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Abstract

This research asks the stakeholders of two case study schools to give personal
perspectives on whether their school is good and how it can be improved. One case
study school is an international middle school in Hungary and the other is a middle
school in the south of England. Both schools follow the National Curriculum in England
and Wales. The stakeholders studied in each school are the governors (directors in the
case of the international school), the senior management team, teachers, students and
parents. The SMT were interviewed, surveys were adopted for the other stakeholders.

The literature review finds that stakeholder views are not a focus of many school

- effectiveness and improvement studies. Governors and senior management team (SMT)
views on school improvement are seldom investigated. Studies that involve the full range
of stakeholders are rarely seen.

The results of the stakeholder surveys at the two schools revealed common experiences
and contrasts between schools and between stakeholders. At both schools, governors
are noted as being followers and do not make the school accountable, the SMTs
revealed lack of cohesion and the head and principal did not appear to be aware of the
problems. Problems between the senior management and staff are also clearly portrayed
by both teachers and senior staff.

Whereas similarities in school improvement issues between the stakeholders of a school
were common, the priorities for improvement were different. What parents and
students perceived as priority areas did not agree with other stakeholder priorities. This
pattern was replicated in both schools.

The research finds that some problems appear to be hidden from inspections. The
accuracy of Ofsted inspection report statements that declare the two schools as good is,
- therefore, questioned. The study concludes by proposing a new definition for a good
school. It responds to the findings in the literature review by adding a stakeholder
specific school effectiveness list to contrast existing ones (for example, Sammons et al
1995) and provides a process model for school improvement with stakeholders at its
centre.



Acknowledgements

This thesis is dedicated to Professor Tony Bush for his inspiration and guidance, and to my

wife Firoza for her infinite patience.

The author is indebted to Cornerstone and BIMS, the two case study schools, and each of

their stakeholders for taking part in this study.



Contents

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
CONTENTS

CONTENTS

FIGURES

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

THE INTERNATIONAL INTEREST IN SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPROVEMENT.
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT AND ITS LINKS WITH SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS.
IMPROVEMENT AND INSPECTION: THE OFSTED ROLE
BRITISH INTERNATIONAL SCHOOLS
THE STUDY
The British School
The International School
THE HUNGARIAN EDUCATION FRAMEWORK
THE BROAD AIMS OF THE THESIS.
THE SPECIFIC PURPOSES OF THE THESIS
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
SUMMARY

CHAPTER 2 THE LITERATURE REVIEW

IMPROVING A GOOD SCHOOL - THE ACADEMIC RESEARCH PERSPECTIVE
Definitions
School Improvement
School Effectiveness
Concepts
School Effectiveness and School Improvement: Main Findings
Aspects of Management and Leadership
Aspects of Classroom Instruction, Standards and Assessment. -
Personal, Pastoral and External Factors
Value Added Research
SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS AND SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT — STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVES
Good and Improving schools - The Governor Perspective.
Good and Improving schools - The SMT Perspective
Good and Improving Schools - The Teacher Perspective.
Good and Improving Schools - The Student Perspective.
Good and Improving Schools - The Parental Perspective.
THE MATRIX
THE HUNGARIAN PERSPECTIVE ON GOOD AND IMPROVING SCHOOLS
SUMMARY



CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

A QUALITATIVE APPROACH

INTERPRETIVE AND NORMATIVE

PROBLEMS WITH QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

CASE STUDIES

SURVEYS

INTERVIEWS

DATA ANALYSIS

DEVELOPMENT AND PILOTING
Interview pilot of the senior management team
Survey pilot of the students and their parents
Survey and interview pilot of the teachers and governors.

INTERVIEW AND QUESTIONNAIRE SCHEDULES

SAMPLING

SUMMARY

CHAPTER 4 CASE STUDY ONE - THE BRITISH INTERNATIONAL
MIDDLE SCHOOL (BIMS)

SELECTION AND OTHER DATA
THE STUDY
The Stakeholders
The Senior Management Team
The Directors
Teachers
Students
The Parents
RESEARCH DATA
OVERVIEW
The directors, senior management team'’s, teachers, parents and children's perception of a good school.
The Directors
Senior Management Team (SMT)
Teachers
Students
Parents
The directors, senior management team's, teachers, parents and children's perception of how their
school might be improved.
Directors
Senior Management Team
Teachers
Students
Parents
COMMENTARY

CHAPTER 5 CASE STUDY TWO - CORNERSTONE MIDDLE
SCHOOL

SELECTION AND OTHER DATA
THE STUDY
The Stakeholders
The Senior Management Team
The Governors
Teachers
Students
Parents
RESEARCH DATA
OVERVIEW
The governors, senior management team's, teachers, parents and children's perception of a good
school.
The Governors



Senior Management Team (SMT)
Teachers
Students
Parents

The governors, senior management team’s, teachers, parents and children's perception of how their

school might be improved
Governors
Senior Management Team
Teachers
Students
Parents

COMMENTARY

CHAPTER 6 THE ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION
IMPROVING A GOOD SCHOOL. STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVES.
Directors and Governors
Senior Management Team
Teachers
Students
Parents
BIMS, CORNERSTONE AND SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS STUDIES.
Educational standards achieved.
Quality of Education Provided
Management, efficiency and facilities.
Curriculum areas and subjects.
School Data
SUMMARY

CHAPTER 7 CONCLUSIONS

INTRODUCTION
STAKEHOLDER MODELS FOR GOOD AND IMPROVING SCHOOLS.
The stakeholder model for a good school
The stakeholder perspective on improving a good school.
Analysis of the models
SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS - THE STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVE
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT, A FIFTEEN POINT PROCESS MODEL
APPLICATION OF THE PROCESS MODEL. AN EXAMPLE OF SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT AT BIMS.
FACTORS WHICH MAY IMPEDE THE IMPROVEMENT OF A GOOD SCHOOL.
Lack of definition of purpose and accountability of governors.
Conflict within the SMT
Lack of accuracy and heavy reliance on the outcomes of Ofsted inspections.
Some problems may be symptomatic of the British school system.
LIMITATIONS AND PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE STUDIES.
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY
SUMMARY

REFERENCES
APPENDIX ONE



Tables and Figures

Table 1.1 Countries included in the ISIP.

Table 2.1 Effectiveness and improvement.

Table 2.2 Common Elements between the Various School Effectiveness Models
Table 2.3 Themes and characteristics of school effectiveness

Table 2.4 Some key international studies which feature characteristics listed by Sammons et al's (1995)
Table 2.5 Characteristics of a good school from the Ofsted (1995b) parent questionnaire.
Table 2.6 Ofsted inspection areas (Ofsted, 1995a).

Table 2.7 The nine Eastern European countries involved in TIMSS

Table 3.1 Research methods adopted for each school population

Table 3.2 Summary of factors determining methodologies adopted

Table 3.3 The relationship between the questions and the aims of the study

Table 3.4 Criteria involved in sampling within the case. -

Table 4.1 1998 Key Stage Three National Curriculum (NC) Test Results at BIMS
Table 4.2 Quality of Teaching observed by the 1998 inspection (Holmes, 1998) at BIMS
Table 4.3 BIMS class sizes

Table 4.4 Response rate of survey and interviews at BIMS

Table 4.5 Relevant data of the SMT at BIMS

Table 4.6 Relevant details of the directors

Table 4.7 Relevant data of teachers at BIMS

Table 4.8 Questions asked in the interview and survey

Table 4.9 BIMS - Is it a good school?

Table 4.10 Parent/student sets compared

Table 4.11 Reasons for identifying BIMS as a good school

Table 4.12 Reasons why BIMS is not a good school

Table 4.13 Issues for school improvement at BIMS

Table 4.14 A good school. Director reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.15 A good school. Senior Management Team reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.16 A good school. Teachers' reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.17 Not a good school. Teachers' reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.18 A good school. Student reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.19 Not a good school. Student reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.20 A good school. Parent reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.21 Not a good school. Parent reasons (BIMS).

Table 4.22 School Improvement. Director perceptions (BIMS).

Table 4.23 School Improvement. SMT perceptions (BIMS).

Table 4.24 School Improvement. Teacher perceptions (BIMS).

Table 4.25 School Improvement. Student perceptions (BIMS).

Table 4.26 School Improvement. Parent perceptions (BIMS).

Table 5.1 1998 Key Stage Two National Curriculum (NC) Test results at Cornerstone Middle School.
Table 5.2 Cornerstone Middle School: Quality of teaching observed by Ofsted (1994)
Table 5.3 Cornerstone Middle School class sizes.

Table 5.4 Response rate to survey and interview at Comnerstone.

Table 5.5 Relevant data of the SMT at Cornerstone

Table 5.6 Relevant details of the governors at Cornerstone

Table 5.7 Relevant details of teachers at Cornerstone

Table 5.8 Questions asked in the interview and survey

Table 5.9 Cornerstone - Is it a good school?

Table 5.10 The breakdown of student responses per class at Cornerstone

Table 5.11 Comparison of student/parent set responses at Cornerstone

Table 5.12 Response to Question 2 - Reasons for identifyingCornerstone as a good school.
Table 5.13 Reasons why Cornerstone is not a good school

Table 5.14 Issues for school improvement at Cornerstone.

Table 5.15 A good school. Governor reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.16 Not a good school. Governor reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.17 A good school. SMT reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.18 A good school. Teacher reasons (Cornerstone).



Table 5.19 Not a good school. Teacher reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.20 A good school. Student reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.21 Not a good school. Student reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.22 A good school. Parent reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.23 Not a good school. Parent reasons (Cornerstone).

Table 5.24 Improving the school. Governor perceptions (Cornerstone).

Table 5.25 Improving the school. SMT perspectives (Cornerstone)

Table 5.26 Improving the school. Teacher perspectives (Cornerstone).

Table 5.27 Improving the school. Student perspectives (Cornerstone).

Table 5.28 Improving the school. Parent perspectives (Cornerstone).

Table 6.1 Linking the sections of the chapter with the aims of the thesis.

Table 6.2 A good school. Comparison across stakeholders and school. Percentages.

Table 6.3 School improvement issues. Comparison across stakeholders and schools. Percentages.

Table 6.4 A good school and school improvement. Comparison between schools. Directors and Governors.
Data as percentage.

Table 6.5 Governors and Directors. Main reasons given for a good school and main school improvement
issues stated. BIMS and Cornerstone.

Table 6.6 A good school and school improvement. Comparison between schools. SMT perspectives.

Table 6.7 SMT. Main reasons given for a good school and school improvement issues. BIMS and
Cornerstone.

Table 6.8 A good school and school improvement. Comparison between schools. Teacher perspectives. Data
as percentage

Table 6.9 Teachers. Main reasons given for a good school and school improvement issues.

Table 6.10 Comparison of teacher data from the current study with Davies and Ellison (1995)

Table 6.11 A good school and school improvement. Comparison between schools. Students.

Table 6.12 Student. Main reasons given for a good school and school improvement issues.

Table 6.13 Comparing student issues from this study with other research.

Table 6.14 A good school and school improvement. Comparison between schools. Parents. Data as a
percentage.

Table 6.15 Parent reasons given for a good school and school improvement issues.

Table 6.16 Comparing parent comments with Davies and Ellison (1995)

.Table 6.17 Comparing the contents of the Ofsted (1995b) parents' questionnaire with the parent data.

Table 6.18 BIMS and Cornerstone. Reasons for a good school. Top 15 issues across all stakeholders.

Table 6.19 BIMS and Comerstone. Issues for school improvement. Top 15 issues across all stakeholders.
From data as a percentage.

Table 6.20 Ofsted inspection areas.

Table 6.21 School effectiveness issues within the five categories from various studies

Table 6.22 Reasons for a good school in the category of Educational Standards. Percentage response.

Table 6.23 School improvement issues in the category of Educational Standards. Percentage response.

Table 6.24 'Standards' factors identified in a good school by stakeholders

Table 6.25 'Standards' factors identified in school effectiveness lists.

Table 6.26 Standards. Issues for school improvement

Table 6.27 Reasons for a good school in the category of Quality of Education Provided. Percentage response.

Table 6.28 School improvement issues in the category of Quality of Education Provided. Percentage
response.

Table 6.29 'Quality' factors identified in a good school by stakeholders

Table 6.30 'Quality’ factors identified in school effectiveness lists.

Table 6.31 Quality. Issues for school improvement

Table 6.32 Reasons for a good school in the category of Management. Percentage response.

Table 6.33 School improvement issues in the category of management. Percentage response.

Table 6.34 Management factors identified in a good school by stakeholders.

Table 6.35 'Management' factors identified in school effectiveness lists.

Table 6.36 Management issues for improvement

Table 6.37 Reasons for a good school in the category of Curriculum. Percentage response.

Table 6.38 School improvement issues in the category of Curriculum. Percentage response.

Table 6.39 Curriculum factors identified in a good school by stakeholders.

Table 6.40 Curriculum factors identified in school effectiveness lists.

Table 6.41 Curriculum issues for improvement

Table 6.42 Reasons for a good school in the category of School data. Percentage response.

Table 6.43 School improvement issues in the category of School data. Percentage response.



Table 6.44 Data factors identified in a good school by stakeholders.

Table 6.45 Data issues for improvement

Table 6.46 Stakeholders and Models.

Table 7.1 The stakeholder approach to school effectiveness

Table 7.2 Comparison of categories derived from the current study and published effectiveness lists
Table 7.3 Categories in this study but not in the research lists

Table 7.4 Categories which appear in the research lists but not in the stakeholder effectiveness list.
Table 7.5 Routes in the implementation of SIP issues with stakeholders involved.

Table 7.6 Example of planning an SIP issue, assessment, with stakeholder involvement

Figures

Figure 1-1 Nationalities of students at BIMS

Figure 1-2 The Hungarian Education System.

Figure 2-1 Matrix displaying school improvement issues from various stakeholder perspectives according to
existing research studies.

Figure 3-1 Miles and Huberman's (1994) Flow Model of Data Analysis.

Figure 4-1 A good school. SMT responses compared

Figure 4-2 Improving the School. SMT perceptions compared.

Figure 5-1 A good school. SMT responses compared. (Cornerstone)

Figure 5-2 School Improvement. Comparing SMT responses.

Figure 7-1 The stakeholder model of a good school.

Figure 7-2 Stakeholder model on improving a good school.

Figure 7-3 School improvement, a fifteen point process model.



Chapter 1

Introduction

The International Interest in School Effectiveness and Improvement.

The Coleman Report (Coleman et al, 1966) is often described as the precursor to school
effectiveness studies (Reynolds et al 1994b, p.29, Stringfield and Herman 1996, p.159 and
Silver 1994, p.78). Coleman et al’s (1966, p.22) conclusion that ‘differences between
schools account for only a small fraction of differences in pupil achievement’ led the
media at the time to report that schools made no difference and teaching methods were not
important (Silver 1994, p.79). The impact was such that by the 1980s, American school
researchers were working in the classroom and studying processes affecting learning
(Stringfield and Herman 1996, p.162). The early 1990s, however, experienced flawed
studies and criticisms (Stringfield and Herman 1996, p.163), culminating in a significant
reduction in American school effectiveness studies (ibid.). Stringfield and Herman (1996,
p.163) report that the current renewal in American school effects research is due to the

continuing interest in school improvement studies.

Hopkins et al (1994, p.3) define school improvement as:

‘all theories and studies concerning strategies for educational
change that enhance student outcomes as well as
strengthening the school's capacity for managing change.’

Creemers and Reezigt (1997, p.401) define school effectiveness as:

'all theories and research studies concerning the means-end
relationships between educational processes and
outcomes....aiming at explanations for differences in student
achievement between schools and classrooms.'



Studies in school effectiveness have become an international phenomenon. In Taiwan,
effectiveness research has been going on since 1984 (Reynolds et al 1994b, p.33). This
contrasts with Hong Kong where it is still rare to use the school as a unit of research
(Reynolds et al 1994b, p.27). In Canada and Australia (Reynolds et al 1994b, p.26 and
p-29), school improvement studies have eclipsed school effectiveness studies. In Eastern
Europe both movements are very new and limited to quantitative school improvement
studies such as Monitor 95 (Vari, 1997). In Norway and Netherlands school effectiveness
research has been going on since the early seventies (Reynolds et al 1994b, p.28 and
Scheerens 1992, p.59) and most of the studies are surveys (Reynolds et al 1994b, p.28 and

Scheerens 1992, p.65).

In the late 1970s the need for international collaboration was recognised (Van Velzen
1987, p.12). Informal alliances began (Papadopoulos 1987, p.xi) and efforts culminated in
the establishment of the International School Improvement Project (ISIP) in 1982 (Van
Velzen 1987, p.12). Supported by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD), the ISIP united the fourteen OECD countries listed in Table 1.1
(Reynolds et al 1996b, p.ix and Hord 1987, p.17). According to Reynolds et al (1996b,

p.ix), ISIP was the foundation of the school improvement movement.

Table 1.1 Countries included in the ISIP.

Australia The Netherlands
Belgium Norway
Canada Sweden
Denmark Switzerland
France United Kingdom
Italy United States
Japan West Germany
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Although now disbanded (Van Velzen 1987, p.17), the international links established by
ISIP continue through the Foundation for International Collaboration on School
Improvement (FICSI) and the International Congress for School Effectiveness and
Improvement (ICSEI) (Reynolds et al 1996b, p. ix).

Reynolds et al (1994b, p.218) comment that only at the first ICSEI 1988 conference did
overseas researchers appreciate that the Netherlands contained the world's largest
concentraﬁon of school effectiveness researchers. Both Scheerens (1992, p.59) and
Scheerens and Creemers (1996, p.181) confirm that educational research was well
established in the Netherlands at the time. The early Dutch studies, however, were only
loosely related to school effectiveness (Scheerens and Creemers 1996, p.181 and
Scheerens 1992, p.59). Scheerens (1992, p.59) adds that all Dutch 'school effectiveness'
research was carried out in 1984 and onwards. Scheerens (1992, p.65) also points out that
patterns found in foreign studies are not always found in Dutch studies such as the link
between leadership and achievement. Scheerens (1992, p.65) suggests that the Dutch may
use different variables to their British and American counterparts and may have different

theoretical concepts.

In contrast to the Dutch approach, British studies such as Mortimore et al (1988) appear to
adopt more sophisticated methodologies (Reynolds et al 1996c¢, p. 138) such as
observation. British government interest in school effectiveness research findings, and the
foundation of Ofsted, which has commissioned work on school effectiveness (Reynolds et
al 1996¢, p.134), may also have elevated British school effectiveness research. Ofsted
inspection criteria include checklists, which, according to Reynolds et al (1996c¢, p.134),
are influenced by school effectiveness research. They (Reynolds et al 1996¢, p.135) also

point out that the Dfee are sponsoring national conferences on school improvement and
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teacher effectiveness. Such national support for the effectiveness and improvement
movements in Britain can only be compared with the Netherlands and the USA.
Amongst others, Reynolds and Creemers (Reynolds et al 1994b and 1996b) continue to
lead the movement for an international perspective in school improvement arguing that
without it,

o il advised transplanting of policies is occurring from one country to another

(Reynolds et al 1996b, p.219),

o we will not understand why some policies travel better then others to other
countries (p.219),

o the full range of variables in classrooms will never be known (p.220), and

o we will not be able to provide a sensitive theoretical explanation for effective
approaches (p.220).

School Improvement and its Links with School Effectiveness.

Slee and Weiner (1998, p .1) observe that school improvement is a term that arose out of
the school effectiveness movement. They describe it as the ‘operational branch of school
effectiveness research’(ibid.). White and Barber (1997, p.52) add that school improvement
is to do with making less effective schools more effective. They also add (ibid.) that ‘if the
schools are to be improved they are to be made better’. An obvious statement but there are
some weaknesses to both comments. White and Barber (1997) make a number of
assumptions when using the term ‘less effective schools’ to describe the application of
school improvement. This immediately negates the application of school improvement to
good schools. This study challenges this notion and argues that school improvement is
applicable to schools of all standards. White and Barber's (1997) other statement suggests
that school improvement is concerned with making schools better. This study modifies this
statement by asking whom should the school be better for? The teachers, the SMT, the

students, or, is the motive political such as the head seeking improvement for Ofsted?
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This study echoes Slee and Weiner’s (1998, p.5) comments about school effectiveness and

restates them in the context of school improvement:

e Who is school improvement for?
e What is school improvement for?
e Who gains from school improvement?

Slee and Weiner (1998, p.5) argue that the school improvement movement is:

Riddled with errors.

Excluding.

Normative and regulatory.
Bureaucratic and disempowering.

e o o o

Improvement and Inspection: The Ofsted Role

Ofsted (1998) have the responsibility for inspecting all schools in England and Wales:

‘Ofsted's remit is to improve standards of achievement and
quality of education through regular independent inspection,
public reporting and informed independent advice.’

Ofsted’s (1998) criteria for inspection, therefore, may be considered as significant for all
schools in England and Wales.
Gray and Wilcox’s (1995) survey of chief inspectors and advisors revealed that
improvement through inspection is dependent on a number of factors. Three factors
identified as inhibiting school improvement were:

o the characteristics of the staff,

o the characteristics of the inspectors, and

o the inspection and review process itself.
Factors identified as facilitating school improvement were:
partnership and collaboration,
the inspection and review process itself,

support and follow up, and
the characteristics of the staff.

The factors are listed in order of significance. The response of the management appears to

be the key to inspections contributing to improvement.
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There is no statutory role for Ofsted concerning international schools, but teams of Ofsted
inspectors are often invited to visit and inspect these schools. A British School in Hungary,
for example, contracted The Peak Education Partnership to provide an Ofsted team for

inspection in 1998 (Holmes, 1998).

British International Schools

Studies on school improvement in the UK focus on ‘home schools’, that is, local education
authority, grant maintained, or voluntary aided schools. However, there are many British’
schools abroad, which are modelled on the British education system and offer the English
National Curriculum and GCSEs (ECIS, 1998).

Black and Armstrong (1995, p.27) define international schools as:

'schools that are independent of any national system of
education, and that offer a curriculum which is different from
that of the host country.'

The aim of international schools is normally to offer an education to children whose
families live abroad (Grant et al 1995, p.502). The students at British schools, however, are
not exclusively British. St. Paul’s School in Brazil for example has eight nationalities, and
the British School of Paris has thirty (ECIS, 1998). Nor does one nationality always
dominate as shown by the ECIS International Schools Directory (ECIS, 1998).

Although there is relatively little international school based research (Hayden and
Thompson 1995, p.390), the ECIS directory does list over 750 international schools world-
wide and publishes ‘The International Schools Journal’ (ISJ) which focuses specifically on

views, ideas and research about international schools (ECIS 1998, p.xiv).
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The Study

The present study was conducted in two middle schools, a British school in the south of

England and a British international school in Hungary.

The British School

‘Cornerstone School’ is a 9-13 middle school, deemed secondary, in the south of England.
Itisa mixéd, non-selective state school with approximately 506 pupils and twenty-two
teachers. The management structure of the school is:

e A senior management team comprising a headteacher, deputy and senior teacher.
e Heads of year with responsibility for pastoral issues.
e Heads of department with responsibility for academic affairs.

Most teachers tend to have some responsibility in the school - either a head of year or head
of department, or, in a few cases, both.

Ofsted deemed the school a good school in 1994 (Ofsted, 1994) and again in 1999 (Ofsted,
1999). The latter inspection took place after the research period. The schools' PIMS
(Performance Indicators in Middle Schools) and key stage two National Curriculum test
results are average for its county. Its intake from the heart of a large town comprises a
social and economically deprived housing estate. Cornerstone’s pupils mostly come from
five feeder schools and after Cornerstone, move onto one of four upper secondary schools.
A comprehensive schools link, in the form of scheduled ‘Area’ Liaison Meetings for heads
of departments and others for heads of schools, exists for lower, middle and upper
secondary schools.

Close by is a church voluntary aided middle school. A handful of students are occasionally
lost to the church school whilst at the same time other students move from the church

school to Cornerstone.



15

Many of the staff have been at the school a long time, some for almost twenty years. A
small number of new staff have been recruited and the movement of staff tends to be from
this group of staff.

Year five and six pupils are mainly taught by the class teacher but the pupils experience
specialist teaching in physical education, science, French, and technology. Specialists teach
most of the subjects in years seven and eight. The school staff appear to be flexible and
often mové between year groups and key stages. It is common for students in years 7 and 8
to experience at least one subject taught by a non-specialist or second subject teacher.

The pupils mainly come from the locality, although one or two pupils do commute from
another large town nearby. The pupils are almost exclusively British, white with no recent
immigrant intake. A number of the pupils have an Italian heritage.

The school has its own Dyslexia Unit. Dyslexic students come from around the county and
are integrated into the classrooms when appropriate. These students always have a personal

assistant and work is differentiated for them.

The school agreed to be one of the case study schools because the head felt that the
research would be of benefit to his school. The staff too wanted to see the results of the
surveys when they had been collated. On completion of the research, the findings of the
study were discussed with the head and a summary document provided for circulation in

the school.

The International School

The second school in the study is an international school in Hungary, Eastern Europe,

modelled on the British education system. The case study school is in Budapest and for the
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purpose of this study it will be called ‘The British International School of Budapest’ or
‘BISB’.

BISB was founded by a group of four people, two British, and two Hungarian, in 1992.
The founders wanted to create an opportunity for parents to send their children to a British
style English-medium school. Furthermore, more British families were beginning to arrive
to work in the business sectors with the end of communism.
The school. began with a small group of sixteen primary pupils and in September 1998 had
a total pupil population of 230. Other English Medium schools in Budapest include a well
established American International School, a Christian School, and an International School
not affiliated to any particular country or religion. After moving location to accommodate
the increasing numbers, the school is now situated on three sites close to the centre of
Budapest. Site one, a nursery school, site two accommodating reception and key stage one,
and site three, the site of interest, accommodating key stages two and three, that is 8-14,
which will be referred to as ‘British International Middle School’ (BIMS).
The management structure of the school is:
e A senior management team comprising a Principal (a founder), a vice principal of
BISB who is also head of BIMS, another vice principal of BISB who is also head
of the key stage one school, the key stage two co-ordinator and the key stage three

co-ordinator.
e Subject co-ordinators

The SMT appears rather cumbersome. Most teachers have a post of responsibility.

During the 1996/7 and 1998/9 academic years, the SMT invited Ofsted teams to inspect the
school. Being ‘private’, the school meets the expenses and fees of the Inspectors. The
school was deemed a good school by both inspections. The school is not involved in any
value added external assessment, such as Performance Indicators in Middle Schools
(PIMS), but it does follow the national curriculum in England and Wales and the students

sit the end of key stage tests. Both key stage two and three test results have been very high.



At BIMS, key stage two pupils number approximately ninety and key stage three students
number twenty-five. However, numbers fluctuate during the year. A few students may
move to, or from, other Budapest schools during the year. Mainly, the movement is
associated with relocation of parents. The trend is an increase in numbers from one year to
the next.

The students at BIMS have a broadly similar experience to a British middle school - this
was an important factor in choosing the school for the study. The staff are all relatively
new and the specialist staff recruited for key stage three have a big involvement in key
stage two in terms of planning schemes of work and specialist teaching. Much like the UK
middle school, years three, four, five and six are mainly class based with some specialist
teaching and key stage three students experience mainly specialist teaching. Like their
counterparts in the UK, it is common for at least one subject to be taught by a non-
specialist or second subject teacher. Some specialist teachers are timetabled across sites so
that the music specialist teacher, for example, will do an hour at the nursery and the PE
specialist will do an afternoon at the key stage one school.

The students at BIMS are from over fifty nationalities and distribution o f nationalities is as

shown in Figure 1-1.

0%

British Hungarian Other

Figure 1-1 Nationalities of students at BIM S
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25% are British, 25% are Hungarian and the rest are from a wide range of countries
including Slovenia, USA, Nigeria, Brazil, and Russia.
One main difference between the two schools is class size. Cornerstone has classes of
approximately thirty and BIMS classes vary at around fifteen in key stage two and are as
low as six in year nine. BIMS has a policy not to exceed twenty. One of the reasons for the
small number in year nine was the insecurity amongst parents about where the students
will go for their year ten and eleven. The school therefore planned, and introduced, year
ten (four students) in September 1998 and years 11 and 12 in September 1999.
Budgets are a key factor in the running of both schools. Funding of Cornerstone is by local
government and funding of BIMS is by student fees. At approximately £6000 a year,
BIMS student fees are sometimes paid by the parents but usually paid by an employer as
part of their contract. A few parents do make special requests to the Principal for a reduced
fee or scholarship. There may be up to three students in the middle school on scholarships
at any one time. Hungarian Students’ fees are subsidised by the local government by 25%.

The fees are fed entirely back into the school. The school is a non-profit foundation.

The Hungarian Education Framework

The International School forms part of the Hungarian education system, which has
experienced many changes in the last twenty years. The Ministry of Education and Culture
(1996, p.19) note that from 1948 until the late 1980s only communist ideology was
allowed into the classroom and a ‘submissive’ adoption of the Soviet education example
took place. The break with Moscow came in 1989 (Kaufman 1997, p.25). With democracy
came restructuring, described as ‘drastic transformation’ and ‘dramatic changes’ (Ministry
of Education and Culture 1996, p.19), of the Hungarian school system culminating in the

1993 School Education Act that introduced the ‘National Core Curriculum (NCC)’ —
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which includes core subjects with attainment targets. Unlike the British National
Curriculum, however, the Hungarian Core Curriculum is a minimum, or a foundation on to
which schools are expected to add local educational aspects (p.20). International schools
must provide a basic Hungarian studies element in their curriculum for Hungarian students.
The Hungarian education system accommodates a variety of types of schools and is

represented in Figure 1-2.
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Figure 1-2 The Hungarian Education System.
Rearranged from Ministry of Culture and Education (1996 p.13)
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The transfer to secondary school in Hungary is at the age of ten, England usually being at
eleven. A variety of secondary school options exist for a Hungarian student, each
providing a different type of curriculum and qualification. There are also General Basic
Schools which start at the age of six but cater for children up to eleven or thirteen and
might be considered as being closest to the British ‘middle schools’. BIMS, being 8-14,
does not fit into any one of the Hungarian models, but may be closely compared with the

typical 9-13 British model.

The Broad Aims of the Thesis.

The phrase 'school improvement' might assume the improvement of a poor school. There is
a need to provide a positive, constructive approach to school improvement for a good
school. This study aims to provide such an approach, which has at its centre the
‘stakeholders’ of the school.

As well as studying a UK school, the study has introduced an overseas element by
targeting an international school. With limited research being undertaken in international
schools, a further aim of this study is to make a contribution to knowledge about British
international schools. The study also intends to provide a comparison between British
international and UK schools that have different contexts but broadly similar curricular

aims.

The Specific Purposes of the Thesis

The specific aims of the thesis are:

i To review the characteristics of a good school for use as benchmark criteria.

il To investigate the governors, senior management team's, teachers, parents and
student's perception of a good school.

iii. To compare the perception of a good school of different groups from a school

population.
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iv. To compare the perception of a good school of like groups from UK and
International school populations.

V. To investigate the governors, senior management team's, teachers, parents and
student's perception of how their school might be improved.

vi. To compare the opinions of different groups within a school population on

improving the school.
vii.  To compare the opinions of like groups, UK and International, on improving
schools.

This study surveys different groups, or stakeholders, within the school population and
compares perceptions about whether their school is, or is not, a good school. It will also
compare what reasons are given and ask how each group considers school improvement to
take place.

The stakeholders involved will be:

governors,
the senior management team*,
teachers,
parents, and
students.
[*The senior management team will involve the headteacher and other senior teachers named by
the head. The members of an SMT normally vary between schools.]

It is evident from the literature review (see chapter two) that school improvement studies

from all the various stakeholder perspective are not common. Again, the study hopes to

?

begin the process of looking at school improvement from the perspectives of the schools

stakeholders.

Research Questions

The research questions involved in this study can be divided into four categories as
follows:

What is a Good School?

1. What is a good school according to literature?

2. Do all of the school populations agree that their school is a good school?

3. What reasons do various school populations give for identifying their school as 'a
good school' or as 'not a good school'?
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4, How do the reasons compare with the published lists?

How should the school improve?

5. What are the various school populations' perceptions of school improvement in
their school?

6. How similar or different are the views of improving a school between different
groups of the school population?

7. How do the various groups’ perceptions of school improvement in their school

compare with literature on school improvement?
UK and International School population differences.

8. Do like groups 