricular co-operation and a planned
programme of staff development have all been discussed by the
appropriate body of staff and a consensus view agreed upon. 

One of Dan yr Olwg’s deputy headteachers was trained in evaluation
using an approach similar to that described in Part II. During the
academic year 1990/91, Dan yr Olwg piloted a structured, whole-
school approach to evaluation. The steps the school took are described
in detail below and summarised diagrammatically in Figure 7.1.

Evaluation planning

As a result of the evaluation training, several schools working in
consortia had produced evaluation instruments for a number of
priority curricular issues. During autumn 1990, the consortium of
which Dan yr Olwg was a member agreed on two priority curricular
issues for evaluation in all the consortium schools, namely information
technology across the curriculum and special educational needs. Dan yr Olwg
also chose to evaluate two further issues, namely records of achievement
and bilingualism. All four issues were important elements in its school
development plan for 1990/91.

The majority of the evaluation instruments to be used had been
produced and trialled elsewhere, although the deputy headteacher co-
ordinating the evaluation work in Dan yr Olwg had been a member of
the group which produced the instruments for evaluating
bilingualism.

It was crucial to win over staff to the evaluation trial, particularly
since they had not been involved in devising the instruments being
used. The school used a combination of strategies:
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Figure 7.1 Trialling a structured, whole-school approach to
evaluation
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• formation of an evaluation team;
• full staff meetings;
• supporting documentation provided to all staff.

The evaluation team

The senior management of Dan yr Olwg wished to adopt a team
approach to evaluation involving key personnel. The team consisted
of:

• a deputy headteacher to co-ordinate the work;
• the co-ordinators responsible for the four priority issues being

evaluated;
• the head of middle school (since the evaluation was targeted on

Year 10);
• the three Year 10 form tutors.

The four co-ordinators were provided with copies of the evaluation
instruments. They were asked to consider the performance indicators
and evaluation questions relating to their area of responsibility in
order to:

• set realistic targets for the next academic year (1990/91);
• suggest what action was necessary to meet those targets and by

whom;
• indicate by when this action should be taken. 

They talked over their ideas with the co-ordinating deputy headteacher.
Some revisions were agreed, particularly where the targets suggested
were too ambitious. The targets were then discussed with the
headteacher, and the agreed final version incorporated as part of the
school’s development plan.

The members of the evaluation team were also involved in planning
and implementing the data collection. They considered the evaluation
instruments in detail, and how the evaluation exercise would affect
them as individuals. Their discussion included:

• the nature of the evaluation;
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• the ways data would be collected;
• who would be involved in collecting data;
• the timing of data collection;
• the analysis of the data;
• the form of the final report;
• the dissemination strategy to the whole staff;
• action to follow up the evaluation.

The school comments: ‘This was a key meeting to allay fears and any
opposition felt about the school embracing evaluation as part of
normal educational practice for the first time.’

The co-ordinating deputy headteacher was ultimately responsible
for leading the team, for collating the information collected and for
compiling an evaluation report.

Full staff meetings

In addition to evaluation team meetings, a meeting of the whole staff
was used to introduce the trial evaluation, discuss its form and
purpose and establish a pattern of practice for the future. Specifically,
the following issues were raised:

• the rationale for the choice of target areas;
• data collection methods to be used;
• intended uses of the information collected.

During this meeting, staff were provided with supporting
documentation.

Supporting documentation

The senior management team wished to ensure that staff were fully
informed about the evaluation. A booklet (‘Evaluation Policy 1990’)
was prepared and distributed to all staff as an interim policy statement
and an aide mémoire of what was discussed in the full staff meeting.
This document began with the following statement of principle on the
school’s view of evaluation.

An evaluation system should: 
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– be fair to all concerned and become an integrated part of
school life

– lead to the collecting of information, based on sound
methodology and educational research, which can suggest
remedial measures; every effort should be made to avoid
causing harm to the learning and teaching processes

– lead to the compilation of a report which is easily
understood with due consideration given to all staff
opinions in the follow-up processes

– be economic in its use of resources.

The document went on to provide:

• an outline of what would be evaluated;
• details of the evaluation team membership;
• what data collection methods would be used;
• the time-scale of activities;
• a description of how the data collected would be used for review

purposes.

This description of the proposed data use included the following
statements:

The final evaluation report will be made available to all
teachers of the school. It will be a confidential report to the
teaching staff of the school. If this final report be requested by
officers of the Education Authority then the school will remain
anonymous. The purpose of drawing up a final report is to:

– transfer and disseminate information to all members of staff
– encourage further action where necessary
– give status and validity to the evaluation process.

It is intended that the report be brief and practical. It is
expected that follow-up processes will take place based on the
information presented in the final report. The follow-up will be
on a whole-school level and at faculty/ departmental level,
depending on the relevance of the issues raised. This will give
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purpose and value to the processes described in this policy
focusing in particular on:

– review of the curriculum
– staff development
– planning developments for the future.

It is hoped that evaluation will play a central role within school,
not only of the teaching and learning processes but also the
decision-making structure of the school.

The instruments to be used for the four priority areas, the school’s
targets, and the action planned in relation to each objective and
performance indicator were appended to the evaluation policy
statement.

Implementation

Most of the data were collected during the beginning of May.
However, where information from pupils was involved, the school
decided to supplement this summative collection by two formative
collections, one in October and the other in December. This was
done for a number of reasons:

• the evaluation team was able to get first-hand experience of pupils’
reaction to the questionnaires and modify them so as to make them
more accessible to other pupils;

• it gave pupils a ‘dry-run’ to familiarise them with the idea of
completing evaluation questionnaires; it was hoped this would help
responses gathered in the summative evaluation during May to be
more reliable;

• it enabled the evaluation team to chart development as the year
progressed, with a view to taking action if necessary.

For both the formative and summative data collection from pupils, the
questionnaires were completed during a pastoral period.

A few days before undertaking the summative data collection, the
evaluation team met briefly to confirm the common approach which
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would be used in administering the evaluation instruments. The pupil
questionnaires were given out to all Year 10 pupils during the pastoral
period on the day before they were to be completed. Both the form
tutor and another member of the evaluation team were present to
ensure consistency in interpreting the questionnaires. The school
comments:

The intention…was to give pupils an opportunity to become
familiar with the proformas and questions being posed. They
were asked to discuss amongst themselves in order to bring to
mind their past experiences on various occasions in recent
months. This was an attempt to increase the reliability of pupil
responses.

The following day, pupils were asked to complete the written
questionnaires during the pastoral period. Although the
questionnaires had been designed to be used anonymously, the school
decided to ask pupils to put their names on their completed
responses, principally so the evaluation team could follow up on any
questionnaires which were not filled in correctly. Also, the school felt
that pupil responses would be more reliable if they were identifiable.
As it turned out, the follow-up was not necessary, even in the case of
less able pupils. The school comments: ‘Not one pupil from Year 10
was absent on 9 May 1991, and the data was collected from pupils
easily enough.’

Dan yr Olwg had made considerable efforts to facilitate the data
collection from pupils because other schools, where the instruments
had already been trialled, had highlighted a number of problems in
this respect. The school assumed that data collection from staff and
documentary sources would be more straightforward, since this had
been the experience of other schools which had already trialled the
evaluation instruments. 

Reporting and review

The co-ordinating deputy headteacher compiled a report on the basis
of the data collected. He distributed it to all heads of faculties and
departments late in May for discussion in faculty/departmental
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meetings as part of the school’s annual review process. Shortly
afterwards, the senior management team, together with the co-
ordinators responsible for the four priority areas, met with an LEA
officer to discuss the evaluation report. During this meeting,
agreement was reached on the need for action in particular areas. This
was followed by discussions between the co-ordinators for the
priority areas and heads of faculties/departments to agree on specific
details of future developments.

This evaluation exercise had also been used to trial the self-
evaluation approach, and there was need to review the experiment.
The co-ordinating deputy headteacher prepared a list of questions
which were discussed during a full staff meeting in June 1991:

• Are the pupil questionnaires suitable for the children?
• Is the information collected relevant and useful?
• What use should be made of the information collected?
• What steps should we take to integrate self-evaluation into the

whole of the school’s work?
• How can the information be used to improve pupils’ experiences

in the classroom?

The school is currently moving forward to developing the interim
statement into a whole-school evaluation policy, in the light of this
trialling period.

GENERAL ISSUES

The case study cited above, in giving the experience of one secondary
school, inevitably involves consideration of details which are specific
to the particular circumstances and organisational structure of that
school. None the less, it also highlights some of the general issues
which will apply to all schools, primary and secondary. The following
points emerge from this case study.

Vision

The school managers had a strong vision of what was to be achieved.
Their commitment to sharing this vision was reflected both in
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producing an interim policy statement and in using staff meeting time
for discussing evaluation.

Winning over staff

The school recognised that it would be crucial to allay staff fears and
create a climate in which evaluation would not be frozen out through
passive resistance. They recognised that sharing their vision was only
one element in this process. Another vital ingredient was the active
involvement of a team of key staff through setting realistic targets,
undertaking the data collection, and agreeing with colleagues the
future action following review.

Staff development

Only one staff member, a deputy headteacher, had received formal
training. For other staff to feel confident about implementing the
evaluation, it was necessary for him to devote time to sharing some of
the elements in that training with his team. (At this stage the school
did not feel ready to replicate the full training programme.)

Action orientation

The central focus of the evaluation was developmental. It was
therefore essential to ensure that the results of the evaluation were
used to inform future action. The school therefore at the planning
stage built in a dissemination strategy which was discussed with the
whole staff in advance.

From pilot to extension

The school wanted to move forward from the trial and ensure that
evaluation became embedded in all teachers’ normal practice. All staff
were therefore involved in discussion of how best to develop further
the evaluation.

The school in the case study is still in the process of determining
the next steps in extending its self-evaluation. The final chapter of this
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book describes some issues which schools may wish to consider for
development in the longer term. 
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Chapter 8
An integrated approach to

evaluation and review

The implicit theme of this book has been evaluation for school
development and that is certainly the approach to evaluation we wish
to encourage. Curricular evaluation and review should not exist in
isolation and their long-term impact on school performance is likely
to depend on how they are integrated with other forms of review.

We shall examine some of the issues relating to integration of
review both within a school and also between schools and the LEA. It
is not our intention to examine any of these issues in depth. Rather we
hope that this chapter may stimulate discussion about the way forward
in schools, following the training and initial trialling of a systematic
approach to evaluation.

WHOLE-SCHOOL REVIEW

By and large, evaluation of schools, whether external or internal, has
tended to focus on curricular issues. The 1986 and 1988 Education
Acts legislate for the introduction of staff appraisal and financial
management in the local management of schools. Clearly, these issues
are interrelated: curriculum delivery and pupils’ achievements are
greatly affected by the quality of teaching and resources provided.
Any school which seeks to use management information effectively
for planning purposes will need to devise systems for integrating a
review of:

• curriculum delivery and pupil outcomes;
• staff appraisal and development;
• use of finance and other material resources.



Systematic evaluation should start with the curriculum, since
decisions relating to staff development and the use of material
resources should be determined by curricular priorities. In planning
for curriculum evaluation, a school will focus on the extent to which
its development plans are being implemented. The data collected will
inevitably be concentrated on teaching and learning processes and on
pupil outcomes as evidenced by achievements, attitudes and
behaviour. None the less, it is highly likely that at least some
curriculum evaluation will involve consideration of staff development
issues and resource deployment (see the examples given in Chapter 3,
Figures 3.2 and 3.3). However, staff development issues are treated
more systematically through staff appraisal, and issues relating to
material resources through the school’s financial systems.

In many schools, these three systems currently operate relatively
independently of one another. It would make better sense for
curriculum evaluation to be integrated with both staff appraisal and
material resource management systems. This is most effectively
achieved through the whole-school review process. As we indicated in
Chapter 2, this review is not a single event but a series of structured
discussions which culminate in informed decisions about future
action. Although curricular evaluation, staff appraisal and material
resource evaluation systems can operate in relative independence, it is
crucial that information generated by all three be used in review and
forward planning. This is illustrated diagrammatically in Figure 8.1.

Whole-school review is the hub of the process. Through this
review, the effectiveness of the existing provision can be gauged,
taking into account all the relevant, available information. As we
indicated in Figure 2.4, review consists of both looking back and
looking forward. Planning for the future should ideally encompass:

• identifying priority objectives, strategies and specific targets, that
is, curriculum planning;

• earmarking the appropriate facilitators, to include both staffing and
material resource planning.

This book has largely been devoted to a discussion of school evaluation
with the focus on priority curriculum objectives. We now need to
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devote some space to staff appraisal issues and to material resource
monitoring and evaluation.

STAFF APPRAISAL

As the DES has pointed out, ‘it is important that appraisal is not done
for its own sake but to be seen as a tool integral to the management of
other initiatives and strategies’ (DES 1989b). Its principal twin
focuses are accountability and improving staff performance. Through
both classroom or task observation and interview sessions, appraisers
acquire a detailed knowledge of the appraisees’ level of expertise and
their development needs. They also acquire information about how
effectively appraisees are teaching and managing and the extent to
which these individuals are meeting particular curricular objectives.
Clearly, pooling such information about individuals should help in
constructing a picture of the school’s teaching provision. None the
less, data relating to specific individuals must be handled sensitively
and with due consideration for maintaining confidentiality. For
example, while headteachers have a responsibility to set out for
governing bodies ‘a summary of targets for actions for appraisees,
decided at appraisal interviews, and progress in achieving past
targets’, this is subject to ‘the need to avoid the attribution of targets
to individuals’ (DES/WO 1991, para. 65).   Likewise, individual
teachers have the right to confidentiality in respect of their appraisal
statement (DES/WO 1991, para. 55), and the persons who can have
access to individual statements are delimited in the regulations.
Further, individuals’ rights under the Data Protection Act of 1984 must
also be safeguarded. With the appropriate safeguards in place,
aggregated data from appraisal interviews can and should be an
invaluable source of reliable information to feed into the whole-
school review.

The principal data collection methods for appraising include
classroom or task observation and one-to-one interviews. Clearly,
appraisers need to develop negotiation and observation skills to enable
them to structure and manage such situations effectively (Poster and
Poster, 1991). We suggested earlier in Chapter 3 that, when getting
started on curriculum evaluation, schools would be well advised to
limit the use of observation. However, once an appraisal system is
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established and accepted, and senior staff have developed classroom
observation techniques, this data collection method is readily
incorporated into curriculum evaluation.

The school also needs feedback on the efficacy of its management
structures and lines of communication. Staff perceptions on how
appropriate the present management systems and procedures are can
be gleaned during the appraisal process. Likewise, senior managers
can use their own appraisal as the opportunity to reflect on how
effectively the school’s management systems are operating. An
external assessment is provided through the headteacher’s
management performance appraisal. As with information on individual
classroom performance, data relating to management performance
needs to be used sensitively. Nevertheless, a whole-school review is
incomplete unless it considers management issues.

MATERIAL RESOURCE EVALUATION

Thus far, we have concentrated on evaluation in terms of
effectiveness, with only limited mention of efficiency. A fully
integrated evaluation and review system should embrace both. Some
LEA inspectorates have already begun to look at the effect of
resourcing decisions on pupils’ education (McGee, 1991). With the
advent of the local management of schools, governing bodies and
headteachers have increased powers and responsibilities not only to
ensure financial probity but also to get the best value they can from
the available resources. This implies not only targeting resources to
support the delivery of specific objectives, but also monitoring the
actual expenditure and the use of equipment, together with assessing
the state of repair of equipment and premises. Such information needs
to be used as part of the whole-school review process. This should
provide a sound basis on which to make assessments on past financial
decisions, and inform qualitative judgements which have to be made
about the relative merits of different financial proposals. 

SCHOOL/LEA REVIEW PARTNERSHIP

The school is required to report on its achievements to parents and
governors. The LEA currently has the duty to monitor schools’
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implementation of the requirements of the 1988 Education Reform
Act. It is in the interests of both to be mutually supportive.

There are clear parallels in planning, evaluation and review at LEA,
school and individual teacher level. Each can benefit where there is a
co-ordinated flow of information and purposeful interaction between
mutually supportive agencies working towards common goals. For
example, the school development plans should be both influenced by
and influence the LEA development plans. In this way, what the LEA
provides will be better matched to the schools’ needs.

Likewise, where personal targets are agreed in the light of the
school’s curricular priorities, the professional development
opportunities available are more likely to be embraced willingly by
staff. So too with evaluation, appraisal and review, pooling
information and insights provides a more comprehensive overview,
which should lead to better informed decisions at all levels and hence
to both school and staff improvement. This is illustrated
diagrammatically in Figure 8.2.

CONCLUSION

The scenarios painted in Figures 8.1 and 8.2 will be, for most schools,
long-term aims. At present, managing delegated budgets, establishing
effective staff appraisal, and embedding systematic curricular
evaluation are still in the process of development in most schools.
What we have tried to do in this book is to offer practical guidance on
getting started with curricular evaluation, together with a vision of
how this could be linked with appraisal and resource management in
due course. 
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