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ABSTKACT

SCHOOL VW ELOPM ENTPLANNIhJC^: A  PATH W AY TO SCHOOL m pR O V E M E N T .

The concept o f school development planning is currently a significant policy issue in primary 
education. The White Paper Charting Our Education Future envisages that school development plans 
will form an important basis for the preparation o f annual reports, will facilitate the implementation o f the 
revised primary curriculum and will become a central focus for the conduct of whole school evaluation. 
Moreover, since the 1998 Education Act, all primary schools in the Irish Republic are legally obliged to 
establish a school plan. In view of the significance of development planning as an emerging policy issue 
in Irish Education, the aim of this thesis was to examine what is involved in translating the rhetoric of 
development planning into practice, the impact o f development planning, and the factors facilitating the 
operationalisation o f the planning process in schools. The study comprises o f two main parts.

Part One begins with a comprehensive overview of the literature pertaining to the school 
eflfectiveness and school improvement movements and explores their link with school development 
planning. It is suggested that a powerful strategy for school development can be generated by interlinking 
these fields o f research within the school planning framework. Chapter two elucidates on the nature and 
dimensions o f school development planning. It defines the concept, examines the key elements entailed in 
the process and considers the purpose and value o f planning. In chapter three, factors identified in the 
literature as essential for the successful establishment of the school development planning process are 
explored. Three factors in particular are examined: the organisational infrastructure, the organisational 
culture and the leadership role o f the principal.

Part two describes the design and analysis of the empirical research. Chapter four details the 
research instruments - a principals’ questionnaire, a teachers’ questionnaire, and interviews - devised to 
elicit information relating to three key research themes: (i) what is involved in translating the rhetoric of 
development planning into practice; (ii) the impact of development planning for the whole school, for 
teachers’ professional development and for pupil learning and achievement, and (iii) the internal school 
conditions that facilitate the process. This chapter also describes the rationale underpinning the selection 
o f primary schools in Northern Ireland. Chapters five to ten inclusive present a summary and critical 
analysis o f this research.

An overview of the main findings o f the study is presented in chapter eleven. This chapter also 
considers the conclusions that can be drawn from the research. Recommendations and implications for 
policy and for practitioners are also outlined.

The most significant outcome o f this study is that school development planning is a powerful 
usable strategy for achieving substantial change in schools. Development planning was particularly 
important in enabling schools organise the implementation the Northern Ireland Curriculum in a manner 
tailored to school needs and circumstances. The study also revealed that development planning is an 
evolutionary process. It is not possible to achieve a perfect implementation in the first planning cycle. 
Schools learn through experience what is needed to make development planning meaningful for them.

The thesis also confirmed that successful development planning is predicated on a number of 
interrelated factors, notably, collaborative work practices, participatory leadership by the principal, 
sufficient time for planning, appropriate organisational structures and an external infrastructure of 
support.These findings are particularly significant in view o f the fact that schools in the Irish Republic are 
now at the stage the schools in the study were at when this research commenced i.e. embarking on 
development planning while simultaneously preparing to implement national curriculum guidelines.

One major recommendation for policy identified in this research is that the support system of 
inservice programmes pertaining to both school development planning and the implementation o f the 
revised primary curriculum be synchronised, so that schools can acquire the skills o f planning 
concomitant with information pertaining to curriculum content and teaching methodologies. The study 
concludes with the admonition that as each school is unique, each must discover for itself the planning 
process that harmonises most favourably with its state o f development, its pupils and its staff.

Mairead Hennessy.
April 2000.
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INTKOVUCTION

...No education system can be frozen in time. I f  it is to continue to deliver quality, it must constantly adapt 
to changing educational needs and to changes in the world it serves. At key times there is a need to take a 
fundamental look at the education system, and redirect it to reflect new needs as they emerge. Such a time 
is now. '

It is axiomatic that in pluralistic societies pressures for educational change are manifold. As Fullan posits 

“those involved with schools are constantly embroiled in small and large-scale change.”  ̂ Things never just stay 

as they are; they change whether they improve or decay. The educational debate is increasingly peppered with 

supplications for quality assurance, school improvement, increased effectiveness and quality enhancement. 

Indeed, change is an ineluctable force in education and society today - its omnipresence is now a constant 

feature o f our lives. In the dawn o f the twenty-first century the “seductive certainties” of the past are unlikely to 

be as fruitful as they were in centuries gone by: “Life is now less predictable...adaptability to a changing world 

requires the ability to think, to change perspective, to cope successfully with ambiguity and to know how to 

frame questions that give direction to inquiry.”^

Accordingly, regular reviewing and updating o f the education system is part o f a natural process of 

renewal which enables the service respond to the ever-changing demands of modern society. As Goodlad avers, 

“the schools we need now are not necessarily the schools we have k n o w n . I n d e e d ,  Caldwell and Spinks 

acknowledge that in recent years the celerity o f change in many counfries worldwide is nothing short of 

breathtaking.* For instance, schools in the United Kingdom have embarked on an unprecedented package of 

reforms, which are enshrined in the 1986 and 1988 Education Acts. For the first time ever, a national curriculum

* Seamus Brennan, “Foreword.” Education For a Changing World (Dublin: Stationery Office, 1992).

2
Michael G. Fullan, The New Meaning o f  Educational Change. School Development Series (London: Cassell Educational Ltd.,

1991), 3.

 ̂ Elliot W. Eisner, “ Rethinking W hat Schools Are For,” Paper presented for Irish National Teachers’ Organisation at St. 

Patrick’s College o f  Education (Dublin: March 1993), 3.

^ John 1. Goodlad, A Place Called School (New York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1994), 2.

* Brian J. Caldwell and Jim M. Spinks, Leading the Self-Managing S chool. Education Policy Perspectives Series (London: The 

Falmer Press, 1992), 3 and 10.
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frainework and provision for nationwide tests at primary and secondary levels has been inaugurated. While 

schools have invariably had some jurisdiction with respect to resource allocation, never before have they had 

absolute, almost total control of their budgets. In addition, schools have never had the freedom to opt out of 

control by their local education authorities on the majority vote of parents.' Similar changes, enshrined in the 

1989 Education Reform Order (ERO) were introduced in Northern Ireland. These included demands for an 

increasing range of policy formulation and implementation, a shift in the locus of decision-making to the 

schools from the Education and Library Boards and the infroduction of the Northern Ireland Curriculum and 

Assessment requirements.

In the Republic of Ireland, since the publication of the Green Paper Education For A Changing World 

and the subsequent publication of the White Paper Charting Our Education Future, a significant number of 

changes have been proposed with a view to creating a framework for the advancement of the Irish Education 

system into the next century against the background of a rapidly changing and evolving society.^ The launch of 

the Revised Primary Curriculum which places a renewed emphasis on issues such as arts education, awareness 

of European languages, life and culture and the promotion of health and well-being, and heralds the introduction 

of new subject areas such as science and information technology constitutes a further series of changing 

demands and expectations.

Another prevailing trend in many countries (including Britain, Ireland, New Zealand, Canada and 

Australia), is the apparently paradoxical tendency towards simultaneous centralisation and decentralisation.^ 

National govemmaits have adopted a more powerful and focused role in terms of setting curricula, establishing 

priorities and building frameworks for accountability - all constituting a centralising trend. Witness, for 

instance, the proposals in the White Paper for the promotion of a number of key aims to promote societal and 

individual development through education, the establishment of national curriculum guidelines and the creation 

of a system of effective quality assurance.'* Concomitantly, authority, decision-making and responsibility for key

' Ibid.. 3 and 10.

2
An Roinn Oideachais, Charting our Education Future (Dublin: Government Publications, 1995).

 ̂Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self-M anaging School, vii.

^ Charting our Education Future. 9-10, 19-24 and 28-30.

2



functions are being transposed to the school level - a decentralising trend. As Charting our Education Future 

reveals:

While the Minister for Education must remain ultimately responsible to the Oireachtas for the State’s role 
in education, a major thrust of the White Paper is that the responsibility for the delivery of educational 
services should be devolved to... school and institutional level, where possible. The role of the Department 
should be changed to focus on strategic planning and policy and on the execution of those activities most 
efficiently conducted at national level.'

It is clear that schools will require the capacity to manage change and development if they are to 

continue to provide a quality education for students in the twenty-first century. Employing a reactive or crisis 

management approach to contend with change is unlikely to enhance educational quality. In any enterprise 

significant change is unlikely to occur by chance: it has to be organised and co-ordinated, and requires careful 

preparation. As Charting our Education Future emphasises “carefally planned implementation strategies will 

also be necessary, consolidating the best achievements of the past, while adapting to changing needs and 

circumstances in the future.”^

Caldwell and Spinks advocate that the school’s capacity to manage change can be advanced through 

processes “variously described as school development...school improvement or school level strategic 

planning;”  ̂A systematised response to change, where schools can alter course yet still operate within the broad 

framework which has been planned, is far less disruptive than ad hoc or crisis management which occurs if the 

organisation lacks a strategic saise of direction so that plans are haphazard and objectives ambiguous. Indeed, 

Louis and Miles postulate that the energy and eagerness for change in many schools may be nullified in the end 

unless we do it right.”* Likewise, Tanner and Williams claim that

How well an organisation functions depends on its ability to facilitate planning, to forecast events, to 
utilise current knowledge and methods to solve problems and to control and accommodate forces within 
and without its boundaries. Paramount to its existence are planning and coping with change.^

' Ibid., 192.

^ Ibid., X.

^ Caldwell and Spinks. Leading the Self-Managing .School, ix.

4
Karen S. Louis and Matthew B. Miles. Improving the Urban High School: W hat W orks and Why (London: Cassell, 1990).

 ̂ C. Kenneth Tanner and Earl J. Williams, Educational Planning and Decision Making (Toronto: Lexington Books, 1981), 3.
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Peters asserts that in the current climate of political, religious, economic and technological advances, sound 

strategic direction has never been more important “ ...hence the need for a good strategic planning process that 

includes everyone.” ' In a similar vein, Reynolds et al. contend that “planning...is the key to successful school 

development.”^

Accordingly, in order for schools to capitalise on - rather than merely respond to - the challenge of 

change embraced in Charting Our Education Future and the 1998 Education Act, they need to adopt a coherent 

planning strategy for increasing school effectiveness and enhancing the quality of education, in the past decade, 

in particular, the concept of School Development Planning has been purpwted in many countries worldwide as 

an appropriate planning process for managing change in schools. Skelton et al. state that in a time of increasing 

complexity development plans are significant in helping schools define a workable, reasonable and practical 

plan of action for enhancing the quality of education.^ Similarly, Hargreaves and Hopkins note that 

development planning “is a response to the management of multiple innovations and change and the perceived 

need for a systematic and whole school approach to planning, especially where schools are expected to be self- 

managing.”  ̂These authors also provide the following definition of a school development plan;

The distinctive feature of a development plan is that it brings together, in an overall plan, national and 
LEA policies and initiatives, the school’s aims and values, its existing achievements and its needs for 
development....Priorities for development are selected and planned in detail for one year and are supported 
by action plans or working documents for staff. The priorities for later years are sketched in outline to 
provide the longer-term programme.^

The White Paper also advocates schools to establish a plan to assist them “to implement and manage 

change and improve the quality of education being offered to students.”* Although the White Paper uses the 

term "the school plan' rather than ‘'school development plan, ’ despite the difference in nomenclature the process 

endorsed in this document is, in essence, the development planning process. Indeed, the description of the

'  Tom Peters, Thriving on Chaos M.ondon: Pan Books Ltd., 1989), 510.

2
David Reynolds, Robert Bollen, Bert Creemers, David Hopkins, Louise Stoll and Nijs Lagerweij, Making Good Schools: 

linking school effectiveness and school improvement TLondon: Routledge, 1996), 74-75.

^ Skelton et al., Development Planning For Primary Schools (London: NFER-NELSON Publishing Company Ltd., (1991),

12-13.

4
D. Hargreaves and D. Hopkins, Development Planning for School Improvement (London: Cassell, 1994), 1.

 ̂ D. Hargreaves and D. Hopkins, The Empowered School (London: Cassell, 1991), 3.

* Charting our Education Future. 157.
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structure of school plans in the White Paper derives from the Report on the National Education Convention 

which advocated a process analogous to development planning.'

This report stated that school plans developed elsewhere incorporate a development section that links 

planning with improvement. Indeed, the report suggested that a subtle difference in the title given to these 

documents -  school development plans -  highlights this emphasis on improvement. It affirmed that school 

development plans not only detail school policy and practices, but are also concerned with the process and 

actions required to address the school’s strengths and weaknesses and to plan and manage change with the 

intention of improving the quality of educational provision offered to students. Such plans enable schools move 

beyond the stage of simply making statements about ideal provision to a stage which involves charting the 

route.

The Report on the National Education Convention advised educators and policy-makers to embrace the 

concept of development planning and suggested that the school plan should comprise two components. The first 

component, which reflects the school plan proposal in the Green Paper, would comprise the relatively 

permanent features of school policies and practices. The second section of the plan would be concerned with 

organising the school’s development. Following an internal review of the school’s policies and practices, 

priorities for improvement would be generated. These priorities would subsequently be implemented and 

evaluated over a short time-span of one or two years.^ This recommendation is endorsed in the White Paper, 

which reiterates the planning proposal purported in the National Education Convention Report:

The first component should comprise, what may be termed, the relatively permanait features of school 
policy. These would include such elements as the ethos, aims and objectives of the school, curriculum 
provision and allocation, approaches to teaching, learning and assessment, and policies on 
home/school/community liaison, homework, discipline and enrolment....The second component of the 
plan, which might be titled the development section, would be devoted to outlining and reporting on the 
specific planning priorities which the school was undertaking. The concept underpinning development 
plans is that each school would undertake, on an on-going basis, a limited number of small-scale 
development projects which the staff have identified as important priorities.^

 ̂ John C oolahan, ed., R eport on  the  N ational Education  C onven tion  (D ublin : T he N ational E ducation C onven tion  Secretariat,

1994), 59.

^ Ibid., 58-59.

3
C harting  our Education  Future, 158.
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It is apparent that the school plan proposal presented in the Convention Report and endorsed in the White 

Paper, the recently published government guidelines on school planning and the potential significance of school 

development plans in the implementation of both national and school-specific policies and initiatives, all 

indicate that the concept of development planning is currently emerging as a significant policy issue in Irish 

education. It is important, therefore, that the import and relevance of development planning be investigated in 

the Irish Primary school context. However, as development planning is but an emerging issue in Irish education, 

there is presently a paucity of research in relation to the process of formulating and implementing such plans in 

an Irish context. To date, only a limited number of studies have been conducted on the theme of school 

development planning.

In a Comparative Study o f  the School Planning Process in the Primary School, Nagle traced the 

development and value of school planning in Scotland, England and Wales and Ireland.' Following this 

historical review she examined the concept of development planning with an especial focus on the planning 

model outlined by Hargreaves et al. in Planning for School Development.^ However, this study excludes an 

empirical component, which would provide a pragmatic indication of the issues involved in actualising school 

development plans at the level of practice.

In fact, at the time this study commenced there was a dearth of research into the whole issue of school- 

based planning in Ireland - albeit, ‘traditional planning’̂  or, ‘development planning’ - and the entire process was 

shrouded in ambiguity and uncertainty. This is reflected in the Report on the National Education Convention 

which states that there was little shared understanding among the participants concerned of the factors involved 

in the process of formulating and implementing school plans; “tha-e is general confusion in relation to the 

purposes of developing plans, their content, about who should prepare them and approve them, and to whom 

they should be made available for inspection.”^

 ̂ Mary Nagle, “A Comparative Study o f  the School Planning Process in the Primary School.” Unpublished M. Ed. Thesis, 
(Dublin; Trinity College, 1993).

2
Hargreaves et al.. Planning For School Development (London: DES, 1989).

3
Irish National Teachers’ Organisation, School Planning (Dublin: INTO Publication, 1990), 12.

4
Report on the National Education Convention. 57.
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In 1990, the Irish National Teachers’ Organisation conducted a small-scale investigation of primary 

school planning with a view to establishing the degree to which school plans were in operation, their content, 

and the extent of their influence on practice in schools.' The ensuing report revealed that 67% of the one 

hundred and thirty five schools included for analysis had developed school plans.^ However, there was 

widespread ambiguity as to what constituted a school plan, and on the most appropriate procedures for 

developing such plans. Furthermore, principal teachers alleged that the absence of appropriate criteria and 

guidelines from the Department of Education had impeded the systematic development of school-based 

planning in primary schools.^

Clearly, none of these studies elucidated fully on the salient variables involved in the process of creating 

and implementing school plans - albeit, ‘traditional’ or ‘development’ plans - and neither did they address the 

significant dilemma of how a planning process could be operationalised in schools in the interests of quality 

enhancement. However, the writer believed that if, as adduced above, development planning was emerging as a 

significant policy issue in Irish education, it was essential that a comprehensive analysis of these significant 

issues be undertaken. This, in essence, was the rationale underlying this thesis. The rationale was encapsulated 

in the following overarching aims;

• To present an analysis and critical evaluation of the theory and research which underpins the 
concept of school development planning;

• To investigate the process involved in the actualisation of such plans at the reality of practice in 
a selected sample of primary schools in Northern Ireland; and

• To assess the impact of these plans for the whole school, for teachers, and for pupil learning and 
achievement.

Structurally, the thesis consists of two parts. Part One and Part Two. Part one comprises three chapters 

and reflects the first aim cited above. It encapsulates a comprehensive overview and critical analysis of the 

literature pertaining to school development planning and related fields of research. Chapter One purveys a brief 

history of the evolution of development planning in the English and Irish education systems. The changing

* IN T O , School P lanning. 8.

^ Ibid., 9.

^ Ibid., 31.

7



educational and socio-economic climate, the school effectiveness and school improvement movements and the 

quest for greater quality in education are all interlinked with the evolution of school planning and are discussed 

in the course of this chapter. The chapter concludes by suggesting that a powerful strategy for development and 

quality enhancement can be generated by interweaving these various lines of research within the school 

development planning framework.

Chapter Two elucidates on the nature and dimensirais of school development planning. The question 

“what is a school plan?” is considered and the process involved in formulating a plan analysed. Other issues 

addressed include, the purpose and value of planning, the content of school development plans, the process of 

school-based review, the complexities involved in educational change and the contemporary trend for 

simultaneous centralisation and decentralisation.

Chapter Three explores the key variables identified in the literature as essential for the successful 

formulation and implementation of school development plans. This includes an examination of the factors 

affecting the implementation of the plan, the importance of a collaborative work culture, teacher empowerment, 

and the leadership role of the principal.

Part Two of this thesis is concerned with the remaining two aims and embraces seven chapters. It 

comprises an analysis of the actual experience of devising, implementing and evaluating school development 

plans at the reality of practice. In essence, the author desired to test the significance and relevance of the theory 

and research that underpins the concept of school development planning and to describe and analyse what is 

involved in translating such theoretical considerations into practice in the Irish primary school context. 

Essentially, this entailed an examination of the process, impact and key variables involved in school based- 

development planning as experienced by a selected sample of primary schools in Northern Ireland.

The rationale underlying the selection and investigation of school development planning in Northern 

Ireland was that at the time this study commenced the process was at a more advanced state of development 

than was the case in the Republic. As indicated above, the concept of development planning is but an emerging 

issue in the Irish Republic. By contrast, the process has been in operation in many Northern Ireland primary 

schools for the past decade. Since the Education Reform Order (1989), schools in Northern Ireland have been 

advocated to establish development plans to facilitate the implementation of the Northern Ireland Curriculum,

8



for accountability purposes and for managing deveiopinent and change to make the school more effective.' 

Furthermore, schools were supported in this endeavour by the Education and Library Boards who provided in- 

service training and issued guidelines to schools to facilitate them in the establishment of such plans.^

Moreover, the planning model engaged by Northern Ireland primary schools closely matches the 

planning process espoused in the Report on the National Education Convention and the White Paper. Thus, it 

was envisioned that an investigation of development planning in the Northern Ireland context would yield 

information pertinent to the questions and issues fundamental to this research. It was envisaged that an analysis 

of current practice in Northern Ireland would provide educators and policy-makers in the Republic with 

valuable insights into the process and milieu necessary for transmuting the notion of school development 

planning fi-om inception to praxis at the reality of school level. It was also anticipated that the investigation 

would indicate how schools in the Republic could advance from where they are now (traditional planning), to 

where policy directs them to be (development planning), without reinventing the wheel of development 

planning from scratch.

An analysis of the process and progress of development planning in a sample of schools in Northern 

Ireland was also deemed important in its own right as the process had not been long enough in operation for 

sufficient insights and research findings to comprehensively review the experience of schools in devising, 

implementing and evaluating such plans.

The empirical investigation of school development planning in Northern Ireland was predicated on three 

interrelated themes: the planning process, the impact of the plan on the whole school, teachers and pupils, and 

the factors facilitating the operationalisation of the process and the generation of successful outcomes. The 

research conducted to gamer information on these key research themes comprised two phases. Firstly, two 

questionnaire instruments were devised -  a principals’ questionnaire and a teachers’ questionnaire -  to elicit a 

comprehensive overview of the state-of-the-art of development planning in relation to the three themes. In 

addition each principal was requested to furnish a copy of their current school development plan to supplement 

the information obtained from the questionnaire instruments.

'  DENI, Circular 1990/20.

2
For instance, the North Eastern Education and l.ibrary Board issued two booklets to schools - Preparing School Development 

Plansand Preparing Action Plans - as a basis for INSET or for school-based discussion.
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In the second phase, semi-structured interviews were conducted with eleven of the principals who 

responded to the first phase of the research. These interview schedules were devised to complement the data 

yielded by the questionnaires and to enable the author probe significant issues in greater depth. A detailed 

account of the empirical research outlined above is presented in Chapter Four. This chapter elucidates on the 

rationale underlying the empirical investigation and details the design of the research instruments. Chapter four 

also purveys the issues encapsulated in the questionnaires, presents the criteria for evaluating school planning 

documents, and provides a detailed portrayal of the central issues addressed in the interviews with the principal 

teachers.

The ensuing six chapters encapsulate a summary and analysis of the information derived from the 

aforementioned empirical research. They furnish a clear indication of how the schools included in the study 

introduced, devised, and implemented their school development plans. The relevance and significance of issues 

such as school-based review, external support, collaboration, staff development and the leadership role of the 

principal are also considered and the degree to which planning at the reality of practice is commensurate with 

the theoretical considerations expounded in the literature is examined.

Chapter Five presents general background factors pertaining to the participants involved in phase one of 

the research and a brief background note on each of the eleven schools included in the second phase of the 

research. The initial phase of development planning is the focus of Chapter Six. The issues embroiled in the 

process o f ‘getting started’ with development planning are elucidated on, including, teachers’ attitudes towards 

the concept when it was first introduced in their school, whether experience of development planning reinforced 

or modified their initial views or feelings about the process and whether the organisation was ready for 

development planning when it was first introduced.

Chapter Seven presents a comprehaisive overview of the development planning process based on the 

information garnered from an in-depth analysis of the questionnaire instruments and the interview schedules. 

The chapter includes an explication of the purposes underpinning the concept, the planning model engaged by 

schools, the key elements entailed in the process, and the involvement of the various interest groups, including 

staff, parents, pupils, the Board of Governors and the North Eastern Education and Library Board.
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In Chapter Eight an overview of the processes involved in implementing the school development plan is 

presented. The chapter describes the action planning process and details the components included when 

formulating an action plan. In addition, alternative strategies for putting priorities into action are identified. 

Chapter Eight also delineates the processes of monitoring the progress of the plan and evaluating the outcomes. 

The salient issue of time for planning and the major constraints when establishing a development plan are also 

explored in this chapter.

Chapter Nine focuses on two significant facets of school development planning -  the outcomes 

associated with the process and the school-level factors facilitating both the operationalisation of the plan and 

the generation of successfiil outcomes for the whole school, for teachers and for pupils. A detailed examination 

of the effects of school development planning in relation to four interrelated themes is presented - teaching 

styles and methods, pupil learning and achievement in the classroom, teachers’ professional development and 

the level of teamwork and staff collaboration in the school. This chapter also provides an overview of the 

principal’s role in school development planning.

The Written Plans comprise the focus of Chapter Ten. Eighteen comprehensive planning documents were 

analysed and a summary of the elements encapsulated in these plans presented. These elements include, 

introductory statements, criteria for prioritisation, the school development plan document, action plans and 

arrangements for monitoring and evaluation. An indication of who was involved in the formulation and 

implementation of the development plan is also revealed by the written plans.

The thesis concludes with an overview of the main themes emanating from the research and the 

presentation of a number of conclusions predicated on these findings. This account is based on a synthesis of the 

theoretical considerations expounded in the literature review of Part One and the empirical investigation 

conducted and analysed in Part Two. Attention is also focused on the implications of these findings for those 

who work in primary schools and are concerned with their development. In particular, the ramifications of the 

research for school principals who occupy a pivotal role in the creation and realisation of school development 

plans are outlined.

Finally, as adduced earlier, it is envisaged that the research will provide educators and policy-makers 

with a pragmatic indication of how school development plans can be operationalised in Irish Primary schools. 

This is particularly significant in view of the fact that the establishment of a school development plan is now



enshrined in Government legislation. The 1998 Education Act states that “a board [Board of Management] 

shall...m ake arrangements for the preparation o f a plan...and shall ensure that the plan is regularly reviewed 

and updated.” '

While acknowledging that development planning is not “a simple set o f practices, techniques, or recipes 

that one school can copy from another,” it is anticipated that the conclusions and recommendations presented in 

this study will comprise a frame o f reference w hidi Irish schools can adapt to enable them meet the ongoing 

challenge o f providing quality education for students in the twenty-first century. As Fullan has observed, “there 

is nothing so theoretical as good practice.

' Government o f  Ireland, “Section 2 1 Education Act. 1998 (Dublin: The Stationery Office, 1998), 22-23. 

^ Fullan, The New Meaning. 8.
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CHAPTEK c m

Schxyol/EffectiA/e^^xe ,̂ Schoohlmprovem^e^ayui'School/
VeA/elopmeY\t PlavmCng^

IntrodAAxXion/

Changed circumstances create new possibilities, present fresh perspectives, offer different angles and
open up undiscovered pathways. ’

From the nineteen sixties onwards, educational reform accelerated in many countries worldwide. This 

was an era of inimitable growth in expesiditurcs and enrolments, and extensive reforms of schools were 

initiated. “Innovations the more the better, became the mark of progress.”  ̂There was an unequivocal belief that 

education was a positive force; “for an individual, the route to social mobility; for society, the motor of 

prosperity.”  ̂ Educational growth was both demographically and socially impelled, undapinned by the 

economic rationale that a well educated population is a sine qua non for genuine economic progress.^ Thus, the 

period of economic expansion in the 1960s provided the material resources for developing the education system 

and the influence of human capital theory provided a theoretical rationale for doing so. Investment in education 

was viewed “as a form of productive investment which would develop the technical skills of the labour force, 

which would in turn promote rapid economic growth.”’

Many economies foundered in the 1970s, as the oil crisis precipitated a recession and fiscal crisis in public 

expenditure as the cost of services outgrew the political will to pay for them.^ This disruption of sustained 

economic growth challenged the naive quantitative rubric of ‘more education, more prosperity.’ Unemployment

' Patrick Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1993), 68.

^ A. Hargreaves, “Changing Work Cultures,” 5.

^ OECD, Schools and Oualitv: An International Report (Paris: OECD, 1989), 15.

^ Ibid.

’ Council o f  Teachers’ Unions: Education Conference (Dublin: Council o f  Teachers’ Unions, 1992), 5.

^ Stewart Ranson, “From 1944 to 1988: Education, Citizenship and Democracy.” in The Education Reform Act 1988. Its Origins 
and Implications. Eds. Michael F ludeand Merril Hammer (Basingstoke: The Palmer Press, 1990), 6.
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levels rose significantly, and young people encountCTed severe difficulties in entering the labour market. This 

inspired the charge that students were not sufficiently prepared for the world o f work.' The association between 

education and social mobility was no longer apparent.

As other sectors of government began to compete for increasingly diminished resources, the sheer size 

and cost o f education systems was highlighted - how efficient were they? did they give value for money? Given 

the expenditure of large amounts o f money, the demand for cost-benefit analysis was understandable. Some 

evidence o f  the effectiveness of education, usually in terms of student achievement, was deemed important in 

justifying furtha- expoiditure on education.^ In Britain, for instance, the economic crisis goierated a review of 

the purposes and practices o f the education service, in addition to the roles and relationships between the 

education partners.^ The government required value for money - a visible return on its investment in education. 

Thus, from the mid 1970s onwards the British government intimated that education in the future was to be 

accountable to society and the eco n o m y .In  addition, various reports questioned the quality o f comprehcaisive 

schooling, criticised the methods employed by teachers in curriculum planning, and stressed the need to 

strengthen the voice o f parents in education.^

This burgeoning demand for increased accountability was reinforced by Prime Minister James 

Callaghan’s speech at Ruskin College in October 1976. He expressed the public’s concern regarding the 

effectiveness o f schools and emphasised the necessity to improve the quality o f educational provision. The 

publication of a number of influential reports further fuelled public concern with respect to education. The 

regression analyses undertakm for the Plowden Committee indicated that schools had only a periphwal effect 

on pupils. They espoused the view that the key determinants were home background factors such as social class.

' Schools and Quality. 20.

2
George F. Madaus, Peter W. Airasian and Thomas Kellaghan, School Effectiveness: A Reassessment o f  the Evidence (New 

York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1980), 11.

 ̂ Ranson, “From 1944 to 1988,” 17.

'' Ibid., 6-7.

^ Ibid., 7.
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and in particular, parental attitudes.' Similarly, the studies engaged in by Coleman et al.,^ and Jencks et al.,^ 

intimated that variations in the resources of schools had little effect on students’ basic achievement and that 

home background had a far greater influence on a child’s development than did the school. According to 

Johnson and Holdaway, the publication and widespread dissemination of these reports “led many observers all 

too easily to the unfortunate conclusion that schooling makes little difference to student performance.”  ̂Clearly, 

the euphoria surrounding the power of schools to contribute to renewal gradually began to be replaced by doubt, 

and increased demands emanated from both government and public sources for schools to be accountable for 

the quality o f education they afforded their children.^

Notwithstanding, from the late 1970s onwards the sway of this sociological pessimism receded with the 

emergence of a plethora of research on school effectiveness purporting that the charactwistics of individual 

schools can and do make a difference to pupil progress. School effectiveness studies emerged primarily in 

reaction to the view purported by the aforementioned research that home background had a greater influence on 

a child’s development than did the school. They sought to distinguish the impact of family background from 

that of the school, to ascertain whether some schools were more effective than others and, if so, to identify 

which factors contributed to the positive effects.^ The past thirty years also witnessed the concomitant evolution 

of a related field of research - the school improvement paradigm. Analogous to the school effectiveness 

paradigm the field of school improvement also focused on improving quality in education. Moreover, Fullan 

expounds that the research on educational change and school improvement “corroborated the spirit if not all the 

details of [the school effectiveness] findings.”’ Traditionally, however, the two fields developed independent of

' David Reynolds, School Effectiveness and School Improvement in Great Britain (Loughborough University, 1992), 3-4.

2
J. Coleman et al.. Equality o f  Educational Opportunity (W ashington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1966).

 ̂ C. Jencks et al., Inequality: A reassessment o f  the effect o f  family and schooling in America (New York: Basic Books, 1972).

4
Neil A. Johnson and Edward A. Holdaway, “Effectiveness o f  Primary Schools.” International Journal o f  Educational 

Management 4. No. 3 (1990): 4.

^ It must be emphasised, however, that the current review, like any brief history, presents an oversimplification. It telescopes 
complex economic and social developments into orderly categories and amplifies the degree o f  contrast. Moreover, it is likely that public 
analysis o f  education would eventually have taken place in response to the rapidly expanded educational provision, irrespective o f  the 
economic reversals o f  the 1970s and the discomfiting research on effective schools in the late 1970s and mid 1980s.

* L. Stoll and P. Mortimore, “School Effectiveness and School Improvement,” V iew point No. 2 (Institute o f  Education: 
University o f  London, 1995), I.

’  Michael Fullan, Change Forces: Probing the Depths o f  Education Reform (London: The Falmer Press, 1993), 2.
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each other in their efforts to build up a body of knowledge about schools and what was happaiing in and around

them. As Bollen explains in his discourse on school effectiveness and school improvement.

Basically, this body of knowledge is trying to give answers to two fundamental questions: what do schools 
really look like in their daily operations; and how do schools develop over time? The first approach is 
known as school effectiveness research, and is like taking a picture of a school and comparing that with 
pictures of other schools. The second approach is known as school improvement practice, and is like telling 
stories about development and change in schools.'

An explication of the complementary fields of school effectiveness and school improvement and an 

overview of the relationship between the two paradigms is the focus of the following two sections. Firstly, 

Section 1.2 examines the how of change - school improvement. It presents a definition of school improvement 

and provides a succinct descriptiwi of the evolution of the school improvement paradigm in the past thirty 

years. This section also fiimishes a brief explication of the change process and identifies the key factors that 

contribute to successful school improvement.

Section 1.3 traces the evolution of the school effectiveness movement, identifies key characteristics 

associated with effective schools and examines its relationship to school improvement. The section concludes 

by suggesting that a multiconceptual approach to school development that incorporates school effectiveness 

research, school improvement knowledge and other related research (such as research on staff development and 

curriculum development) has evolved in recent years. According to Fullan, this evolving multiconceptual 

approach to school development may be more appropriate for enhancing the quality of educational provision 

than a singular approach and asserts that this development represents a quantum leap in how we think about and 

act in relation to change.^

The final section of this Chapter suggests that the concept of school development planning may be 

regarded as an evolutionary strategy, which appears to subsume a number of research paradigms and currait 

educational trends within a comprehensive framework for development and change. It is purported that 

development planning has the potential to traverse the historical divisions between school effectiveness and 

school improvement. The school development plan can become a cynosure for the convergence of individual 

approaches to school development and thus comprise a holistic and multiconceptual framework for managing 

improvement and change - a potentially powerful strategy for generating effective educational change.

' Robert Bollen, “School Effectiveness and School Improvement,” in Reynolds et al.. M aking Good Schools. 1.

^ Fullan, Change Forces, vii-viii.
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1.1 Tl^e'Sch(>ohImpr<y\/eme^^Pcu-a>dCg^

At a time o f  such world change, few  investments in the future could be more worthwhile than the
improvement o f  schools}

The history o f  an idea or paradigm is often difficult to trace, and indeed, controversy about schools and 

school practices is probably as old as formal education itself However, the decades since the 1960s have 

witnessed the evolution of a more explicit and formalised expression o f school improvement. Indeed, the term 

"school improvement’ has become a leitmotif m educational discourse and a primary governmental concern. As 

the opening quote suggests, few investments in the future are considered more worthwhile than the 

improvement of schools.

The most frequently quoted definition of school improvement emanates from the International School 

Improvement Programme (ISIP) - “a systematic sustained effort aimed at change in learning conditions and 

other related internal conditions in one or more schools with the ultimate aim of accomplishing educational 

goals more effectively.”  ̂ According to Stoll and Mortimore, this definition highlights issues such as the 

importance o f careful planning, management and continuity of the improvement effort. It also emphasises a 

teaching and learning focus as well as the need for supporting organisational conditions.^ A more recent 

definition o f school improvement was purported by Hopkins et al. i.e. “an approach to educational change that 

has the twin purposes o f  enhancing student achievement and strengthening the school’s capacity for managing 

change.”^

One o f the fundamental contributions of the school improvement researchers has been a knowledge base 

pertaining to the process o f  educational change and the factors contributing to successful school improvement. 

Firstly, the school improvement literature emphasises that change is not an event, a task, a set of materials or a 

delivery date but a process that evolves over time. In general, the change process is perceived as a series of

' Peter Mortimore, “ Issues in School Effectiveness,” in School Effectiveness: Research Policy and Practice (London: Cassell,
1992). 162.

2
W. Van Velzen and others. Making School Improvement Work: A Conceptual Guide to Practice (Leuven, Belgium: Acco 

Publishers, 1985), 48.

 ̂ Stoll and Mortimore, “ School Effectiveness and School Improvement,” 2.

4
David Hopkins, Mel Ainscow and Mel West, School Improvement in an ERA o f  Change (London: Cassell, 1994), 68.
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overlapping phases: initiation, implementation and institutionalisation - represented diagramatically by Miles et 

al. as follows:'

Implementation InstitutionalisationInitiation

Stoll and Mortimore include a fourth phase - outcome - in their explication o f the change process. They state 

that outcome refers to a variety o f results including the impact on students, teachers, the organisation and 

school-community relations.^ A similar change process is advocated by Bollen:

^hases^o£thej)rocesso^jm
Preparation 

Diagnostic phase 
Strategic planning phase 

Developmental phase 
_________ Evaluation phase^_________

He states that in practice, almost any improvement effort can be divided into such sub-processes. However, he 

stresses that the model is not to be regarded as a purely linear process - improvement is not linear or capable of 

being encapsulated in a technological, rational paradigm.'*

Secondly, the school improvement literature emphasises that the process o f improvement is predicated 

on a number of interrelated factors or conditions. Indeed, an overview o f the literature pertaining to school 

improvement and educational change reveals that a number of key messages for both practitioners and policy 

makers are repeatedly highlighted and emphasised. These key messages - a number o f which are delineated on 

in greater detail in Chapter Three - include the following:

' Miles et al., cited in Ibid., 37.

2
Stoll and Mortimore, “ School Effectiveness and School Improvement,” 3.

3
Bollen, “School Effectiveness and School Improvement,” 15.

“* Ibid., 14-15.
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• Change takes time - there is ‘no magic bullet’ or ‘quick-fix’ solution.

• School improvement needs to focus not only on the implementation of centralised policies and/or 
school based initiatives but also on creating the internal school conditions that can sustain the teaching 
and learning process.

• Effective leadership and management of the change process are critical.

• School improvement initiatives should have an impact on student learning.

• Individuals involved in the improvement effort should perceive a need for the change in question.

• A school culture characterised by shared goals and understandings, shared leadership and collaborative 
work practices is essential for successful school improvement.

• Pupils’ learning should comprise the main focus for improvement.

• Problems, which are intrinsic to the change process, should be confronted and a concerted effort made 
to find a solution.

• A planned approach to change that is flexible and adaptable rather than rigidly imposed is advocated.

• In order to be future-orientated schools must be vision-driven, not only goal directed.

These key messages culled from the school improvement literature indicate how a school can become 

more effective. Moreover, researchers such as Fullan, Louis and Miles, and MacGilchrist et al. assert that these 

factors operate simultaneously and that the presence of a substantial number of these factors reinforces and 

sustains implementation.’

As intimated above, our knowledge of school improvement has emanated from a variety of sources - the 

school improvement enterprise dynamically overlaps and intermingles with the wider literature on educational 

change, school-self evaluation, school effectiveness and quality enhancement. Indeed, Joyce proclaims that 

there are many avenues into school improvement and assats that a number of ‘doors’ - individual approaches - 

have been opened in recent decades in the quest for improvement.^ He describes five different ‘doors’ each 

offering a way of ‘getting into’ school improvement:

• Collegiality: the development of collaborative and professional relations within and beyond 
schools.

• Research: the study and use of research findings on issues such as school and classroom 
effectiveness or the process of change.

• Fullan, The New Meaning: Louis and Miles, Improving the Urban High School: B. MacGilchrist, Kate Myers and June Reed, 
The Intelligent School (London: Paul Chapman Publishing, 1997).

2
Bruce R. Joyce, ' ‘The Doors to School Improvement,” Educational Leadership 48, No. 8 (1991): 61-62.
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• Site-specific information: the collection and analysis of school and pupil data; action research in 
classrooms.

• Curriculum initiatives: the introduction of curricular, or as in the case of information technology, 
cross curricular changes.

• The study o f  instruction: the study, discussion and development of a range of teaching strategies 
and skills.'

However, the research intimates that no one approach holds the key to school improvement. For instance, 

a much opened ‘door’ in the early 1980s was that named school-based review or school-self-evaluation, which 

in some schools built on experiences procured from entering the teacher-based action research door.^ However, 

in Studies in School Self-Evaluation, Clift et al. remarked that “many of the studies reported that school self- 

evaluation did not prove to be an effective means of bringing about substantial and enduring changes in schools 

where it occurred and in none did it prove to be a cost-effective one.^ Evaluation will not lead inexorably to 

school improvement. It needs to be set within a wider school development approach, and interlinked with staff 

development and planning strategies within the school as well as external demands for accountability and 

curriculum reform.'' More recent evaluation schemes such as GRIDS (Guidelines for the review and internal 

development of schools), developed by the Schools Council in Britain, offered schools a more autonomous and 

developmental approach to evaluation. Moreover, they stressed that the raison d'etre of school self-evaluation 

should be development for improvement by those within the school.^ Indeed, Joyce emphasises that

no single approach, taken alone, will emerge as the treatment of choice. Major school improvement 
programs probably need to begin with agreemait by all parties that all the doors will be open, with 
collegial faculties using research and site specific information and studying and improving curriculum and 
instruction.®

' Ibid.

 ̂ David Hopkins, “Changing School Culture Through Development Planning,” in School Effectiveness Research, eds., S.

Riddell and S. Brown, 60.

^ Ibid., 200.

4
David Hopkins, Evaluation For School Development (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1989), 190.

 ̂ Abbott et al.. Guidelines for Review and Internal Development in Schools: Primary School Handbook. 2“* ed. (UK: Longman 

for the School Curriculum Development Committee, 1988).

® Joyce, “The Doors to School Improvement,” 61-62.
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Schools need to discover a means of opening the doors to school improvement simultaneously or consecutively 

and of inter-linking the pathways behind them: ‘Svhatever door a faculty enters,...everyone [will be required] to 

wander around in all tlie passageways.” '

A number of researchers argue that over the past thirty years, approaches to school improvement have 

been characterised by two discrete sets of assumptions - Table 1.1 below.^ Emanating within the political and 

socio-economic climate alluded to above, the early approach to school improvement involved a technological 

perspective whereby,

innovations were brought to schools from outside of them and then introduced top down, in which 
innovation was based upcm the knowledge produced by persons outside the school, in which the focus was 
the school’s formal organisation and curriculum...and in which the goals were learning outcomes. The 
whole improvement edifice was based upon a positivistic, quantitative evaluation of effects.^

Table 1.1 Characteristics of two school improvement paradigms

1960 1980

Orientation 

Knowledge base

Targeting

Outcomes

Goals

Top down 

Elite knowledge

Organisation/curriculum based 

Pupil outcome orientated 

Outcomes as given

Bottom up

Practitifflier knowledge or 
‘folk lore’

Process based

School process oriented

Outcomes problematic

Focus

Methodology of 
evaluation

Site

Focus

School focused

‘Hard’ quantitative evaluation

Course, outside school 

Part of school

Teacher focused

‘Soft’ naturalistic, 
qualitative evaluation

School

Whole school

' Ibid., 62.

2
D. Reynolds, D. Hopkins and L. Stoll, “ Linking School Effectiveness Knowledge and School Improvement Practice,” School 

Effectiveness and School Improvement 4. No. 1 (1993): 188.

 ̂ Ibid.

^ Ibid.
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It was oivisaged that well-designed programmes or projects, introduced in a ‘top-down,’ linear fashion, 

would percolate readily into school environmaits, whwe professionals could rationally weigh their merits;' “It 

was as if  adopting a practice were tantamount to its actually being put in practice.”  ̂ However, achieving change 

is much more a matter o f implementation of new practices at the school level than it is o f simply deciding to 

adopt them. Consequently, despite the blaze of publicity, and the glossy, colourful and imaginative products, it 

was apparent by the 1970s that the curriculum reform movement had dramatically failed to alter life in schools.^

As Schmuck and Miles remarked, “schools remained largely as they were with new features...in evidence 

only here and there.”  ̂ In reaction to the failure of this approach to bring about school improvement, a new 

emphasis emerged in the 1980s, which Reynolds asserts is still reflected in much o f the literature on school 

improvement today. The “new” improvement paradigm emphasised the importance of relying upon practitiraier 

knowledge, rather than the knowledge o f external researchers, and focused on changes to educational processes 

rather than to school management or organisational features which were regarded as reified constructs. It 

celebrated internally generated ‘bottom-up’ solutions and completely school-based improvement endeavours, 

with an incline towards qualitative and naturalistically oriented evaluation of the enterprise, rather than 

quantitative measurement.^

However, the underlying maxims of the ‘new’ improvement paradigm were as educationally unsound as 

those o f the earlio- technological view o f school improvement. For instance, Reynolds and Packer state that 

basing improvement programmes completely within schools and reliance on practitioner knowledge alone 

would “condemn practitioners to ignorance...lead to a futile reinvention of the wheel in each change attempt., .or 

imprison them in an educational jail o f poor practice.”* Moreover, these authors allege that the process or 

journey o f undertaking school improvement often appeared more important than reaching any particular

' Michael Huberman, “Critical Introduction,” to Successful School Improvement (Buckingham: Open University 
Press, 1992), 9.

^ Ibid., 10.

3
David Hopkins, “W hat is School Improvement?” in Alternative Perspectives on School Improvement, eds., David Hopkins and 

Marvin Wideen (Lewes; The Falmer Press, 1984), 8.
Ibid., 9.

 ̂ David Reynolds, “Linking school effectiveness knowledge and school improvement practice,” in School-based management 
and school effectiveness, ed.. Clive Dimmock (London: Routledge, I9 9 3 ),4 I .

^ David Reynolds and Anthony Packer, “ School Effectiveness and School Improvement in the 1990s,” in School Effectiveness: 
Research. Policy and Practice, eds., D. Reynolds and P. Cuttance (London: Cassell, 1992), 183.

22



destination and that the effect of changes in schools were rarely empirically evaluated.' Furthermore, this 

concept o f school improvement is not consistent with current thinking cm school organisations, which envisage 

schools as the centre of change? Fullan cites Sirotnik who asserts that ‘to say something is at the centre implies 

a good deal around it.’̂  A school is not an island, isolated from its socio-political context. Moreover, in many 

countries in the 1990s, much educational change is externally generated and school organisations are required to 

adapt these to their own unique needs and circumstances.'*

Reynolds and Packer purport that school improvement reactively shifted from one paradigm to its 

opposite, but, as Newman alleged, ‘The fruth does not lie mid-way between exfremes but actually lies in both of 

them.’̂  Indeed, it is likely that Reynolds delineation of two discrete improvement paradigms in an endeavour to 

explicate and simplify the research is somewhat fallacious. While the underlying principles of the two 

improvement paradigms may indicate the existence of two distinct, ‘either/or’ movements, at the level of 

practice it is likely that many educators and practitioners based school improvement initiatives on an integrated 

philosophy which combined elanents from both paradigms, flising, for instance, the knowledge-base of 

researchers with the practical experience of practitioners, employing qualitative as well as quantitative research 

and integrating top-down as well as school generated initiatives. Like ‘prescriptions’ or ‘recipes’ for designing 

effective schools, improvement initiatives based on a singular paradigmatic knowledge-base are not in 

themselves sufficient to change schools or their personnel. Single approaches are unlikely to be as powerful an 

agent for school improvement as a synthesis. As Goodlad postulates, “significant educational improvement of 

schooling...requires we focus on whole schools, not just teachers, or principals or curriculum or organisation or 

school-community relationships, but all these.”^

‘ Ibid.

2
Goodlad. A Place Called School: Fullan, The New Meaning.

3
Michael Fullan and Andy Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? (Buckingham: Open University Press,

1992), 71.

4
Reynolds and Packer, “ School Effectiveness,” 182.

 ̂ Newman, cited in Ibid.

^ Goodlad, A Place Called School, xvi.

23



Concomitant with the evolution of the school improvement paradigm the concept of school effectiveness 

was also investigated. However, although commcxialties exist between the two paradigms, historically, the 

fields of school effectiveness and school improvement emerged as two separate bodies of knowledge with their 

own methodologies and conceptualisations. As outlined above, school improvement researchers focused their 

studies on the processes that schools go through to become more successful. School effectiveness researchers mi 

the other hand, examined schooling in order to ascertain why some schools are more effective than others in 

promoting successful outcomes and what characteristics are most commonly found in schools that are effective 

for their pupils.' By focusing on best practices of schools, school effectiveness contributes direction for the what 

of change. An explication of this paradigm comprises the focus of the forthcoming section.

1.2 Tl^Sch<yxyh^ffkctXA/e/i^ie^pa^cuii0W/

But What Should We Change To?
The Answer is Simple; To More Effective Schooling?

Interest in school effectiveness emerged in the 1970s, partly in response to reduced public confidence in 

the quality of education and pressure for increased accountability, and partly as a reaction and as a challenge to 

the aforementicmed research of Coleman et al., Jencks et al., and Plowden. In questioning the autonomous 

influence of schools on student achievement over and above the powerful factors of home background and 

community, these reports “undermined not only the egalitarian ambitions of school reform but challenged the 

very value of schooling itself”  ̂ However, in recent decades, a plethora of research emerged purporting that 

individual schools do indeed make a difference to pupils’ educational development. Furthermore, many 

researchers delineated a number of factors that appear to be portentous in determining that difference.

The seminal work of Weber in the early 1970s signified the first major American study of school 

effectiveness. Weber studied four “instructionally effective” schools, and identified factors such as strong 

leadership, an orderly atmosphwe, resource distribution, and high expectations as significant correlates of

' L. Stoll and others, “Merging School Effectiveness and School Improvement,” in Making Good Schools. 113.

2
Mortimore, “Responding to Change: The Challenge for Education Systems,” The Seamas O ’Suilleabhain Memorial Lecture,

St. Patrick’s College, Maynooth, 11"'’ Feb. 1993, I I .

^ Schools and Quality. 22.
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effectiveness.' Building upon Weber’s study, Edmwids obtained research findings supporting his thesis that “all 

children are eminently educable and that the behaviour of the school is critical in detCTmining the quality of that 

education.”  ̂ Two inner-city schools serving poor populations were studied; one was considered to be high 

achieving and the other low achieving.^

Based on this work, Edmonds listed five ‘ingredients’ of an effective school, analogous to those 

identified by Weber:

• Strong leadership by the principal;

• High expectations for children’s achievement;

• An orderly atmosphere conducive to learning;

• An emphasis on basic-skill acquisition; and

• Frequent monitoring of students’ progress.'*

However, much of this earlier research on school effects was based on an input-output paradigm and 

focused narrowly on the relation between physical school inputs and “scholastic ‘achievement,’ narrowly 

defined in terms of performance on standardised tests of ability and attainment.”  ̂ Little reference was accorded 

to the process that intervened between the two sets of variables. Madaus et al. assert that this concept comes 

closer to the economic doctrine of efficiency rather than true effectiveness.^ Furthermore, standardised tests of 

ability and verbal reasoning focus mainly on the cognitive outcomes of schooling. There are, however, many 

espoused purposes and goals of education and in concentrating on cognitive measures, many other equally 

important outcomes may be overlooked. As Sirotnick argues, “...reliance upon test scores is not characteristic of

' Peter Mortimore, “The Nature and Findings o f  Research on School Effectiveness in the Primary Sector,” School Effectiveness 
Research: Its Messages for School Improvement, eds., Sheila Riddell and Sally Brown (Edinburgh: HMSO, 1991), 11.

^ Ron R. Edmonds, “Effective Schools for the Urban Poor,” Educational Leadership 37, No. I (1979): 20.

 ̂ Peter Mortimore, “The Nature and Findings o f  Research,” 11.

4
Esmonds, cited in Steward C. Purkey and Marshall S. Smith, “Effective Schools: A Review,” The Elementary School 

Journal 83, No. 4 (1983): 429.

 ̂ Madaus et al.. School Effectiveness: A Reassessment. 16-23.

® Ibid., 103.
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good research in effective schools....Achievement scores may provide useful descriptive data, but they have no 

‘supreme status against which the relevance o f all other information is judged’.” '

A more comprehensive definition of effectiveness was encompassed by various otha- researchers, 

including Rutter et al. (1979),^ Purkey and Smith (1983),^ Mortimore et al. (1988),'* Sammons et al. (1995)^ and 

Reynolds et al. (1996).^ These subsequent researchers concentrated on non-academic outcomes in addition to 

outcomes related to student achievement, and focused on “the importance o f the process by which people within 

schools interact to determine goals, conduct everyday business and accommodate conflict and change.”  ̂ Much 

o f the research undertaken before the seminal work of Rutter et al., failed to take cognisance o f differential 

intake among schools. Mortimore affirms that in order to measure potential school influence, like should be 

compared with like, but the student composition of schools is rarely uniform. Thus, to assess the effectiveness 

o f  schools without taking differential intake into account would be most misleading.* Indeed, Mortimore 

incorporates this essential axiom into his definition of an effective school - “one in which pupils progress further 

than might be expected from consideration of its intake.”’

The first major UK study to incorporate such issues as cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes, a focus on 

the processes o f schooling and differential intake was that conducted by Rutter and his colleagues. They 

confirmed that schools have a significant impact on children’s development and that it “does matter which 

school a child attends.” '® They indicated that secondary schools in inner London varied significantly on a range

' Sirotnick, cited in Peter Coleman and Joan Collinge, “ In the Web: Internal and External Influences Affecting School 
Improvement,” School Effectiveness and School Improvement 2, No. 4 (1991): 263.

^ Michael Rutter et al.. Fifteen Thousand Hours (London: Open Books, 1979).

 ̂ Steward Purkey and Marshall Smith, “Effective Schools: A Review,” The Elementary School Journal 83, No. 4 (1983).

4
Peter Mortimore et al.. School Matters: The Junior Years (London: Open Books, 1988).

 ̂ Pam Sammons. Josh Hillman and Peter Mortimore, Key Characteristics o f  Effective Schools: A Review o f  School 
Effectiveness Research (London: Ofsted, 1995).

^ David Reynolds et al.. Making Good Schools (London: Routledge, 1996).

 ̂Purkey and Smith, “Effective Schools: A Review,” 429.

g
Mortimore, “The Nature and Findings o f  Research,” 9-13.

9
Mortimore, “Responding to Change,” 11.

Rutter et al.. Fifteen Thousand Hours. 43-65.
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o f outcomes, including pupil in-school behaviour, the regularity o f pupil attendance, examination success and 

their delinquency rates. The effective schools were characterised by factors as varied as “the degree o f academic 

emphasis, teacher actions in lessons, the availability o f incentives and rewards, good conditions for pupils and 

the extent to which children were able to take responsibility.” ' The researchers fijrther intimated that this 

constellation of factors are intercorrelated, and combine to create an ‘ethos’ or school culture which would 

become characteristic o f the school.

Purkey and Smith corroborate the significance o f an appropriate school culture in relation to school 

effectiveness. They maintain that “...an academically effective school is distinguished by its culture: a structure, 

process, and climate of values and norms that emphasise successful teaching and learning...a school’s culture 

can [also] lead to goals other than academic achievement.^ In presenting their portrait o f an effective school, 

they furnish nine organisational and structural variables, including, school-wide staff development and 

curriculum articulation and organisation.^ Purkey and Smith expound however, that these factors alone are not 

sufficient for gaierating an effective school. Four process variables - collaborative planning and collegial 

relationships, a sense of community, clear goals, and high expectations - “infuse some meaning and life into the 

process o f improvement”  ̂ and coalesce to determine the climate and culture of the school.^ They are perceived 

as the dynamic force o f the school, nurturing an atmosphere that fosters increased student achievement.

The foundations for a theory o f school effectiveness were further enhanced by the seminal work of 

Mortimore and his colleagues on the Inner London Education Authority’s Junior School Project. It analysed a 

more comprehensive range of pupils’ educational outcomes than earlier studies and eschewed a narrow focus on 

basic skills alone. In contrast to most other studies, Mortimore et al. investigated factors pertaining to both the 

school as a whole and the teachers’ classroom practices and revealed how these relate to student outcomes. 

They identified twelve key factors that promote effectiveness, and significantly, are within the control o f the

' Ibid., 177-179.

2
Purkey and Smith, “Effective Schools: A Review,” 422 and 444. 

 ̂ Ibid., 443.

4
Hargreaves and Hopkins. The Empowered School, 111.

 ̂ Purkey and Smith, “Effective Schools: A Review,” 444-445.
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school. These factors include purposeful leadership of the staff by the head teacher, the involvement of teachers, 

a positive climate and intellectually challaiging teaching.' Their research findings firmly endorsed the links 

propounded by Rutter et al. and Purkey and Smith, between student behaviour, attainment, and school culture, 

and reiterated many of the aforementioned variables requisite for school effectiveness. Mortimore concluded 

that “some schools are better able to foster progress than are others even when in some cases, the pupil intake to 

the less effective school appears more promising.”^

The key characteristics of effective schools identified by Mortimore et al. were reiterated in many 

subsequent studies, including those conducted by Teddlie and Stringfield,^ Levine and Lesotte and Sammons et 

al. In a report commissioned by Ofsted, these latter authors summarised British and North American research 

literature and provided a list of eleven key factors found to be associated with effective schools.'* They related 

that although there is no simple combination of factors that can produce an effective school, there is, 

nevertheless, a core of consistency to be found across a wide variety of school effectiveness studies conducted 

in both Britain and abroad. They cautioned, however, against regarding the correlates of effectiveness as a 

blueprint for school improvement; “recipes for success and ‘quick fixes’ are not supported by the research 

base.”  ̂ They maintain that school Improvement efforts also require a focus on the processes of change and an 

understanding of the unique history and context of each individual school.*

Notwithstanding, the influences of the home and community should not be discounted. Indeed, since 

Coleman et al. suggested that the variations between schools are small, controversy regarding the size of school

' Ibid., 250-256.

2
Peter Mortimore, “The Nature and Findings o f  Research ”

3
C.Teddlie and S. Stringfield, Schools M ake a Difference: Lessons Learned From a lO-Year Study O f  School Effects (New 

York: Teacher’s College Press, 1993).

4
Sammons et al.. Key Characteristics o f  Effective Schools. 8.

’ Ibid., 7.

* Ibid., 2.
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effects on pupils has pervaded the literature on school effectiveness.' It would appear that early assumptions 

that school influence might be as large as family or community influences were misleading since a significant 

number o f studies in recent years reveal that only eight to fifteen percent o f the variation in pupil outcomes are 

accredited to between-school differences.^ Moreover, Creemers and Reezigt maintain that student and 

classroom level factors are potoitially more powerful predictors of student achievement than school level 

factors are and contend that “the effect sizes now attributed to school factors...m ight be reduced when 

classroom level factors are taken into account.”^

It is important to note, however, that whatever the precise size of school effects,

the school environment is a modifiable or alterable influence on young people, unlike their community, 
family background, or the wider systems of inequality and social stratification that affect them. Schools 
can do little to change these wider influences on young people but it is clear that they can have substantial 
positive effects upon young peoples’ development if  they can become more effective.'*

As Riddell and Brown remark, the implications of school effectiveness for teachers are clear. “No longer cast as 

passive observers in an unalterable process, school effectiveness research characterises those who teach in and 

manage schools as the key actors in the production o f a better education system.”  ̂ Indeed, school effectiveness 

research which appeared to proffer significant insights for education was widely disseminated, and doubtlessly 

contributed to the debate about improving the quality of schools. For instance, two reports - Effective Primary 

Schools^ and Effective Secondary Schools^ - were published by H. M. Inspectorate (Scotland), following 

investigative and development work on the nature of effective schools and inspection reports on individual 

institutions. In addition to offering practical advice to schools, these publications provided concrete examples of

' A detailed discussion on the size o f  school effects can be found in, David Reynolds, School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement in Great Britain. 1992. This report is also published as chapter one in D. Reynolds and Peter Cuttance, eds.. School 
Effectiveness: Research. Policv and Practice. School Development Series (London: Cassell, 1992).

^ P. Cuttance, “ Assessing the Effectiveness o f  Schools,” in D. Reynolds and P. Cuttance, School Effectiveness.

 ̂Bert Creemers and Gerry Reezigt, “School Level Conditions Affecting the Effectiveness o f  Instruction,” School Effectiveness 
and School Improvement 7, No. 3 (1996): 222.

4
David Reynolds, “School Effectiveness in Secondary Schools: Research and its Policy Implications,” in School Effectiveness 

Research: Its Messages for School Improvement, eds., Sheila Riddell and Sally Brown (Edinburgh: HMSO, 1991), 22.

^ Sheila Riddell and Sally Brown, “ School Effectiveness: Establishing the Link with Research,” in School Effectiveness 
Research, eds., Riddell and Brown, 2.

^ HM Inspectors o f  Schools, Scottish Education Department, Effective Primary Schools (Fxlinburgh: HMSO, 1989).

 ̂ HM Inspectors o f  Schools, Scottish Education Department, Effective Secondary Schools (Edinburgh: HMSO, 1988).
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good teaching and learning strategies, partnership with parents, effective management, and evaluation. 

Consequently, these and other reports served to increase both government and public awareness of what schools 

should be like in order to be effective and endorsed calls for greater accountability and quality.

The effective schools movement, however, also encountered incisive criticism from a number of 

researchers, including, Purkey and Smith, Mortimore, Reynolds et al., Creemers and Reezigt, Sammons, and 

Elliot.’ These critiques have questioned the validity o f research outcomes founded on achievement tests o f basic 

skills, the feasibility o f  assumed casual connections and cross-cultural generalisations, a penchant to aggregate 

data simplistically across large numbers o f schools, and the dearth of longitudinal research to determine the 

consistency o f school effects over time. In addition, the intCTConnection between school and classroom 

improvement is not well described. Due to the relatively recent developments in multilevel techniques there are 

only a few examples of three level analyses in which student achievement is the dependent variable and factors 

at both the classroom and the school level are specified.^ Indeed, Creemers goes so far as to expound that “many 

school level factors are rather meaningless when they are not clearly linked to classroom factors.”  ̂ Likewise, 

Fielding argues that the “big headings which dominate the lexicon of school effectiveness tend to give a false 

promise of practical guidance, primarily because they do not take the standpoint of classroom practitioners 

sufficiently seriously.”^

Moreover, researchers such as Reynolds and Elliot have concluded that the entire enterprise o f school 

effectiveness is in a ‘time warp.’  ̂ They allege that the studies that have been conducted are all ageing rapidly.

’ A critique o f  the effective schools movement can be found in Purkey and Smith, “Effective Schools: A Review;” 427-452;

Peter Mortimore, “ Issues in School Effectiveness,” in School Effectiveness: Research Policy and Practice. 154-163; D. Reynolds, D.

Hopkins and L. Stoll, “ Linking School Effectiveness Knowledge and School Improvement Practice,” School Effectiveness and School 

Improvement 4, No. I (1993): 37-58; Creemers and Reezigt, “ School Level Conditions”; Pam Sammons, “Com plexities in the Judgement o f  

School Effectiveness,” Educational Research and Evaluation 2, No. 2 (1996): 113-149; John Elliot, “School Effectiveness Research and its 

Critics: alternative visions o f  schooling,” Cambridge Journal o f  Education 26, No. 2 (1996).

2
Creemers and Reezigt, “ School Level Conditions,” 223.

 ̂ Bert Creemers, “The school effectiveness knowledge base,” in Reynolds et al.. Making Good Schools. 53.

4
Michael Fielding, “Beyond school effectiveness and school improvement: lighting the slow fuse o f  possibility,” in John White 

and Michael Barber (eds). Perspectives on School Effectiveness and School Improvement (London: Institute o f  Education University o f  
London, 1997).

 ̂ David Reynolds, “School Effectiveness and Quality in Schools,” in Improving Education: Promoting Quality in Schools , eds., 

Peter R ibbinsand Elizabeth Burridge. School Development Series (London: Cassell. 1994), 23; Elliot, “School Effectiveness Research and 

its Critics,” 222.
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The characteristics and processes that contributed to the development of an effective school in the 1980s and

1990s may not be sufficient for school development and improvement in the new millainium.

This world has new needs at the level of pupil outcomes from schools - the skills to access information and 
to work collaboratively in groups, and the social outcomes of being able to cope in a highly complex world 
are just three new educational goals which are never used as outcomes in the school effectiveness 
literature. Will the schools that gaierated high test score performance in the 1970s and 1980s be the 
schools that also generate these new social and academic achievements? It seems rather unlikely.'

Other criticisms of school effectiveness research concern the proclivity of researchers to present

knowledge pertaining to effective schools in the form of lists. In fact, Barth advises educators and policy

makers to circumvent initiatives predicated on a conception of educational improvement known as ‘list logic. ’

The assumption of many outside of schools seems to be that if they can create lists of desirable school 
characteristics, if they can only be clear enough about directives and regulations, then these things will 
happen in schools....The vivid lack of congruence between the way schools are and the way others’ lists 
would have them be, cause most school people to feel overwhelmed, insulted, and inadequate -  hardly 
building blocks for improving schools or professional relationships.^

In fact. Fielding suggests that “the isolation of variables is particularly susceptible to distortions typical of

atomistic understandings of the social world which tell us nothing about the interactions, interconnections and

contradictions of lived reality.”  ̂ Lists and summaries of school effectiveness characteristics should be used as a

starting point for thinking about the school rather than as blueprints for action.

The preclusion of discussion in much of the literature about the nature of the process that leads to 

effectiveness has also invited criticism. As Hopkins et al. asseverate, “knowledge, without the process to put it 

into practice, is of little use.”  ̂ Merely knowing what makes some schools effective and others inadequate will 

not suffice “to metamorphose the second into the first.”  ̂ As Goodlad expounded in 1994, “Futurists have a 

tantalising way of describing the year 2001 as though being there has little to do with getting there.”* School

* D. Reynolds, “School Effectiveness and Quality,” 23.

 ̂ R. Barth, Improving Schools From Within: Teachers. Parents and Principals can make a Difference (San Francisco: Jossey 
Bass, 1990), 37-38.

 ̂ Fielding, “Lighting the slow fiise o f  possibility,” 140.

4
Hopkins et al.. School Improvement in an ERA ofC hange. 63.

 ̂ OECD. Schools and Quality. 125.

^ Goodlad, A Place Called School. 321.
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effectiveness researchers have not completed the task of translating results into a programme of action, nor 

adequately addressed the issue of what teachers should really do to make their schools effective.'

Although Creemers and Reezigt suggest that the similarity of the school effectiveness research findings

may “be attributed to reviewers who continue to study a set of literature which has been reviewed before,

thereby creating a self-repetition of findings,”  ̂ the commonality of the research findings would indicate that

there is an essential core of features characteristic of an effective school which can be used as a knowledge base

for school improvement. In fact, Fullan maintains that despite the historic lack of take-up of school

effectiveness research by those engaged in school improvement, the school effectiveness movement has

contributed fundamental principles to the wider school improvement literature. School effectiveness research

has helped “lay and firmly anchor a number of essential elements that must form the foundation for any

systematic attack in the area of school improvement.”  ̂ As Reynolds expounds, “For all the doubts and

uncertainties in the field, it is important to remember that school effectiveness research has enduring usefulness

for schools and teachers.”  ̂Likewise, Firestone asserts that

there is a core of consistency to be found across a variety of studies conducted both hwe and abroad with a 
wide range of different methodological strengths and weaknesses. Moreover, there is considerable support 
for the key findings in related research on organisational behaviour in a variety of work settings and 
countries.^

Indeed, Mortimore proposes that considerable scope exists for translating the knowledge base gained 

from school effectiveness work into school improvement and change strategies that will ultimately ensure 

greater effectiveness in schools in terms of producing higher levels of academic and social achievement by 

pupils.^ He argues for transferring “the energy, knowledge and skills of school effectiveness research to the

* Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 110.

2
Creemers and Reezigt, “ School Level Conditions,” 200.

 ̂ Fullan. ChanRe Forces. 1.

4
David Reynolds. “School Effectiveness and Quality in Schools,” in Improving Education: Promoting Quality in Schools, eds., 

Peter R ibbinsand Elizabeth Burridge, School Development Series (London: Cassell, 1994), 23.

 ̂ W. A. Firestone, “Chapter One,” in J. R. Bliss, W. A. Firestone and C. E. Richards, eds., Rethinking Effective Schools: 
Research and Practice (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall. I9 9 l) ,9 .

^ Mortimore, “The Nature and Findings o f  Research,” 16-17.
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study o f school improvement.” ' Similarly, Hopkins refers to the “necessary synthesis between improvement and 

effective schools knowledge.”^

As mentioned above, however, there has been a historic lack of interface between the fields of school 

effectiveness and school improvement. Although the publication o f the early school effectiveness studies 

promoted widespread curricular initiatives in North America, in their endeavours to initiate school reform, 

many policy makers and educators in the 1980s appeared oblivious to the complexities involved in creating 

effective schools, and developed programmes and policies based on an inadequate data base; namely, the five or 

six factor “formulas” proffered by researchers such as Weber, Edmonds and Lezotte (1989).^ According to 

Berry and Ginsberg, “the six-factor effectiveness formula...[was] readily consumed by reformers and 

transformed into policy mandates and training programmes.”  ̂ It is likely that this myopic perspective on the 

effectiveness research reflected the prevailing political climate to “get tough on the basics by increasing the 

number and visibility o f  high stakes tests...and emphasising traditional 3Rs subjects.” As pressure for schools to 

develop and change increased with the publication o f A Nation at Risk, the effective schools ‘formula’ yielded a 

legitimate framework for school improvement.^

However, by most accounts, these curricular initiatives foundered at the implementation stage. It became 

increasingly apparent that ‘top-down’ models of change did not work, that teachers required inservice training 

to acquire new knowledge and skills, and that implementation did not occur spontaneously as a result of 

legislative fiat.* Moreover, Cuban noted that with basic skills achievement data as the predominant measure of 

effectiveness, the association between “what is taught and what is tested tightened - with a rigid vengeance...at

' p. Mortimore, “School Effectiveness Research: W hich Way at the Crossroads?” School Effectiveness and School 

Improvement. No. 3 (1991): 223.

 ̂ Reynolds, “Linking school effectiveness knowledge,” 191.

 ̂ Peter M ortimore and others, “School Development Planning in Primary School: Does it Make a Difference?” (University o f  

London: Institute o f  Education. 1993), 4; Barnett Berry and Rick Ginsberg, “Effective Schools and Teacher Professionalism,” in Rethinking 

Effective Schools: Research and Practice, eds.. Bliss et al. (Englewood Cliffs, N ew  Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1991), 139.

4
Barnett and Ginsberg, “Effective Schools and Teacher Professionalism,” 139.

’ Ibid.

* D. Hopkins and N. Lagerweij, “The school improvement knowledge base,” in Reynolds et al. Making Good Schools. 60.
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the expense of a liberal arts curriculum and higher order thinking skills.” ' This conclusion was reiterated by 

Stringfield and Teddlie in the Louisiana School Effectiveness Study who remarked that in 1990, virtually every 

school in the study was teaching “test taking skills” before the Spring testing season. Consequently, schools 

were achieving the objective o f higher achievement test scores rather than inaeased student achievement - thus 

giving an illusion o f effectiveness, while in reality the quality o f  children’s education was not being enhanced.^

While school improvement programmes based on a narrow interpretation of the effectiveness 

knowledge-base enjoyed a modicum of success, it is unlikely that this concept of school improvement would 

generate widespread acquiescence and endorsement in the prevailing climate o f educational change. As Fullan 

expounds, the change process is characterised by “complexity, dynamism, and unpredictability...[and is] in 

many circumstances ‘unknowable.’ Consequently, ‘formulas’ or ‘prescriptions’ for improvement are unlikely 

to work - the effective schools’ correlates should be regarded only as possible ingredients for a recipe which the 

school determines and subsequently proceeds to mix, rather than blueprints for action.

With regard to the British tradition, Reynolds highlights the historic lack of any interface between school 

effectiveness research and school improvement practice. Apart from the studies undertaken by Maughan et al.,'* 

and Ouston et al.,’ there has been little take-up of the knowledge base o f school effectiveness, scant use of the 

research in school development programmes and little appreciation or acknowledgement o f school effectiveness 

research in the works of “school improvers.”* Neither has there been more than partial take up of the insights 

from school improvement programmes into school effectiveness research designs.’ According to Reynolds et 

al., only in Israel, and in Australia - where school effectiveness has been linked to school improvement through

' Cuban, cited in Berry and Ginsberg, “Effective Schools and Teacher Professionalism,” 141.

2
Sam Stringfield and Charles Teddlie, “School Improvement Efforts,” in School EfTectiveness and School Improvement I , No. 

2 (1990): 154-156.

 ̂ Fullan. Change Forces. 19 and 20.
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Barbara Maughan et al., “Can School Change? 1: Outcomes at Six London Secondary Schools,” School Effectiveness and 

School Improvement. I , No. 3 (1991): 188-210.

 ̂ Janet Ouston et a(., “Can School Change? 11: Practice in Six London Secondary Schools,” School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement 2. No. 1 (1991): 3 -13.

* Reynolds et al., “Linking School Effectiveness,” 187.

’ David Reynolds et al., “School Effectiveness and School Improvement in the United Kingdom,” School Effectiveness and 
School Improvement 7, No. 2 (1996): 139.
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the school self-management model propounded by Caldwell and Spinks - has there been any significant 

evidence o f  school effectiveness based improvement programmes. However, as revealed below, this situation 

has begun to change considerably in recent years.'

As mentioned earlier, one reason for the apparent lack of mesh between these two discrete disciplines is 

that two distinctive intellectual traditions and histories undapin  them.^ Hopkins notes, for instance, that school 

improvement approaches to educational change are generally more action and developmentally orientated than 

the effective schools research, which is more concerned with developing criteria that characterise the effective 

school. As Stoll and Mortimore explain, “while the school effectiveness factors represent a snapshot o f what 

one would see in an effective school, the school improvement ‘factors’ or conditions are worked on as part o f an 

overall change strategy or route.”^

In addition, a number of problems emerged with regard to the practical application of school 

effectiveness research in schools. As evidenced for instance in many o f the North American endeavours to 

improve schools, educational administrators in their quest for simple solutions to complex problems naively 

regarded the research evidence as a panacea for their educational concerns; a recipe or blueprint which can 

simply be adopted without question. Clearly, however, the traditional belief that there was a ‘list of ingredients’ 

which would make a school more effective, independent o f school history, context or personnel is no longer a 

viable proposition. In fact, Purkey and Smith allege that “...adoption of the characteristics suggested...is unlikely 

to work in all schools, may not work as expected in many schools and may in fact be counter-productive in 

some schools.”^

The issue therefore arises as to how school effectiveness and school improvement research findings can 

best be integrated and utilised to underpin policy and practice for evaluating and improving the quality of 

schooling. School effectiveness research has elucidated clearly that schools can have a substantial effect on

' Reynolds et al., “Linking School Effectiveness,” 39.

^ Ibid., 40.

^ L. Stoll and P. Mortimore, “ School Effectiveness and School Improvement” Viewpoint, No. 2 (Institute o f  Education:
University o f  London, 1995), 4-6.
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pupils’ educational development. In additiwi, researchers have identified an essential core of features associated 

with enhanced student outcomes - possible components of educational quality - which can be used as a 

knowledge base for school improvement. Notwithstanding, this research has failed to detail adequately the 

process that schools should engage in to translate that knowledge into practice. Stoll and Fink quote Lezotte 

who advocated that “... the effective schools research provided a vision of a more desirable place for schools to 

be, but gave little insight as to how best to make the journey to that place.” ' Thus, school effectiveness research 

alone is not robust enough to serve as a road map for school improvement. Accordingly, process issues - school 

improvement matters - require considerable attention as well. Attention must focus not only on the 

characteristics of more effective schools, but also on how schools can become more effective.^

Moreover, despite the conceptual and methodological differences between the two paradigms it is 

apparent from the above discourse that the factors contributing to successful school improvement have many 

similarities with the key characteristics of effective schools. This perception is aidorsed by Stoll and Mortimore 

who proclaim that despite the differences in approach and orientation of the two fields, their findings are for the 

most part complementary. They contend that the factors that have been identified as leading to school 

improvement are also associated with effective schools. Moreover, they present the key characteristics of 

effective schools alongside the factors contributing to school improvement to highlight the parallels between 

both sets of factors [Appendix IX]. For example, while an effective school would be characterised by 

collaboration and collegiality - the final picture - the process of school improvement provides opportunities for 

teacher involvement and empowerment - facilitating conditions - which promotes the development of 

collaboration. Likewise, while parental involvement is regarded as a characteristic of school effectiveness, 

schemes to actually involve parents and promote a culture of parental involvement is a feature of school 

improvement. Stoll and Mortimore regard the characteristics of school effectiveness as the what of change, 

while the factors associated with school improvement, are regarded as the how of change.^

* Louise Stoll and Dean Fink, “Effecting School Change: The Halton Approach,” School Effectiveness and School Improvement 
3. No. 1 (1992): 24.

2
Michael G. Fullan, Successful School Improvement (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1992), 24.

 ̂ Stoll and Mortimore. “School Effectiveness and School Improvement,” 4-6.
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It is clear that much would be gained from an intermingling o f the knowledge bases o f  school

improvement and school effectiveness. Thus, a synergy needs to be developed, whereby significant issues

emanating from the various lines of research can be merged into a comprehensive strategy, designed to enhance

the quality o f  educational provision in schools. As Stoll and Fink annotate, it is only when school effectiveness

research is rnwged with what is knovm about school improvement, planned change and staff development, that

schools and teachers can progress on their journey towards change and development.' Reynolds and Stoll

proclaim that the potential benefits o f a merga- or integrated approach to improving school quality becomes

even clearer if  one considers how central the two disciplines or paradigms are to each other:

To take the practice o f school improvement first, it is clear that knowledge is needed concerning the factors 
within schools and classrooms that should be changed to enhance processes and outcomes. Effectiveness 
research can provide that knowledge. Likewise, school improvement and its consequent changes to school 
and classroom factors can provide a testing ground for school effectiveness theories that relate processes 
and outcomes, and can therefore show if  there are causal links involved.^

1.3 T oxua^ dyoySyyier^

School development planning appears to offer a vehicle to connect the two fields and also illustrates a way
to open improvement doors simultaneously.^

Notwithstanding the differing orientations that have existed between the two bodies o f knowledge, since

the late 1980s the quest for school improvement is progressively characterised by the intermingling and

synthesis o f school improvement knowledge and experience, research on educational change, school

effectiveness and other related fields of research. In fact, Fullan declares that it is remarkable how far the study

o f educational change and improvement has advanced in the last thirty years, since it commenced in earnest in

the 1960s. Moreover, he asserts that

the evolution of this development...has brought us to the beginning of a new phase which will represent a 
quantum leap - a paradigm breakthrough - in how we think about and act in relation to change. It is a 
world where change is a journey o f  unknown destination...where simultaneous top-down bottom-up 
initiatives merge, where collegiality and individualism coexist in productive tension."'

' Louise Stoll, “School S elf Evaluation,” in School Effectiveness Research, eds., Sheila Riddell and Sally Brown (Edinburgh: 

HMSO, 1991), 47.

 ̂ David Reynolds and Louise Stoll, “Merging school effectiveness and school improvement,” in M aking Good Schools. 102-103

 ̂ Louise Stoll and Dean Fink, Changing O ur Schools (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1996), 63.

4
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Furthermore, Fullan remarks that these are not novel concepts; “what is new...is that we are beginning to

appreciate more of the total picture.” ' As Ainscow and Hopkins elucidate in Aboard the ‘Moving School, ’ the

elements embroiled in school improvement should not be regarded as components on an assembly line but

should be developed in an integrated manner:

...staff development, inquiry and reflection, leadership, co-ordination and planning...are not linear 
improvements;...on a day-to-day basis, they’re worked on together. It is through this holistic approach to 
school improvement that our schools are “moving” to achieve quality in the context of a national reform 
agenda.^

This evolving multiconceptual approach to school development is manifested in the work of the OECD 

sponsored International School Improvement Project (ISIP)^ and in the Improving the Quality o f  Education for  

All project (IQEA).'' The Improving the Quality of Education for All project, for instance, represents a useful 

intermingling of approaches and methodologies used previously in either school improvement or effectiveness 

initiatives.^ The overall aim of IQEA is “to produce and evaluate a model of school development, and a 

programme of support, that strengthens a school’s ability to provide quality education for all its pupils by 

building upon existing good practice.”* One of the key findings from the research undertaken to date is that 

school improvement works best when a clear and practical focus for development is linked to simultaneous 

work on the internal conditions within the school^ - a finding subsequently incorporated by Hargreaves and 

Hopkins within the literature on school development planning.

Other successful school development initiatives based on an intermingling of elements from the 

aforementioned fields of research include a series of school improvement programmes run by the Halton Board 

of Education in Canada,* the work of National Centre for Effective Schools Research and Development

' Ibid., viii.

2
Mel Ainscow and David Hopkins, “ Aboard the Moving School,” Educational Leadership 50, No. 3 ( 1992): 79-81.

 ̂ David Hopkins, Improving the Quality o f  Schooling: Lessons from the OECD International School Improvement Proiect 
(London: The Falmer Press, 1987).

4
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 ̂ Reynolds et al., “Linking School Effectiveness,” 46.

* Stoll et al., “ M erging school effectiveness and school improvement,” 119.

’ Ibid.
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(NCESRD) in the United States' and the Dutch National School Improvement Project (NSIP) carried out in the 

Netherlands.^

A perusal o f the literature on school development planning indicates that the concept o f school 

development planning is also predicated on a synthesis o f school effectiveness and school improvement 

research knowledge. It reflects an understanding of what makes schools effective while also celebrating core 

school improvement ideas such as ownership, collegiality and the importance of developing an action plan to 

chart the route to the destination. Other fields of research including school-self evaluation and curriculum 

development also find a focus in the school development plan. Accordingly, a school development plan may 

become a cynosure for the co-mingling and integration o f individual approaches to development, thus 

comprising a holistic and multiconceptual fi^mework for managing improvement and change. Indeed, Hopkins 

states that “quality education is predicated on the integration or synthesis of school improvement, evaluation 

and curriculum development strategies that find a focus in the school development plan.”  ̂ Moreover, 

Hutchinson maintains that this was the ambitious effort o f Hargreaves et al., who attempted to integrate, “within 

school development planning, the lessons from research on managing change and improving school 

effectiveness.”  ̂ In relation to a similar concept - the Institutional Development Plan (IDP) - Dalin notes that the 

process draws from the theory and practice of several development traditions. As a result, it “forms an unique 

set of principles and practices that focus organisational learning in school. The IDP is an approach to 

development that is tailor made to schools as learning organisations.”  ̂ Likewise, the Guidelines published by 

The Department o f Education and Science - Developing a School Plan - allege that “the school plan has as its

' Kent W. Peterson and Lawrence Lezotte, “New Directions in the Effective Schools Movement,” in Bliss et al., 128-129. 

^ Stoll et al., “ Merging school effectiveness and school improvement,” 133-136.

 ̂ Hopkins, Evaluation for School Development. 192.
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essential purpose the achievement of school effectiveness as well as being a significant support for school 

improvement.” '

With respect to the effective schools research, development planning would appear to provide schools 

with a developmental framework - a process for implementing aspects of the school effectiveness knowledge

base. Hargreaves and Hopkins refer to research on school effectiveness as the ‘what’ of school development and 

assert that the school development plan provides a structure for embedding school effectiveness factors within 

the school organisation. Indeed, Barth argues that research on school effectiveness has to be adapted by the 

school to make a difference.^ As Hargreaves and Hopkins enumerate, “at best it is informed advice that schools 

may wish to test out in their own settings.”  ̂ Indeed, Glickman expounds that if schools are resolute in their 

quest for improvement they “can’tpretend not to know what is known;...we must confront our knowledge and 

use it to guide our efforts; then we must operate our schools in different ways using our knowledge.”^

Hargreaves and Hopkins maintain that the advantage of development planning is that it enables schools 

‘use what we know;’ it provides a means whereby this knowledge can be subjected to the rigours of practice.^ 

They allege that the effective schools correlates can be used in the audit or review stage of the planning process 

to enable schools ascertain which factors are appurtenant for improving the quality of education and need to be 

incorporated into a plan for development. Accordingly, the effectiveness ingredients are not regarded as a 

prescriptive ‘quick-fix’ formula, but as possible ingredients for a recipe, which the school itself determines and 

then proceeds to mix to the ‘right consistency,’ thus allowing the development of school improvement 

programmes tailored to the needs of the individual school. Similarly, Bollen explains that “use of school 

effectiveness knowledge will give the diagnosis [review] phase of the improvement process more meaning.”®

* An Roinn Oideachais, Developing a School Plan: Guidelines for Primary Schools (Dublin: An Roinn Oideachais, 1999), 7. 

2 Barth. Improving Schools from W ithin, 12.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 122.
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As mentioned above, the concept of school development planning also embraces many o f the 

fundamental principals underpinning the school improvement litCTature. For example, development planning is 

propounded as a process that evolves over time. It focuses on improving the quality o f teaching and learning 

and on enhancing the internal school conditions within which teachers and classrooms operate -  both 

fundamental axioms o f successful school improvement. In fact, the “management arrangements” cited by 

Hargreaves and Hopkins as essential for sustaining school development planning (including collaborative work 

practices and a leadership ‘feel’ for the improvement process)' are analogous to the process variables associated 

with effective schools and the factors purported to contribute to successful school improvement. Accordingly, it 

would appear that a symbiotic relationship exists whereby school effectiveness and school improvement 

research substantiates the development planning process, while the development plan in turn provides a focus 

and a purpose for the advancement of these key school improvement/effectiveness factors.

Indeed, the process o f  development planning may be considered an appropriate strategy for implemaiting 

development in schools as it may be regarded as a reformulation o f the change process.^ The four phases 

generally associated with development planning i.e. review, prioritise, implement, and evaluate (a detailed 

account of which is presented in Chapter Two), mirror the process o f educational change outlined in Section 

1.2. In addition, the school development plan would appear to embrace the underlying principals o f both 

approaches to school improvement. For instance, it is said to focus on the process orientated journey of 

improvement while also enabling schools to evaluate their processes and outcomes, is purported to enable 

schools integrate external and school-based initiatives and to celebrate both practitioner knowledge and external 

advice and support. In fact, it is claimed that the school development plan provides a comprehensive and co

ordinated approach to all aspects o f planning, including curriculum and assessment, teaching, management and 

organisation, finance and resources.^

Moreover, the various elements in the development planning process are not regarded as linear 

improvements, but are worked on together in a holistic manner. Evaluation, for instance, is set within a

‘ (bid., 23-26.

2
Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 145.

^ Ibid., 6.
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development context (as recommended by the GRIDS process guidelines) and as such may be regarded not as a 

‘door’ leading into a ‘cul-de-sac,’ but a ‘door’ leading into the pathway o f development. As Hopkins 

asseverates, “on a day-to-day basis school development is an amalgam of broad strategies such as self-review, 

action planning and staff development, which link together the classroom and the school, as well as the more 

dynamic aspects o f the change process.” '

An example of a successful multiconceptual school improvement approach similar to school 

development planning is the School Growth Planning Process established by the Halton Board of Education in 

Ontario, Canada. A task force examined the research findings of Mortimore et al. and other intanational studies 

in order to describe the charactCTistics o f effective schools. Twelve charactCTistics were identified which fell 

into three broadCT categories - a common mission, emphasis on learning, and a climate conducive to learning. In 

addition to factors such as current curricular and instructional practices and initiatives emanating from the 

Ontario Ministry o f Education, these effective school correlates w ctc  examined and related to the school’s own 

context at the review stage o f the planning process in ordCT to establish a picture o f its current successes and 

areas for improvement. The Halton School Growth Planning Process also integrated organisational 

arrangements from the school improvement litCTature (such as a strong commitment to collaboration, the 

establishment of a shared vision and an emphasis on well co-ordinated leadCTship and staff development) with 

existing aspects o f Halton’s culture in a concerted endeavour to enhance the teaching and learning process. “The 

result of Halton’s project has been a combination of the effectiveness knowledge base about effective practices, 

and the improvement generated knowledge base about successful school-based planning and change.”  ̂ OthCT 

examples of fruitful cross paradigm work (including the Improving the Quality o f Education for All project) 

were referred to earlier in this section.

On the basis of the benefits propounded for school development planning in the literature, this concept 

may be regarded as an evolutionary strategy, which appears to subsume a number of research paradigms and 

current educational trends within a comprehensive framework for development and change. School 

improvement, effectiveness, evaluation, and curriculum development strategies all find a focus in the school 

development plan. The resulting synthesis may transcend the significance o f a singular line of research and may

' Hopkins, "School Improvement in an ERA o f Change,” 83.

 ̂ Stoll and Fink “The Halton Approach,” 23-24
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generate a powerful strategy for improving the quality o f  education in school organisations. Indeed, it would be 

anticipated that engaging in development planning would enable a school successfully implement school 

improvement strategies and increase school effectiveness. Furthermore, an intermingling o f the school 

effectiveness and school improvement research within a multiconceptual framework such as development 

planning may serve to expand their respective knowledge bases and to traverse the historical divisions between 

them.

In view o f the aforementioned potential of development planning as a multi-conceptual framework 

which may comprise a powerful strategy for improving the quality o f education, it is essential at this juncture to 

explore and critically analyse the issues and complexities involved in the concept o f planning for school 

development. Accordingly, an investigation of the nature and dimensions o f development planning is the focus 

o f Chapter Two. This will entail an evaluation of the characteristics of development planning, the process 

involved, the associated benefits, an examination of planning models and an analysis o f the caveats and the 

contretemps embroiled in school-based planning.
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CHAPTEK TWO

Tl\e/}<iatLA^e^ay\^ViAyiey\4tiOY\4f'OfSch4y6{/ 
Vevelopm>e4^ PlcuiriCng'

Irvtr<ydAActXx>y\/

We have come to the most difficult problem o f  all. When all is said, what can we actually do to plan for
and to cope with educational changel^

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the nature and dimensions of school development planning. It 

is sub-divided into eight sections, which together provide an overview of the theoretical rationale underpinning 

this concept. Section one traces the genesis of school development planning in Britain and Ireland. This is 

followed in section two by a definition of school development planning and an explication of the key elements 

involved.

The purposes underpinning the concept of development planning is the focus of section three. It is 

revealed that while development planning appears to fulfil a wide range of purposes, to date, evidence to 

indicate that these purposes can be realised at the level of practice is limited. In section four  various planning 

models are discussed in an wdeavour to elucidate clearly on the processes involved in planning a school’s 

development. This section reveals that the process is invariably portrayed as a rational approach to the 

management of change. However, the literature emphasises that the process has the potential to embrace the 

non-rational character of educational change and flexibility and fluidity between the various elements of the 

process is endwsed.

In section five, it is proposed to analyse the concept of evaluation as it relates to the school development 

plan. Firstly, the concept of the school-based review/audit is examined. As Newton and Tarrant relate, it is 

essential to be clear about where you are coming from and where you are at present in order to chart the route to

* Fullan. T he  N ew  M eaning. 102.
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new developments.’ The process of school-based review enables a school investigate its present position in 

relation to many aspects of its internal and external aivironments. It is also the process that leads to an 

acknowledgement of the issues requiring priority attention. Goodlad argues that unless schools gather 

information relating to the current state of curricular offerings, pedagogy, school management arrangements and 

student achievement, then improvement efforts are likely to be unfocused and at best only moderately 

successfijl.^ This section also emphasises that evaluation is fundamaital to development planning and weaves 

its threads throughout the entire process. It relates that ongoing monitoring of the innovations in progress and a 

summative evaluation at the end of each year of the development plan complement the aforementioned school- 

based review/audit.

Section six focuses on the importance of determining a limited number of priorities that dovetail with the 

preferences and requirements of the school. Prioritising offers a sense of coherence and purpose, and precludes 

innovation overload. Priorities, however, have to be transmuted into practice. As Peters expounds “prioritising 

and decision-making by proposal churning is tantamount to whistling in the wind.”  ̂Transforming priorities into 

action rather than constantly rehashing abstract proposals is vital for school development.

In many instances, however, schools encounter both internal and external demands for change. 

Accordingly, a significant dilemma for many schools is whose innovation the school should prioritise in the 

process of school development. This salient issue will be addressed in section seven. The concluding section 

reiterates and integrates a number of the threads interwoven throughout the fabric of the chapter.

2.1  T h£/E voiuti<yn/ofSchool'V evelopm e^PlcLnvU rig^  
OwBrCtcU/n/ o/nd/Irelo/nd/

School development planning, although a relatively new concept, is fast becoming a central maxim in a 

changing educational vocabulary in the United Kingdom, in Ireland and in many countries worldwide.'' 

Although different terms are used both within and between the various countries (including, development 

planning, school plan, collaborative school management, institutional development planning, evolutionary

’ C. Newton and T. Tarrant, Managing Change In Schools (London; Routledge, 1992), 29.

2
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planning, strategic planning, and flexible planning)' these varying conceptualisaticms of planning share a 

common purpose - to gena-ate school improvement and quality enhancement in an era of ubiquitous change. 

They also embrace “something of a common core in both the genesis and definition of the concept, whatever 

particular name is used.”^

The concept of school development planning derives from various origins, in particular, school self-

evaluation, curriculum development, the demand for greater accountability and concern regarding the

effectiveness of schools. While there is no statutory requirement for schools in Britain to have a school

development plan, over the past fifteen years school development planning has become firmly embedded in the

education system, and indeed, most government policies are premised on their existaice.^ The first formal

recommendation for schools to establish a development plan was incorporated in a report on primary education

commissioned by the Inner London Education Authority (ILEA) in 1985. This report - Improving Primary

Schools - recommended that

Every school should have a plan for development, taking account of the policies of the Authority, the 
needs of the children, the capabilities of the staff, and the known views of parents. The plan should have 
an action sheet attached to it, showing what the responsibilities of members of staff will be and setting 
target dates....The central purpose should be expressed in terms of the improvements sought in the 
children’s learning.'*

This local initiative was subsequently incorporated in a DES proposal advocating all schools to operate 

according to a school development plan. In keeping with the Thomas Report - Improving Primary Schools - the 

DES stressed that the central purpose should be expressed in terms of the improvements sought in children’s 

learning. Moreover, the purpose underpinning development planning was broadened to take account of

' Development planning is the term employed by the The Department o f  Education and Science, in Development Planning: A 
Practical Guide (London: DES, 1991) and by the Scottish Office Education Department, in The Role o f  School Development Plans in 
Managing School Effectiveness (Edinburgh: Scottish Office, 1991), among others; The Collaborative School Management Cycle depicted 
by Caldwell and Spinks in The Self-Managing School was developed primarily in Australia; Evolutionary Planning is described by Louis 
and Miles, in Improving the Urban High School; Per Dalin, describes the Institutional Development Programme in Changing the School 
Culture; Mike W allace adverts to ‘flexible’ and ‘strategic’ planning in the British context in “Flexible Planning: A Key to the Management 
o f  Multiple Innovation,” in Managing Change in Esducation. eds., Bennett et al. (London: Paul Chapman Publishing, 1992).

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning. 1.

 ̂ Stoll and Fink, Changing our Schools. 63.

^ ILEA. Improving Primary Schools (London: ILEA, 1985), Paragraph 3.94.
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government policies and legislation, in addition to LEA policies, the requironents of the governing body, the 

capacities of the staff and the known views of the parents.*

The introduction of the National Curriculum and associated assessment requirements provided added

impetus for a planned approach to change. Moreover, lessons from the sixties and seventies had repeatedly

emphasised that planning for implementation is a significant component of school improvement. As Goddard

and Leask espouse, legislation and government policies have little eflFect on their own. “They can only have

impact if they are associated with an effective change process.”  ̂ Accordingly, development planning was

openly regarded as a developmental framework - a process which schools could engage to implement

curriculum reforms and other innovations. The DES guidelines expound that a ftmdamental purpose of

development planning is to create “the conditions under which innovations such as the National Curriculum,

can be successfully introduced.”  ̂ Likewise, in Scotland, implementing the 5 -  14 curriculum and assessment

guidelines in a realistic and manageable way is a significant feature of development plans in primary and

secondary schools.'' In fact, MacGilchrist contends that the 1988 Education Reform Act had a significant

influence on the evolution of school development planning:

It resulted in the broadening of the purpose of school development plans to enable this innovation to 
provide the means whereby the requirements emanating from the 1988 and subsequent legislation could be 
accommodated by schools. It led to the government exerting pressure on schools to engage in development 
planning.^

Development planning was now regarded as a means of realising government legislation while simultaneously 

facilitating school self-management. By implication. School Development Plans were being used as part of a 

means of controlling schools and making them more accountable.

The significance of school development planning was further emphasised by the publication of two 

reports providing guidance for schools on the process of formulating, implementing and evaluating school 

development plans. The reports - Planning fo r  School Development and Development Planning: A Practical

' House o f  Commons Education, Science and Arts Committee, Achievement in Primary Schools (London: HMSO, 1996), 
Paragraph 14. 167.

 ̂ Del Goddard and Marilyn Leask, The Search For Quality (London: Paul Chapman Publishing Ltd., 1992), 38.

 ̂ The Department o f  Education and Science. Development Planning: A Practical Guide (London: DES, 1991),2.

4
HM Inspectors o f  Schools. 5 - 14: A Practical Guide (Edinburgh: The Scottish Office Education Department, 1994), 8.

 ̂ Barbara MacGilchrist, “School Development Planning,” Research Matters, No. 4 (Autumn 1995): 2.

® DES, Planning for School Development: Advice for Governors. Headteachers and Teachers (London: HMSO, 1989).
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Guide' - were commissioned by the DES and sent to every school in England and Wales. The inclusion of 

school development plans in the national programme of inspections whereby inspectors were required to make a 

■‘judgement on the quality of the plan, its usefulness as an instrument of change and development, its realism, 

and the achievement of any priorities set”  ̂ also contributed to the proclivity for schools to embark on the 

development planning process.

In Northern Ireland, the school development plan is regarded as an appropriate means of implementing 

the requirements of the Education Reform Order. The North Eastern Education and Library board (NEELB), 

for instance, states that the chorus of voices calling for school development planning is diverse in source but in 

complete harmony as to its importance, particularly in the light of “both the old and new realities facing 

schools.”  ̂ They contend that “ ‘development’ or ‘strategic’ planning (with all the associated management tasks, 

processes and structures) will form an important dynamic within schools as they attempt to manage and shape 

change to adapt it to individual, institutional goals.”^

While the foregoing represents but a brief, historical outline of the evolution of development planning in 

the United Kingdom, it is clear that the history of school development planning is short but complex. The 

integration of school development plans into LEA policy and subsequently government strategy, the publication 

of guidelines for schools on the formulation, implementation and evaluation of development plans and the 

inclusion of school development plans in the national inspection framework were all responsible for the 

expansion of development planning and its emplacement in the education system despite the lack of a statutory 

requirement.

In Ireland, the concept of school planning first recommended in Curaclam na Bunscoile has since been 

invoked to a greater or lesser degree in many primary schools.^ School planning was endorsed in Education For 

A Changing World as a strategy for assisting schools in providing a quality education for students. Indeed, the

' DES, Development Planning: A Practical Guide (London: HMSO, 19 9 1).

2
Ofsted, Framework for the Inspection o f  Schools (London; HMSO, 1992), Paragraph 6.6.

3
North Eastern Education and Library Board, Preparing School Development Plans (Antrim: NEEI.B, 1990), 3. 

Ibid., 4.

 ̂ John Coolahan, Report on the National Education Convention. 56.



Report on the National Education Convention states that “...in relation to school improvement and quality 

enhancement, [the school plan proposal] is potentially the most important proposal in the Green Paper.” ' With 

regard to school planning the Green Paper recommended that all schools should have a plan as a “school policy 

statement” to be prepared annually by the principal in consultation with the staflF and other partners, and 

approved by the Board of Management. The plan should state the school’s goals and policy objectives, and set 

out key strategies in relation to issues such as curriculum provision, approaches to teaching and learning, and 

arrangements for assessment, home/school liaison and staff development. The plan would also be available as 

part of whole school inspection.^

No indication was given, however, of the process that should be employed for formulating the plan and 

subsequently ensuring that it is put into effect. In fact, the policy proposal outlined in the Green Paper which is 

focused on the production of a written document - a product rather than a process - reflects the planning 

archetype currently engaged by many schools in the Republic. However, the impact of such plans on school 

practice and quality enhancement could well be minimal.^ School planning is not synonymous with school 

improvement. Having a document ot school policy statement that sets out “key strategies for the school”  ̂ is no 

guarantee that any of these will be implemented. Indeed, the Secretariat for the National Education Convention 

augmented the school plan proposal as elucidated in the Green Paper by advocating the concept of school 

development planning as a strategy for enhancing school effectiveness and for enabling schools respond 

adequately to the many challenges and changes facing the Irish education system.* As adduced in the 

introduction, they recommended that the school plan embrace two components - a school policy section and a 

development section focused on the identification, implementation and evaluation of a limited number of 

developmental priorities which the staff consider important. This school plan proposal was also endorsed in the 

White Paper, Charting Our Education Future.

’ Ibid.

^ Education For A Changing World, 18,28, and 146-148.

 ̂ Report on the National Education Convention, 56.

4
Education For A Changing W orld, 147.

* Report on the National Education Convention. 60.
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This processual approach to planning a school’s development is also advocated by the Irish National 

Teachers’ Organisation (INTO) in their report School Planning} Although not explicitly referred to as 

development planning, the portrayal of planning and the various models propounded for generating a school 

plan,^ all signify that the essence of development planning is affirmed by the INTO. The significance of school 

development planning is also acknowledged by the Department of Education and Science in their recently 

published guidelines: Developing a School Plan: Guidelines for Primary Schools.^ While the guidelines eschew 

a focus on the term development planning, the diagrammatic representation and description of the planning 

process is analogous to the portrayal of school development plans in Britain and elsewhere.'* Moreover, the 

planning model presented in the guidelines - review, design, implement and evaluate - encapsulates the four 

stage continuous process recommended by the development planning literature.

Furthermore, the concept of school development plarming has gained added significance with the advent

of the revised Curriculum and Assessment Guidelines for primary schools, as the need for an implementation

strategy is considered paramount. Analogous to the United Kingdom, the concept of development planning may

be significant in providing schools with a vehicle for implementing national policy guidelines in a manner

tailored to the needs and circumstances of each individual school while simultaneously enabling them to address

school-specific policies and innovations. Indeed, the Government guidelines state:

While the school plan wall ensure adherence to the school’s own aims and objectives, it will also enable all 
partners to be aware of and to subscribe to the stated over-arching aims of the education system as 
expressed by statute, in curriculum guidelines, in the circulars of the Department of Education and Science 
[and] in accepted national policy reports and documents.^

Furthermore, unlike Britain, since the ratification of the 1998 Education Act, the concept of development

planning is now enshrined in legislation. Accordingly, schools in the Republic of Ireland are obliged to

formulate and implement a school development plan and ensure that it is continually revised and updated.

Moreover, school development planning is seen as an integral part of the proposed new model of school

* INTO. School Planning.

^ Ibid., 12, 17, and 19-27.

 ̂ An Roinn Oideachais, Developing a School Plan.

4
Ibid., 14-17. While the guidelines themselves eschew a focus on the term 'school development planning,’ the term is employed 

by Mr. Micheal Martin, the then Minister for Education and Science in his Foreword to the Guidelines and is also adverted to in a number o f  
the Appendices.

An Roinn Oideachais, Developing a  School Plan. 7.



evaluation -  Whole School Evaluation. Indeed, the report on the 1998/1999 Pilot Project suggests that Whole 

School Evaluation should be built on a foundation o f self-assessment by the schools themselves:

In this model, external evaluations...provide an essential validation of the school’s own judgements as 
well as allowing the central authorities responsible for the functioning of the system as a whole and for the 
development o f policy, to gain an understanding of current practice and to monitor effectively the quality 
o f existing provision....The focus o f activity has moved decisively in the direction of school self-review 
and o f  school planning, with the role o f the central authority being that o f validating and supporting the 
school’s internal review....W here a school has a school plan or is in the process o f developing one, the 
Whole School Evaluation process should take full account of the planning development priorities 
identified within it. In this way, school development planning and WSE can be seen to be both 
complementary and inextricably linked.'

Clearly, the concept o f development planning is an emergent issue in Irish Educatiai. Accordingly, it is 

anticipated that the current study will contribute to the evolving theory and practice o f development planning 

and indicate what is involved in translating rhetoric into action at the reality of school level.

2.2 i i ’a/SchjO<)hVe^ehypmje4ntPla^?

School planning is essentially a process by which a school’s policy and plans evolve in response to the 
changing and developing needs o f  the school and its community.^

Development planning is purported as a strategy schools can employ to enable them adapt to meet the

challenge of providing high quality education for all students. In its simplest form a development plan

comprises a set o f curriculum and organisational targets with implementation strategies and time schedules set

by the school on an annual basis, within the context o f national, local and school priorities. It provides a

framework for planning for development and future growth. The guidelines for the operation of school

development plans produced by the North Eastern Education and Library Board state that

Essentially, they offer a process which will afford an overview o f a school’s development over a period of 
several years...m ove a school, through action planning, towards policy formulation and 
implementation...if followed judiciously, it will, among other benefits, produce policy documents, plan 
staff development, identify curriculum (and therefore resource) priorities and help to translate school aims 
into practice.^

In fact, the following definition of a school development plan, heretofore presented in the Introduction to 

this thesis, is representative of the various conceptualisations of development planning propounded in the 

literature:

' D epartm ent o f  Education  and  Science, W hole  School E valuation  (D ublin: E valuation  Support and  R esearch  Unit, 1999), 49-50. 

^ Ibid., 51.

^ N E E L B , Preparing  School D evelopm ent P lans, 5.
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The distinctive feature of a development plan is that it brings together, in an overall plan, national and 
LEA policies and initiatives, the school’s aims and values, its existing achievements and its needs for 
development....Priorities for development are selected and planned in detail for one year and are supported 
by action plans or working documents for staff. The priorities for later years are sketched in outline to 
provide the longer-term programme.*

A school development plan is generally based on a three-year cycle. As the citation above indicates, 

priorities for development are comprehensively outlined for (me year and are reinforced by action plans, which 

are the working documents for staff, while “contingent aspirations” are delineated for the subsequent two years. 

Optimally, development plans will encompass details of performance indicators, staff development 

requirements, organisational developments and resource implications.^

Hargreaves and Hopkins advocate that the development plan should be set in the context of a mission 

statement encapsulating the fimdamental purpose and philosophy of the school. This overarching mission would 

provide a backdrop for the generation of long-term aims for the school, spanning the next three to five years. 

These aims may also be influenced by a range of school policies, initiatives from central government, the 

school’s vision, or a review of current functioning in various curricular or non-curricular areas. Following from 

the arbitration of long-term aims, medium-term aims - priorities - for the year ahead may be determined. These, 

in turn, are translated into short-term objectives or targets to guide implementation activities in the immediate 

future. In subsequent development plans, these objectives are consolidated within the school’s maintenance 

activities, while long term aims are transposed into short and medium-term plans, and new long-term plans 

promulgated, thus generating a ‘rolling plan of p l a n s . “This gives continuity and coherence to the school’s 

development, whilst leaving room in the plan to meet future demands arising from national or local initiatives 

and the school’s changing needs.”^

As mentioned in Section 1.3, a significant feature of development planning is that it presents a holistic 

modus operandi which embraces a multiconceptual approach to school improvement. Indeed, Rogers expounds 

that “it is a way of thinking and acting across all areas of the school.”  ̂ It provides a comprehensive and co-

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 3.

2
Hopkins. Evaluation For School Development, 190.

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Em m w ered School, 40 and 70-71.

Ibid., 40.

 ̂ Rick Rogers, How to Write a School Development Plan (Oxford: Heinemann Fducationat, 1994), 10.
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ordinated approach to all aspects of planning, including curriculum and assessment, teaching, management and 

organisation, finance and resources. Accordingly, it would appear that educates are enabled to open various 

‘doors to school improvement’ simultaneously.

It is essential, however, not to focus attention solely on the creation of an immutable planning document. 

Plans are not a substitute for development. Having a detailed plan that sets out the “key strategies for the 

school,” ' does not necessarily guarantee that any of these strategies will be implemented. Planning is a mental 

activity and is not synonymous with action. As Peters expounds “planning and thoughtful resource allocation 

surely make sense, but innovation is an inherently messy and unpredictable business....And the unpredictability 

cannot be removed, or pwhaps even substantially reduced, by excessive planning.”^

What schools actually do with the development plan will determine their success in making the school

more effective; “It is a means rather than an end; a path rather than a destination.”  ̂ Stoll and Fink emphasise

that the planning document comprises the map; the planning process the vehicle to reach the destination. They

caution that if the planning document becomes a substitute for school improvement or its intended outcomes,

the whole process will become a pointless paper and pencil exercise.'* To ensure development, schools need to

integrate a programme for action into the plan. As Hargreaves and Hopkins emphasise:

Development planning is more than a development plan; the document: It is the process of creating the 
plan and then oisuring that it is put into effect. The plan is a statement of intentions that reflect the 
school’s vision for the future. The process involves reaching agreement on a sensible set of priorities for 
the school and then taking action to realise the plan.^

In addition, proponents advocate that development planning must not be viewed as ‘yet another 

initiative’; an additional demand on schools already saturated with developments, but as the initiative, through 

the agency of which all growth occurs.* It should be ‘built-in’ rather than ‘bolted-on’ to the existing work of the

' Education For A Changing W orld. 147.

^ Peters. Thriving on Chaos. 196.

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, viii.

^ Stoll and Fink, Changing Our Schools. 70.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 3.

* Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 134; Caldwell and Spinks, lead in g  the Self-M anaging School, 93.
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school. As Holly and Southworth expound, “school development - if it is to be successful and productive - has 

to become your way of life and pursued according to a particular style - your style, your ‘house’ style.” '

It is also important to acknowledge that development planning is not “an ‘over night’ once-and-for all 

activity.”  ̂ Indeed, Davies and Ellison contend that the development plan should be regarded as an on-going 

adjustable document, comprising a continual process of reviewing, forecasting, budgeting and implementing.^ 

Given Fullan’s thesis that change takes at least three years for a single innovation and five to ten years for more 

substantial reforms, it is likely that various amendments would need to be made to the development plan during 

that period of time in the wake of external initiatives, internal monitoring, changes in school 

needs/circumstances/personnel and school inspections."* In fact, Stoll and Fink adverted to the School Growth 

Planning Process undertaken by Halton schools in Ontario to emphasise that schools rarely developed neat 

linear growth plans -“they evolved and changed as schools made ongoing goal adaptations to meet students’ 

needs.”^

The literature also recounts that getting started is an important aspect of the development planning 

process. Hargreaves and Hopkins, for instance, relate that it would be a mistake to rush into development 

planning and state that “in schools where the idea of a development plan is novel, some careful attention should 

be given to getting started.”* They advise that before embarking on development planning, the whole staff 

should have an understanding of the total process of development planning. They also assert that if the planning 

process is poorly executed, “it will demoralise teachers and weaken further attempts to improve forward 

planning and the management of change.”  ̂Notwithstanding, as a school waiting for ideal conditions may never 

begin development planning, judicious engagement with the planning process is recommended in order to foster

* Peter Holly and G eoff Southworth, The Developing School, School Development and the Management o f  Change Series 
(Ix)ndon; The Palmer Press, 1989), 1.

 ̂ Ibid., 43.

 ̂ Brent Davies and Linda Ellison, School Development Planning (U.K: Longman Group Ltd., 1992), 11.

^ Stoll and Fink, Changing Our Schools. 70.

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 29.

’ Ibid.
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a process of clarification whereby teachers establish personal meaning and gain ownership of the process. *

2.3  Tl^>e/ptAy^c^ofSchxyxyl/Ve\/el(>pm e/ntplavinli^

The purpose is to create schools that can better respond to the needs o f  young people and society 
in a world that is constantly facing new challenges?

Having explored the relevant literature it could almost be suggested that development planning is an 

‘all-embracing’ concept in that it appears to fiilfil a multifarious array of purposes. Most proponents agree that 

its ultimate aim is to improve the quality of teaching and learning. As Hargreaves and Hopkins relate, “the 

purpose of development planning is to improve the quality of teaching and learning in a school through the 

successful management of innovation and change.”  ̂ Likewise, the DES describes development planning as a 

process for enabling schools improve “the quality of teaching and standards of learning.”^

In addition, the management of change is ubiquitously regarded as a central tenet of development 

planning. The Scottish Office Education Department (SOED) states that “the school development plan is 

suggested as an important enabling mechanism, by means of which today’s changes...can be introduced in a 

planned and sensitive manner, while yesterday’s changes are consolidated and improved on and tomorrow’s are 

recognised as having their place.”* Similarly, Hargreaves and Hopkins relate that development planning “offers 

a means of managing rapid and sustained change.”  ̂They contend that “the gain is that the school is enabled to 

organise what it is already doing and what it needs to do in a more purposeful and coherent way'" and that 

“teachers come to exercise greater control over change rather than feeling controlled by it.”’ Indeed, as the 

aforementioned definition of a school development plan denotes, it is considered a means of integrating both 

school generated and extanally generated changes such as National Curriculum and Assessment requirements. 

It is asserted that by enabling them incorporate and interpret external policy requirements in addition to school

' Ibid., 30.

^ Dalin. Changing the School Culture. 19.

 ̂ Ibid., 3.

4
DES, Development Planning: A Practical G uide. 2.

 ̂SOED, The Role o f  School Development Plans in Managing School Effectiveness, vii.

* Ibid., 7.

’  Ibid., 3 and 6.
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generated concerns, schools are empowered to take charge o f their own development.' To quote Hargreaves and 

Hopkins:

Development planning increases the school’s control over the content and pace of change. It provides a 
rationale either for saying ‘no’ to certain demands, since not everything can be put into a single year’s 
development plan, or for saying ‘not yet’, since some changes are sensibly placed in the second, third or 
even latCT years of the school development plan. In other words, a strategic approach to planning is 
adopted and the school ceases to be a target o f demands for instant change.^

A range o f other purposes have also been identified, including to enable schools to be more accountable, 

to provide a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach to all aspects of planning including curriculum and 

assessment, teaching, management, staff development, finance and resources, and to comprise a management 

tool for principals to control their budgets.^ Indeed, it would appear that the concept of development planning is 

so flexible that it can be used for whatever purpose best serves the individual school. For instance, in schools 

where the organisational framework is not conducive to school improvement, the school development plan, it is 

claimed, can be used to change the culture o f the school.'* By focusing on whole school issues, for instance, the 

planning process is purported to gaierate opportunities for engaging staff in collaborative planning and 

teamwork, thus counteracting the culture o f isolation traditionally experienced by teachers within the narrow 

confines of their individual classrooms.^ In addition, Hargreaves and Hopkins suggest that development 

planning serves to revitalise the school’s culture by promoting a shared vision for the school, by encouraging 

staff to develop ‘ownership’ o f school development initiatives and by “generating the commitment and 

confidence which springs from success.” They recount that the creation of such a culture is over time, both “an 

indicator and a test of the quality o f development planning.”^

As Giles expounds, these are truly impressive claims.’ Indeed, in the light of the aforementioned 

assertions for development planning, it could be suggested that the process could be the rejoinder to Fullan’s

* Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, viii.

^ Ibid., 8.

 ̂ DBS, Development Planning: A Practical G uide. 2, Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School 5-7; Skelton et al.. 
Development Planning for Primary Schools. 8-10 and Stoll and Fink, Changing Our Schools. 63-64.

4
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 123.

 ̂ Report on the National Education Convention. 58.

* Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 79.

’ Corrie Giles, School Development Planning (Plymouth: Northcote House Publishers Ltd., 1997), 4
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invocation for “powerful usable strategies for powerful recognisable change.” ' According to Fullan, new

mindsets in relation to educational change are needed in the twenty-first century - “ ...w e need more generative

capacities that can anticipate and rise to the occasions of change on a continuous basis as they occur.”^

Moreover, Giles posits that a manageable approach to planning, implementing and sustaining change is needed

in schools, particularly in the light o f the cumulative impact o f government legislation.^ Development planning,

which purports to enable a school control and manage both intmially and externally generated change, improve

pupils’ learning, and enable a school recreate its culture (thus improving its capacity to contend with ongoing

change) would appear to comprise a potentially powerful school improvement strategy. The potential of school

development planning is encapsulated in the following citation from Hargreaves and Hopkins:

At its best, development planning draws the school staff and the school’s partners together in the creation 
and implementation of whole-school policies and planning. In this way, planning helps a school to shape 
its values, mission and culture, and to do so in a more self-conscious and explicit way that improves 
morale, communication and commitment to the fundamental purposes o f teaching and learning.'*

Notwithstanding, very little evidence has been proffered to indicate that these purposes can actually be 

realised at the level o f  practice. Indeed, in view o f  the fact that development planning is still in its infancy^ and 

that significant reform takes five to ten years to be fully implemented, the full impact o f these efficacious claims 

for development planning have yet to be ascertained. Early indications are, however, that development planning 

has the potential to make a significant difference particularly in the areas of school managem ait and 

organisation and in relation to the generation o f collaborative work cultures.* This difference, however, is 

qualified. Studies conducted by MacGilchrist et al. and by Cotter both indicate that factors such as the extent of 

shared ownership, purpose, leadership and management o f the process influence the potential o f development 

planning to effect improvements for the school as a whole, for teachers and for pupils.’ Moreover, there was

' Fullan, The New Meaning, xiii.

^ Ibid., Idem, Change Forces, viii.

^ Giles, School Development Planning. 4.

4
Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning for School Improvement. 3.

 ̂ Skelton et al.. Development Planning for Primary Schools. 5; Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 8.

* Barbara MacGilchrist and others. Planning Matters (London: Paul Chapman Publishing Ltd., 1995); Eamonn Cotter, 
“ Facilitating School Development Planning,” Unpublished M. Sc. Dissertation, Dublin City University, 1996.

’ MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters. 192-206; Cotter, “Facilitating School Development Planning,” 155-169.
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limited evidence in both of these studies, of discernible improvements in learning opportunities for pupils. Thus, 

the salient question of the effectiveness of school development planning remains.

In addition, a degree of controversy prevails with regard to the extent to which school development plans 

may be required to serve external rather than internal school purposes. Indeed, it is difficult to discern how 

schools could be enabled to control the “content and pace of change” when these factors are invariably 

determined by govemmait legislation. Critics of development planning including Wallace' and Hutchinswi^ 

assert that the primary function of development planning is to enable schools to realise the goals of government 

legislation. They maintain that the school development plan may be conceived as a ‘management tool’ for 

controlling the range and content of developments undertaken in schools. Notwithstanding, Stoll and Fink assert 

that while “an era of increased accountability and legislated governmental innovation limits the luxury of 

choice,” many schools are able to maintain the balance between internal and external demands and steer the 

course of school improvement in their own preferred direction.^ The question of whose innovation schools are 

prioritising in the process of school development planning is the subject of much discussion in the literature and 

will be returned to in Section 2.7.

The aforementioned efficacious claims for development planning may also imbue schools with 

somewhat idealistic and fallacious aspirations regarding the capacity of development planning to manage rapid 

and sustained change. The question arises as to what it means to ‘manage change’ in the context of development 

planning. Goddard and Leask declare that the word ‘management’ needs to be employed judiciously, in case it 

implies that the change process can be comprehensively planned for, controlled and thoroughly organised. This, 

they contend, is “totally unrealistic.”  ̂ Louis also questions the image of ‘managed change’ as an effective 

strategy for school improvement. She asserts that “change is largely unmanageable...it is...messy, uncertain and 

circular.”  ̂ As Fullan postulates, “there are fundamental reasons why controlling strategies don’t work. The

* M. Wallace. “Flexible Planning: a key to the management o f  multiple innovations,” Educational Management and 
Administration 19. No. 3 (1991): 180-192.

2
Barry Hutchinson, “The effective reflective school: visions and pipedreams in development planning,” Educational 

M anagement and Administration 21. No. I (1993): 4-18.

 ̂ Stoll and Fink, Changing Our Schools. 69.

4
Goddard and Leask, The Search for Quality. 71.

 ̂ Karen Seashore Louis, “Beyond ‘Managed Change’: Rethinking How Schools Improve,” School Effectiveness and School 
Improvement 4, No. 4 (1993): 4.
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underlying one is that the change process is uncontrollably complex, and in many circumstances 

‘unknowable.’

Patterson et al. present a non-rational conceptualisation o f change in educational organisations,

manifested in a loose-linkage between goals, structures, activities, and outcomes.^ Likewise, Fullan states,

“organisations in today’s society do not follow an orderly logic, but a complex one that is often paradoxical and

contradictory, but nevertheless understandable and amenable to influence.”  ̂ Indeed, numerous researchers have

recounted that development in schools rarely proceeds in a simple straight-line graph.”* For instance, Louis and

Miles, in a study o f  the change process in five urban high schools in the USA, present an image of change as

evolutionary and dynamic, rife with unforeseen ‘normal crises’ and choices that cannot be predicted ahead of

time.^ Similarly, Nias et al. conclude that a systematic approach to school and curriculum development

.. .takes little account of the way circumstances can alter in schools. Initiatives can be overtaken by events 
elsewhere (for example, legislation) or inhibited by changes in the school (for example, personnel). Either 
or both of these can have the effect o f altering the pace and tempo of development. They can also make 
school initiatives redundant or adversely affect the staff to such an extent that developments temporarily 
halt or even regress.^

Wallace, who conducted focused interpretative case studies in four schools in a LEA that had recently 

introduced a compulsory annual development plan, also substantiates the non-rational character of educational 

change. The staff in these schools had developed strategies for coping with innovations in the context of 

ongoing work, were experienced in participative decision-making, and committed to the plan they produced. 

Notwithstanding, they encountered a number of unanticipated problems such as unexpected delays in planning 

and implementing English, Key Stage Two, deferred staff development sessions due to the failure of guidelines 

from the National Curriculum Council to arrive when anticipated and severe disruption due to unpredictable

' Fullan. Change Forces. 19.

2
J. L, Patterson, S. C. Purkey and J. V. Parker, Productive School Systems for a Nonrational World (Alexandria: Association 

for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1986), 23.

 ̂ Michael G. Fullan, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship?. (Buckingham: Open University Press, 1992), 16.

4
J. Nias, G. Southworth and P. Campbell, W hole School Curriculum Development in the Primary School (London: The Falmer 

Press, 1992); Fullan, Change Forces: W allace, “M anaging Multiple Innovations;” Hutchinson, “Visions and Pipedreams;” Hargreaves and 
Hopkins, The Emix)wered School: Holly and Southworth, The Developing School, among others.

 ̂ Louis and Miles, Improving the Urban High School. 31-32.

^ Nias et al.. W hole School Curriculum Development in the Primary School. 45.

59



crises such as staff illness.' As Fullan recounts, planned change attempts rarely succeed as intended. He asserts 

that as change is “non-linear...loaded with uncertainty and excitement and sometimes perverse...,” it is virtually 

impossible to direct or predict the process with exactitude.^

However, neither can it be left to chance, or managed in an ad hoc reactive manner. As Patterson et al. 

assert non rational does not connote irrational. Schools are not totally ungovernable, nor are the processes and 

outcomes of change entirely haphazard or incidental.^ As Wallace concluded on the basis of his aforementioned 

study, “the context for development planning was neither wholly chaotic nor entirely stable. Rather, it was a 

complex mixture of routine work and change, with relative certainty and predictability in some areas and 

ambiguity and unpredictability in others, which varied over time.”^

It is clear, therefore, that development planning is unlikely to enable schools manage change in the sense 

of controlling it or being able to direct it with exactitude. Essentially, development planning is concerned with 

improving a school’s internal capacity to contend with and manage the forces o f development and change on an 

ongoing basis, as opposed to undertaking ad hoc or piecemeal innovative efforts.^ Indeed, Holly and 

Southworth advocate careful and sensitive planning, not to enable schools thoroughly organise and control 

change, but as a means of grappling with the “complicated, subtle and messy” business of school development 

and to allow staff “find a way around the thickets, brambles and pitfalls of doing school development.”  ̂ In this 

sense, it may be regarded as a ‘new mindset’ enabling schools to ‘manage the unknowable.’ According to 

Fullan, “the basic question is how to get good at change - that is, how to increase the capacity of individuals and 

organisations to know when to reject certain change possibilities, to know when and how to pursue and

'  Wallace, “The Management o f  Multiple Innovations,” 153.

2
Fullan, Change Forces. 2 1.

 ̂ Patterson et al.. Productive School Systems. 23.

4
Wallace. “The Management o f  Multiple Innovations,” 156. 

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 3.

® Holly and Southworth, The Developing School, ix-x.
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implement others, and to know how to cope with policies and programs that are imposed on them.”’ This, 

essentially, is a fundamaital purpose of development planning.

It must also be stated that development planning is not solely about development. Another purpose of 

development planning is ensuring maintenance of previous practices and developments. Although at first glance 

the term school development planning may imply a predilection for change, an organisation focusing primarily 

on new initiatives and development would be anarchic. Organisations cannot afford to change for change sake. 

As Hargreaves expounds, “the commitment to continuous improvement can easily degenerate into interminable 

improvement, where no one values heritage and such vital ingredients of schooling as tradition, continuity and 

consolidation. In such situations, only incurable change addicts prosper.”  ̂ Thus, the question arises as to how 

schools can create a reasonable level of stability and also be constantly open and able to change. Peters and 

Waterman suggest an answer to this issue in proposing that organisations should simultaneously exhibit a bias 

for action, and a concentration on technical core activity, i.e. ^tend to the knitting.'^ As Hargreaves and Hopkins 

observe;

Perhaps the most crucial challaige facing schools today is how to balance change and stability effectively; 
how on the one hand to preserve what is all ready admirable and fine in a school, and, on the other how to 
respond positively to innovation and the challenge of change.'*

Proponents of development planning indicate that the process not only offers a proactive response to the 

challenge of change but may also comprise a vehicle for enhancing and building on current and previous 

activities, thus enabling schools cope with the twin pressures of development and maintenance. West and 

Ainscow intimate that plans for development should reflect a balance between activities necessary to maintain 

the school’s current areas of effectiveness and efficiency, and what development can realistically be looked for 

beyond that.^ As the Scottish Office Education Department relates “quality assurance encompasses all aspects 

of school life, it includes ensuring the continuing effectiveness of established good practice as well as the

* Fullan, The New Meaning, ix.

 ̂ Andy Hargreaves, “Renewal in The Age o f  Paradox,” Educational Leadership 52, No. 7 (April 1995): 17-18. 

 ̂ T. Peters and R. W aterman. In Search o f  Excellence (New York: Harper and Row, 1982).

4
Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning for School Improvement, 20.

 ̂ West and Ainscow, Managing School Development, 22.

61



smooth and systematic introduction of new ones.” ' It is important, therefore, especially during the initial 

planning odyssey, that factors such as “continuity, synthesis (of the best of the old with the best of the new) and 

incrementalism” are regarded as vital factors.^

Hargreaves and Hopkins maintain that schools need to preserve continuity with their current and 

previous activities partly to generate the stability which is the foundation for improvement and growth, and 

partly because new developments do not obliterate or change every aspect of current school functioning. They 

contend, therefore, that development planning is “about both ensuring maintenance and supporting 

development.”  ̂ In addition, the ultimate focus of any change effort is implementation and institutionalisation - 

to consolidate a change and move a new development into the school’s maintenance activities - a point that 

further emphasises the correlation between development and maintenance processes."*

Furthermore, if a school continually embraces new initiatives, which are subsequently absorbed into the 

school’s maintaiance activities, a situation may arise whereby the number of development and maintenance 

activities may exceed the available resource capacity within the school. Consequently, a tension is created, for 

the school is faced with the potential choice of redeploying its development capacity into the maintenance of the 

recently established innovations. Alternatively, subsequent to the realisation of one innovation, it is tempting to 

shift resources to an ensuing innovation whether or not the existing innovation still requires maintenance and 

support. The consequences of continually embracing new initiatives are substantial, for it is likely that earlier 

innovations will wither as attention and resources are shifted away.^

Consequently, when embracing new initiatives and developments, a school needs to examine its present 

functioning to ascertain which aspects of current practice are effective and beneficial to students, and which 

aspects could be effectively replaced by alternative and innovative procedures. School planning should not 

involve the “continual taking on of new approaches without letting go of any current activities.”* The review

* SOED, The Role o f  School Development Plans, vii.

2
Holly and Southworth, The Developing School, 26.

3
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 17.

4
Glatter, “The Management o f  School Improvement,” 91.

* Ibid.

* Stoll, “School Self-Evaluation,” 48.
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phase o f the development planning process is designed to enable schools undertake such an evaluation of 

currait practice and it also provides a basis for discarding activities which may have been engaged in for several 

years but are no longer relevant.

Clearly, the concept of school development planning is purported to fulfil a multifarious array of 

purposes. However, despite the assumptions in the literature that development plans improve teaching and 

learning, enable schools to control their own development, the evidence to substantiate these claims is 

insufficient. Thus, the question as to what purposes can actually be realised at the level o f practice needs further 

exploration and will be returned to at a later stage in this thesis.

2.4 P rox> e^ - A y v A n c U y iv i 'o f
Hodeli'ftyr Ve^eloprwant

An understanding o f the process o f development planning is the key to success}

There is no ‘definitive’ or ‘standard’ model o f development planning. Contextual differences exist

between schools; consequently, differentiated pathways to development need to be considered:

...each principal has a distinctive style; each teacher operates in an individualistic way; every single 
student is both unique and precious; every community creates an idiosyncratic environment for learning. 
So excellence anywhere grows from elements that are both peculiar and particular.^

Each school has its particular histwy and culture which gives rise to its own unique plan. The needs of 

people and the organisation, not a formula, need to be considered when establishing a planning process. As Stoll 

and Fink annotate, “one size will not fit all; individuality within a broad framework is inevitable.”  ̂ However, 

schools do not have to re-invent the wheel o f planning from scratch. While each school should develop its own 

unique plan, a substantial amount o f information and guidance can be garnered from a perusal of the appropriate 

literature. Thus, various planning models will be examined during the course o f this section in an endeavour to 

elucidate on the planning process. It will also be revealed that irrespective o f their disparate titles, these 

planning models generally embrace a number o f common elements and share similar characteristics. A more

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 4.

 ̂ Beare et al.. Creating an Excellent School (London: Routledge, 1991), 262-263.

 ̂ Stoll and Fink, Changing Our Schools, 74.
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detailed portrayal o f each o f the planning ‘processes’ - variously termed ‘elements’ or ‘stages’ - will be 

presented in later sections o f this chapter.

Formulating a school development plan is invariably regarded as a cyclical process, whereby staff evaluate 

the requirements o f the school, agree priorities for development, design a response, monitor its implementation, 

leading to a fiirther review and a new set o f priorities.' This cyclical approach to development is reflected in 

reports on school development planning in both the United Kingdom and Ireland. The Scottish Office 

Education Department has proposed that in its simplest form, a School Development Plan should comprise three 

sections, repeated annually: an aims section, an audit section and a development section.^ A similar model is 

outlined by The Department o f Education and Science (Hargreaves et al.), who delineate four main processes in 

development planning:

•  Audit: a school reviews its strengths and weaknesses;

•  Construction: priorities for development are selected and then turned into specific targets; success 

criteria are identified;

• Implementation: the planned priorities and targets are implemented;

•  Evaluation: the success of implementation is checked.^

' INTO. School Planning. 12.

^ SOED, The Role o f  School Development Plans. 1.

 ̂ Hargreaves et al.. Planning For School Development. 5.
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fi^ure/2. 1 7^^e/de^felopme^^plcul^u*l^cycle/}

Implementation

Construction
rr

Audit

m
Getting Started

A similar model outlined by Holly and Southworth revolves around four stages, each of which is reflected in a 

straightforward question;

• Needs Identification. . ..What do we need to look at?

•  Strategic Planning........Where are we now?
Where do we want to be?

•  Implementation.............  How do we get there?

• Evaluation ...................... How are we doing? ̂

As mentioned in Section 1.3, The Halton Board in Ontario established a successful effective schools 

project predicated on the development o f a School Growth Planning process. A task force examined the findings 

o f  school effectiveness research and developed a composite model of twelve characteristics of effective schools 

which fell within three broad categories: a common mission, an emphasis on learning and a climate conducive 

to learning. Halton’s schools could use these school effectiveness characteristics in the assessment phase o f the 

planning process. To facilitate school improvement, Halt«i designed a planning process analogous to that o f 

development planning - school growth planning. Embracing a ‘top-down bottom-up’ approach to change, the 

school system provided a sense o f direction in addition to financial and other support, while individual schools 

were encouraged to select, implement, and evaluate a number o f priorities based on an examination o f their own

'  Ibid.

^ Holly and Southw orth , The D evelop ing  Schoo l. 46.
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context as well as external initiatives. Similar to the aforementioned development planning models, the process 

for developing a School Growth Plan is cyclical. Essentially, there are four stages, which again correspond to 

four key questions:

• Assessment - Where are we now? The school gathers relevant information to determine its current 

strengths and weaknesses.

• Planning - Where would we like to be? The school identifies a number of priorities for

development over the next three years.

• Implementation - How best can we move in that direction? The school puts these priorities into

practice with the support of staff development and resources.

• Evaluation - How do we evaluate the changes we make? The school monitors the growth planning 

process and reviews progress towards the realisation of its priorities.'

A more complex and in-depth planning model is presented by Caldwell and Spinks in Leading the Self- 

Managing School - figure 2.2 below. This collaborative planning cycle comprises a process of strategic 

planning, the outcome of which is a development plan often referred to as a strategic plan, or an improvement 

plan.^ The central framework, school charter, policies and the development plan together generate a three to five 

year management strategy for the school.^ This management strategy encapsulates a rationale for the 

achievement of a number of desired educational outcomes and a pathway to the preferred future outlined in 

terms of activities to be undertaken and time schedules to be observed.'* The ‘annual planning/management 

cycle,’ which is based on the three to five year management strategy is another component of The Refined 

Model and involves

(i) armual priority setting;

(ii) curriculum design;

(iii) planning for curriculum delivery;

(iv) the preparation and approval of plans for resource allocation;

' Stoll and Fink, “The Halton Approach,” 24 -25.

 ̂ Ibid., 39.

 ̂ Ibid., 34-35.

Ibid., 35.
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(v) the implementation of learning and teaching programs;

(vi) evaluation and review.'

fi^iAre/2.2 Tlxe/Kefined/ModeJ/fcn'Seif-hici*ia^e4ne*it}

CENTRAL FRAMEWORK

CHARTER

POLICIES

POLICY
GROUP

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
3-5 YEAR 

MANAGEMENT
STRATEGY

ANNUAL
PRIORITY
SETTING

EVALUATION' 
AND 

REVIEW ,

LEARNING
AND

TEACHING
CURRICULUM

DESIGN

RESOURCE
ALLOCATION

ANNUAL
MANAGEMENT

CYCLE

PROGRAM
TEAMS

CURRICULUM
DELIVERY

iproval

Per Dalin and his colleagues associated with the Norwegian Educational Foundation, International 

Movements Towards Educational Change (IMTEC), present a comparable school improvement model entitled 

“The Institutional Development Programme"(IDP). Analogous to the aforementioned models, the IDP is 

designed to enable schools contend with both external and internal demands for renewal in a creative

‘ Ibid., 34-39.

 ̂ Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self-Management School. 33.
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development process. “The goal is a learning organisation that is able to respond creatively to changes in the 

environment...with embedded capacities for school-based curriculum changes, for staff development and 

management development.” ' The Institutional Development Programme also encompasses a number of stages 

that operate in a cyclical process:

• Initiation and entry;

• Joint analysis and diagnosis;

• Goal setting and action planning;

• Testing and evaluation;

• Generalisation and institutionalisation.^

Interestingly, however, Dalin portrays his diagrammatic representation of the IDP, not as a cyclical 

process, but as a linear process description as outlined below.

fi^ure/2.3 Lun&oir Proce^Ve^crvptUrn/^

STEERING
COM MITTEE

ENTRY
START
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DATA
GATHERING

INITIATIVE

INSTITUTION
ALISATION

NEXT
CYCLE

EVALUATION

ACTION
PLAN

IMPLEMENTATION/
ASSESSMENT

This constitutes a rational, systematic model which “can at first be seen as a linear set of activities that fall into 

several concrete steps.” Dalin emphasises, however, that in actuality these activities operate in a cyclical and

' Dalin, Changing the School Culture, 4.

^ Ibid., 32-37.

 ̂ Ibid.. 32.
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reflexive manner.' Indeed, the aforementioned authors all emphasise that the various stages of development 

planning should be regarded in a holistic interactive manner. As Hargreaves and Hopkins recount, they are not 

discrete phases but processes that “fuse into and inform one another.”  ̂ Similarly, Stoll and Fink assert that the 

four stages in the school growth plan interweave; “thus, although evaluation is described as the fourth stage, in 

actuality it commences within the planning phase when indicators of success are outlined and baseline 

assessments are obtained against which progress can be measured.”  ̂These authors also argue that development 

plans must not be regarded as fixed schemes that must be implemented but as catalysts or points of departure for 

appraising the school and for devising improvements. As Davies and Ellison contend, plans should not be “cast 

in concrete;” rather, they should be flexible, enabling the school look ahead, yet remain responsive to future 

changes in circumstances. “Plans can only go so far, and not very far at that. Literally thousands of variables - 

people, timing, macro-economic forces, random extanal events - are at work in successfully introducing [a 

proposed development].’'*

It is essential, therefore, to avoid viewing development planning as a grandiose blueprinting approach to 

change. As related above, proponents of school development planning emphasise that the process is non- 

rational and non-linear. The purpose is not to design an immutable strait-jacket for future action, but to generate 

“a stream of wise decisions designed to achieve the mission of the organisation” - it is a case of engaging in 

masterful planning as opposed to designing a master plan.^

Emphasis shifts from product to process. Just as the planning process builds in flexibility for adapting to 
changing conditions in and out of the organisation, it also accepts the possibility that the final product may 
not resemble what was initially intended. In other words, strategic planners say it’s okay to abandon some 
original goals that looked good at first. Substituting goals may not result in the most efficient planning, but 
it nets a more effective process because changes made today are designed to make the organisaticm better 
off in the future.*

’ Ibid.

2
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 4.

 ̂ Stoll and Fink, “The Halton Approach,” 25.

4
Peters, Triving on Chaos. 258.

 ̂ Patterson et al.. Productive School Systems, 6 1.

® Ibid.
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Notwithstanding, the concept of development planning has, on occasion, been criticised by a number of 

researchCTS as linear, mechanistic and highly rational. Hutchinson maintains that the tbur-stage model of 

development planning expounded by Hargreaves et al. (Figure 2.1) is predicated on what Fullan calls the 

‘rational fallacy.’ He notes for instance that “it is described as ‘the planning cycle’ and as such does bear strong 

resemblance to the rational objectives model which was used in the planning of many curriculum development 

projects.” ' Wallace also argues that the model of development planning propounded by Hargreaves et al. 

gravitates towards a highly rationalistic approach. He asserts that an annual decision-making exercise “enables 

goals (targets within priorities for development) to be identified and means (action plans) to be chosen which are 

subsequently implemented.” This rationalistic approach, he contends, fails to take cognisance of the multiplicity 

of goals which schools are required to address, and the new and modified decisions generated between “annual 

decision making exercises.”^

The collaborative school management cycle depicted by Caldwell and Spinks has also been 

animadverted on as a linear, technicist view of planning. Brennan remarks that the seven planning steps, while 

presented in diagrammatic form as a circle, are described in a linear, rational manner, requiring a certain 

sequence and limiting interaction between the elements; “The Caldwell and Spinks model of planning is 

mechanical and procedural; those following it can live in the illusion that their future is determinable - 

determined by and controlled through the activities of planning.”  ̂ Wallace comments that this model was 

developed incrementally over a seven-year period in an isolated school in Tasmania which enjoyed a relatively 

stable environment."* Consequently, he contended that this ‘collaborative planning model’ may not be 

appropriate for schools operating in a dynamic and turbulent environment where many innovations are 

generated externally and schools are required to adopt and modify them in a process of mutual adaptation. 

Moreover, such planning procedures may pose more of a hindrance than a help if schools are urged to adopt 

modus opemndi designed for a different context.^

* H utchinson, “ V isions and  P ipedream s,” 7.

2
W allace, “ M anaging M ultip le  Innovations,” 157.

^ M. B rennan, “ R einven ting  Square W heels: P lann ing  for Schools to Ignore R ealities,”  in Sm yth , A  Sociallv  C ritical V iew . 88.

4
W allace, “ M anaging M ultip le  Innovations,”  151.

^ Ibid., 151-152.
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Wallace proffers what he cx>nsiders a more “comprehensive conceptualisation” of strategic planning 

represented in a ‘'flexible planning model,' which he asserts is a key to the management of multiple innovations. 

He maintains that planning is based on the multiplicity of decisions concerning the future that can be formulated 

on three levels - long, medium, and short-term. These three planning levels roll forward over time, thus 

generating a series of “rolling plans;” long-term plans are transposed into short and medium-term plans, short 

term plans are implemented, and new long-term plans promulgated. Wallace alleges that flexibility is predicted 

on a process of “incremental planning” whereby frequent creation, monitoring and adjustment of the rolling 

plans may be effected rapidly as circumstances evolve, without having to replan from scratch.'

However, in the writer’s opinion Wallace’s conceptualisation of planning is congruous v«th the 

development planning model propounded by Hargreaves et al. and by Holly and Southworth in The Developing 

School. Analogous to the flexible planning model proposed by Wallace, long-term goals (predicated on a vision 

of a desired future and an overarching mission for the school) are delineated in outline; detailed plans - guided 

by the overarching mission - are created for the year ahead, and specific action plans guide activities in the 

immediate future. It is aivisaged that these planning levels would move forward over time thus generating 

“rolling plans.” (See Section 2.2). Moreover, as mentioned earlier in this section, schools are urged to view the 

process in a flexible, non-linear manner, and reflexive interaction between the elements of the planning cycle is 

regarded as an integral component of the development process.^ Hargreaves and Hopkins put this point 

succinctly: “Development planning...is not a mechanical process. It will not proceed as planned; there will be 

obstacles and diversions; some changes will need to be made en route; some outcomes will not be achieved in 

full, but there will also be unintended outcomes and benefits.”^

Furthermore, in concordance with Wallace,'* Hargreaves et al. recommend ongoing monitoring of the 

development planning process as opposed to a “big-bang evaluation” at the end. It would appear, thCTefore, that 

the concept of development planning in the literature is congruous with Wallace’s flexible planning model - the 

concept of development planning is also organised on a ‘rolling’ basis and flexibility is integral to the process, 

enabling schools to switch course in response to pupil needs and to changing circumstances, yet still be

' Ibid.. 162-163.

2
Hargreaves et al.. Planning For School Development, 5; also, Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 9, 53 and 69.

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Emtxiwered School, 9.

4
Wallace, “ Managing Multiple Innovations,”  163.
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operating within the broad framework which has been planned. Moreover, it may be suggested that Wallace 

based his critique on the diagrammatic representations of development planning presented in the literature and 

eschewed an analysis of the discourse supporting the planning model/diagram. As the foregoing discourse 

indicates, in general, the explication in the development planning literature of the process represented by the 

diagrammatic models emphasises that flexibility and interaction between the elements is central to the 

operationalisaticHi of the plan.

Nevertheless, it is clear that the dynamic complexity of the planning process is not amenable to 

representation either in a planning model or in a theoretical description of the process. Thus, it is essential that 

when reviewing the concept of development planning, researches, policy makers and educators alike look 

beyond the rationalistic presentation of planning which is invariably proffered in the diagrammatic 

representation of planning models. For instance, as reported above, Dalin argues repeatedly, that despite the 

apparent rational focus of the Institutional Development Plan (Figure 2.3), the various stages do not happen in a 

linear way, one after the other.

School development is a complex and comprehensive learning process where changes in the school culture 
are central....[The IDP] is not a blueprint that fits all schools. It is not a linear process where one step 
follows the other. It takes many turns, the cycles are often repeated, and some processes are much more 
important in some schools than in others.'

Likewise, in The Refined Model fo r  Self-Management, Caldwell and Spinks acknowledge the importance 

of engaging a strategic planning model which nurtures a flexible approach to development and enumerate on the 

significance of school culture on the development process.^ In addition, they explicitly refer to the limitations of 

‘models.’ They cite Sergiovanni and Starratt who assert that “when proposed and marketed as truth and 

prescribed...as a one best way to achieve, they are likely to be ill-fitting to the realities of practice.”  ̂ Moreover, 

Caldwell and Spinks allege that in reality, a remarkable array of variations on “The Collaborative School 

Management Cycle” had evolved in the process of mutual adaptation which is typical of an innovation.”  ̂ This, 

they advocate is the purpose of their refined model, which should be viewed not in a ratiaial prescriptive

' Dalin, Changing the School Culture. 35.

2
Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self-M anaging School. 33-34.

 ̂ Ibid., 46 

Ibid., 42-43.
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manner, but as ‘̂'ojfering a guide” to those involved in school self-management - a frame of reference for 

thinking about practice and for understanding the problems professionals face.’

Clearly, the dynamic complexity of organisational life and a constantly fluctuating environment cannot be 

encapsulated in a planning model - real life is not going to mirror the diagrams in school improvement and 

development planning booklets. Paradoxically, however, the logical diagrams and sequential steps are all part of 

the attraction such guidance offers. Moreover, in their initial forays into the production of school development 

plans it is likely that schools will recourse to the steps or stages proffered in the guidance and use them as an 

“important crutch.” Indeed, Dalin contends that these concrete steps are important because they provide 

capacity building opportunities and enable the school gradually understand and become familiar with the 

operationalisatiai of a new process.^ They nurture a learning process whereby schools are enabled to build 

learning teams, develop common values and improve programmes and policies. This learning process is 

important for practitioners to develop new behaviours and understandings in relation to the process of 

development planning. Subsequently, as teachers gain ownership and experience of the process it is likely that 

they may become less focused on discrete steps or stages and experience development planning as a more 

holistic and interactive process.

In the light of the foregoing discourse, it may be suggested that school development planning appears to 

offer a proactive response to the challenge of change and the quest for school improvement. While comprised of 

a series of processes that are often presented in a rational step-by-step manner, its proponents argue that it 

embraces flexibility and fluidity, which can support the non-linear, non-rational features of change. Moreover, 

the sequential steps presented in the literature and in some instances encapsulated in planning models offer 

practitioners a useful crutch to help them become familiar with the process. However, like all models, 

development planning can only be refined “by linking theory and action together in the praxis of school 

improvement.”  ̂ To be effective, development planning needs to be tuned into the complex rhythms and 

harmonies of organisational life.

'  Ibid., 25.

2
Dalin, Changing the School Culture. 35.

 ̂ Hopkins. Evaluation for School PevelopmenL 192.

73



2.5  Peripe<M^/e^(>tvScho<yi'3(l^e4i'^vaiuclt^/>n/

Before you go on a journey, you must know where you are starting from  
or you will become hopelessly lost. '

Development planning needs to start from where the school is now. However, as schools are already 

functioning, it is not possible to erase what has gone before and start with a blank sheet of paper. As Goodlad 

avers, “pedagogy is not like painting, an art that begins and builds from an uncluttered canvas.”  ̂ Accordingly, 

Stoll declares that schools need to “examine their current situation to establish what they will need to take with 

them and what should be left behind.”  ̂They need to acknowledge their own hist(»y and generate agreement on 

various strategies for making the future different while preserving those aspects of schooling that are 

contributing favourably to quality enhancement. This is the essence of school self-evaluation or school-based 

review, which may constitute the initial phase of a school development programme. However, evaluation 

weaves its threads throughout the aitire development planning process. Indeed, Hopkins distinguishes between 

three approaches to evaluation which occur at various stages in the development process; evaluation o f  school 

improvement, evaluation fo r  school improvement and evaluation as school improvement.'*

Evaluation fo r  improvement is central to the process of school based review, often regarded as the initial 

phase in the development planning. Summative evaluation - evaluation o f  school improvement - is generally 

undertaken at the conclusion of a development planning cycle. Evaluation as improvement is reflected in 

monitoring and modification of the improvement initiatives in progress. In this manner, a systematic process of 

evaluation permeates the entire development planning process. To quote Holly and Southworth, “evaluation 

underscores the developing school.”*

'  Ibid., 29.

^ Goodlad, A Place Called School. 191.

 ̂ Stoll, “School Self-Evaluation,” 48.

4
Hopkins, Evaluation for School Development. 27.

 ̂ Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 88.
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The prime fcKus of evaluation for improvement is on facilitating change and development. Evaluation 

fo r  exercises, often referred to as formative evaluation, are conducted for the purpose of bringing about 

improvements in practice. This evaluative approach is at the essence of the review or audit stage of the 

development planning process. An audit involves “questioning current provision and practice in a systematic 

and self-critical way: comparing what the school is striving to achieve with what is actually happening.”' Holly 

and Southworth remark that such school based review is the life-blood of the developing school, the vehicle for 

change and development and provides the substance for a school development plan.^ It should be set within the 

context of the school’s mission, aims and values. Recent external evaluations of the school should also 

considered, in addition to policies and initiatives emanating from national and/or local education departments.^

An analysis of the information amassed during the review process should enable a school:

• generate a picture of strengths on which to build;

• recognise areas which need improvement;

• identify priorities for action in the short and long-term;

• identify staff development needs; and

• show areas which have improved.'*

In the initial development planning cycle, a general or whole school audit may indicate areas of school 

life which the school could focus on in subsequent years, for, as Hopkins recounts, ‘Sve need to know what we 

intend to evaluate before we evaluate it so that we know what we are looking for.”  ̂ However, engaging in a 

full-scale audit each year is both time-consuming and unnecessary. Much of the litCTature is in agreement that a 

school should undertake a series of small scale, focused or specific audits in key-areas of school functioning 

over a number of years.® “A planned series of specific audits creates a rolling programme which provides a

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 3 1.

2
Holly and Southworth, The Developing School, 88.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 31.

4
Strathclyde Regional Council, The Oualitv Process: Primary (Strathclyde Regional Council, 1993), 12.

^ Hopkins, Evaluation For School Development, 72.

•  Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 33; Hopkins, Evaluation For School Development, 118-119; Strathclyde 

Regional Council, The Oualitv Process, 12-14. Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self-ManaginR School, 147.
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picture of the school built up over successive years.” ' The areas for a focused audit can emanate from a general 

audit (as mentioned above) or from the identification o f a limited number o f priorities by promoted and other 

staff in consultation and discussion. Indeed, Hargreaves and Hopkins suggest that when an in-depth audit is 

required in a particular area “it is better to make this a priority within the development plan and draw up an 

action plan accordingly. Development in this area then becomes possible in subsequent cycles”  ̂ Thus, it may 

not be necessary for a school to undertake an in-depth audit each year, as a specific audit in a particular area of 

school functioning may guide policy formulation and action (implementation) planning for a number of years.^

A number of criteria may be addressed during the review or audit phase of the development planning 

cycle, including curriculum provision and access, teaching styles and methods, resources, stalf development, 

relationships with parents, and school management and organisation.'* Gathering data on implementation issues 

is also crucial. “The success o f  implementation is highly dependent on the establishment o f effective ways of 

getting information on how well or poorly a change is going in the classroom and school.”^

A wide range of evaluative approaches or techniques is available for the purpose of conducting the 

review.® For instance, GRIDS (Guidelines for Review and Internal Development o f Schools) contains structured 

step-by-step advice on how to conduct a school review and development exercise and can be used for both 

initial and specific review states. The main data-gathering instrument is the survey sheet, which may be 

administered to the school staflF during the initial review stage. As the GRIDS questionnaire is not a 

standardised instrument, it can be adapted to individual school needs and can also form the basis for school- 

level questionnaires. It is also emphasised that schools are not meant to tackle all issues simultaneously; rather.

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empovyered School. 33.

^ Ibid., 38.

 ̂ Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the S e lf Managing School, 147.

Ibid., 33.

 ̂ Fullan, The New Meaning, 87.

® An analysis o f  the various approaches to review can be found in Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 34-37; 

Newton and Tarrant, Managing Change in Schools. 35, 39 and 40; Hopkins, Evaluation For School Development. Chapter 8.
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the advice is to select a limited number of areas for development and focus on these before evaluating the 

process and moving on to new priority areas.'

Another evaluation method involves the intervention by external consultants, or facilitators who are

invited into the school in question. Brown and Riddell state that school self-evaluation may not always identify

salient needs or establish a perspicuous picture of current strengths and weaknesses. They assert that one of the

‘pitfalls’ of school self-evaluation is that

...institutions may be adept at practising denial, disguising from themselves and from others the precise 
nature of the problems that they are experiencing. They may also be reluctant even to consider addressing 
difficult matters that they are currently failing to tackle. An external agent may be essential, therefore, in 
assisting schools to ‘grow’ rather than stagnate.^

Brown and Riddell also note, however, that the observations of an external agent cannot automatically be

deemed superior to those amassed during school self-evaluation without the assistance of a facilitator, as a

relatively brief visit to the school by an Inspector or facilitator is unlikely to generate a total picture of the

organisational culture.^ However, those who advocate the role of consultants in school self-evaluatiai''

emphasise that the consultants role is not to inform the school “ ‘what the problems are’ or to ‘design the

future,’ ” but to act as a catalyst, providing advice, motivation and support, thus enabling the school itself to

mobilise for improvement and also leaving the school with the ownership of any changes the staff decide to

implement. As Dalin recounts, “The best guarantee for an improvement in a situation is that those involved

discover the problems and dilemmas, and jointly mobilise energy to resolve them.”^

The support of an external consultant is integral to the model of school-self evaluation outlined by the 

Halton Board of Education. Teachers work with external consultants in a five-day training workshop where they 

acquire techniques required to formulate a school growth plan, and guide the change process in their schools. 

Thus teachers “retain their involvement in the process, whilst avoiding the vagueness and lack of content of

* Guidelines for Review and Internal Development o f  Schools.

2
Sally Brown and Sheila Riddell, “Promoting School Effectiveness: Key Issues,” School Effectiveness Research, eds., Sheila 

Riddell and Sally Brown, 73.

 ̂ Ibid.

4
Hopkins, Evaluation For School Development. 128; Dalin, Changing the School Culture. 56-57; Drumcondra Teachers’

Centre, School Plan: A Process - Not A Product (Dublin: Drumcondra Teachers’ Centre, 1993), 5-9.

* Dalin. Changing the School Culture. 56.
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earlier school based review work.” ' Nevertheless, the involvement of an external agent may not be a viable 

option for many schools as they may lack both the time and the financial resources necessary to engage an 

external consultant.^

Another approach to school self-evaluation involves the assimilation of an external knowledge base into 

school planning. Schools need some form of reference in undertaking an audit in order to establish what is 

regarded as ‘good practice’. Characteristics from the school effectiveness research and school improvement 

literature may be examined with a view to ascertaining factors that may enhance school development. As 

indicated in section 1.2, while school effectiveness research may not reveal what teachers should actually do to 

make schools more effective, it does suggest that a core set of factors contributes to overall effectiveness. 

Accordingly, Stoll maintains that “through an examination of the organisational and curricular processes that 

have been found to occur more often in effective schools and classrooms, schools can incorporate an external 

knowledge base into their planning.”^

Notwithstanding, school staffs may be overwhelmed by the prodigious array of research that now 

prevails on the themes of school effectiveness and school improvement. Moreover, many schools may not have 

access to the requisite library facilities and may have neither the time nor the necessary research skills to engage 

in more than a perfunctory investigation of the literature. However, many education departments and local 

education authorities have abridged this process for schools by developing a series of self-evaluation material 

predicated on school effectiveness and improvement research. For example, based on an analysis of school 

effectiveness research and an evaluation of existing good practice in seventy-five establishments, Strathclyde 

Regional Council developed a series of quality pointers, quality indicators and examples of quality, - The 

Quality Process - which can provide “a secure and extremely useful framework for school audit, for preparing

' Brown and Riddell, “ Key Issues,” 73.

 ̂ The school planning process - School Plan: A Process - N ot A Product - designed by the Drumcondra Teachers’ Centre for 

facilitators working with school staffs, requires an introductory workshop, three two-hour sessions, and possibly a number o f  follow-up 

workshops - time that is not typically considered part o f  the jobs o f  teachers or administrators.

 ̂ Stoll, “School Self Evaluation,” 50.
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development plans and thereafter for monitoring implementation.” ' The material is oflFered to schools as a 

support for the processes o f  self-evaluation and development planning with the admonition that “it is not 

complete or perfect! There will be much to add, to delete and to argue about.”^

The “Client Satisfaction” method described by Rogers is another method used to gamer information and 

is particularly usefiil for gathCTing information from parents, pupils and other interest groups. It invites each 

parent/pupil to respond to three statements:

•  The three best things about the school are;

•  The three worst things about the school are; and

•  What I would most like to see changed in the school is.^

Other techniques for conducting a school-based review include:

•  Using SWOT analysis;"*

• Questionnaires (staff, parents, pupils);

•  A ‘just a tick’ survey;^

•  Observations of specific situations; and

•  Holding meetings/staff discussion.®

Clearly, a range of methods is available for conducting school self-evaluation or review. However, the 

staff members in the school should select the method most appropriate to the nature of the topic under review, 

the contextual features o f the school, the level o f previous knowledge and experience available, and the 

management style adopted by the school.’ Moreover, it is advisable to employ a variety o f methods of data

' Frank Pignatelli, ‘Foreword.’ The Quality Process (Strathclyde Regional Council, 1994), ii.

 ̂ Ibid.

 ̂ Rogers, How to W rite a School Development Plan. 42.

4
Ibid., 39. SWOT analysis involves staff in ascertaining school Strengths and Weaknesses, what Opportunities are available and 

what Threats are apparent.

’ Ibid.. 43-46.

® Ibid., 40.

^ West and Ainscow, Managing School Development, 46-47.
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collection as information from one can help substantiate that from another. By engaging a variety of methods to 

investigate a particular area of school ftinctioning, “an initial subjective observation or perception is fleshed out 

and given a degree of authenticity.” '

Another important technique to enhance validity is triangulation. This involves the collation of evidence 

from a variety of vantage points - parents, inspectors, pupils, teachers - as each group may have a slightly 

different viewpoint or perspective, and taking each into account allows a detailed picture to be developed.^ 

Engaging the perceptions of a number of interest groups substantiates the evidence available and may obviate 

the need for an external consultant to aisure that schools ‘grow’ rather than stagnate. Moreover, by employing 

analytic techniques such as friangulation, evaluators can validate the data garnered in the review process and 

produce what Glaser and Strauss advert to as ‘grounded theory.’ This refers to information grounded in data 

garnered from and applicable to a specific social situation.^ Such information - or theory - will provide the 

school with soundly based arguments to justify the course of development and confribute to the creation of an 

effective system of quality assurance within the school.

As mentioned earlier, school self-evaluation may begin but does not end with an assessment of the 

current state of the school. Essentially, evaluation should permeate the entire development planning process, 

embracing the specific review stage, a system of ongoing monitoring and modification of the action plan and its 

subsequent implementation and a final evaluation to ascertain the degree to which priorities/targets have been 

achieved and to ascertain whether the plan itself has been useful. Goddard and Leask maintain that “the explicit 

integration of evaluation practices into the routines of schools and individual staff provides the necessary self 

monitoring system that keeps everything on the course of improvement.”  ̂ This, in essence, is what is meant by 

the term evaluation as improvement. As Sirotkin asserts.

School improvement must take place in schools by and for the people in them...and this process is not a 
one shot deal but an ongoing part of the daily worklife of professionals involved in their own school

' Hopkins, Evaluation for School D evelopm ent 68.

^ Ibid.. 68-69; also. Brown and Riddell, “ Key Issues,” 72.

3
Glaser and Strauss, cited in Hopkins, Evaluation For School Development. 69.

4
Goddard and Leask. The Search For Quality. 161.
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improvement efforts....In this context, evaluation becomes the process of rigorous self-examination, indeed 
the process o f ‘school raiewal’ itself.” '

Likewise, Hargreaves and Hopkins allege that evaluation and implementation should be interlaced to allow for

fine-tuning of the school improvement initiatives in operation. They explain that “if implementation and

evaluation are linked, evaluation can help shape and guide the action plan rather than being a post-mortem upon

it.”^

Leithwood et al. stress that although evaluation should permeate the entire planning process, evaluation 

o f  the progress of the development planning process, and assessment of the long-term success of the 

implementation of new ideas is also required.^ This may involve either a general or a focused audit that should 

embrace triangulation across approaches and sources to enhance validity. Indeed, the research instruments used 

in the earlier review may be employed to ascertain the extent of development accomplished. The ensuing 

information may be issued in the form of a school progress report for interested stakeholders. In this manner, as 

mentioned above, schools are accountable on their own terms, albeit within a framework of national and/or 

local policies and guidelines. Information emanating from an evaluation o f  school improvement efforts may also 

form the basis of evaluation fo r  improvement - new priorities for development may be promulgated or issues 

requiring further development identified. The wheel of evaluation thus returns full circle.

Clearly, the three evaluative approaches mentioned above - evaluation fo r  quality - (the school-based 

review/audit,) evaluaticm as quality - (ongoing monitoring of the progress of the plan,) and evaluation o f  quality 

- the final evaluation, build on and interrelate with each other. They comprise a process model of evaluation, 

which is both cyclical and developmental and guides the school on a ‘learning journey’ towards development.'* 

Moreover, Lagerweij and Voogt maintain that with regard to school development, “school-based review is a 

knife that cuts two ways.”  ̂On the one hand, the data form the basis for deciding on the course of school policy 

and acts as a ‘trigger mechanism’ for mobilising and energising the development work. On the other hand.

* Sirotkin is quoted by Holly and Southworth in The Developing School. 109.

2
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 65.

3
Leithwood, Fullan and Heald-Taylor (1987) cited by Holly and Southworth, in The Developing School. 147-148.

4
Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 90.

 ̂ lagerw eij and Voogt, “Policy Making,” 114.
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school self-evaluation has the favourable side effect o f obtaining many o f the skills and attitudes that increase 

the capacity o f the school to implement change.'

2.6 The/IiiiA^ofPrU yritie^

The issue is not the bureaucratic one o f how to implement everything that is supposed to be 
implemented; it is finding one’s meaningful place among the multiplicity o f choices. Entrepreneurs

exploit innovation?

In view o f the multifarious changes impacting on schools, it is essential to establish a limited number of

priorities and not to dilute precious energies and resources in an endeavour to implement numerous innovations.

A developing school must have the power to appraise the innovations vying for its attention and determine

which o f them represents what the members o f  staff actually need at this point in time.^ As Fullan recounts,

the best way...to approach situations of impossible overload is to take the stance that “we are going to 
implement a few things especially well, and implement other priorities as well as we would have anyway 
which is to keep them from getting out of hand.”^

A number of priorities for development may emanate from a vision o f what the school hopes to achieve 

in the future. Other priority areas may emerge following the school review or audit, from consideration o f local 

and national policies, or from ideas that have arisen from consultation with pupils and parents. Moreover, as 

development planning comprises an amalgam of constancy and change, much of what the school hopes to 

achieve in the next year will relate to continuity o f  present activities. Furthermore, as adverted to in Section 2.4, 

in addition to promulgating new developments, schools need to sustain the implementation o f recent priorities. 

Otherwise, the school is likely to be overwhelmed with new priorities and a situation may arise where the 

“school’s rhetoric about innovation is far in advance o f its practice.”  ̂ Indeed, to avoid innovation overload, each 

school should endeavour to prioritise both development and maintenance activities as “organisations which try 

to be all things to all people and try to go in all directions at once will reduce their chances o f  successful

' Lagerweij and Voogt, “ Policy Making,” 114 and Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 94. 

^ Fullan, W hat’s W orth Fighting For In Headship?. 24-25.

^ Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 25.

^ Fullan, W hat’s W orth Fighting For In Headship?. 38.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 88.
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outcomes.” ' Within the infinite range of possible goals, limitation is necessary and schools must focus on an 

attainable number of objectives, tailored to maintaining existing practice and achieving visionary goals within a 

reasonable time scale.^

West and Ainscow suggest that schools should endeavour to select priorities within three broad areas - 

maintenance, improvement and development.^ Similarly, Lagerweij and Voogt advance the “three R’s of school 

improvement;” refinement, whereby levels of performance in a number of activities are consolidated and 

maintained; renovation, where improvements are instigated in other areas where results have been disappointing 

and objectives unrealised; and, redesign whereby a number of new developments designed to increase the 

overall quality of the school’s performance are initiated/

In general, the development planning literature advises schools to limit the number of priorities that they 

aspire to implement within any academic session, taking account of the school’s capacity to achieve successful 

outcomes for all of them, and the resources available to the school. Faced with a long list of potential priorities 

“the first thing that needs to be understood and accepted is that you cannot do everything at once. Only a small 

number of major objectives can be tackled in any one year if the plan is to be manageable.”  ̂ Hargreaves and 

Hopkins maintain that three to four priorities should be selected and outlined in detail for the year ahead, while 

longer term priorities for the following two to three years should be delineated in outline.* Likewise, the SOED 

advocate that although the number of priorities would vary according to the circumstances of the school, in 

general they should not exceed six.’ Skelton et al. cite six areas which they suggest schools could focus on 

during the evaluation process to identify “which aspects of [the] school are the real sticking points to progress.”*

' Newton and Tarrant, Managing Change in Schools. 82.

 ̂ Ibid.

 ̂ West and Ainscow, Managing School Development. 69.

4
Lagerweij and Voogt, “ Policy Making,” 115.

^ Development Planning: A Practical G uide, 6.

* Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 40.

’ The Role o f  School Development Plans. 7.

g
Skeiton et al., Development Planning for Primary Schools. 22.
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The six key areas are as follows:

• The developing curriculum;

• The staff;

• The school constituency;

• Buildings and sites;

• Organisational systems; and

• The climate.'

However, they relate that priorities pertaining to each area need not necessarily be included in the final 

development plan. They can be sequenced in order of importance and incorporated in subsequent development 

plans.

The literature also indicates that it is essential that some aspect of the internal conditions of the school be 

addressed at the same time as the curriculum or other priorities the school has set itself. For instance, schools 

may find it necessary to review overall management arrangements or staff development. Hargreaves and 

Hopkins note that when there are circumstances that hinder change it is especially necessary to limit priorities 

and improve school conditions. They allege that “development planning involves two kinds of change: root 

innovations that generate the base on which other, or branch innovations, can be sustained.”  ̂ A school’s 

development plan must endeavour to achieve developmental priorities, and at the same time establish conditions 

to support these improvements. Thus, in the early cycles of development planning it may be necessary to 

prioritise root innovations such as collaboration, staff development and appropriate management structures as 

these are crucial for the process of development planning itself, as well as providing foundations on which 

future changes in areas such as curriculum and assessment can be consolidated.^ The significance of the internal 

school conditions -  the overall fimiework within which teachers and classrooms operate -  is further discussed 

and elaborated on in Chapter Three.

'  Ibid., 19-23.

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 43.

 ̂ Ibid.
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It must be noted, however, that planning an achievable number of priorities is a mental event and is not 

synonymous with acti(xi. “If visions are to be achieved and intentiwis fulfilled, then enabling structures have to 

be created and developed.” ' Accordingly, an action plan must be conceived whereby priorities are translated 

into specific objectives or targets.

An action plan is a working document which describes...what needs to be done to implement and 
evaluate a priority. It serves as a guide to implementation and helps to monitor progress and success.^

The action plan should comprise a practical guide to action, not merely vague statements of intent. 

Consequently, in transmuting priorities into action plans a number of criteria need to be embraced. These 

include:

• criteria which specify what counts as success in implementing targets for improvement;

• attainable targets;

• implementation strategies/tasks for achieving the targets;

• a reasonable timescale;

• the allocation of responsibility (both group and individual for targets and tasks);

• resource implications and staff development requirements; and

• evaluation procedures for collecting and analysing evidence of success or lack of success in
reaching the targets.^

It is imperative that staff think through proposals for development in this manner and endeavour to 

anticipate how these developments will eventuate in classrooms, in the children’s activities, and in their 

learning. Furthermore, in setting down expectations for improvements sought in the children’s learning or in 

organisational functioning, staff are not only enumerating the anticipated improvements, but are also tabulating 

the criteria for ascertaining the success of the development plan. “These success criteria, which are a form of 

school-generated performance indicator, are the means for evaluating the plan since they point to the evidence 

needed to judge successful implementation.”  ̂ Accordingly, staff can monitor the progress of the action plan,

' Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 116.

2
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Emiwwered School. 50.

 ̂ West and Ainscow, Managing School D evelopm ent 70 and 98-101; Development Planning: A Practical Guide. 8-9; The Role 
o f  School Development Plans. 7-8.

4
Hargreaves et al.. Planning For School D evelopm ent 11.
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using the success criteria to determine how well each priority is being implemented and whether ‘fine-tuning’ or 

modification of the action plan is required. In this manner, as outlined in the previous section, implementation 

and evaluation are interlaced. Indeed, the DES guidelines suggest that staff could display their action plans on 

the staflF-room notice board and ‘tick-off progress as they go along.' Thus, as the various tasks for achieving a 

priority are accomplished, the staff can celebrate “a few visible ‘early wins’ [which] demonstrate the efficacy of 

the school in its efforts to become successful.”^

Notwithstanding, the simultaneous existence of internal and external curricular demands complicates the 

‘issue of priorities.’ Schools encounter pressures to participate in changes resulting directly from government 

policy and changes emanating from school generated priorities.^ Thus, a significant dilemma for many schools 

is whose innovation the staff should prioritise in the pursuit of quality enhancement. This salient issue is 

explored in the next section - Whose Innovation?

Z .7  W h /yie /Iru^ uyvaX iotv?

A school is not an island The environment has influence on what happens inside 
and schools cannot insulate themselves no matter what their preference*

The capacity of a school to respond creatively to both internal and environmental influences and

demands is a vital component of school renewal. As Holly and Southworth remark, “while school-based

development is an internal process, it is not an introverted one.”  ̂ It is essential to be confronted with diversity

and challenge in order to broaden horizons, promote the questioning of established beliefs, counteract

organisational stalemate and preclude ossification of curricula or pedagogic practice. As Fullan expounds

Whether at the individual or organisational level, vision building, inquiry, mastery, and collaboration 
cannot be exercised in small circles. There is a ceiling effect to conceptualising inspiring visions, to 
investigating and solving problems, to achieving greater and greater competencies, and to engaging in 
productive relationships, if one does not connect to varied and large networks of others involved in similar 
and different pursuits.*

* DES. Development Planning: A Practical G uide, 8.

2
Louis and Miles, Improving the Urban High School. 28.

 ̂ Lagerweij and Voogt, “ Policy Making,” 115.

Ibid., 98.

^ Holly and Southworth, The Developing School.

^ Fullan, Change Forces. 87.
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Fullan also maintains that learning wganisations respect their environments because ‘'‘‘ideas are out there, 

politics and partners are out there and ultimately we are all out there.” ' In many countries worldwide, the 

central government is responsible for most initiatives to achieve change in educatioi. As Whitaker posits, “there 

is no escaping the fact that education is a legitimate political issue. It is naive to hope for a day when education 

will be freed o f political intervention.”  ̂ Moreover, it is essential to take cognisance of the fact that educational 

policy and planning is inexorably linked with nati«ial socio-economic and political agendas. In Chapter One, 

for instance, it was acknowledged that the significance of “human capital” in socio-economic development has 

re-emerged in recent years, accompanied by renewed emphasis on the value of education and training.

However, Lagerweij and Voogt state, that in an era where notiwis of ‘democracy,’ ‘self-management,’ 

and ‘empowerment’ have accrued popular currency, govemmaits are increasingly confronting “the dilemma of 

searching for methods to legitimate their intended regulatOTy policy.”  ̂ The direct imposition of control over 

education would signify the antithesis of government discourse, which pledges more democratic community 

involvement, more parental choice and the empowerment of schools and their local communities. Consequently, 

Smyth argues that although schools are being courted by moves to enable them become ‘self-managing’ and 

‘self-renewing,’ with teachers who are more ‘autonomous,’ ‘empowered,’ ‘collaborative,’ and ‘reflective,’ 

concomitant with this decentralising trend, many central authorities are increasing control through national 

curricula and accountability frameworks, national standards and competencies, teacher appraisal, and the 

exposure of schools to market forces. Thus, as elucidated in the Introduction to this thesis, the contemporary 

context of school improvement is characterised by both centralising and decentralising trends occurring 

simultaneously or in rapid succession.”*

Development planning has been propounded as a framework within which these paradoxical trends can 

co-exist in productive tension. As Hargreaves et al. observe.

' Ibid., 84.

^ Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 8.

 ̂ Lagerweij and Voogt, “ Policy-M aking,” 101.

4
John Smyth, ed. A Socially Critical View o f  the Self-Managing School (London; The Falmer Press, 1993),; Lawrence Angus, 

“Democratic Participation or Efficient Site M anagement,” in Smyth, A Socially Critical View. 16,
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The Education Reform Act, 1988, and recent legislation aim to raise levels of pupil achievement, in 
particular through the introduction of the National Curriculum and improved self-management by 
schools....School development plans are a means of realising this goal.’ (writer’s emphasis).

Indeed, the various planning models delineated in Section 2.4 are designed to incorporate simultaneous top- 

down/bottom-up influences. Accordingly, the concept of school development planning is endorsed by central 

governments as an appropriate strategy for promoting school-based development while simultaneously enabling 

schools incorporate and interpret external policy requirements. Thus, from a government perspective, 

development planning could be regarded as an ‘ideal construct’ - primarily focused on enhancing the central 

aims of teaching and learning, fostering empowerment and self-management, substantiated by research on 

school effectiveness and school improvement, with the underlying aim of improving the quality of education 

within a framework of policies and priorities set at national level.^

Notwithstanding, if schools are to be genuinely empowered and self-managing, “neither the unwilling 

victim of externally driven changes nor the innovator who reacts unthinkingly to every fad or whim,”  ̂ it is 

vitally important that they are enabled to strike a balance or ‘golden mean’ between school-based initiatives and 

those of the central government. School priorities should reflect the schools own philosophy and beliefs rather 

then comprise “a ‘shopping list’ of imperatives which have originated outside the school.”  ̂ However, as 

elucidated in Section 2.3, the espoused rationale of development planning would appear to imply that within a 

framework of national and local authority guidelines, schools are empowered to determine the range of 

priorities embraced by the plan. As Hargreaves et al. proclaim, “The development plan itself..gives teachers 

greater control over the nature and pace of change.”^

Thus, responsibility for decision-making is seemingly devolved to individual schools who are 

empowered to take charge of their own agenda. However, a number of educationalists have argued that there

* Hargreaves et al.. Planning for School Development. 4.

2
Clive Dimmock, “School-based management and linkage with the curriculum,” in School-based management and school 

effectiveness ed. Clive Dimmock (London: Routledge, 1993), 1-4.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, viii.

4
West and Ainscow, Managing School Development. 23.

 ̂ Hargreaves et al., A Practical G uide, 2.
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has been a rhetoric of devolution in a context of centralism.' According to Weiler, the situation currently 

prevails where “the rhetoric is that of decentralisation (self-managing schools), but the behaviour is decidedly 

that of centralisation (central setting of goals, targets, the devising of instruments of surveillance and the fixing 

of resourcing). Participation under these conditions is superficial and restricted to whatever the central authority 

chooses to allow.”^

While development planning is propounded as a means whereby schools are given more control over

their own development, enabling them to be proactive as opposed to reactive, Hutchinson claims that the actual

extent of a school’s control over the content and pace of change is questionable. He states that:

to imply that headteachers will have freedom to deploy resources according to their pCTception of needs 
and priorities is to grossly distort the real situation wherein the legislation defines in every nook and 
cranny...what schools are expected to provide. Any needs or priorities which heads may perceive will be 
defined necessarily within the limits of that framework. To describe that position as one of freedom is not 
a little inaccurate, and ignores the extent to which planning can be used as a means o f  control rather than 
support.^ (writer’s emphasis).

Similarly, both Smyth and Angus intimate that development planning may be conceived as a “conservative

managerial device” for controlling the range and content of developments undertaken in schools.'* In Scotland,

for example, schools were mandated to incorporate within their development plans a significant number of

major priorities delineated by the Scottish Office Education Department (SOED). The SOED issued guidelines

delineating a rolling programme of national priorities for schools.^ In addition, schools were required to

implement a number of Regional priorities. In Strathclyde, for example, as in most Local Education Authorities,

regional priorities reflect national priorities and initiatives at least in part. It was anticipated that these

mandatory priorities - both national and regional - would preside alongside school generated priorities for

development.®

' Smyth, A Socially Critical View. Hutchinson, “Visions and Pipedreams;” Mike Wallace, “Development Plans: An LEA 
Solution Causing a Primary School Problem?” Education 3-13 (June 1991).

^ Hans Weiler, 1989, cited in Smyth, A Socially Critical View. 7-8.

 ̂ Hutchinson, “ Visions and Pipedreams,” 4.

4
Smyth, A Socially Critical View, 5; Angus, “Democratic Participation or Efficient Site Management,” 11-35.

 ̂ 5-14: A Practical Guide (Edinburgh: The Scottish Office Education Department, 1994), 11.

® “Staff Development and Appraisal,” (Strathclyde Regional Council: Department o f  Education, 1993), 5.
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However, in view of the number of national and regional priorities which schools in Strathclyde were 

mandated to adopt, it is unlikely that they would have the latitude to introduce but a limited number of school 

level priorities. This scenario was reflected in the development plans appraised by the writer in a number of 

Primary Schools in Strathclyde. In Elder Park Primary, Glasgow, the staff agreed nine priorities for the 

academic year 1993/94. Of these, six priorities were concerned with implementing, assessing and reporting on 

the 5-14 guidelines in Mathematics, Language and Religious/Moral Education - National Priorities. Staff 

development and appraisal was also prioritised, reflecting the strategic priority on staff development advocated 

by Strathclyde Regional Council. Only two of the nine priorities - promoting effective classroom management, 

and developing apple-mac skills through “in-house, in-service” - were gaierated by the staff themselves.' 

Moreover, the six priorities promulgated for development during the session 1994/95 were concerned solely 

with national and regional priorities.^ Similarly, in St. Peter’s Primary, Dumbarton, only one of the six priorities 

detailed for 1994/95 represented school-based initiatives - the introduction of the 5-14 curriculum guidelines 

taking precedence over school generated priorities.^

The aforementioned analysis intimates that instead of managing changes that reflect the school’s vision 

for the future within a framework of strategic priorities and guidelines, a development plan may be comprised 

almost exclusively of external changes that have to be implemented and managed. In this situation, a school’s 

control over the content and pace of change may be severely limited. While development planning is indeed 

designed to enable each school to “introduce [external changes] changes successfiilly,”  ̂ its espoused rationale 

also purports to empower schools to recreate their own vision and take charge of their own agenda.’ However, 

the ‘balance’ or ‘golden-mean’ between school-level and strategic priorities would appear to be heavily 

weighted in favour of external policies and initiatives. A salient issue, therefore, concerns whose innovation is 

to be managed by the school in the pursuit of quality enhancement.

* “Development Plan 1993/94,” Elder Park Primary, Glasgow.

 ̂ “Development Plan 1994/95,” Elder Park Primary, Glasgow, 6.

 ̂ “Development Plan 1993/94,” St. Peter’s Primary, Dumbarton.

4
Hargreaves et al., A Practical G uide. 2.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, viii and 6.
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The contradiction is a fairly stark one - between an orchestrated rhetoric about democracy (and the need 
for more community participation in decision making) and the reality o f an economic imperative that 
demands stronger mechanisms o f central control, (policy determination, accountability, auditing, reporting 
and measurement).'

In view o f the foregoing deliberation, it could be argued that the concept of school self-management 

encapsulates a ‘hidden agaida,’ invariably shrouded by the svelte rhetoric of empowerment and self 

management, whereby the plan is conceived as a managerial tool for ensuring that national and local priorities 

are implemented and monitored, that standards are maintained and targets achieved. This would also serve to 

promote ‘transparency’ in the education system and present an increased assurance of quality enhancement.^ 

Indeed, Wallace suggests that the considerable amount o f  information contained in school development plans is 

very useful for the Inspectorate in monitoring the quality o f education provided by schools and states that 

“Development plans also provide one source of criteria for judging the performance of schools 

during... inspections.’”

Smyth refers to this situation as one of “regulated autonomy under the symbolic canopy o f local 

managem ait o f schools.”  ̂ He implies that far from being emancipatory or liberating for teachers, or comprising 

a basis for genuine democratic reform, school self-management can become a ‘gilded cage’ serving to entrap 

schools with ‘indirect, d irect’ centralist control. Schools may feel more in control of their development but may 

also be indirectly controlled - steered from a distance - by the state. Decentralisation may in fact be a way o f 

ensuring that government policies and priorities are enacted - the assurance o f  quality control. Moreover, Ball 

asserts that by responding in this way, the government can maintain steering at a distance, while leaving the 

option open of devolving blame on schools if  policies are ineffective, by arguing that they engaged in poor self

management, or misused their autonomy.*

' Smyth, A Socially Critical V iew. 4.

^ M ucation For A Changing W orld. 159-160.

 ̂ Wallace, “ An LEA solution causing a Primary School Problem,” 39-40.

^ Smyth, A Socially Critical V iew. 7.

* Stephen J. Ball, “Culture, Costs and Control: Self Management and Entrepreneurial Schooling in England and W ales,” in 
Smyth, A Socially Critical View. 77.
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Smyth cites Weiler who indicates that genuine decentralisation - whereby schools are empowered to

make decisions pertaining to their own development - implies a loss of power at the centre.' According to

Weiler, however, behind a smokescreen of apparent ‘freedom,’ ‘empowerment’ and ‘choice,’ what is happening

in education is that central governments are

retaining as much centralised control over the system as is possible without a severe loss in legitimacy, 
while at least appearing to be committed to decentralisation and thus reaping the benefits in legitimisation 
to be derived from that appearance. The frequent wavering between centralised and decentralised modes of 
behaviour - or, to be more exact, between decentralisation rhetoric and centralisation behaviour - may well 
have to do with this difficult task of walking the fine line between the conflicting imperatives o f control 
and legitimacy.^

Thus, as alluded to earlier, decentralising trends may serve a hidden agenda, i.e. to legitimate control over 

education. As Smyth remarks, “the outward appearances are given o f power being devolved while it is still 

retained.”^

Notwithstanding, there will always be important changes generated outside schools to which they have to 

respond. As the opening quote observes, the environment has influence on internal fijnctioning, and schools 

cannot insulate themselves no matter what their preference. In fact, Fullan asserts that “it is a mistake for local 

units, even operating under decentralised schemes to ignore the centre....The best organisations learn externally 

as well as in te rn a lly .M o reo v er, many educational improvements are generated through government policy

making and legislation in areas of greatest need o f rejuvenation and renewal. Indeed, educational policy and 

planning is inexorably linked directly with national, social and economic goals. As Lagerweij and Voogt 

denote, “the autonomy of a school exists within the boundaries defined by government regulations.”^

Indeed, if  schools were empowered to unilaterally develop their policies and priorities, it is debatable 

whether their selection o f priorities would differ radically from those promulgated at national level. For 

example, while the curriculum development initiatives examined by Nias et al. arose partly in response to the

' Smyth, A Socially Critical V iew. 7.

2
W eiler (1990), cited by G. Anderson and A. Dixon, “Paradigm Shifts and Site-based Management in the United States.” in 

Smyth. A Socially Critical View. 56-57.

^ Smyth, A Socially Critical View. 8.

4
Fullan. Change Forces, 1.

 ̂ Lagerweij and Voogt, “ Policy Making,” 101.
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requirements of the National Curriculum, in each case a curriculum review of the prioritised area was already 

underway or was on the school’s agenda for future discussion.'

Moreover, in some instances, national priorities may reflect those of school leaders and management. In 

fact, the revised primary school curriculum in the Republic of Ireland testifies to this. Teachers and school 

leaders have had a major input into the design of these programmes through their representatives on the 

Naticmal Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA) committees. This reflects Fullan’s argument that 

“the centre and local units need each other.” He asserts, that what is required is a “two-way relationship of 

pressure, support, and continuous negotiation.”  ̂ This ‘top-down, bottom-up’ approach to policy decision

making in education is also reflected in the numerous conferences, seminars and debates on key educational 

issues which followed the pubiicaticxi of Education For A Changing World and culminated in The National 

Education Convention - “an unprecedented, democratic event in the history of Irish education.”^

The National Education Convention, “seen internationally as a mould-breaking initiative”  ̂ provided a 

forum for mature reflection and focused debate by representatives from educational agencies, the social partners 

and the Department of Education prior to the formulation of policy for the White Paper on Education. As a 

result, the concerns of the professionals in the schools and the social partners were reflected in the educational 

policies mandated by the Government. This wide-ranging consultative process indicates that national policy

making can be characterised by openness and a genuine and meaningful role for all the partners in education. 

Moreover, as the centralising trend - national policy, curriculum and accountability frameworks - is 

operationalised in a decentralised context, a synthesis o f ‘top-down, bottom-up’ influence prevails. To reiterate 

Weiler, this would constitute “genuine decentralisation” as the process of consultation and negotiation between 

the Department of Education and the relevant partners implies a loss of power at the centre and indicates that 

both government rhetoric and behaviour is centred on the principle of devolution.^ Moreover, in this situation,

' J. Nias et al.. W hole School Curriculum Development in the Primary School (London: The Falmer Press, 1992), 195.

2
Fullan, Change Forces. 36.

 ̂ Report on The National Education Convention. 1.

4
“Speech by the Minister for Education, Niamh Bhreathnach T.D., at the opening o f  The National Education Convention on 

Monday 11 ̂  October, 1993,” in Report on The National Education Convention. 216.

 ̂ Weiler, cited in Smyth, A Socially Critical View. 7.
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the tension between national priorities and school-generated priorities, (intimated by Smyth and his colleagues 

above), may be minimised, as school level priorities and aspirations are more likely to compare favourably with 

those promulgated at national level. In addition, when government policy is the result of a democratic 

consultative process involving all stakeholders concerned with educational renewal, is based on a review of 

ongoing educational provision and an analysis of current and anticipated socio-economic trends, and is designed 

to build upon and aihance the quality of education provided in schools, such policy is likely to reflect the views 

of educators and practitioners and to comprise an efficacious basis for school development planning.

However, while simultaneous ‘top-down, bottom-up’ influence is vital in the process of formulating 

educational policy, this influaice should also be reflected within the priorities agreed in the school development 

plan. As evinced above, if schools are to be genuinely empowered and self managing, it is essential that they be 

enabled to strike a balance or ‘golden mean’ between school-based and governmental initiatives. To cite Holly 

and Southworth, the developing school needs to be more than just “the receiving school!” * While Government 

policy helps to set out a course for development, for improvement of education to ensue schools must have 

some latitude for designing policies of their own. Merely responding to external initiatives creates a culture of 

dependency, not enterprise, and is not sufficient for promoting development. As Dalin posits, schools have a 

unique role of defining quality with respect to development, and need to address new demands in terms of their 

own vision and mission.^

Schools must...^ave some discretion in terms of the agenda for change. While some of the focus areas will 
be ‘given’ the schools must have the opportunity not only to order priorities within these ‘given’ areas, but 
also to include school-specific, staff-generated items on the change agenda.^

However, the writer believes that while governments may exert influence over the content and range of 

change, and may impose a number of mandatory priorities on schools, the generation of priorities, wherever the 

initiative may arise is but an initial step in the development process.

* Holly and Southworth. The Developing School, 132. 

2
Dalin, Changing the School Culture, 7.

 ̂ Ibid,
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Mortimore delineates two aspects of educational change which schools need to take cognisance of:

• what changes to implement; and

• how to implement them.'

While schools may have limited control over ‘the what of change’ they have a great deal of control over ‘the 

how of change.’ Thus, while the viewpoint propounded by Smyth and Hutchinson above, (that development 

planning could be conceived as a managerial device or tool for controlling the range and content of 

developments undertakoi in schools), may indeed be considered valid with respect to the initiation of policy, 

the actualisation of these developments cannot be controlled by external prescriptions or mandates, but is 

unique to each school.

The concept of school development planning appears to give schools the autonomy to tailor external 

policy requirements to their ovm needs and circumstances. It claims to empower each individual school to 

determine the most appropriate route to enable them journey from their present position to a different future 

one. It is purported to enable schools to determine appropriate implementation strategies, to make their own 

decisions about the distribution and use of their own resources, and to establish success criteria, albeit within the 

boundaries established by central government. As Caldwell and Spinks espouse, “while schools must continue 

to work within a framework of policies and priorities set at the system level, they could otherwise be largely 

self-managing.”  ̂ Accordingly, the school development plan would seem to serve two ftinctions - ensuring that 

government policy is incorporated into the fabric of school organisations while simultaneously ensuring that 

schools are empowered with regard to the how of change. In this manner, development planning would appear 

to comprise a framework within which centralising and decentralising trends can co-exist in productive tension.

Development planning may also be conceived as a means of promoting ‘mandated ownership’ of 

external initiatives.^ In the process of collaboration and decision-making with regard to the implemaitatirai and 

evaluation of both internal and external initiatives, a sense of commitment to and ownership of the priorities, 

irrespective of their origin, may emerge. For instance, Mortimore describes how local management of schools

' Mortimore. “Responding to Change,” 8.

2
Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self-M anaging School, vii.

3
Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 133. Mandated ownership is a phrase used in North America to describe the 

situation where a change is initiated outside the school, but is subsequently ‘adopted’ (i.e. internalised and owned) by the receiving 
instution.
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(LMS) was resisted by some schools at first, but when put into practice, head teachers welcomed the increased

financial autonomy which LMS afforded them. He asserts that despite the greater demands on their time, it is

unlikely that many principals would now relinquish their new-found powers.' Similarly, Nias et al., in an

investigation of whole school curriculum development in five primary schools, illustrate how Government

influence in terms of National Curriculum guidelines can become part of the shared belief system of a staff,

subsequently helping them to realise their collective educational aspirations for their pupils.

... the staff of these schools used an external initiative that they might have seen as a constraint to serve 
their own educational purposes. In the process they came to feel both that it was part of their own 
curricular thinking and that they were in control of it. That is, by the time that our fieldwork ended, the 
staff in these schools felt they ‘owned’ the relevant parts of the National Curriculum.^

Thus, while development planning may not give schools greater control over the content of change (there will

always be important changes generated outside schools to which they have to respond) and may also be

conceived as a means of promoting ‘mandated ownership’ of external initiatives, it can empower schools with

respect to the implementation of such change. It provides schools with the autonomy to adopt and modify an

innovation - to ‘put their ovsn stamp on it’ - as it were. In essence, top-down bottom-up influences, necessary

for school development, are intrinsic to the process of school development planning. As Hargreaves and

Hopkins recount, “Development planning is the way each school interprets external policy requirements so that

they are integrated into its own unique life and culture."^

2.8 ConcUAMyOyw

“...the ability to cope with change, learning as much as possible with each encounter is the generic 
capacity neededfor the twenty-first century.'^

The concept of school development planning provides educators with a description and formal 

explication of the process and actions required to plan and manage change with the intention of improving the 

school.^ According to the literature, development planning has the potential to enable schools to ‘take charge of

' Mortimore, “ Responding to Change,” 10.

 ̂ J. Nias et al.. W hole School Curriculum Development in the Primary School (London: The Falmer Press, 1992), 195.

3
Hargreaves and Hopkins. The Emtwwered School. 7.

4
Fullan. Change Forces. 136.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning. 2.
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their own agenda,’ and to adapt external policies and initiatives in terms of the requirements and circumstances 

of the school. In this manner, the school exercises its unique role of defining quality with respect to 

development, and screens new demands in terms of its own vision and mission. As a result, the school may be 

empowered with real control over the content and implementation of change, and the staff infused “with true 

ownership and with the true burdoi of responsibility.” '

Proponents agree that its ultimate aim is to improve the quality of teaching and learning. Other purposes 

also prevail, including to enable a school control and manage change and to incorporate and interpret external 

policy requirements in the light of school needs and circumstances. In addition, school development planning is 

purported to link the fields of school effectiveness and school improvement and to enable them open various 

‘doors’ to school improvement simultaneously.

However, such efficacious claims for development planning may imbue schools with fallacious 

expectations regarding the ‘power’ of school planning to subjugate the forces of change and generate an 

enhancement in pupils’ learning. Although development planning is a widespread innovation, it is neither a 

panacea nor a ‘quick-fix’ solution.^ As adduced in section 2.3, schools are ‘non-rational’ organisations, where 

change is non-linear and is invariably characterised by an element of serendipity. As Fullan remarks, “the 

pursuit of planned change is a mug’s game, because reality under conditions of dynamic complexity is 

fundamentally non-linear.”  ̂ Thus, within a planning framework, many changes not delineated in the plan will 

take place, while other changes outlined in the plan will not take place as a plan cannot anticipate the wide 

variety of outcomes which emanate from classrooms and schools.'*

In fact, some researchers advocate a policy of evolutionary planning where experimental activity may 

precede planning, and if successflil may be incorporated into the plan as a foundation on which other 

developments can be planned.^ For instance, in their study of five improving schools, Louis and Miles alleged

'  Locke, The Essence o f  Leadership. 74.

2
Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning. 3.

 ̂ Fullan, Change Forces. 138.

4
M. Wallace, “Towards a Contingency Approach to Development Planning in Schools,” in Development Planning For School 

Improvement, eds., D. Hargreaves and D. Hopkins (London: Cassell, 1994), 155-156.

 ̂ Louis and Miles, Improving the Urban High School. 211.
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that “the most successfiil schools had no a priori mission statement” for the development programme or the 

school itself. An image of what the school could become emerged after various activities had begun and were 

reflected on.' As Fullan posits, “there is nothing so theoretical as good practice.”  ̂ Indeed, it may be suggested 

that the essence of evolutionary planning is intrinsic to the development planning process, which itself 

acknowledges the limits to rationalistic planning and advocates ongoing monitoring in order to enable a school 

respond rapidly to changing circumstances.

In many schools, much development may take place but it is seldom sequential, rational and systematic.

Accordingly, it is essential that policy-makers eschew a focus on compulsory cyclic models based on

rationalistic assumptions. As adduced in Section 2.4, development planning should not be regarded as a logical

step-by-step approach proceeding from a systematic review at the outset of the cycle to summative evaluation of

the plan at the end. Indeed, Hargreaves admonishes that

...there is no one best model, no singular certainty. There will be better and worse forms of practice, and 
practices that suit some contexts more than others. The important task, therefore, should be to identify, 
assess and portray a range of restructuring models to create menus of choice for educators to apply and 
adapt in their own settings, rather than mandates of imposition with which they must comply, whatever 
the circumstances.^

Hargreaves continues by postulating that people seeking the seven steps to educational rejuvenation or the 

formula for school effectiveness “are searching for solace in false certainties.”  ̂ Development planning needs to 

comprise a flexible process of continual creation, monitoring and adjustment in order to be tuned into the 

complex rhythms and harmonies of organisational life. Thus, while development planning may not enable a 

school control and manage the forces of change with exactitude, it does provide a framework for “finding a way 

around the thickets, brambles and pitfalls of doing school development.”  ̂ Indeed, it may be suggested that 

development planning corresponds to Fullan’s call for powerful usable strategies for powerful recognisable 

change - a theme that is further explored in Part Two of this thesis.

' Ibid., 206.

^ Fullan, The New Meaning. 8.

 ̂ Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times. 261. 

Ibid.

 ̂ Holly and Southworth, The Developing School, x.
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This chapter also emphasised that the contemporary context of school improvement is charactCTised by a 

simultaneous centralisation and decentralisatioi. Accordingly, concepts such as school development planning 

which promise school autonomy and empowerment are propounded alongside centralised curriculum and 

accountability frameworks. Moreover, by promulgating strategies such as school development planning, central 

governments seem to be taking cognisance of lessons learned in the sixties and seventies by ensuring that 

implementation strategies are linked to proposals for development, and that objectives and implementation 

strategies will be tailored to local circumstances and needs.

However, authors such as Angus, Smyth, and Hutchinson question this contemporary trend for 

simultaneous decentralisation and centralisation, and intimate that while the impression is being given of 

increased participation and democracy, in reality “there has been a rhetoric of devolution in a context of 

centralism.” ' Smyth argues that concepts such as development planning may be conceived as “a management 

tool” for introducing externally managed initiatives such as National Curriculum and accountability frameworks 

- a camot^agery vehicle to legitimate centralised government policy by appearing sensitive and responsive to 

democratic expression and local needs.^ Similarly, Ball asserts that schools may be infused with a greater 

feeling of empowerment but may also be indirectly controlled - steered from a distance - by the state.^

Notwithstanding, it must be noted that education is a legitimate political issue and it is naive to hope for 

a day when education will be freed of political intervention. Moreover, in a climate of global competitiveness 

and change, governments tend to exert greater influence on education in the interest of quality enhancement.'* 

Furthermore, while development planning may indeed be regarded as a managerial devise for ensuring the 

implementation of centralised initiatives, in the writer’s opinion, Smyth and his colleagues eschew a focus on 

the positive features of development planning. Firstly, in view of the chequCTed history of educational reform, 

surely it makes sense for education authorities to promote a strategy that has the potential to effect 

implementation of innovations, wherever the initiative may arise. Secondly, in an era of ubiquitous change, 

development planning may furnish individual schools with a management tool - a strategy - not to enable them 

thoroughly organise or control change, but as a means of grappling with the “complicated, subtle and messy”

* Smyth, A Socially Critical View, 4.

^ Ibid.,

 ̂ Ball, “Culture, Cost and Control,” 65-66.

4
Lagerweij and Voogt, “ Policy-M aking,” 101.

99



business of doing school development.' Moreover, as argued in section 2.7, central authorities may influence 

the content of change, but not its realisation.

Accordingly, the writer suggests that development planning may be regarded as a mutually beneficial 

construct, which provides an implementation strategy for government or local authority initiatives while 

simultaneously empowering schools to use the plan to control overload by filtering externally induced reform, to 

develop school specific initiatives, and to devise implementation strategies for both internal and external 

innovations. In this manner, centralising and decentralising trends may comprise a symbiotic relationship within 

the school development plan.

It is also important to be aware that development planning will not automatically make schools more 

effective. The quality of the planning process, the quality of the plan and the school’s capacity to manage and 

support innovation all have a bearing on the impact of the plan. Indeed, proponents of development planning are 

in agreement that the internal school conditions have a significant bearing on the capacity of a school to 

generate and sustain school improvement. As Stoll and Fink annotate, “Given the importance of a school’s 

culture to its capacity for change, attempts to improve classroom teaching and learning without attention to 

culture...are likely to be superficial and short l i v e d . T h e  importance of the internal conditions of the school 

for generating and sustaining innovations is thus the prime focus of the forthcoming chapter.

' Holly and S outhw orth , T he D evelop ing  S chool, x.

^ Stoll and F ink, C hang ing  O u r S chools. 76.
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CHAPTEn THnEE 

SchxytyhVê el(ypYViê Vlxxv\̂ \lv\>̂ : Makinĝ  it Happevv

IvxtrodAActvon/

It is much easier to call fo r  ‘whole school’ policies and plans than to create the conditions
in school for them to be realised}

The fiindamental purpose of school development planning is to enhance the quality of teaching and 

learning through the successful management of change and development.^ Moreover, notwithstanding the 

changes that the development plan purports to introduce, the establishment of a school development 

planning process is in itself a new initiative for many schools. However, in order to initiate and manage 

change efficaciously it is essential to understand the fectors that shape the destiny of any change, whatever 

its content, and which lead it to prosper or falter.”  ̂ Accordingly, the key purpose of this chapter is to 

identify and explore the salient factors and themes involved in actuating school development plans, and to 

obtain insights into how the change process works in school organisations.

The following section examines the factors involved in implementing change successfully. The 

prevailing school culture, the leadCTship role of the principal, the generation of meaning and ownership in 

relation to the change in question, vision building and collaboration are among the multifarious factors 

which operate independently and interdependently as a process over time. These factors and themes, which 

comprise “a  system o f  variables" that interact to determine the success or failure of educational change,'* 

will form the core of the discussions and deliberations during the course of this section.

The organisational culture is the focus of section two. The discussion focuses, in particular, on the 

concept of collaboration. Characterised by participative decision-making, professional interaction, shared

* Nias et al.. W hole School Cum culum  Development, 246.

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 3.

 ̂ Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times. 10.

^ Ibid.
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vision and staff consultation, a collaborative work culture is invariably regarded as the cultural archetype 

appropriate for development planning. A collaborative culture is reportedly imbued with many virtues - it 

promotes professional learning, motivates teachers, facilitates the pooling of collective expertise and 

improves the quality o f  teachers’ teaching. Collaboration - variously regarded as the ‘ideal of the 1990s’' or 

‘the official model o f good practice’  ̂ - is in many ways the ‘antidote’ to the traditional culture of 

individualism and teacher autaiom y. Notwithstanding, “the global sense o f virtue”  ̂ attributed to 

collaboration does not go unchallenged. The writer argues that collaboration can be controlled or contrived, 

overconformity to group dynamics can generate ‘groupthink’ and subjugate the creative potential of 

individual teacher contributions, while preoccupation with the development o f collaborative work practices 

may mean that process can prevail over purpose.

Section three examines the leadership role of the principal in relation to development planning. It is 

revealed that the school leader has a significant role to play in facilitating the operationalisation of the plan 

and in shaping the organisational culture. The final section in this chapter concludes that development 

planning needs to be empirically investigated in OTder to ascertain whether the rhetoric expounded in the 

literature is endorsed at the reality o f practice. In turn, it is hoped that the information garnered from 

schools will further inform the theoretical considerations in the literature.

On the roadfrom the idea fo r  change to achievement o f  the pursued goals there are many 
pitfalls....This means that innovations whether they arise from  inside or outside schools 

can only produce results when a number o f  conditions have been fulfilled!^

Fullan maintains that it is only in the past twenty years that educators have come to realise that “the 

p ro o f is in the putting: how change is put into practice determines to a large extent how well it fares.”^

' Fullan and Hargreaves. W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 12.

2
M. Wallace, “Towards a collegiate approach to curriculum management,” in Approaches to Curriculum Management ed. 

M. Preedy (Milton Keynes: Open University Press, 1989), 182.

 ̂ Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 63.

4
Lagerweij and Voogt, “Policy-M aking,” 101.
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School self-evaluation, the identification of priorities and the formulation of an action plan all comprise the 

initiation phase of the development plarming cycle. Initiation, however, is the “educational equivalent of 

‘fools gold’ - it flatters to deceive. It is not real change.” ' Changes in policy should not be confused with 

changes in practice. Implementation is the essence o f change. It is the stage during the overall process 

when plans are put into effect.

The successflil implementation of a school development programme depends upon a number of 

factors, which operate in a dynamic fashion as a process over time. The source of the change, the external 

environment, the need for change, how the change is activated initially, and the character of individual 

schools and teachers, all interact and create conditims for change or non-change.^ A number of recent 

studies and reviews present detailed descriptions regarding the principal themes embroiled in implementing 

educational change successfully.^ A leitmotif permeating this research is that a number of key themes in 

combination make a difference. This fact was adverted to in Chapter 1.1 in relation to the discourse on the 

field of school improvement. Moreover, the author presented a number of interrelated factors culled from 

the literature on school improvement and educational change that are purported to contribute to successful 

school development. These factors are also substantiated by the research on school effectiveness.'' 

Essentially, three critical themes are perceived to significantly influence the success of implementation:

•  The organisational infrastructure -  the structures that enable people carry out the work of the 
organisation, including structures for decision-making and consultation, task groups, 
timetables, and systems for devising school policies.

•  The organisational culture — the procedures, values and expectations that guide people’s 
behaviour in an organisation, commonly referred to ‘as the way we do things around here’ and 
expressed through the ways in which those who belong to the organisation think, feel and act.

•  The leadership role o f the principal -  particularly in relation to building and maintaining a 
collaborative school culture, instituting the development of an appropriate organisational 
infrastructure and facilitating professional development.

These three themes are reiterated repeatedly in the literature and in many instances are substantiated by

empirical investigations at the level of practice. For instance, Louis and Miles delineate five “key motifs”

' Holly and Southworth. The Developing School. 144.

 ̂ Fullan. Successful School Improvement. 26.

 ̂ Louis and Miles, Improving the Urban High School: Fullan, Change Forces: Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self- 

Managing School: Ribbins and Burridge, Improving Q uality.

4
Purkey and Smyth; “Effective Schools: A Review,” Mortimore et al.. School Matters: Bliss et al.. Rethinking F.ffective

Schools.
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which contributed to the successful implementation of change in five urban high schools: the context of 

school improvement (school culture), evolutionary plaiming, vision building, resource management and 

coping effectively with problems.' Likewise, Stoll and Fink recount that the more successful schools in the 

Halton study developed clear decision-making structures, were characterised by well coordinated leadership 

and staff development, spent time building a collaborate culture and encouraged teachers to articulate their 

values and beliefs so that a shared vision for the school’s fiiture could be developed. Another important 

element in Halton’s school growth planning system was the support provided by the school district. 

Voluntary workshops were provided on all aspects of growth planning and on instructional strategies and 

assessment. In addition, support was provided by consultants who worked with whole staffs and individual 

teachers. In this manner, the school was seen as the centre of change, connected to a wider system rather 

than an isolated unit of change.^

From their work on the IQEA project, Hopkins et al., assert that the ‘internal conditions’ of schools 

should be a key focus for change. They recount that “it is essential that some aspect of the internal 

conditions within the school are worked on at the same time as the curriculum or other priorities the school 

has set itself”  ̂ The internal school conditions that underpin improvement include a commitment to staff 

development, practical efforts to involve staff, students and the community in school policies and decision

making, transformational leadership and effective co-ordination strategies.''

The importance of the internal school conditions are also emphasised by Hargreaves and Hopkins in 

relation to development planning. These authors assert that successfiil schools realise that development 

planning is about creating a school culture that will support the planning and management of changes of 

many different kinds. They further allege that the school’s management arrangements are the most vital 

expression of the school’s culture.^ They describe management arrangements as the frameworks or 

structures that guide the actions of all those involved in the school. These include structures for decision-

' Louis and Miles, Improving the Urban High School. 172-286.

2
Louise Stoll and others, “ Merging school effectiveness and school improvement: Practical examples,” in Making Good 

Schools. 116-119.

 ̂ Mopkins et al.. School Improvement in an ERA o f  Change. 97.

Ibid., 106.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 16-17.
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making and consultation, timetables, task groups, strategies to promote collaboration, the school’s aims and 

policies, and clear roles and responsibilities.’

In essence, the concept of school management arrangements as outlined by Hargreaves and Hopkins 

pertains to the organisational infrastructure and the generation of collaborative work practices, thus 

representing a combination of structures and culture. Moreover, Hargreaves and Hopkins note that schools 

may have to create the appropriate structures to support and sustain the operationalisation of a school 

development plan. They also state that changes in underlying structures stimulate necessary cultural 

changes.^ However, they qualify this argument by suggesting that “researchers and practitioners alike are 

still substantially ignorant of how structures generate or influence cultures and how cultures generate or 

influence structures.”  ̂ Nevertheless, on the basis of her knowledge of a substantial body of literature, the 

writer postulates that the relationship between structures and culture would appear to be reciprocal, with 

changes in structures modifying the behaviour and actions of those in the school, thus serving to alter 

peoples values, beliefs and ways of working to effect cultural change. In turn, new ways of working and 

new attitudes may necessitate the creation of new organisational structures or the modification of existing 

structures or frameworks, thus generating a virtuous cycle of development.

The aforementioned ‘themes,’ ‘motifs,’ and ‘conditions’ comprise the roots that nourish and support 

the branches of curricular and pedagogical innovation. Indeed, Leithwood maintains that successful ‘first 

order’ changes - improving the quality of teaching and learning - usually depend on the foundations 

generated by significant second order changes, such as, building a shared vision, improving management 

arrangements, and promoting collaborative decision-making procedures. According to Fullan, this 

“implementation perspective can...be a powerful resource for accomplishing real improvements in 

classrooms and schools...[but] only if one understands the total set of findings in combination."^ Moreover, 

these themes/conditions operate both independently and interdependently within the ‘mix of school

' Ibid, 16; also, Hargreaves and Hopkins. Development Planning for School Improvement. 18. 

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning for School Improvement. 18-19.

 ̂ Ibid., 19.
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development,’ and are also characterised by simultaneity;' - a case of dynamic complexity if ever there was 

one.

It must also be stated, however, that implementation is a user dominant process.^ As Whitaker posits, 

people, individually and in groups, are the key players in effecting organisational change.^ However 

virtuous, sophisticated, and enlightened proposals for improvement may be, they will remain fruitless and 

unproductive unless teachers adopt them in their own classrooms and transmute them into effective 

classroom practice."* Furthermore, implementation of the school development plan will be superficial unless 

all the participants in the development process “come to have a deeply held version of the meaning and the 

importance of the change for them.”  ̂ Change involves advancing from a present state to a different future 

one. ft is a process of developing new skills and above all finding meaning and satisfaction in new ways of 

doing things. Fullan posits that change in behaviours [new matCTials to be used, new skills and teaching 

methods], and change in beliefs [new attitudes and understandings] are at the core of implementation.* The 

most fundamental advance occurs when people can cognitively apprehend the underlying rationale with 

regard to “why this way works better.”^

Meaning, however, is not a phenomenon that manifests itself synchronously with the introduction or 

initiation of a proposed change; rather, it evolves progressively as individuals engage in the change process. 

Moreover, an understanding of the meaning of change - why this new way works better - is likely to imbue 

a greater saise of ownership - in the sense of clarity, skill and commitment to the proposed change. Fullan 

enumerates that “deep ownership” of the reform by a significant number of school personnel is tantamount 

to real change, but ownership, like meaning is difficult to acquire.* Introducing a new set of materials.

' Nias et al.. W hole School Curriculum D evelopm ent 238.

 ̂ Louis and Miles, Improving the Urban High School. 27.

 ̂ W hitaker. Managing Change in Schools. 101.

4
Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s W orth Fighting For In Your School? 22.

 ̂ Fullan, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship? 44.

* Michael G. Fullan, “ Research into Educational Innovation,” in Understanding School Management, eds., R. G latter et al. 
(Milton Keynes: Open University Press, 1988), 196.

 ̂ Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 145-146.

g
Fullan. Successful School Im provem ent 26.

106



textbooks, or technology in classrooms or altering the building structure will effect only superficial change 

unless permutations in what teachers do and think also ensue.'

Fullan suggests that in many instances, however, changes in belief only emerge when changes in 

behaviour have been achieved. He maintains that the relationship between behavioural and belief change is 

reciprocal with alterations in meaning and understanding a sequel to changes in behaviour and practice. 

“People behave their way into new visions and ideas, not just think their way into them. Mastery is...a 

means for achieving deeper understanding. New mind-sets arise fi-om mastery as much as the reverse.^

Furthermore, while individuals need to develop new meanings in relation to proposed changes, these 

individuals are also members of “a gigantic, loosely organised complex, messy social system that contains 

myriad different subjective worlds.”  ̂ Consequently, the individual difficulties of change are exacerbated 

when they occur in an institutional context, as solutions must evolve through the development of shared 

meaning. As Holly and Southworth declare, “...there needs to be agreement about educational beliefs: 

particularly the moral and social purposes o f education; and what constitutes effective practice. Unless there 

is a working agreement on these matters, fragmentation is more likely than cohesion.”^

Moreover, Karl Weick argued “that meaning is retrospective and only elapsed experience is 

available for meaningful interpretation. The practical implication of this is that an organisation would be in 

a better position to improve...if the elapsed experience were filled with action rather than inaction.^ 

Accordingly, authors such as Louis and Miles, and Fullan advise schools to ‘get started’ with change but ‘to 

start small and think big.’ In other words, to embark on small-scale projects that are likely to succeed and 

can be achieved in a relatively short time scale in wder to enable teachers experience success and gain a 

‘feel’ for the process of change. Louis and Miles term this evolutionary planning. They allege that “the 

objective of evolutionary planning is to capitalise on the “low risk” quality of smaller-scale innovation to 

increase certainty. This, in turn, increases motivation and the possibility of concerted, more ‘tightly

' Ibid., Idem, “The Management o f  Change,” 74-75.

^ Michael G. Fullan, “Why Teachers Must Become Change Agents,” Fducational Leadership 50, No. 6 (March 1993): 13.

^ Ibid., Idem, Successfiil School Improvement. 211.
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coupled’ action across the school.” ' As people work together and try things out, they become more skilled, 

ideas become clearer and shared commitment gets stronger. In Fullan’s words, “productive change is very 

much a process of mobilisation and positive contagion”^

This incremental and developmental approach is reflected in the development planning process. As 

elucidated in Chapter 2.6, eadi priority is translated into specific targets - smaller, more achievable steps - 

with associated success criteria that enable the participants check the progress of implementation.^ Learning 

from experience thus becomes a conscious process of reflection and improvement as particular experiences 

during implementation are submitted to systematic review in order to learn from them and so improve the 

future. Thus, “successfiil organisations learn more from doing more. They accumulate an understanding of 

themselves which is reflected ultimately in a better sense of opportunism and success.”'*

Clearly, educational change is multidimensional and complex. Indeed, failure to acknowledge this 

complexity is one reason purported by Sarason for the predictable failure of educational reform. Effective 

implementation depends on a combination of interrelated themes, which co-exist in dynamic tension within 

the ‘mix of school development.’ As Fullan posits:

It takes a fortunate combination of the right factors - a critical mass - to support and guide the process 
of re-leaming, which respects the maintenance needs of individuals and groups and at the same time 
facilitates, stimulates and prods people to change through a process of incremental and decremoital fits 
and starts on the way to institutionalising (or, if appropriate rejecting) the change in question.^

The following sections focus in greater detail oti two of the aforementioned themes/conditions 

associated with successfiil school improvement, namely the organisational culture - in particular the 

development of a collaborative school culture - and the leadership role o f the principal. Indeed, the 

significance of these two factors in ensuring an effective planning process and a productive school 

development plan is repeatedly emphasised in the development planning literature.

' Fullan, Successfiil School ImprovemenL 26.
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Ibid., Idem, Change Forces. 31.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 67.
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Many potentially powerful educational reforms have floundered because little attention was 
given to the organisational context in which they were to occur. Arry change has to be 

considered against the culture in which it intervenes}

As expressed above, school culture - ‘■‘the ‘envelope’ within which teaching and curriculum activities 

occur,”  ̂- plays a powerful role in determining the extent of change in schools. Little, for instance, declares 

that the school as a workplace is remarkably powerful. She asserts that “without denying differences in 

individuals’ skills, interests, commitment, curiosity, or persistence, the prevailing patterns of interactions 

and interpretations in each building demonstrably creates certain possibilities and sets certain limits.”  ̂

Caldwell and Spinks maintain that culture can be manifested in both tangible and intangible ways. The 

behaviour engaged in, approaches to teaching and learning, interactions with the external environment and 

rules regulations, among others all represent the tangible manifestations of culture, 'fhe intangible 

foundations are represented in the underlying philosophies, values, and beliefs regarding what ought to be 

done in the school.

Hargreaves distinguishes between five broad forms of teacher culture; individualism, collaboration, 

contrived collaboration, balkanisation and the moving mosaic. Teachers may operate in isolation or in sub

groups, in community or in conflict. According to Hargreaves, teacher development and educational change 

are significantly influenced by the form  of school culture that currently prevails.^ In fact, one form of school 

culture - a collaborative culture - is invariably considered particularly significant in relation to school 

development planning. As Hargreaves and Hopkins remark, “...a climate o f  partnership focused on 

enhancing the quality o f  teaching and learning in the school...is the heart o f  development planning.^

' Hopkins, “What is School Improvement,” 15.

 ̂ E. W. Eisner, “What Really Counts in Schools.” Educational Leadership48. No. 5 (1991): II . 

 ̂ Little is cited in Stoll and Fink, Changing Our Schools. 80.
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Successful schools are likely to emerge when relaticmships and interactions are facilitated and co

ordinated in order that those involved feel that they are engaged in a common missiwi. As Sarason states 

“...when a process makes people feel that they have a voice in matters that affect them, they will have 

greater commitment to the overall enterprise and will take greater responsibility for what happens to the 

en taprise .' In fact, West and Ainscow indicate that school development planning is virtually impossible to 

instigate in a culture where teachers operate in isolation “to achieve goals unrelated to the goals o f their 

colleagues,” or where teachers function in a competitive context striving “to do better than their colleagues, 

recognising that their fate is negatively linked.”^

The traditional school culture based on norms o f autonomy and isolation affords teachers protection 

from outside interference and aiables them exercise their professional discretion in the interests of the 

children they know best. Notwithstanding, it also insulates them from sources of help and support, from 

meaningfijl feedback regarding the worth and effectiveness o f what they do, and precludes access to fresh 

ideas for improving practice.^ Rosenholtz declares that this culture associated with norms of isolation, 

autonomy and uncertainty generates “learning impoverished schools” where teaches are able to learn little 

from their colleagues, and therefore are not in a strong position to experiment and improve.'*

In response to the problem of isolation and autonomy which imposes a ceiling effect on teaching and 

learning, one o f the premier improvement strategies o f the 1990s was the principle o f collaboration. Indeed, 

Fullan asserts that for complex educational change, “collaborative ‘learning enriched’ schools do better than 

those lingering with the isolationalist traditions o f teaching.”’ Indeed, collaboration has come to comprise a 

comCTStone of educational and organisational change theories - underpinning and integrating the literature 

on development planning, culture, educational change, organisational management and leadership, quality 

and effectiveness.^ As Fullan postulates:

* s. Sarason, The Predictable Failure o f  I^ucational Reform (San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 1990), 61.
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West and Ainscow, Managing School Development. 84.

 ̂ Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 52.
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* Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times. 245.
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improvement...is the collective responsibility of the school. This is imperative.... What’s worth fighting 
For in schools, thwefore, is ‘interactive professionalism’ where heads and teachers work together, 
>ecome less autonomous and isolated, more open and risk taking, better skilled through continuous 
Jevelopment, and ultimately more empowered in accomplishing what they set out to do.'

In collaborative school cultures teachers often talk, observe, critique and plan together. Nias et al. 

recouit that a collaborative culture is characterised by interdependence and team work, mutual 

consileraticHi and support, willingness to compromise, and the open expression of professional differences.^ 

Stoll reported that principals involved in the Halton school growth planning process affirmed that the 

development o f collaboration was a vital prerequisite to a positive plarming process. They found that an 

integrated structure involving the participation of teacho-s at all levels, as well as parents and students, 

engerdered greater teacher com m itm ait than a ‘top-down’ model where the administration or heads of 

depaitments co-ordinate the plan.^

The power o f collaboration is illustrated by Hargreaves who declares that collaboration promotes 

shareJ reflection, is a powerful source o f professional learning, facilitates the pooling o f collective 

expenise, and provides sources o f feedback and comparison that motivate teachers to engage in reflective 

pract)ce.‘' Hargreaves also postulates that by enhancing the quality o f “teachers’ teaching,” collaboration 

improves the quality o f student learning:

Collaboration encourages risk taking, greater diversity in teaching strategies, and improved senses of 
efficacy among teachers as self confidence is boosted by positive encouragement and feedback. All 
'Jiese things impact upon and benefit student learning.^

Indeed, Little asserts that so powerful is a collaborative culture that one’s practice is positively enhanced 

merely by working within it; “Imagine that you would become a better teacher, just by virtue of being on 

the staff of a particular school - just from that one fact alone.”^

' Fullan, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship? viii.
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Notwithstanding the substantial benefits of collaboration and its potential as a generative principle of 

educational change, the ‘paradise’ of collaboration may have its serpents.' There is nothing inherently 

virtuous about collaboration per se: “People can collaborate to do the wrong things, as well as the right 

things; and by collaborating too closely they can miss danger signals and learning opportunities.”  ̂

Moreover, not all forms of collaboration are propitious to growth - groupthink, balkanisation, contrived and 

comfortable collaboratiwi are often the nemesis of an effective collaborative culture.^

Teacher empowerment, critical reflection or commitment to continuous improvement are claims that 
are commonly made for collaboration and collegiality in general, but in practice they apply only to a 
particular version of it."*

The quest to expunge the culture of individualism and teacher isolation through the generation of 

collaborative work-practices and collegial decision-making should not be at the expaise of teacher 

individuality. The ability to think and work independently (as well as collectively) is essential for 

educational reform. Fullan observes for instance, that the “freshest ideas offen come from diversity and 

those marginal to the group.”  ̂ Moreover, interactive professionalism needs to be grounded in individual 

reflection and processing, as shared consciousness needs to be rendered meaningful for each of the 

participants involved if it is to affect the teaching/learning process in each individual classroom. Thus, 

“solitude also has a place as a strategy for coping with change.”* As Hargreaves indicates, vibrant teacher 

cultures should be able to avoid the professional limitations of teacher individualism, while embracing the 

creative potential of teacher individuality. Thus, generating time for teachers to work individually in their 

classrooms may be as important as creating time for interactive professionalism.

Efforts to eliminate individualism should perhaps proceed cautiously, therefore, lest they also 
undermine individuality and the teacher’s competence and effectiveness that go with it. In too many 
school systems, the purge of individualism has become unrestrained and the eccentricity, 
independence, individuality have become its casualties.’

' G. Southworth, “The Learning School,” in Improving Education, eds., P. Ribbins and E. Burridge (London: Cassell,
1994), 69; Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times, 247; Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 
14.

 ̂ Fullan, Change Forces. 34.

 ̂ Ibid., 34 -35 and 82.

4
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* Fullan, Change Forces. 35.

* Ibid.

^ Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times, 183.
112



Indeed, one of the ten megatrends of the 1990s purported by Naisbitt and Aberdene is “the triumph 

of the individual.” They assert that “individuals today can leverage change far more effectively than most 

institutions.” ' As Senge relates, organisational learning is predicated on individual learning. Certainly, 

individual learning does not guarantee that an organisation will learn, but without it an organisation is 

unlikely to flourish.^ To further complicate matters, individual learning is fostered by interaction with others 

- isolation imposes a ceiling on inquiry and learning as solutions are limited to the experiences of the 

individual.^ Thus, for complex educational change, “honouring opposites simultaneously - individualism 

and collegiality - is the critical message.”^

Fullan remarks that an over-zealous focus on collaboration can generate ‘groupthink,’ where 

individuality may be subjugated by overconformity - uncritical allegiance to the group or the unthinking 

acceptance of the latest solution. Moreover, agreement does not necessarily mean sound judgement. 

Schrage contends that well-intentioned groups “end up mutually reinforcing their biases all the way to self- 

destruction.”  ̂ He emphasises that the concept of collaboration does not entail consensus and maintains that 

collaborators constantly bicker and argue. However, neither does it require the individual to subscribe 

unequivocally to the crowd. Indeed, the aforementioned concept of evolutionary planning - pursuing 

promising ideas provisionally, taking a questioning stance and modifying, adopting, or rejecting the idea in 

the light of experience - as propounded by Louis and Miles, is a possible strategy for avoiding false 

consensus or groupthink.^

It should also be stated that a collaborative culture does not exist simply because staff attend 

meetings together, exchange anecdotes and ideas or engage in conversations concerned mainly with non

professional activities. Unless teachers reflect “on the value, purpose, and consequences of what they do.

' J. N aisb itt and  P. A berdene, M egatrends 2 000  (N ew  Y ork: W illiam  M orrow , 1990), 298.

^ P. M. Senge. T he Fifth D iscip line: T he Art and  P ractice  o f  the  L earning O rganisation  (L ondon: C en tu ry  B usiness, 1993),
139.
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or...[diallenge] each others’ practices, perspectives and assumptions...coliegiality can be reduced to 

congeniality.” ' This ‘comfortable’ or ‘cosy’ collaboration may simply confirm the status quo rather than 

generate improvement.^ For collaboration to effect development it must be focused on norms of continuous 

improvement. In ‘learning enriched’ schools teachers are engaged in joint work, mutual observation, 

planning, focused reflective enquiry, and search for better alternatives in the continuous quest for 

improvement. Nevertheless, while ‘comfortable,’ ‘cosy’ relationships among staff may not be sufficient for 

ensuring fundamental and lasting change, they often generate a climate of openness and congeniality, upon 

which more focused collaborative activities can be developed.^

Contrived collegiality is another form of collaboration that may not be propitious for development. 

According to Hargreaves, contrived collegiality does not emerge spontaneously from the initiative of 

teachers but is an administrative imposition that requires teachers to meet and work together...to implement 

the mandates of others - most directly those of the principal, or indirectly those pertaining to external policy 

requirements.'' Thus, contrived collegiality could be regarded as a way of seeking effective implementation 

of externally introduced change, thus ‘Yeinscribing administrative control within persuasive and pervasive 

discourses of collaboration and partnership.”^

As elucidated in Whose Innovation, a development plan could be regarded as a ‘management tool’ 

requiring or ‘persuading’ teachers to work together to adapt and interpret central guidelines, thus, 

generating commitment and understanding among the teachers responsible for implementing the newly 

de/ised curricula.® While this is indeed an important component of collaboration, collegial support and 

painership cannot be mandated. Collaboration, as mentioned above, requires a climate of openness and 

trist, where teachers give/seek advice, and share pedagogical expertise. This climate evolves over time

' Andy Hargreaves, Changing Teachers, Changing T im es. Teacher Development Series (London: Cassell, 1994), 195. 
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through professional interaction both informally in staffrooms, and formally during scheduled-meetings or 

tim e allocated for planning in teams or visiting other classrooms. As Fullan and Hargreaves recount:

Collaborative cultures are to be found everywhere in the life o f the school: in the gestures, jokes and 
glances that signal sympathy and understanding; in hard work and personal interest shown in corridors 
or outside classroom doors...in overt praise, recognition and gratitude; and in sharing and discussion of 
ideas and resources.'

This pervasive form o f collaboration is unlikely to emerge if  collaboration is confined to mandated 

plaiming times with predetermined agendas. This is not to suggest that managerial guidance and 

intervention have no part to play in fostering and facilitating the development of a collaborative culture. 

Moreover, in schools where little collegiality previously existed, formally scheduled meetings, shrewd 

timetabling or mandated planning time may be regarded as a “preliminary phase in setting up more 

enduring collaborative relationships between teachers.” Contrived collegiality may also add focus to 

‘comfortable’ collaboration by “extending what it is that teachers collaborate about.” Thus, analogous to 

‘comfortable’ collaboration, contrived collaboration is a double-edged sword - eml^acing “positive and 

negative possibilities depending on the purposes for which it is used.”^

While a climate o f partnership focused on aihancing the quality o f teaching and learning may indeed 

be the heart o f development planning, its evolution would appear to follow a long and hazardous journey. 

Southworth postulates that the introduction of collaboration and collegiality would affect the teachers in the 

school because it would alter adult interactions both individually and in groups. While collaboration may 

enable teachers to share experiences and resources, engage in mutual observation and focused reflection, it 

also exposes staff to differences in practice, which could stimulate not just discussion but also, 

disagreement.^ Indeed, Nias et al. revealed that whole school curriculum development was rife with 

tensions and disharmony. However, Fullan declares that “problems are inevitable.”  ̂ He also proclaims 

that “the good news is that you can’t leam or be successful without them.”® He asserts that the absence of

' Fullan and Hargreaves. W hat’s Worth Fighting For in Your School? 66.

 ̂ Ibid., 78-79.
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problems is usually a sign that only superficial change is being enacted. It is only by embracing problems 

and conflicts that we can generate creative solutions. He cites Stacey, who indicates why problems are our 

friends:

People do not provoke new insights when their discussions are characterised by orderly equilibrium, 
conformity, and dependence. Neither do they do so when their discussions enter the explosively 
unstable equilibrium of all-out conflict or complete avoidance of issues....People spark new ideas off 
each other when they argue and disagree - when they are conflicting, confused, and searching for new 
meaning - yet remain willing to discuss and listen to each other.'

It must also be noted that the concept of collaboration has significant implications for school leaders 

- a factor that will be returned to in the forthcoming section. On the basis of the literature, it would appear 

that appropriate management activities can enhance the development of a collaborative school culture. As 

Fullan and Hargreaves remark, the headteachers “role as a supporter and promoter of interactive 

professionalism is essential.”^

In many instances, however, it may be impractical and time consuming for whole staff groups to 

collaborate regularly on an entire school development project. Accordingly, school improvement teams may 

be established to investigate and co-ordinate various aspects of school development. Moreover, as school 

improvement teams may need to operate independently - as well as interdependently - some degree of 

balkanisation may be inevitable. However, to eschew balkanisation, overlapping membership should be a 

feature of the improvement teams, with membership of various groups fluctuating over time, as 

circumstances require. This dynamic and shifting form of collaboration which engages shifting partnerships 

and alliances both within and beyond the school is the form of culture which Hargreaves terms the moving 

mosaic.^

On the basis of the foregoing discourse, it is apparent, that each of the aforementioned cultural 

forms - individualism, collaboration, contrived collegiality, balkanisation and the moving mosaic - coalesce 

and interweave in dynamic tension within a school’s culture. Indeed, FuIIan maintains that some degree of 

multiple culture is essential."* As mentioned above, warm ‘cosy’ relationships and an atmosphere of trust are 

the platform on which more challenging forms of collaboration can be developed. Similarly, some form of

* Stacey (1992), quoted in Ibid., 27.

2
Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For in Your School? 112.

3
Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times. 257.

4
Fullan, Change Forces. 36.
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contrivance may be essential in the preliminary stages to encourage greater association among teachers and 

to foster sharing, learning and the improvement of skills and expertise.

The above discourse also reveals that the concept of culture is complex and multidimensional. This 

complexity is further endorsed when one considers that the school culture is constantly being influenced by 

external political and economic forces and by changes in national and school policies. Moreover, because 

culture is created by the participants in an organisation, it inevitably changes as participants change. In most 

schools, however, cultural change is evolutionary, in other words, is implicit, unconscious and unplanned. 

“Over time, norms, values and beliefs are introduced as others steadily fade.” ' The issue of school culture is 

further compounded by the fact that culture is inextricably linked to structure. As mentioned in the previous 

section, changes in the organisational infrastructure - new decision-making or consultation procedures, for 

instance - effect changes in the organisational culture. Moreover, various sub-cultures, each with the 

potential to pull the organisation in a different direction, may exist within the school thus complicating the 

issue of culture even fiirther. Thus, collaboration is but one aspect of the complex multidimensional 

‘envelope’ that constitutes the overall framework within wliich teachers, classrooms and the concept of 

school development planning operate.

3.3 Lea^d^ihCp ActXA/UX^CfvVevelcypm/e^Pla^^in/Ong'

Outstanding leadership has invariably emerged as a key characteristic o f  outstanding schools.^

Contemporary research and policy literature appears to support the conception that leadership can 

make a positive difference to the effectiveness of an organisation. Research on educational change, school 

effectiveness, school improvement and educational leadership and management all regard the head as a key 

figure for leading and supporting change. As Hall and his colleagues assert, “the degree of implementation 

of the innovation is different in different schools because of the actions and concerns of the head.”  ̂ It is not 

suggested that change cannot occur without the principal but the general consensus from the literature is

' Stoll and Fink. Changing Our Schools. 91.

^ Beare et al., Creatina an Excellent School (London: Routledge, 1991), 99.

 ̂ Hall et al., (1980) quoted in Fullan^ W hat's W orth FightinR For In Headship? 2.
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that the head is or should be a driving force for improvement.' In this section, the analysis o f leadership is 

confined mainly to the role played by the principal in school development planning.

In Section 1.3, the author suggested that the concurrent evolution and interpenetration of a number of 

research fields has contributed to the evolution of a ‘paradigm shift’ in how educators and policy-makers 

think about and act in relation to change. This ‘paradigm shift’ is underscored by a multi-conceptual 

framework within which top-down and bottom-up strategies merge, conflict is inevitable and essential for 

growth, collegiality and individuality co-exist in productive tension and outcomes cannot all be anticipated 

in advance.^ Whitaker notes, however, that one of the key challenges to “a new paradigm in organisational 

development is the redefinition o f the terms leadCTship and management.”^

Analogous to the foregoing discourse on collaborative cultures, the traditional view o f leadership - 

characterised by Senge below - is not regarded as an appropriate form o f leadership for the processes of 

formulating and operationalising a school development plan. The leadership role undertaken by the 

principal must be congruent with the ftmdamental precepts underlying the concept o f development 

planning, including collaboration, empowerment and flexibility. As Fullan and Hargreaves propound, there 

needs to be a paradigm shift away from norms that construe leadership and management in fundamentally 

hierarchical terms.'*

Our traditional view o f leaders - as special people who set the direction, make the key decisions, and 
energise the troops - are deeply rooted in an individualistic and non-systemic world view.... At its heart, 
the traditional view o f leadership is based on assumptions o f people’s powerlessness, their lack of 
personal vision and inability to master the forces o f change, deficits which can be remedied only by a 
few great leaders.’

In contrast, the new view o f leadership in developing learning organisations is centred on “subtler 

and more important tasks” such as delegation, empowerment, shared envisioning, multi-layered 

management and collaborative decision making, all focused on norms of continuous improvement in 

teaching and learning.* Similarly, Hargreaves and Hopkins relate that school development planning is

' Fullan. W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship? 12.

2
Fullan, Change Forces, viii.

 ̂ Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 72.

^ Ibid., 87-90; Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 118-119.

’ Senge, The Fifth Discipline. 340.

^ Ibid.
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unlikely to prosper if the prevailing management arrangements are deemed adequate for promoting 

development simply because they have previously functioned well in ensuring maintenance. They put the 

point succinctly; “managing change involves changing management."^ This view is corroborated by Louis 

and Miles who advocate a newer adaptive model of organisational development rather than a bureaucratic 

one. The characteristics of an adaptive model are analogous to those purported for development planning - 

schools guided by vision rather than goal directed, oriented by judgement not rules, and team focused rather 

than designed around a hierarchical structure. As Senge postulates, the leader’s new work for the future is 

building learning organisations? This does not imply that the new paradigm is about denigrating traditional 

values and qualities; rather, is about augmenting them to embrace qualities which have been undervalued or 

ignored. As Whitaker relates, leadership needs to comprise an activity concerned with empowerment and 

transformation.^

The concept of transformational leadership is regarded by many commentators as a form of

leadership appurtenant for schools in the twenty-first century.** Roberts states that “in essence, transforming

leadership is a leadership that facilitates the redefinition of a people’s mission and vision, a renewal of their

commitment, and the restructuring of their systems for goal accomplishment.”  ̂ A similar definition is

proffered by Whitaker who suggests that a useful definition of leadership is behaviour that enables and

assists others to achieve planned goals. He maintains that this concept of leadership

might have as much to do with making helpful suggestions as with making strategic directives; it might 
be as much about listening to other people’s ideas as about expounding your own and as much about 
gentleness as about toughness. What is clear is that effectiveness in organisations depends upon 
leadership emerging appropriately as and when necessary.*

One of the key strategies that transformational leaders can employ to ‘enable and assist others to 

achieve planned goals’ involves helping staff members develop and maintain a collaborative school culture.

* Hargreaves and Hopkins. The Empowered School. 14.

 ̂ Senge, The Fifth Discipline. 339-340.

 ̂ Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 79-80.

4
K. Leithwood, “The Move Toward Transformational Leadership,” Educational Leadership 49. No. 5 (1992): 8-9; Beare et 

al.. Creating an Excellent School. 106-107; Leithwood and Jantzi. “Transformational Leadership: How Principals Can Help Reform 

School Cultures,” School Effectiveness and School Improvement 1, No. 4 (1990), 249-280.

 ̂ Roberts, (1985) quoted in Leithwood, “The Move Toward Transformational Leadership,” 9.

* Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 73.
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The involvement of teachers in the process of whole school development is essential if the quality of 

educational provision for students is to be enhanced, as it is the individual teacher in the classroom who 

ultimately has the greatest contribution to make to the quality of teaching and learning. Leithwood and 

Jantzi cite Rosenholtz who intimates that “...principals who involve teachers in generating information 

about the goals of teaching, in scanning and choosing the best alternatives, grant teachers a part in 

constructing school reality.” '

Stoll alleged that in the Halton Board of Education principals who successfully instigated a 

development planning process involved staff in shared decision-making, created frequent opportunities for 

staff to discuss their values and beliefs, and devoted considerable time to the development of relationships 

and an environmait in which people were not afraid to take risks. These activities ultimately led to a feeling 

of shared purpose and a shared vision.^

In a case-study of twelve improving schools in Ontario, Leithwood and Jantzi discerned six broad 

strategies used by school leaders to develop highly collaborative, professional relationships in the context of 

school development initiatives. These school administrators:

• strengthened the school’s culture - by emphasising shared goals, collaborative decision

making and reducing teacher isolation;

• used a variety of bureaucratic mechanisms (including, the provision of money and shrewd 

time-tabling) to stimulate and reinforce cultural change;

• fostered staff development;

• engaged in direct and frequent communication with staff about cultural norms, values and 

beliefs;

• shared power and responsibility with others; and

• used symbols to express cultural values.^

'  Rosenholtz (1989) cited Leithwood and Jantzi. “Transformational Leadership,” 270. 

^ Stoll, “School Self-Evaluation,” 50.

 ̂ I.eithwood and Jantzi, “Transformational Leadership,” 269.
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These principals created opportunities for staff to work together, thus serving to reduce teacher 

isolation. Teachers were encouraged to operate workshops for colleagues, time was generated for co

operative planning and for involving staff members in collaborative goal setting and teachers were urged to 

visit each other’s classrooms. Furthermore, delegation to and empowerment of the staff were also strategies 

employed for increasing collaboration.'

If, as mentioned above, one useful definition of leadership is ‘behaviour that enables and assists 

others to achieve planned goals’ then, delegation and empowerment - “the ability to mobilise the energy 

within a school...to get things done”  ̂ - are fundamental leadership strategies for improving schools. 

Leaders are not ‘magic wands’ to school development. It is unlikely that one individual ‘at the top’ could 

manage all the interweaving complexities of organisational life. They can, however, orchestrate it.

Beare et al., and Caldwell and Spinks, advert to various types of leadership forces - educational, 

cultural, technical, and transformational - which they allege would be virtually impossible for one 

individual to embrace, and assert that the many leadership dimensions should be distributed widely among 

the participants in the organisation.^ This viewpoint is corroborated by Hall et al. who concluded that the 

staff team and not the head, was the critical variable in effecting change. “In each successful case they 

found a second, third, or fourth change agent (deputy-head, departmental head or other manager) and that it 

was the ‘team’ that made the difference.'* This point is reinforced by Beare et al. who state, “there will...be 

many leaders in an excellent school.”^

Leadership is distributed throughout the organisation by the processes of delegation and 

empowerment. Delegation enables a principal share tasks and responsibilities with others, thus freeing a 

leader’s time for other tasks and activities. Additionally, it serves to empower others in the school. The 

process of empowerment requires a principal to transform followers into partial leaders. This does not just 

entail handing over routine tasks to others but involves “empowering followers with true ownership and

' Ibid., 270-275.

2
Patterson et al.. Productive School Systems. 69.

3
Beare et al., Creating an Excellent School: Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self-Managing School

^ Hall et al. (1987), cited in Fullan. W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship? 43.

 ̂Beare et al.. Creating an Excellent School. 114.
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with the true burden of responsibility.” ' Such empowerment is central to the concept of a collaborative 

culture. Principals who are willing to delegate sources of power traditionally vested in their positions are 

contributing to the more equitable distribution of power for decision-making and responsibility among the 

other staff members and thus enhancing collaboration. “Teachers under these circumstances are 

professionally more ‘empowered,’ a goal of many school reform advocates, at present.”  ̂ Moreover, Fullan 

asserts that such empowerment is reciprocal. Teachers already have and exercise “power not to do things. 

Building a trusted, empowered relationship with teachers usually means that the head can count on teachers 

to help implement policies.”  ̂ In addition, delegation helps in the development of skills and abilities in those 

to whom work is delegated, enabling them to take on progressively more complex and challenging work.

However, a subtle tension exists between delegation and leadership. While the leaders should

maintain active involvement in, or liaison with task groups/individuals, they must resist the temptation to

interfere or over-supervise, or alternatively to accord problem-solving teams “the curse of too much

freedom.”  ̂Patterson et al. state that “delegation, in its optimal sense, means initially setting the parametCTs,

then staying involved through co-ordinating resources, reviewing progress reports, and being able to meet

with teams at critical junctures.”  ̂ Furthermore, these authors maintain that real empowerment - the ability

to get things done - is predicated on the availability of the “power tools” of support, information, and

resources, which the head should endeavour to deliver.^

Sometimes, but not always, he or she does this with extra money. Most times, by helping to invent 
imaginative ways for freeing up time. Effective heads do the latter all the time...a little bit of time and 
resources, available regularly, can go a long way.^

In their ‘thoughtpiece’ on school improvement, Fullan and Hargreaves stress the importance for 

leaders o f expressing what they value through their leadership. Pre-emptive statements of policy and

' E. Locke, The Essence o f  Leadership (New York: Lexington Books, 1991), 74.

^ Leithwood and Jantzi, “Transformational Leadership,” 275.

 ̂ Fullan, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship? 53.

4
Patterson et al.. Productive School Systems. 75; See also Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 141. 

 ̂ Patterson et al.. Productive School Systems. 76.

® Ibid., 79.

^ Fullan, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship? 42 and 43.
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purpose may be important as the school collaboratively develops its missiwi; however, communicating and 

expressing what is valued is best achieved “through behaviour and example, through what you do and what 

you are on a day-to-day basis.” ' Accordingly, a principal who delegates the responsibility for project co

ordination to teachers, is a member of the staff group - listening, talking and laughing with colleagues - and 

is willing to ask for help where appropriate, is openly expressing that empowerment and collaboration 

comprise his/her core values. This dual role - leader and member - also enables the leader to stimulate 

discussion on the core values and vision of the school, ascertain any dissatisfactions or concerns, and 

informally discuss the progress of delegated projects with staff.^

Delegation, however, should not be employed by principals as a strategy for ‘opting out’ or allowing 

a laissez-faire situatioi to develop. Tho-e is also an increased risk entailed in giving up some control and 

allowing staff more freedom and responsibility for certain tasks and activities, and it is likely that mistakes 

will be made. Nevertheless, effective principals are aware that the many positive benefits of delegating 

responsibility both for the organisation and for themselves far outweigh the risks involved.

Another significant strategy for principals who facilitate change is to manage by walking/wandering

about. Whitaker notes that “management by walking about has become one of the classic concepts of the

paradigm shift in management.”  ̂ Indeed Peters and Waterman noted that individuals in the top leadership

positions in successful companies did not remain remote in their offices but perceived their main activity as

interactive, alongside colleagues wherever the work of the organisation was being conducted.'* As Whitaker

explains, management by walking/wandering about enables

leaders to keep in consistent touch with individual efforts, to provide specific feedback and to engage 
in dialogues of acknowledgement and encouragement. By providing regular stimulation the process of 
leadership becomes an integral part of the collaborative pursuit of excellence.’

* Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 117. 

2
Ibid., 116-118; also. Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 61.

 ̂ Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 76.

4
Peters and Waterman, In Search o f  Excellence.

’ Whitaker. Managing Change in Schools. 157.
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Moreover, Fullan and Hargreaves relate that a key strategy heads can engage to promote and support 

interactive professionalism is to value their teachers by promoting their professional growth. They allege 

that “it is not possible to have strong collaborative cultures without strong individual development.” '

The development of a common vision, a school mission, and commitment to shared goals are also 

commonly advocated components of the development planning process.^ A mission statement comprises a 

school’s underlying philosophy, - its purpose for existence in a particular community.^ Vision provides a 

sense of direction and focus for school development. It gives content to empowerment and collaborative 

discussion and gives direction for deciding what not to do. Above all, “it permeates the enterprise with 

values, purpose, and integrity for both the what and the how of improvement.”  ̂Bennus and Nanus delineate 

vision as “...a mental image of a possible and desirable future state of the organisation...as vague as a dream 

or as precise as a goal or mission statement...a view of a realistic, credible attractive future for the 

organisation, a condition that is better in some important ways than what now exists.”^

Educational leaders are considered vital to the development of motivating visions. As Beare et al. 

relate, “outstanding leaders have a vision for their schools...which is shared with all in the school 

community.”* Indeed, many writers propound that the responsibility for vision formulation centres 

primarily on the principal, who must envisicm a better school, articulate this vision to the staff, and 

orchestrate consensus on the vision.’ However, this view of the principal manipulating the school culture 

and the staff to conform to the principal’s own vision is not congruent with the fundamental precepts 

underlying a collaborative culture. If, as elucidated earlier, a new paradigm has emerged in how we think 

and act in relation to change, then the traditional view of leaders as people who set the direction, and make 

the key decisions must be superseded by leaders who value collaboration, empowerment, delegation, shared

* Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For in Your School? 82-83.

^ Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times. 249-250; Caldwell and Spinks. Leading the Self-M anaging School. 37; 

Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 31-32; Lagerweij and Voogt. “Policy Making,” 32.

 ̂ Caldwell and Spinks, Leading the Self-M anaging School. 37.

^ Fullan, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Headship? 43-44.

 ̂ W. B ennisandB . Nanus. Leaders (New York: Harper and Row, 1985), 189.

* Beare et a!.. Creating an Excellent School. 99-100.

’  Ibid.. Locke. The Essence o f  Leadership. 51-55.
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leadership and shared envisioning. Collaboration and empowerment should entail the staff creating the 

vision together, rather than complying with the principal’s own. As Fullan and Hargreaves state, “all 

stakeholders should be involved in illuminating the mission and purposes of the school.” '

Interestingly, some of the literature that advocates collaboration as an integral component of school 

development also regards vision building as the responsibility of the head. For instance, Nias et al., reported 

that the primary heads involved in developing a whole-school curriculum were the significant figures in 

their schools:

...they provided an educational vision for their schools. They all worked hard in a variety of ways to 
secure their staff’s allegiance to their particular visions and to ensure that the educational beliefs and 
values on which these rested were put into practice in classrooms....Relentlessly, they promoted and 
reiterated their own beliefs and reminded the staff of them and of the vision they wanted everyone to 
share. Their persistence was remarkable.^

Moreover, they encouraged professional interaction as “they could not reach their goal of building a ‘whole

school’ through which their vision could be realised unless teachers related well to one another in a working

context...”  ̂ Thus, in each of these schools, the principal’s vision was the cornerstone for ‘whole school’

development. Surely, however, ‘whole school’ development should be based, at least in part, on the visions

and aspirations of the whole school? Moreover, “management becomes manipulation” and “collaboration

becomes co-optation”  ̂ if staff interaction is encouraged for the purpose of deliberating on an imposed

vision. Principals’ visions are important, but “...principals have no monopoly on wisdom. Principals’

visions should be provisional and open to change. They should be part of the collaborative mix.”  ̂ Fullan

and Hargreaves direct attention to the peril of principals becoming over attached to particular philosophies

and innovations:

‘My vision,’ ‘my teachers,’ ‘my school’ are proprietary claims and attitudes which suggest an 
ownership of the school which is personal rather than collective, imposed rather than earned, and 
hierarchical rather than democratic. With visions as singular as this, teachers soon learn to suppress 
their vo/ce.... Worst of all, having teachers conform to the head’s vision minimises the possibilities for 
heads learning. It reduces the opportunities for heads to learn that parts of their own vision may be

' Fullan and Hargreaves. W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 120.

2
Nias et al.. W hole School Curriculum Development. 148-149 and 129.

 ̂ Ibid., 113.

4
Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 119.

 ̂ Michael G. Fullan, “Visions that Blind,” Educational Leadership 49, No. 5 (February 1992).
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flawed, and that some teachers’ visions may be as valid or more valid than theirs. Visicm building 
should be a two-way street where heads learn from as much as they contribute to others.'

Ultimately, the responsibility for vision building should be a collective, rather than an individual 

enterprise. Leithwood and Jantzi expound that principals who successfully promoted a collaborative culture 

empowered their staff by delegating the power and responsibility for establishing shared goals to school 

improvement teams of which they were sometimes members. These authors observed that such 

empowerment, “fostered greater participation in the process and prevented the principal’s goals from 

dominating the process,” although they add ominously in parentheses: “or from being seen to dominate the 

process.”  ̂ Clearly, shared leadership does not mean handing over the reigns of power and opting out, but 

neither does it entail using collaboration to steer through one’s own personal visiwis and beliefs. Principals 

should promote an agenda to change, rather than an agenda for change, and should be constantly open to 

ideas and suggestions from sources within and external to the organisation. As Fullan and Hargreaves 

advocate.' make menus, not mandates.^

It is clear from the foregoing that for the purpose of promoting school development, it is a particular kind 

o f leadership that counts. “It is not the charismatic, innovative high flyer that moves the whole school 

culture forward. Rather it is a more subtle kind of leadership which makes activity meaningful for others.”  ̂

The prevailing view that heads need to be ‘outstanding,’ ‘strong,’ or ‘purposeful’ needs to be set alongside 

the view that the complex process of planning a school’s development requires great sophistication on the 

part of school leaders, and a more subtle kind of leadership.^ This kind of leadership requires leaders to 

express their own values without being imposing, to influence colleagues by asking questions, to express 

what they value through their actions, to manage conflict and to give direction and be open to suggestion at 

the same time.* It is clear that the paradoxical tendencies of leadership and empowerment go hand in hand 

in the pursuit of a collaborative culture. As Fullan and Hargreaves recount.

' Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s W orth Fighting For In Your School? 119. 

 ̂ Leithwood and Jantzi, “Transformational Leadership,” 270.

 ̂ Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 112. 

“ Ibid., 69.

 ̂ Southworth, “The Learning School,” 68.

* Fullan. “Visions That Blind,” 20.
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Leading the development of collaborative schools in which teachers are enabled or empowered to 
frame problems, and to discuss and work individually and collectively to understand and to change the 
situations that caused these problems is the basic role of school leadership as we see it.'

3.4 Conclu^uytiy

Where a school lacks the appropriate culture, development planning is a means o f achieving it
....This is the key insight.^

It is clear from the foregoing discussion that certain preconditions are necessary for the successful 

implementation of development planning. A collaborative school culture focused on teaching and learning, 

appropriate organisational structures, the leadership role of the principal, vision building, empowerment and

professional development are among the multifarious factors that drive the development planning process.

However, in addition to the generation of the conditions that facilitate its operationalisation, teachers and 

principals must:

• familiarise themselves with the planning process itself;

• conduct a school-based review;

• identify and sequence a number of priorities;

• produce a planning document outlining the school aims, the result of the review and the 

selected priorities;

• develop an action plan(s) to facilitate the implementation of the priorities;

• keep the progress of both the plan and the planning process under continual review;

• conduct an overall evaluation of the effectiveness of the plan;

• draw up a report for the various stakeholders; and

• start the process once again.

In essence, the school must focus on the development planning process, the development plan itself 

and the ‘envelope’ within which the process operates. In fact, the introduction of development planning in 

school organisations may necessitate a shift in the prevailing school culture in order to accommodate new 

realities and new modus operandi. As Fullan postulates “...school improvement efforts which ignore these

' Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 69. 

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins. The Empowered School. 123.
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deeper organisational conditions are ‘doomed to tinkering,’...strategies are needed that more directly 

address the culture of the organisation.” ’

However, the power of culture is that it can sustain a complex amalgam of norms; the product of 

preferences made in the past, which have become established as the school’s traditions, values, and routine 

ways of working. Accordingly, innovations can encounter entrenched practices.^ Moreover, the staff 

members thonselves perpetuate the prevailing culture “through their daily affirmation of its central tenets.”  ̂

Culture, in other words, plays a significant role as a determinant of change. The key question, therefore, is 

how can a school change its culture?

As adverted to in the preceding section, the leadership of the principal in shaping culture is highly 

significant. However, as the opening quote relates, it is also suggested that y^here a school lacks the 

appropriate culture, development planning is a means o f achieving it. Hargreaves and Hopkins assert that 

school development planning embraces a dual purpose: to improve the quality of teaching and learning 

through the successful management of development and change and to enable the school recreate its culture 

by cultivating the internal ‘infi^tructure’ for change. They maintain that the absence of preconditions 

initially should not be regarded as a reason for postponing development planning and state that 

paradoxically, “ ‘preconditions’ can be established duringthe development work”-

A school cannot fend off change until it has recreated its culture. But it can self-consciously make 
changes to its management arrangements through its development plan, so that the process of 
development planning is strengthened simultaneously with implementing other kinds of innovations.'*

They suggest that in the early cycles of development planning schools should prioritise root 

innovations, such as collaboration, staff development, and appropriate management structures as these are 

crucial for the process of development planning itself, as well as providing foundations on which future

' Fullan. quoted by Hopkins in “Changing School Culture,” 60.

2
Dalin, Changing the School Culture. 99; Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 83; Louis and Miles, 

Improving the Urban High School. 187.

 ̂ Holly and Southworth. The Developing School. 121.

4
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 123.
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changes in areas such as curriculum and assessment can be consolidated.' This strategy was also adverted to 

in Section 3.1 in relation to the factors that contribute to successful educational change.

Clearly, the development planning process is multidimensional and complex and has considerable 

implications for teachers and principals in schools. Thus, having elucidated on the rationale underpinning 

the concept o f development planning and provided an insight into the processes involved and the internal 

school conditions considered necessary to operationalise the process, the writer believed it was imperative 

to ascertain the extent to which this rhetoric of development planning could be realised at the level of 

practice, bideed, the discussions pervading the preceding three chapters generated a number o f issues that 

the writer believed needed empirical investigation: Can the purposes o f development planning be realised? 

Is development planning an appropriate framework for implementing change in schools? Is it necessary for 

schools to modify their school culture in order to facilitate the development planning process? What 

structural changes - if  any - need to be made? What are principal’s attitudes towards the process? And 

quintessentially, is it worth the effort? These and other questions needed to be empirically investigated in 

order to ascertain what is involved in formulating and implementing a development plan at the level of 

practice. Accordingly, Part Two o f this thesis delineates on the rationale underpinning the empirical 

research, describes the development o f the research instruments, and presents a detailed analysis o f the 

processes and salient issues involved in formulating and implementing a school development plan at the 

reality o f  practice in Irish primary schools.

' Ibid., 43.
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This chapter details the design of the empirical research including the key themes and issues that 

were explored, how the research samples were chosen and the techniques used for data collection. It is 

divided into eight sections, each focusing on a particular aspect of the research. A brief profile of each 

section is presented below.

Section one highlights the overarching aims of the empirical research and proffers the potentially 

significant findings and assertions emanating from the literature review that needed to be endorsed at the 

level of practice. This section also presents a synopsis of three exploratory interviews with primary school 

principals. The purpose of this exploratory investigation was to enable the writer to identify issues that 

appeared significant at the level of practice and would merit further consideration. The literature review 

and the exploratory interviews generated a conceptual framework that enabled the writer to identify three 

key research themes that would comprise the focus of the empirical research. These are also presented in 

this section.

Having established the key research themes underpinning the empirical research, the next stage 

entailed formulating specific research issues that would capture the essence of the key themes and would 

comprise the content of the research instruments. A discussion of each research theme and an outline of 

the related issues are presented in sections two, three and four. This is followed in section five  by a 

consideration of the population from whom information pertinent to the study would be garnered. An 

outline of the research methodology most appropriate for collecting information relevant to the key themes 

and issues is the focus of section six.

In view of the many issues to be addressed, the writer’s aspiration to elicit sufficient and relevant 

information and to ensure validity, the empirical component of this thesis comprised two key phases each 

predicated on the key research themes and issues alluded to in the previous sections. The first phase of the 

research described in section seven, focuses on the establishment of a comprehensive overview of ‘the-

130



state-of-the-art’ o f development planning in the selected sample of Northern Ireland primary schools. Two 

questionnaire instruments - a principal’s questionnaire and a teacher’s questionnaire - were devised to 

elicit the wide-ranging overview of development planning central to this phase. An explication o f each of 

these instruments and the population from whom the information would be elicited is included in section 

seven. This section also presents details o f the pilot studies conducted to enable the author to refine and 

redraft the research instruments with a view to ensuring a valid and well designed empirical study. The 

distribution of the questionnaires and an analysis of the response rate to these instruments are also 

included in section seven.

In the second phase o f the empirical research, semi-structured interview schedules for principals 

were designed to complement the data yielded in the questionnaires and to enable the author to probe 

significant issues in greater depth. An explication of this phase is the subject o f section eight - the final 

section in this chapter.

4.1  I(ieyr\ti4yOr\^th^Ke/i€<^ch/Jl^^eyryve^a'Vid/IyitLeyy

Educational quality is a function o f  the dialectic between policy and practice, not the 
preserve o f  one or the other, although both have their part to play and their role to fulfil. '

Simply advocating schools to establish a development plan to assist them in managing change and 

improving the quality of education offered to students is no guarantee o f success; “wishful thinking and 

legislation have deservedly poor track records as tools for social and educational betterment.”  ̂ Policy

makers and practitioners also need to know what engaging in a systematic planning process actually 

entails at the level at which this is enacted - the school. Accordingly, the overarching aims of Part II of 

this thesis were:

• To present an analysis and critical evaluation of the theory and research that underpins the
concept o f school development planning;

• To investigate the process involved in the actualisation of such plans at the reality of
practice in a selected sample o f primary schools in Northern Ireland;

• To assess the impact of these plans for the whole school, for teachers, and for pupil
learning and achievement.

' David Hopkins, “School Improvement in an ERA o f Change,” in Improving Education: Promoting Quality in Schools eds., 
Peter Ribbins and Elizabeth Burridge (London: Cassell, 1993), 90.

2
Michael G. Fullan and Matthew B. Miles, “Getting Reform Right: What Works and What Doesn’t,” in Phi Delta Kappan 73, 

No. 10(1992): 752.
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The initial task was to identify the key research themes/issues that would comprise the focus of the 

empirical research. A number of potentially significant findings and assertions that would need to be 

explored and endorsed at the level of practice emanated from the conceptual overview of development 

planning presented in the preceding three chapters, including the following;

• School development planning appears to constitute a multiconceptual framework for
development. The fields of school improvement, effectiveness, evaluation, educational change 
and curriculum development all find a focus in the concept of development planning. The
writer suggested that the resulting synthesis may transcend the significance of a singular line
of research as a strategy for improving the quality of education in schools [Chapter One].

•  Development planning is alleged to improve the quality of teachers’ teaching and pupil 
learning [Sections 2.2 and 2.3].

• Development planning is purported to enable schools manage the on-going forces of change 
more effectively. It is also perceived as a flexible, interactive process that can accommodate the 
non-rational unpredictable nature of change [Section 2.3].

•  The process of development planning is regarded as a reformulation of the change process, 
thus enabling schools initiate, implement and institutionalise their chosen innovations [Section 
2 .2].

• Development planning is alleged to constitute a ‘top-down, bottom-up’ approach to change 
whereby schools are enabled to take stock of where they are in relation to the national agenda 
for change and in relation to their own school needs and priorities [Section 2.3].

• Development planning is purported to provide a comprehensive and coordinated approach to 
all aspects of planning, including curriculum and assessment, teaching, management and 
organisation, finance and resources [Section 2.2].

• Development planning has the potential to change the culture of the school. It is purported to 
help create the internal capacity - the cultural infrastructure - in which an ongoing series of 
innovations can flourish in the interests of school improvement [Sections 2.3 and 3.2].

• The process of planning offers an excellent opportunity for engaging the school staff and the 
school’s partners in the creation and implementation of whole-school policies [Section 2.3].

In fact, as adduced in Section 2.3, on the basis of the many auspicious claims for development 

planning propounded in the literature - particularly, those cited above - the writer suggested that the 

concept of development planning could be the rejoinder to Fullan’s invocation for a "a powerful usable 

strategy for powerful recognisable change.”  ̂ According to Fullan, practitioners need a powerful 

framework to assist their efforts to achieve lasting and substantial improvements in schools. The author 

postulates that on the basis of the theoretical considerations illuminated in Part One, the concept of 

development planning could comprise such a framework and proffers the hypothesis that school

* Fullan, T he N ew  M eaning, xiii.
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development planning is a potentially powerful usable strategy fo r achieving substantial change in 

schools. However, if development planning is to be regarded as a significant framework for assisting 

schools to achieve substantial school improvement, the key issues and claims relating to the processes and 

impact of development planning must also be endorsed at the level of practice. Accordingly, in an 

endeavour to test the above hypothesis, three questions in particular needed to be addressed:

•  Is development planning a ‘usable’ school improvement strategy - what is involved in 
establishing this process in schools?

•  Does development planning promote school improvement?

• What factors facilitate the operationalisation o f  the process?

Prior to establishing the key themes/issues that would comprise the focus of the empirical research, 

the writer also conducted three exploratory interviews with primary school principals who had been 

involved in development planning for a number of years. The purpose of this exploratory investigation was 

to enable the writer identify issues that appeared significant at the level of practice and would merit further 

consideration. The literature review and the exploratory interviews generated a conceptual framework that 

enabled the author to identify three key research themes that would comprise the focus of the research. 

Two of these interviews - one with a teaching principal (Principal A), the other with an administrative 

principal (Principal B) - were conducted in Belfast, while the third interview was conducted with an 

administrative principal in Dublin (Principal C).

In view of the advice that “an interview is more than just an interesting conversation” ' and as the 

author was already aware of potentially significant issues, a semi-structured interview framework was 

established. Questions related to how principals actually got the development planning process up and 

running, who was involved in establishing the process, the difficulties involved, the benefits experienced, 

the influence of development planning on the school culture, and their experience of development 

planning as a strategy for change. These exploratory interviews reinforced and augmented the writer’s 

perception of the potentially significant issues to be investigated during the course of the research. A brief 

summary of some of the findings is presented below.

* Judith Bell, Doing vour Research Project (Milton Keynes: Open University Press, 1987), 72.
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An informal interview was also conducted with Mr. George Campbell o f the North Eastern 

Education and Library Board’s (NEELB) Management Development Unit (MDU), who outlined the 

evolution o f development planning in primary schools in Northern Ireland since 1989. As a field officer 

from the MDU, Mr. Campbell worked extensively with primary schools, explaining the process to staff, 

and facilitating and supporting the processes o f school-based evaluation and action planning. In view of 

the fact that a significant component o f this research would be conducted in Northern Ireland, Mr. 

Campbell’s chronicle o f his experience of development planning in Northern Ireland primary schools was 

an invaluable contribution to the research.

While the three principals interviewed indicated that they did not find it difficult to organise the 

process, it was evident that development planning, like any innovation, is an evolutionary process. The 

planning cycle evolved over a number of years with the principals all intimating that the review phase in 

itself could take the best part o f a year. As one Belfast principal recounted:

It is now up to eight months since we started and while we have gone ahead with certain issues like 
reading in key Stage 1 (1 felt that staff had come through so much talking, discussion and listening 
that it is nice to have something concrete to actually put our minds to), progress with the 
development planning is very slow. First o f all we undertook a review of the aims of the school, a 
review o f the whole school in curricular and resource terms and identified issues related to different 
key stages.... It took a lot o f talking and it wasn’t always easy because you want people to be very 
open about their concerns, as well as the things they think are going very w ell....It’s taken six 
months really for them to realise that it’s a forward positive move...with a lot o f hard talking going 
through it all.... We are only now starting the action plan.'

A similar message was imparted by Mr. Campbell who remarked that while they may have 

commenced development planning in the last two to three years, many schools are only now implementing 

action plans and endeavouring to evaluate the process. He also intimated that in his opinion the full impact 

o f development planning had yet to be realised in schools. This reflects Fullan’s message that change is a 

gradual process, taking place incrementally one step at a time. He asserts that “specific innovations can be 

expected to take a minimum of two or three years’’̂  and even then, innovations that are implemented 

“need longevity to have any durable effects.”^

The two Belfast principals recounted that one o f the greatest diflFiculties they experienced was

' Interview with Principal A, Transcript o f  Recorded Interview, 1 and 2.

 ̂ Fullan. The New Meaning. 106.

 ̂ Huberman, Critical Introduction to Successful School Improvement. 10.
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getting teachers involved in the process in the initial stages. Principal A reported that “the staff were a 

little bit suspicious in the beginning...wondering what really was the point o f this.” ' Similarly, Principal B 

related that “the most difficult thing is to bring something in that wasn’t really demanded by someone.” It 

was felt that staff had enough on their plate already; “they’re not elastic, they’re only human” and may 

regard development planning as yet another burden in an increasingly overloaded curriculum.^

With regard to the process o f development planning, all three schools were at different stages of 

development. Each had conducted a school-based review, although the degree of rigour involved varied, 

as did the evaluative approaches used to identify strengths and weaknesses. Indeed, as the principals 

detailed how the review was conducted and the sources of evidence and evaluative techniques employed, it

was evident that at the level o f practice, this aspect of development planning was commensurate with the

guidance delineated in the literature. One Belfast school employed a detailed staff questionnaire devised by 

the Belfast Education and Library Board which focused on both curricular and organisational aspects of 

schooling. In the other Belfast school each teacher was given a questionnaire devised by the principal 

which requested them to identify school strengths and weaknesses.

The Dublin school conducted a key- area review rather that a whole school review. The focus of this 

review was to examine the existing code of discipline in the school and to ascertain the views of the 

school’s stakeholders as to how a more effective school-wide code of discipline could be established. 

Evidence was garnered from a variefy of sources - parents, teachers, pupils, and Board o f Management 

(BOM) members - using a number o f evaluative techniques (including questionnaires and informal 

interviews). This facilitated triangulation across sources and methods thus enhancing the validity and 

reliabilify of the information collected. Following a meeting of all relevant parties (with the exception of 

pupils), a working group (comprised o f nine parents, school management personnel, a number of teachers 

and two BOM members) was established. The working group devised a school policy on discipline that 

was issued to all parents and teachers to evaluate, and subsequently refined. In addition, each class, under 

the guidance of their teacher, identified a set of behavioural characteristics conducive to a positive and 

happy classroom learning environment. These behavioural codes were collated and summarised within 

the overall policy framework. At the time of the interview, the school was in the process of implementing

' Interview  w ith Principal A, T ranscrip t o f  R ecorded Interview , 1.

 ̂ Interview  with Principal B, T ranscript o f  Recorded Interview , 15.
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this school-wide discipline policy and planned to evaluate the success o f this venture at the end of the year.

Clearly, for this particular school the planning cycle (review - design - action - evaluation) provided 

a structured framework to guide school improvement. In fact, all three principals identified this benefit. 

One Belfast principal reported that the process was tremendously reassuring for staflF. Rather than 

jum ping from one aspect o f curriculum to another and trying to do everything at once, staff were focusing 

on one issue at a time and were aware of important priorities which must take precedence over less 

pressing issues.' In this manner, development was focused on the real needs of the school and the 

planning framework provided a rationale for saying ‘no’ or ‘not yet’ to less urgent issues - a benefit also 

identified in the literature advocating development planning [Section 2.3].

The preliminary interviews also confirmed the importance of the internal school conditions in the

school development process. The principals were aware of the importance of these conditions and were in

fact actively developing these. For instance, in all three schools staff meetings focused on development

planning were timetabled and school improvement teams/working parties were established to work on

aspects of the planning process. In both Belfast schools teachers met during ‘directed tim e’ while in the

Dublin school the timetable was re-organised to facilitate work on the plan. The four infant teachers

worked with the principal one afternoon each week and on another afternoon they released a different

group o f teachers to work on the plan by taking over their teaching duties. In this manner, structural

modifications were planned in order to generate an organisational framework conducive to working on the

development plan. Moreover, one o f the Belfast principals observed that since the development planning

process was established, collaboration had begun to extend beyond mandated planning meetings and was

becoming embedded in the school culture, thus revealing that formally scheduled meetings and shrewd

timetabling may be regarded as “a preliminary phase in setting up more enduring collaborative

relationships between teachers.”^

But what I have been aware o f is people meeting in lunch time because they have something to 
present to their key stage...and they are actually, possibly without realising it, holding almost informal 
meetings at lunch time or in a classroom after school. Maybe two or three o f them getting together to 
work informally on something...^

* Principal A, Transcript o f  Recorded Interview, 3 and 11.

2
Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School ?. 78. 

^ Interview with Principal B, Transcript o f  Recorded Interview, 8.
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This, she asserted, was a new phenomenon - only observable since the advent o f development 

planning. She regarded this as a very positive effect, adding humorously that “I better not bring it to their 

attention or they’ll start counting all those hours.” ' Similar benefits were experienced by the Dublin 

Principal who intimated that the development process, as well as providing a structure for the 

establishment o f a code o f discipline, also served as a means of involving management, parents, teachers 

and pupils in a collaborative planning venture. It was also evident that the three principals appeared to be 

key figures in managing the development planning process.

The preliminary interviews also revealed a number of difficulties with regard to development 

planning. The greatest problem the principals faced was the perennial one o f finding time to engage in 

the process. They flirther noted that ‘learning to live with the unfinished’ was a skill that some teachers 

needed to acquire. As Principal B recounted “You never get there, but you’re always aiming, and all the 

achievements which we have been awarded are ‘getting there.’ We’ve never got there. And I think the 

day you’ve got there it’s time to close the school. You’re always arriving.” ' Other problems related to the 

initial introduction of the process within the schools, and the establishment of an organisational 

framework conducive to school development.

These exploratory interviews revealed that development planning is a complex dynamic process 

embracing a kaleidoscope o f interrelated issues. The three principals substantiated issues identified as 

significant on the basis of the literature review and highlighted areas which appeared noteworthy at the 

level of practice - the initial planning phase, the management of the process, the role of the principal, the 

development and/or enhancement of a collaborative culture, and the foundation of an organisational 

framework conducive to school development. Thus, viewed in concert, the literature review and the 

preliminary interviews generated a conceptual framework, which enabled the author to identify three 

closely interrelated themes that would comprise the focus o f the empirical research. These three themes 

pertain to the process o f development planning, its impact, and the factors facilitating its 

operationalisation:
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• What is involved in translating the rhetoric of development planning into practice at the reality 
of school level?

• Does development planning make a difference? What is the impact of development planning as 
experienced by practitioners on:

(a) School-wide improvement?

(b) Teacher professional development? and

(c) The enhancement of pupil learning and achievement?

• The significance of the internal conditions of the school in formulating and 
implementing a development planning process.

As these three themes subsume the aforementioned three questions relating to the hypothesis posed 

above, it was envisaged that an exploration of these would also enable the writer establish whether the 

practical experience of school development planning supports the postulate that school development 

planning is a potentially powerful usable strategy fo r  achieving substantial change in schools.

A discussion of each research theme and an outline of related issues is the focus of the following 

sections. Where appropriate, each research issue is linked with the research instrument(s) regarded as the 

most appropriate tool for gathering information pertaining to the issue in question. However, a number of 

abbreviations are used when referring to the research instruments. For example. Section Two, Question 4 

of the principals’ questionnaire is abbreviated to [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q4] while [T.Q, Sec. 3, Ql(a)], refers to 

Section Three, Question 1(a) of the teachers’ questionnaire. A discussion of the first key research theme 

and an indication of the issues that capture the essence of this theme are presented below. The word 

Interviews refers to the interviews conducted with the eleven principals in the second phase of the 

empirical research.

4.2  Thê  fCrit Key Ke/ie^^ch/ Them/e/: The/ Vrctoe^ o f  
VeA/elop m/ent Pla^yvru/ng'

What is involved in translating the rhetoric o f development planning into practice at

the reality o f school level?

A number of key issues were addressed in order to establish what is involved in actualising 

development plans at the reality of practice. These issues were classified under the following headings:

'  Ib id ., 14.
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(a) The initial phase of development planning;

(b) The purpose of development planning;

(c) The planning process;

(d) The process of school based review;

(e) Selecting priorities for development;

(f) Action planning; and

(g) Monitoring and evaluation.

An outline of the research questions relating to each of these issues is presented below.

(a/) Th^IyvCCUU/Ph<Xyi€'OfVeA/elcfpm/e/rvtph^'rviv0ri^

As the preliminary interviews revealed, one of the greatest difficulties experienced by the principals 

was getting teachers involved in the process in the initial stages. Teachers tended to be ‘a little bit 

suspicious’ and questioned the worth of embarking on a new process in an already overloaded curriculum. 

Indeed, Hargreaves and Hopkins advocate that careful attention should be given to getting started with 

development planning particularly “in schools where the idea of development planning is novel.” ' With 

regard to the empirical research, issues concerning the initial phase of development planning related to:

• How principals/teachers acquired the knowledge and skills necessary to establish the process 
of development planning. (P.Q, Sec. 1, Q2; T.Q, Sec. 1, Q3J.

• Whether principals/teachers attended in-service training on development planning.
(P.Q, Sec. 1, Q5; T. Q, Sec. 1, Q4J.

• Whether schools were ready for development planning when it was initially introduced.
[T.Q, Sec. 1, QIJ.

• Teachers’ attitudes towards development planning when it was first introduced.
[T.Q, Sec. 1, Q2).

• Whether teachers’ views on development planning had changed since its introduction into 
the school. [T.Q, Sec. 1, Q3].

(h ) T%e'Pu4^0i€/0fVeA/el(ypine4\tPla/n/rUyi^

As elucidated in Section 2.3, it could almost be suggested that development planning is an ‘all- 

embracing’ concept in that it appears to fulfil a multifarious array of purposes. While there is general 

agreement that improving the quality of teaching and learning and enabling schools to manage the forces 

of change more effectively are central tenets of development planning, a wide range of other purposes also 

prevail. Not least is the paradoxical conception that a primary purpose of development planning is
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ensuring maintenance of previous practices and developments. Indeed, it would appear that the concept of 

development planning is so flexible that it can be used for whatever purpose best serves the individual 

school. However, very little evidence is prolTered to indicate that these purposes can actually be realised at 

the level of practice. Moreover, it is acknowledged that development planning is still in its infancy despite 

claims made about its likely outcomes. Accordingly, the purposes propounded for development planning at 

the level of practice needed to be explored in addition to the extent to which these purposes are actually 

realised. Factors considered included:

• Whose innovation were schools prioritising in the process of school development? Did school 
development plans enable schools control their own development as opposed to being 
controlled by external demands? [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q5; T.Q, Sec. 2, Q4].

• What were the most important purposes underpinning development planning at the level of 
practice? [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q5; also T.Q, Sec. 2, Q4|.

• Were these purposes realised? Was there a link between the purposes (As above] and the 
outcomes of development planning in the various schools? [P.Q, Sec. 4, Q1 and Q2; also 
T.Q, Sec. 3, Q1 and Q2J.

• What factors impeded/facilitated the attainment of these purposes? [P.Q, Sec. 4, Q4(b) and 
Q5(b); also Sec. 5, Q l; Interviews|.

• What was the relationship between internal review (primarily for development purposes) and 
external assessment or inspection (primarily serving accountability purposes)? [Interviews|.

(o ) Th^plo/ni^A/n^Proxye/yi'

As elucidated in Section 2.4, while schools are advised to develop their own unique plan, it is not 

necessary to discover everything from scratch and a substantial amount of information and guidance can 

be garnered from a perusal of the appropriate literature/guidelines. Moreover, despite differences in 

nomenclature, the various planning models embrace common elements and share similar characteristics. 

Questions posed in relation to the planning process were devised to ascertain the following:

• Was there any development planning model/process which schools found particularly 
helpful? [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q6 and Q7].

• Is there a particular cycle or sequence of stages which schools generally follow?
(P.Q, Sec. 2, Q9].

• Is the process able to accommodate unanticipated changes and demands and the particular 
needs and circumstances of an individual school? [Interviews[.

• In following the stages of a development planning process are schools provided with 
capacity building opportunities! (Interview[.
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C d/) T T ^  P r < > c e ^  (>f S ch o t> 1 /-B cv i€< i' Ke\^Ce\u

An accurate insightful view of current reality is invariably regarded as an initial step in establishing 

a development planning process and in deciding on priorities for development [Section 2.5], It was also 

acknowledged that although a school-based review process may be presented as a discrete phase within the 

development planning cycle, in reality it is claimed the process of evaluation should comprise a continuous 

and seamless circle of activity that permeates the entire planning process. Factors considered in the 

empirical research concerned:

• What is involved in conducting a school-based review at the level of practice?

• Is information regarding the current functioning of the school drawn from a cross-section of 
staff, parents, pupils and others concerned with the work of the school? (P.Q, Sec. 2, Q ll ,  
Q14 and QIS]

• Are a variety of evaluative approaches used to elicit information from those consulted?
(P.Q, Sec. 2, Q ll  and Q121.

• Is there a set of performance indicators or a particular frame of reference used by schools in 
the review process in order to establish what is regarded as good practice? [Interviews].

• What changes (if any) needed to be made to the organisational structures of schools in order 
to facilitate the review process? [Interviews].

• Did teachers require professional development to enable them to develop skills pertaining to 
the review process? [Interviews].

Cb') Sele<>tCng' PrCorCtCe^

The selection of a limited number of priorities serves to provide a clear focus for the plan - a way 

forward through the brambles and thickets of competing priorities. However, the number of issues that 

need to be considered when choosing priorities compounds the seemingly straightforward task of selecting 

priorities. Priorities should reflect local and national initiatives, take cognisance of internal and external 

school reviews, be considered in the light of the LMS budget, acknowledge issues arising from 

consultation with parents and pupils and be aligned with the overall aims of the school. Moreover, the 

content of any plan should include maintenance as well as development priorities as schools need both to 

maintain previous good practice and to sustain the implementation of recent developments. According to 

Hopkins the choice of priorities should reflect an awareness of the importance of the internal school 

conditions in the development process. It is claimed that by reflecting both root and branch innovations, 

priorities can lead to school improvement strategies which operate on the conditions and culture of the
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school as well as the processes of teaching and learning* [Chapter 2.6], It is also recommended that the 

priorities themselves be prioritised with the school establishing a ‘rolling programme’ of priorities to be 

addressed over several years. A further issue concerns the link between priorities and outcomes as the 

focus of the chosen priorities has a distinct influence on the outcomes and benefits accrued by the planning 

process. With regard to the selection of priorities, factors considered in the empirical exploration 

included:

• The focus of the priorities chosen (P.Q, Sec. 2, Q13; Sec. 3, Q l; Sec. 4, Q4(a); 
Documentary evidence].

• Factors/criteria that influence the choice of priorities [T.Q, Sec. 2, Q7; Documentary 
evidence; Interviews],

• Who is involved in the selection of priorities? [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q14; T.Q, Sec. 2, Q5j.

• Whether root and/or branch priorities are taken into consideration [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q13;
Documentary evidence; Interviews!.

• The influence of National policy initiatives on the selection of priorities for development 
(P. Q, Sec. 2, Q17; Documentary evidence).

(f) A ctto^

The empirical research explored a number of issues with regard to action planning, including:

• Whether action plans were formulated for implementing priorities [P.Q, Sec. 3, Q2|.

• Whether priorities were linked with outcomes through the identification of targets and/or
success criteria [P.Q, Sec. 3, Q3(a), (b) and (c)].

• The factors included when formulating an action plan [P.Q, Sec. 3, Q3].

• Strategies for implementing priority issues in the absence of an action plan [P.Q, Sec. 3, Q4 
(a) and (b)].

(^ ) Morvitofi/ng^ o/vid/

“Evaluation...underscores the developing school.”  ̂ is the consistent message emerging from the 

literature on development planning and school improvement. As elucidated in Section 2.5, in theory, three 

evaluation strands - school-based review (evaluation fo r  improvement), systematic monitoring (evaluation 

as improvement) and summative evaluation (evaluation o f improvement) - coalesce within the planning

• David Hopkins, “Journeying as Pilgrims,” in Developing Teachers. Developing Schools eds., Howard Bradley, Colin Conner 
and G eoff Southworth, 133-135.

 ̂ Holly and Southworth, The Developing School. 88.
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cycle and serve to promote school development and to generate a continuous programme o f quality 

assurance in schools. External reviews or inspections should further enhance and augment this internal 

evaluation of development. Notwithstanding, it was also asserted that the importance of evaluation may 

not be appreciated in schools and as a result procedures for monitoring and evaluation may be overlooked. 

The importance of external reviews in terms of supporting and contributing to school self-evaluation 

rather than being primarily accountability focused was also adverted to. In the light of the aforementioned 

issues, the following factors were addressed during the course o f the empirical research.

•  Whether schools had established clear procedures for evaluating intended outcomes [P.Q, 
Sec. 3, Q8].

•  Procedures established by schools for monitoring progress in implementing priorities [P.Q, 
Sec. 3, Q7].

• Whether arrangements for monitoring progress and evaluating outcomes were included in 
the action plan [P.Q, Sec. 3, Q 3(h) and (i)].

•  To whom the outcomes o f the plan were communicated and whether a written report was 
formulated [P.Q, Sec. 4, Q3].

•  Whether school development plans had been externally evaluated and by whom and the 
impact o f external review or inspection on the development planning process [P.Q, Sec. 4, 
Q6; also Interviews].

It was anticipated that information on the preceding issues would provide a comprehensive 

overview of the process o f development planning at the reality o f school level and would reveal whether or 

not practitioners regard development planning as a ‘usable’ school improvement strategy. The following 

section focuses on the delineation of issues relating to the second and third key research themes - the 

impact o f school development planning and the factors facilitating the operationalisation of the plan.

4.3  The/Se<xmd/Key Thewi/e': The  ̂I m p a c t o f
V&velop me/nt plo'TvvvOyi^

Does development planning make a difference? What is the impact o f development planning as

experienced by practitioners on:

(a) School-wide improvement/organisational development?

(b) Teacher professional development? and

(c) The enhancement o f pupil learning and achievement?

As revealed in Part One, many auspicious claims are propounded for development planning
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including its efficacy in promoting school effectiveness and increasing a school’s generic capacity for 

educational change. Moreover, these claims substantiated the writer’s conception that school development 

planning could (in theory) be regarded as a powerful usable strategy for achieving substantial change in 

schools. Nevertheless, the validity of the many beneficial outcomes propounded for development planning 

also needs to be established at the level of practice. As Hargreaves and Hopkins assert, the test must be 

whether development planning will be worth the time and energy involved, and whether it will help the 

school to be more successful in managing change and in improving the quality of educational provision.’ 

Issues to be explored with a view to ascertaining whether development planning makes a difference in 

terms of school-wide, teacher and pupil learning include the following;

• In the experience of class-teachers and principals what are the most significant benefits of 
development planning? [P.Q, Sec. 4, Q1 and Q2; T.Q, Sec. 3, Q1 and Q2; Interviews].

• Whether the claims made for development planning in the literature are commensurate with 
the benefits experienced by practitioners in schools.

• In the experience of principals’ and teachers’ has development planning contributed to:

a) school-wide organisational development,

b) teacher professional development,

c) the development of collaborative work practices, and

d) the enhancement of pupil learning and achievement IP.Q, Sec. 4, Q4; T.Q, Sec. 3, 

Q3; Interviews].

• Disadvantages associated with development planning [Interviews].

• The impact of development planning on the culture of the school [P.Q, Sec. 4, Q1 and 
Q3(d); T.Q, Sec. 3, Q1 and Q3(d); Interviews].

4.4  The/ Third/ Key Ke^ea^^dh Theme/: fo/ctory fa/C/CUtaA:i/rig' 
Schoxyl'VeA/elopme^pUt'yvrvOrig'

The significance o f the internal conditions o f the school in formulating and 
implementing a development planning process.

On the basis of the literature review in Part One and the analysis of the preliminary interviews 

delineated in section two of this chapter, the writer clearly established the import of the internal conditions 

of the school in relation to its capacity for change and development. Accordingly, as indicated above, a 

third focus of the empirical research concerned an investigation of the internal school conditions most

’ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 6.
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conducive to nurturing and sustaining the development planning process. Issues to be addressed included:

• The prevailing organisational work culture [P.Q, Sec. 5, Q2; T.Q, Sec. 4, Q3; Inteniews].

• The school-level factors/conditions practitioners believe facilitate the formulation and 
implementation of a development planning process [P.Q, Sec. 5: Q l; T.Q, Sec. 4, Q l; 
Interviews].

• How appropriate school-level factors/conditions can be developed [Interviews].

The writer also believed it was important to ascertain whether the internal conditions of schools are 

developed as a result of engaging in the development planning process or whether they are deliberately 

instituted by being incorporated into the development plan as priorities for development in their own right. 

The literature review [Section 3.3] and the preliminary interviews intimated that deliberate structural and 

cultural modifications may be crucial in the initial phase of development planning in order to promote an 

organisational framework conducive to school development. It was also intimated that once the 

development process is underway, a further enhancement of the cultural infrastructure may ensue. These 

tentative conclusions, however, required further illumination. This entailed an exploration of the 

following;

• Whether issues relating to the internal conditions of schools (e.g., teamwork and 
collaboration, school management and the organisational infrastructure) are included in the 
development plan as priorities for development in their own right. [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q13; 
Documentary Evidence; Interviews].

• Whether the internal conditions of schools are enhanced as a result of engaging in the
process. |P.Q, Sec. 4, Q l and Q2; T.Q, Sec. 3, Q l, Q2 and Q3(d); Interviews].

A number of the issues addressed related directly to the organisational structures enacted in order to

facilitate the establishment of a school planning process. These included:

•  Whether procedures for consultation and decision-making had been established.

• How time for planning was generated and organised in schools [P.Q, Sec. 2, Q19[.

• Whether schools had established structures for monitoring and evaluating the progress of 
the development planning [P.Q, Sec. 3, Q6 and Q8[.

• Whether working groups/steering committees were established for the purpose of engaging
in some aspect of the development planning process [Interviews].

• Whether research instruments such as questionnaires or interview schedules were employed
to elicit opinions on school functioning [P. Q, Sec. 2, Q ll  and Q12[.
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Other research issues perused during the course of the empirical research included the following:

• How teamwork and collaboration is fostered in schools [Interviews], and

• The principal’s role in the development planning process [P.Q, Sec. 3, Q 5; Interviews].

Having identified the key research themes and related issues which would comprise the focus of the 

research the next stage was to consider the most efficacious approaches to gamer the information required 

and from whom this information would be gleaned. These two issues are delineated on below.

4.5 Sou/roe^of^\idieA^uye/

An overarching aim of the empirical research was to gamer a wide variety of information from as 

appropriate a group of respondents as possible. In view of the key research issues outlined above, it was 

deemed important to access schools that had first-hand experience of development planning. For this 

reason it was decided that the main sources of information would be primary school principals and class- 

teachers in Northern Ireland. The aim was to obtain data from these two groups that would provide a 

detailed account from their perspective, of the various facets of development planning, its impact, and the 

intemal school conditions which facilitate the planning process.

Since the Education Reform Order (1989), schools in Northem Ireland have been advocated to 

establish development plans to facilitate the implementation of the Northem Ireland Curriculum, for 

accountability purposes and for managing development and change to make the school more effective. 

Furthermore, schools have been provided with detailed guidelines and information pertaining to the 

planning process, and in many instances field officers from the Education and Library Boards have 

worked with school personnel, facilitating them in the establishment of the process. Thus, the process of 

school-based planning in Northem Ireland is at a more advanced stage of development than is currently 

the case in the Irish Republic. Moreover, the planning process advocated for primary schools in Northem 

Ireland closely matches the model of planning espoused in Charting Our Education Future and in the 

Govemment guidelines on school planning. Accordingly, it was envisaged that an investigation of 

development planning in the Northem Ireland context would yield information pertinent to the questions 

and issues at the heart of this research.
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Following a meeting with Mr. George Campbell, Chief Executive of the North Eastern Education 

and Library Board, the writer decided to base the investigation in the NEELB. Almost 200 of the 234 

primary schools under the auspices of the Board had embarked on development planning in the preceding 

fi've years and had gained much experience of the process. Thus, it was anticipated that an analysis of 

current practice in the NEELB would yield valuable insights into the processes, impact and internal 

conditions necessary for implementing the model of development planning espoused in the official 

documents mentioned above. It was envisaged that this research would also indicate how schools in the 

Republic could advance from where they are now (traditional planning) to where policy directs them to be 

(development planning) without reinventing the wheel of development planning from scratch. The writer 

was also aware that while the information garnered may not be wholly generalisable to the general body of 

schools outside the NEELB it would, nevertheless, contribute to our overall knowledge and understanding 

of the development planning process.

4.6  T%eyTe<:h^nAyqu^U^ed/for'VatayCoUectC<>n/

A  combination of qualitative and quantitative techniques were employed in order to secure the 

greatest possible insight into the processes, impact and internal conditions associated with school 

development planning. These comprised:

• A principal’s questionnaire;

• A class-teacher’s questionnaire;

• Semi-structured interviews with principals; and

• An analysis of school planning documents.

The writer believed that the collation of evidence from a variety of sources and using a number of 

research techniques would mean that the research issues would be substantiated by sufficient and relevant 

information.' Accordingly, certain questions were triangulated across both questionnaire instruments in 

order to facilitate cross-referencing and comparison between principals’ and class-teachers’ perceptions of 

development planning. In addition, certain questions posed in the questionnaires were further explored 

and probed in the course of the interviews. It was envisaged that the collection of school development 

planning documents would add yet another dimension to the research, allowing cross-referencing and
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comparison between the documents themselves, the responses in the questionnaires, and the information 

garnered in the interviews.

In view of the many issues to be addressed, it was decided that the research should comprise two 

key phases. The purpose of the first phase of the research was to establish a comprehensive overview of 

the ‘state-of-the-art’ of development planning in relation to the three key research themes relayed above. 

Subsequently, in the second phase of the research, specific components of development planning were 

probed in greater depth thus complementing and augmenting the general overview, and further 

illuminating key elements of the process. An explication of each of these stages, the techniques used for 

data collection and the sources of evidence are presented in the forthcoming sections.

4- .  7 TT^fCritPhiivie^ofth^-^mpiriociA/Ke^ieoyrch/

^.7.1 VefOru/n^th^PopuA^^ixyrvfor the/ 
fC rit pho/ie/ o f  they Ke^eo/roK'

The ultimate aim was to select a research sample of principals and class teachers from whom 

information pertinent to the study could be collected. It was decided that the research sample would 

include sixty of the 234 primary schools in the NEELB thus representing approximately twenty-five per 

cent of the total ‘population.’ The main criterion for the selection of the research sample was to access 

schools with a range of experience of development planning. Variations in school size and catchment area 

were also deemed important. Mr. George Campbell played an important role in identifying schools known 

by the Board to have embarked on development planning and to have gained varied experience of the 

process. He indicated that while a number of the schools were now commencing their second and even 

third development planning cycles, others had only commenced development planning in the previous 

year and may not yet have completed even one planning cycle. The extent of the schools’ involvement with 

the NEELB varied from limited involvement whereby a principal may have attended an in-service day 

organised by the Board, to more extensive involvement where a field officer from the NEELB worked 

closely with school personnel in facilitating the establishment of a planning process.

The schools selected also varied in size (33 to 533 pupils on roll). Sixty percent of the research

' Hopkins, Evaluation for School DevelopmenL 50.

148



sample were classified as Marge’ schools (i.e. Fiaving over 183 pupils on Roll and entitled to an 

administrative principal), while forty percent were regarded as ‘small’ schools (i.e. having less than 183 

pupils on Roll with either a teaching principal or a teaching principal with reduced teaching hours). The 

schools were also representative of both urban and rural settings. The research sample thus included 

schools that varied in size and catchment area and represented a range o f planning experience. 

Accordingly, it was considered appropriate for eliciting information relevant to the purposes o f this study 

and, it was believed, would enable the author to proffer valid conclusions regarding the state-of-the-art of 

development planning in the NEELB.

4 . 7.2 T%e'Ve^ig^oftf^Ke^€^x/rch/In^ru/ifve/rvty

In the initial phase of the empirical research, two research instruments - a principals’ questionnaire 

and a teachers’ questionnaire - were developed. The primary purpose of these questionnaires was to elicit 

information pertaining to the key research themes and issues relayed above, that would enable the author 

obtain a wide-ranging overview o f the ‘state-of-the-art’ o f development planning. As a method of data 

collection questionnaires embraced a number of advantages pertinent to the study at hand. They provided 

the answers to a variety of questions, allowed the respondent time to think before responding, could be 

given to many people at distant sites simultaneously, and imposed uniformity on the information by asking 

all respondents similar questions.

While interviews enable a researcher probe particular issues in greater depth and “pursue 

unanticipated lines of enquiry,” they are very time consuming to administer, thus limiting their suitability 

for appropriating information from a large number o f respondents.' Questionnaires, on the other hand, 

which can be mailed and do not take much time to administer, are useful for gathering information from a 

larger sample. Moreover, as each respondent is asked similar questions, a comprehensive profile could be 

established on a range o f issues relating to the focus of the research.^

Notwithstanding, cognisance also needed to be taken of a number of potentially limiting factors. 

The possibility of a low response rate is considered the greatest disadvantage of the questionnaire

* Bell, Doing Y our Research Project, 70.

2
Dorothy Faulkner, Joan Swan, Sally Baker, Margaret Bird and Joan Carty, Methodology Handbook (Milton Keynes: Open 

University Press, 1991), 16.
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instrument. Also, as respondents cannot request clarification, there is a danger of differing interpretations 

o f  the same questions. Furthermore, peoples’ preferred responses may not be allowed for in a 

questionnaire.' In addition, while questionnaires may not take much time to administer, similar claims can 

not be made for questionnaire construction and design. Faulkner et al relate that “it is a fairly skilled task 

to design a questionnaire relevant to the research question(s) and yet appropriate for the people to whom it 

will be administered.”  ̂ Indeed, Borg and Gall recount that haphazard questionnaire design and 

distribution is one of the primary reasons why questionnaires are regularly consigned to the nearest 

wastepaper basket.^ Notwithstanding, the literature also indicated that consideration o f the following 

factors can overcome these potential limitations and facilitate the development of a well-designed, ‘user 

fi'iendly’ questionnaire;

•  The questionnaire should be attractively presented.

•  The questionnaire should have a simple, clear format with adequate spacing between 
questions and easily followed instructions given in capitals or in different typeface.

• Questions should be presented in a logical sequence and similar issues grouped together.

•  Questions should be clear, concise and unambiguous, and should seek a response to one idea 
only.

• Straightforward non-controversial questions should be placed in the initial sections of the 
questionnaire with more sensitive issues towards the end.

•  Every effort should be made to formulate questions in language that the respondents will 
understand.

• It is important to check for bias and leading questions.

•  A stamped addressed envelope and a covering letter requesting the respondent’s co-operation 
and explaining the purpose of the research should accompany the questionnaire."*

In the light o f the foregoing advice on questionnaire design, the writer set out to devise precise and 

comprehensive research instruments that would elicit information relating to the key facets and impact of 

development planning from the perspective o f principals and class-teachers. In view o f advice purported

' Faulkner et al.. Methodology Handbook. 59: Semour Sudman and Norman M. Bradbum, Asking Questions: A Practical 
Guide to Questionnaire Design (San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 1992).

2
Faulkner et a l Methodology Handbook. 5 1.

3
W. R. Borg and M. D. Gall, Educational Research: An Introduction (New York: Longman, 1989), 427.

4
Faulkner et al.. Methodology Handbook. 51 -52; Borg and Gall, Educational Research. 430-432; Bell, Doing Your Research 

Project 58-64.
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by Borg and Gall that the primary consideration in designing questionnaires is that the content of each 

questionnaire should reflect its purpose and questions superfluous to the main issues should be abandoned, 

each item in the questionnaires was developed to gamer information relating to one of the themes/issues 

detailed in Sections 4.3 - 4.5 above.' Each principal surveyed was also requested to submit a copy of his or 

her most recent development plan with the completed questionnaire. The writer believed that an analysis 

of these schools planning documents would further enhance and corroborate the information garnered 

from the questionnaires.

4 . 7.3 T%e'PrOrioCpcUi'’ QiA^^uyrvvicUre/

The principals’ questionnaire was divided into five main sections as follows:

Section 1 - Background Information.

Section 2 - Formulating the School Development Plan.

Section 3 - Implementing the Development Plan.

Section 4 - The Impact of Development Planning.

Section 5 - Conditions Affecting Development Planning.

The purpose of the first section was to collect background information regarding the principal and 

the school. The majority of the questions posed were of a closed nature requiring only a tick response 

where appropriate. Sections two and three were designed to generate data relevant to the first key research 

theme underlying the empirical research. In section two, areas of investigation included the planning 

process engaged by the school, the process of school based review, areas of school functioning prioritised 

for development, and who is involved in the various stages of development planning. In addition, 

principals were required to rank in order of importance the four most important purposes underpinning 

development planning in their school. They were also requested to rank in order of importance the five 

factors that created the greatest difficulty in establishing a development plan.

The purpose of section three was to explore factors relating to the implementation and evaluation of 

development planning. Principals were requested to outline how a specific priority/issue was implemented 

in their school. Questions related to whether an action plan was formulated for implementing the priority, 

the factors included when formulating an action plan, the principal’s role in implementing the priority, 

and procedures established for monitoring progress and evaluating outcomes. Apart from the question on

' Borg and Gall. Educational Research. 427.
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the factors included when formulating an action plan, (which required respondents to indicate the 

importance o f these factors on a one to four rating), the questions in this section were mainly open-ended 

in nature.

Section four was designed principally to gam er data relating to the impact o f development 

planning, thus reflecting the second key research theme. A Likert type scale ranging from “very 

insignificant” to “very significant” was devised to assess principals’ opinions on a range of outcomes. 

Principals were also requested to indicate the two most significant benefits o f development planning in 

their school, and to relate to whom the outcomes o f the plan are communicated. Two open-ended questions 

relating to the school’s success in implementing priorities completed this section.

The final section was devised to elicit information pertaining to the conditions affecting 

development planning - the third key research theme. Principals were asked to indicate the importance of 

various conditions in establishing a development plan on a scale ranging from “unimportant” to “very 

important.” In addition, a number o f statements relating to the cultural infrastructure of the school were 

presented, some positively, some negatively phrased, and respondents requested to indicate the extent of 

their agreement/disagreement with each statement. The section concluded with an open-ended question 

designed to elicit principals’ advice to school staffs about to embark on the process o f development 

planning.

4 . 7.4  The/ TeacKe^ry QueyitCorvno/Ore'

The class-teachers’ questionnaire evolved simultaneously with that of the principal’s and in many 

respects mirrors the principals’ questionnaire delineated above. The rationale underlying the development 

o f a class-teachers’ instrument was:

• to elicit information with regard to the key themes and issues underpinning the empirical 
research from a class-teacher’s perspective which would both support and augment 
principals’ perceptions of development planning, and

• to encapsulate the experience and opinions of teachers on issues relating directly to the 
processes o f teaching and learning. Thus, questions relating to the management and 
organisation o f development planning were included primarily in the principals’ 
questionnaire, while questions that relate more to teaching and learning were included in 
the teachers’ questionnaire.

With the exception o f the section relating to the implementation o f the development plan, which 

was included in the principals’ questionnaire only, the questions in the class-teachers’ instrument were
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classified in sections similar to those o f the principals. Section two was designed to elicit teachers’ views 

on the formulation of a development plan in their school. Areas explored include the initial planning 

phase, the selection of priorities for development and the relationship between whole-school and 

individual teacher planning. Analogous to the principals’ questionnaire teachers were given a list of 

purposes and required to rank these in order o f the importance they attached to them. They were also 

requested to indicate who is involved in various aspects o f the planning process and to intimate the extent 

o f that involvement on a scale ranging from “very little involvement” to “very involved” . Apart from these 

two questions and the questions relating to the initial planning phase (which were open-ended to allow 

teachers proffer a response relevant to their own particular experience), the questions in this section were 

o f a closed nature requiring only a tick response where appropriate.

A review o f the impact o f development planning from the class-teacher’s perspective was the 

purpose of section three. Similar to the principals’ questionnaire, teachers were presented with a list o f 

possible outcomes (including an “other” category to facilitate respondents whose preferred choice was not 

included in the list) and were required to indicate the importance they attached to each item on a scale 

ranging from “very insignificant” to “very significant.” As this component of both questionnaires was 

similar, it was anticipated that cross-reference and comparison could be made between the two accounts at 

the analysis stage. The questions in the remainder of this section required respondents to indicate whether 

development planning made a difference to their teaching styles and methods, to pupil learning and 

achievement, to their professional development and to the level of teamwork and staff participation in 

decision-making. For each of these items they were asked to indicate the level of difference on a scale 

ranging from “little difference” to “very significant difference” and were then required to comment briefly 

on the difference made.

The final section of the teachers’ questionnaire was designed to elicit information relating to the 

third key research aim - the significance of the internal school conditions in the development planning 

process. For triangulation purposes, the first question in this section mirrored question one, section five of 

the principals’ questionnaire. This entailed indicating the importance of each item on a list o f conditions 

relating to school culture. The second component o f this section entailed the respondent indicating the 

extent o f their agreement/disagreement with a list o f statements pertaining to the cultural conditions of 

schools. Statements such as the following were included;
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•  Teachers are actively involved in initiating change and supporting development work, and

• Virtually all staff members are involved in establishing school goals and visions.

Again, this question is similar to the second component o f section five in the principals’ questionnaire. 

The questionnaire concluded with an open-ended question requesting teachers to proffer advice on the 

basis o f their experience to schools who intend to embark on the development planning process.

4 . 7.5 T he/V dotS tiA /dy

In order to achieve a high standard o f design and presentation researchers are strongly advocated to 

pilot all research instruments prior to issuing them among the sample population. Piloting is regarded as 

an invaluable aid in enabling the researcher to ascertain how long it takes recipients to complete the 

questionnaires, to ensure that all questions and instructions are clear and to remove any items which do 

not yield data relevant to the purposes of the research. There is also the problem of inherent biases in 

research instruments and a pilot study affords opportunities to revise and redraft should the need arise. 

Bearing in mind Bell’s advice that, where possible, the questionnaire should be piloted with a group 

similar to the one that will form the population of the study, the questionnaires and covering letters were 

pilot tested by four principals and four teachers in the Belfast Education and Library Board. In addition, 

both questionnaires were piloted by Mr Jack McKinney, a field officer with the NEELB who has worked 

extensively with schools engaged in the establishment o f a planning process. Each o f the respondents also 

received a covering letter detailing the nature o f the research, requesting their co-operation in piloting the 

enclosed questionnaire and seeking their responses to the following questions:

1. How long did it take you to complete?

2. Were the instructions clear?

3. Were any of the questions unclear or ambiguous? If so, will you say which and why?

4. Did you object to answering any of the questions?

5. In your opinion, has any major issue been omitted?

6. Was the layout o f the questionnaire clear/attractive?

7. Any comments?’

It was anticipated that respondents’ critical comments on these seven questions would enable the writer to 

modify and improve the questionnaires for the main distribution.

’ Bell, Doing Y our Research Project. 65.
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All the questionnaires were returned to the researcher within three weeks and a preliminary 

analysis of the data was undertaken. The responses in the principals’ questionnaire were also addressed in 

consultation with two o f the principals involved. In addition, in the light of the responses proffered by Mr. 

McKinney, the content o f both questionnaires was discussed with Mr. George Campbell, Chief Executive 

Officer o f the NEELB.

Following a critical evaluation of all responses and comments proffered by the respondents, the 

author concluded that overall the questionnaire was a well designed and attractive instrument and was an 

appropriate tool for gathering information relating to the study at hand. The preliminary analysis o f the 

responses revealed that the questionnaires had achieved a high degree o f validity with many of the 

questions yielding very significant information in relation to the key research issues underpinning the 

study. However, in the light of comments proffered by the respondents, a number o f amendments were 

made to both questionnaires, details of which are provided below.

According to the majority o f respondents the main drawback of both questionnaires was their 

length (the teachers’ questionnaire ran to 13 pages, while the principals’ questionnaire spanned 15 pages). 

Although the instructions and the questions themselves were clear and unambiguous, a number of 

questions, in particular those relating to the outcomes of planning and to the conditions affecting 

development planning, were too detailed and extensive. Respondents also felt that too much space was 

provided for answers to open-ended questions. This gave the impression that a great amount of detail was 

required, which, in the words of one principal, was “off-putting.” Another principal noted that “more 

might be achieved by a shorter layout.” Moreover, in the light of his experience o f working in schools, Mr. 

McKinney recounted that teachers in particular would have difficulty in finding the time and enthusiasm 

to complete a lengthy questionnaire!

Accordingly, the writer set out to reduce the length of the questionnaires by engaging a number of 

strategies. Firstly, it was decided to eliminate any items that were superfluous to the main research 

themes. Secondly, it was felt that it was unnecessary to include items designed to elicit factual information 

pertaining to the process o f development planning in both questionnaires, as it was unlikely that any great 

difference would exist between the two accounts.

Thus, questions relating to when the school first engaged in the process o f formulating a plan.
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whether the school has a written planning document, the sequence o f activities undertaken in the process 

o f developing the school plan, and the school iiased review were omitted from the teachers’ questionnaire. 

In view of the responses and comments proffered by the principals, and the preliminary review o f the data 

gathered, it was also decided that sufficient and appropriate data in relation to the implementation o f the 

development plan would be gleaned from the principals’ questionnaire. Accordingly, a decision was made 

to eliminate this section from the teachers’ questionnaire. As a result, this research instrument was 

shortened considerably. The questions posed in Section three of the principals’ questionnaire remained 

basically unchanged. A few minor alterations were made in question wording and the space provided for 

open-ended questions significantly reduced. Moreover, in line with advice proffered by Mr. McKinney, 

the word “briefly” was inserted in a number o f questions that invited principals’ comments.

Comments made by principals and teachers indicated that Section four o f the pilot questionnaires 

included too many open questions that were time consuming to complete. Following a reappraisal of the 

questions included in this section the writer realised that a number o f items relating to the culture of the 

school required a more in-depth and detailed exploration than could be yielded by their inclusion in the 

questionnaires. It was decided, therefore, to omit questions relating to the role o f the principal, changes in 

the level o f teamwork and staff participation and the quality of staff development and to include these in 

the interview schedule instead.

The most significant changes were made in Section Five of the pilot questionnaires. The majority of 

teachers and principals who piloted the questionnaires indicated that this section in particular was too 

detailed and extensive and time-consuming to complete. As a result, a decision was taken to reduce the 

number o f items included. For instance, in the question requesting teachers/principals to indicate the 

importance of various “conditions” on a one to five rating, six items were omitted from the final draff of 

the questionnaire as they were already included in another “condition.” For example, “regular staff 

communication about the planning process” was omitted, as it was included in “Involvement of all 

teaching staff.” This strategy had the desired effect o f  reducing the length o f this section without limiting 

the potential o f the question to elicit the desired information. In addition, a considerable number o f items 

were removed from the question requesting principals/teachers to indicate their level o f  agreement with 

statements relating to school culture. This was achieved by omitting items already referred to in other 

sections of the questionnaire and items relating to issues which would be probed in the interviews. Thus
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while thirty statements were incorporated in each of the pilot questionnaires, in the final draft, the 

principals’ questionnaire included ten statements; the class-teachers’ twelve.

Clearly the pilot studies were significant in enabling the author refine the instruments for the main 

distribution. It was felt that the questions included in the final draft were well constructed and precise, and 

would be instrumental in eliciting valuable information pertaining to the main research themes. While a 

number o f modifications were made to both questionnaires, the author believed that the essence o f the 

original questionnaires remained unchanged. The main alterations involved the exclusion of data which 

was either superfluous to the main focus of the research, or in the case o f the teachers' questionnaire had 

already been included in the principals’ research instrument. A copy of the principals’ questionnaire is 

included in Appendix One and the teachers’ questionnaire is ftimished in Appendix Two.

4 . 7 .6  ViM î îhuX^Uyiiv(yfth^Que/itCcn\/yiaA4^e^

Following the pilot study the final draft of both questionnaires was photocopied and prepared for 

the main distribution. To enhance presentation and facilitate the respondent in reading the document, each 

questionnaire was bound in booklet form. The booklet covers were colour-coded (red for principals; white 

for teachers), to enable both the researcher and the respondents to differentiate easily between the two. In 

addition, a transparent cover enabled the recipient to see at a glance for whom the questionnaire was 

intended. Two covering letters were also prepared. Both letters detailed the purpose o f the research, 

requested principals’/teachers’ co-operation in completing the questionnaire and assured confidentiality.

The principals’ covering letter also asked each principal to enclose a copy of their most recent 

school development plan when returning the completed questionnaire and requested their co-operation in 

distributing the class-teacher’s questionnaire(s) to one/two teachers in the school. Principals of schools 

with less than 120 pupils on roll (22 schools) received one teacher’s questionnaire and were asked to give 

this to a Year 3 teacher. Two teachers’ questionnaires were forwarded to schools with over 120 pupils on 

roll (a total o f 38 schools) and the principals were requested to distribute the questionnaires to a Year 3 

and a Year 6 teacher. A copy o f both covering letters is contained in Appendix Three. An envelope with 

the researcher’s address and one/two international reply coupons were provided to each teacher/principal 

to return completed questionnaires.
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In February 1996, the questionnaire instruments were forwarded to each o f the sixty schools 

included in the research sample. In all, one hundred and fifty-eight questionnaires - ninety-eight teachers’ 

questionnaires and sixty principals’ questionnaires - were distributed, each accompanied by the relevant 

covering letter. Respondents were given a time limit of four weeks for the return of the completed 

questionnaire.

In a previous discussion with Mr. G. Campbell, it had been agreed that a week prior to the 

distribution of the questionnaires, Mr. Campbell would forward a letter to the principal o f each school 

involved in the study. This letter would advise them that the researcher was conducting research on 

development planning which had the approval o f the NEELB and would inform them that they would 

receive questionnaires for both themselves and a teacher(s) in the school in the near future. Thus, 

principals were aware of the research in progress prior to the distribution of the questionnaires. It was 

hoped that this official letter, in conjunction with a well-designed and attractively presented questionnaire 

would ensure a high response rate.

^.7.7 T%e'Ke^or\/i€/K(^e't<y-tKe^Qu^^Coi^vricUre'IyvitiriA/nventi'

Four weeks after the questionnaires had been distributed approximately two-fifths of the teachers’ 

questionnaires and one quarter o f the principals’ questionnaires had been returned. In view o f advice 

proffered by Bell that a follow up o f non-respondents by letter and/or by telephone will enhance the 

response rate, the writer forwarded a letter to each o f the principals who had not yet responded to request 

their support in completing and returning the questionnaire.' In cases where the teacher’s questionnaire 

was also not returned, principals were requested to remind the teacher(s) concerned. In cases where the 

principal had returned the completed questionnaire but the teachers’ questionnaire(s) was not forthcoming 

the writer included a thank-you letter for the principal with a postscript requesting them to remind the 

teacher(s) to return the questionnaire if they had not already done so. These letters are included in 

Appendix III.

In cases where replies were still not forthcoming the writer contacted the principal concerned by 

telephone. These telephone calls were also instrumental in highlighting reasons why questionnaires 

had/would not be returned. In all, thirty schools were contacted with regard to the questionnaires. The

' Ib id ., 67 .
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majority of the principals assured the author that they would make a concerted effort to complete and 

return the principals’ questionnaire. Indeed, six principals indicated that they had not intended to return 

the questionnaires as they were in the words of one principal ‘snowed under’ with an ever increasing 

work-load but seeing that the researcher had taken the trouble to telephone they would make an effort to 

complete and return the document. Subsequently, four of these six principals forwarded a questionnaire 

and a copy of their school development plan.

Eight principals requested another copy of the questionnaires (both principals’ and teachers’ 

questionnaires) and assured the writer that they would complete and return the document as soon as 

possible and would request the teacher(s) concerned to do likewise. However, two principals related that 

they would neither complete the questionnaire themselves nor ask a teacher to do so because they were 

inundated with demands and it would be impossible to find time to undertake yet another task. In fact, the 

majority of the principals telephoned expressed reluctance to request teachers to complete the 

questionnaire(s). They related that teachers were very busy people and were already over-burdened and 

they did not want to increase their workload. Four principals recounted that while they had completed or 

would endeavour to complete the principals’ questionnaire themselves, they had not given and did not 

intend to give a questionnaire to a teacher(s) on their staff. Two principals stated that they would mention 

it to the teacher(s) concerned but they did not anticipate a favourable response, while a further two 

principals related that as they had already mentioned it to the staff after receiving a reminder in the post, 

the teachers concerned were obviously not returning the questionnaires.

Tcible^4.1 Ke^^cm^ rate/tiy-the/ que^tUyrvruxirei-

Principals’ questionnaire % Teachers ’ questionnaire %

Returns 52 86.7 60 61.2

Non-returns 8 13.3 38 38.8

Total 60 100 98 100

In the final analysis, fifty-two principals questionnaires were returned. This represented an eighty 

seven percent response rate, which the writer deemed very satisfactory. However, as Table 4.1 above 

illustrates, the response rate to the teachers’ questionnaire was less satisfactory. Sixty teachers’
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questionnaires were returned representing a sixty-one percent response rate. However, the writer deemed 

the response satisfactory, for as mentioned above, the principals’ telephoned indicated that teachers were 

less likely to complete the questionnaires as they already had a heavy workload to contend with. 

Principals’ had also expressed reluctance to distribute the questionnaires or to remind teachers to complete 

and return the questionnaires.

TcUyley^.2: An/o/rialyyi^oftheytype^iypque^tUyrvricuOire^retiu-ri&d/

Questionnaire Type(s) No. o f  Schools
No. o f  

Questionnaires 
Distributed

Principals’ questionnaire only 12 12

Teachers’ questionnaire only 2 2

Principals’ questionnaire and two teachers’ 
questionnaires returned.

18 54

Principals’ questionnaire and one teachers’ 
questionnaire returned.*

22 44

54 112

* In nine of these schools two teachers’ questionnaires were distributed but only one was returned.

As Table 4.2 above illustrates, fifty-four (90%) of the sixty schools to whom a principal’s 

questionnaire and a teacher’s questionnaire(s) had been forwarded were represented by at least one 

returned questionnaire. Twelve schools were represented by the principals’ questionnaire only, while in 

two schools, the teachers’ questionnaire only was returned. However, as over seventy-five percent of the 

schools where a principals’ questionnaire had been returned (forty schools) were also represented by a 

corresponding teachers’ questionnaire(s) the writer anticipated that a comprehensive overview of the 

‘state-of-the-art’ of development planning in the sample of Northern Ireland primary schools could be 

ascertained.

The data garnered from the questionnaires were coded and the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences used to facilitate the analysis of the data. In order to strengthen the validity of the data, open 

ended questions were coded where appropriate; there was triangulation between and within the various 

forms of data, and the writer took cognisance of all information pertaining to a particular theme/issue 

when drawing conclusions.
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4.8  T l ^  Se<:'<yyid/Ph4^^ o f  the/^mpi4'Coa^'Rei€4M ^oh

Having established a general overview o f the practical operation of development planning on the 

basis o f the data yielded by the questionnaire instruments, the writer believed it essential to verify and 

augment this overview by establishing a more detailed profile o f the impact o f development planning and 

the factors facilitating the process within individual schools, particularly with regard to how the process is 

managed, the impact of development planning on the organisational infrastructure and the significance of 

a collaborative culture and how this can be enhanced. Semi-structured interviews with principals were 

considered the most appropriate means o f obtaining the data pertaining to these issues. The author 

considered that such information would “put flesh on the bones o f  questionnaire responses,” thus 

enhancing the validity of the information garnered and offering an even greater insight into the 

development planning process.'

With regard to the present study, a distinct advantage of the interview was its adaptability. As 

Faulkner et al. expound, “the attraction o f the interview is that it is a two way process which allows (the 

researcher) to interact with the informant(s), thus facilitating a more probing investigation than could be 

undertaken with a questionnaire.”  ̂ While the presence o f a number o f open-ended questions in the 

questionnaires does afford respondents some degree of flexibility in their responses, in an interview 

situation, the interviewer can follow up ideas, probe particular issues in depth, and investigate underlying 

beliefs and attitudes which the questionnaire can never do.

The writer also took cognisance of a number of potentially limiting factors. For instance, while 

interviews do not run the risk o f low response rate, they nevertheless are time-consuming to administer, 

write up and analyse. Moreover, analysing responses can present problems, and wording the questions is 

almost as demanding for interviews as it is for questionnaires.^ Care needs to be taken to avoid bias by not 

allowing personal values and expectations to influence the research questions. Likewise, double and 

leading questions, hypothetical questions, imprecision and assumptions all need to be eschewed in order to 

enhance validity. However, various measures can be taken in order to collect appropriate, valid data from

' Ibid., 70.

 ̂Faulkner et al., 44.

 ̂ Bell, Doing Your Research Project. 70.
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research interviews. The content of the interview, for instance, should be determined by its purpose. 

Moreover, viewing the interview session itself as only one facet o f the whole process o f interviewing is 

important. Indeed Powney and Watts declare that “the interview itself will take less time than both 

preparing for it and the subsequent analysis o f the talk collected.” ' Meticulous planning and organisation 

o f the interview schedule, taking account of the guidelines for practice advocated by various authorities on 

the subject will increase the likelihood o f relevant and insightftil interview data.^ Careful recording, 

transcribing, analysis and reporting of the information garnered will also enhance the validity of the 

research. The aforementioned factors were taken into account when devising the interview schedules and 

analysing the responses. Moreover, the writer believed that the potential shortcomings o f both the 

questionnaires and interviews as methods o f educational research would be moderated by virtue o f the fact 

that the research issues would be substantiated by multiple sources of data.

4 . 8.1  V& fOrU/i^the'Popul(^Corvfctrthye/Se^xyrid/phayie'
ofthe/'Re'ie^i/rch/

Analogous to the criteria for the selection of the sample schools in the first phase of the research, it 

was decided to include schools which varied in size and represented a range o f experience o f development 

planning when selecting the schools for interview purposes. As the role of the principal in leading the 

development planning process was to be included in the interview schedule it was also deemed important 

to include schools with different lengths o f headship experience. In addition, it was decided to interview 

principals in schools where

(a) a recent school development plan had been submitted with the returned questionnaire, and

(b) both the principal and the teacher(s) had returned the questionnaire instruments.

It was anticipated that the collation of information from the questionnaires, the interviews and the 

planning documents would enable the author construct a more detailed profile o f the experience of 

development planning in these particular schools. The selection of the research sample for interview 

purposes was also based on the information yielded in the questionnaires. A preliminary analysis o f the 

questionnaires revealed detailed/unique/interesting comments with regard to individual school’s

' Janet Powney and Mike Watts, Interviews in Educational Research (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1987), 117.

 ̂ Ibid., also, A. Strauss and J. Corbin, Basics o f  Qualitative Research (Newbury Park: Sage, 1990); I. E. Seidman, Interviewing 
as Qualitative Research. (New York: Teachers’ College Press, 1991).
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experience o f development planning that would merit further investigation. The writer also considered it 

essential to interview principals who expressed a positive attitude towards development planning and 

affirmed its value as well as principals who questioned its merit or expressed dissatisfaction with the 

process. In this manner, the interviews would be significant in pursuing and clarifying noteworthy 

information/issues pertaining to individual schools.

Having analysed all fifty-two returned principals’ questionnaires and taken the aforementioned 

criteria into account, the writer selected twelve schools that could be included in the research sample with 

a view to further illuminating and learning from their experiences. This represented almost one-quarter of 

the principals who had returned a completed questionnaire. The principals were contacted by phone and 

all twelve agreed to participate in the research. Permission was sought to tape-record interviews and this 

was given by all twelve participants. Confidentiality and anonymity were also assured. The interviews 

were held in each participant’s school. This also gave the writer the opportunity to glean an impression of 

the school environment. In fact, in seven o f the schools the writer was given a tour o f the school and 

introduced to staff, either in the staff room or in teachers’ classrooms. Moreover, having spoken with the 

researcher a number of times on the phone and completed the questionnaire, the principals were familiar 

with the content o f the research and were relaxed during the interview and forthcoming with their 

responses. However, at the time o f the interviews one of the principals was unavailable due to illness and 

consequently, only eleven interviews were conducted.

4 . 8.2  the/'DeAfelopYyve/v\^ofthe/lyitervie\oSchedAjCie/i'

The purpose of the interviews was to enable the author to:

• Probe in greater depth, issues that emerged as significant following the analysis of the 
questionnaires;

• Explore issues which by their nature could not be encapsulated in the questionnaires; and

•  Investigate principals’ underlying beliefs and feelings regarding development planning.

When considering how information relating to the key research themes and related issues outlined 

earlier in this chapter would be garnered, the author acknowledged that certain issues could not be 

explored in sufficient depth and detail in the context o f the questionnaires. For instance, the questionnaires
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required principals to identify the most significant benefits of development planning in their school. 

However, the questionnaires were unable to elicit why these particular benefits emerged or how 

development planning contributed to their manifestation. Similarly, while principals and teachers were 

asked to indicate the most important school-level conditions in implementing a development plan, 

questions relating to how these conditions were fostered were beyond the brief of the questionnaires. In 

fact, the interviews with the principals were particularly important with regard to the investigation of the 

impact of the planning process and the school-level factors/conditions facilitating its operationalisation.

A semi-structured interview schedule was considered the most appropriate ‘type’ of interview for 

generating the required data. This format enabled the author to establish a ‘core’ of standard questions 

that would facilitate comparison and cross-referencing of data at the analysis stage. During the course of 

the interview other questions emanated from the interviewees’ responses which allowed the author to 

clarify and probe responses. Issues explored in the interviews included the following:

• The most significant benefits of development planning, why these particular benefits 
emerged and how development planning contributed to their manifestation.

• The impact of development planning on school-wide development. What accounted for any 
changes that occurred?

• Whether changes had occurred with regard to the level of teamwork and staff participation in 
decision-making since the introduction of development planning. If changes had occurred, 
how were these manifested? What contributed to the changes?

• The role of the principal in the planning process.

• The impact of development planning on the quality of staff development.

• Difficulties associated with development planning.

• The main lessons learned from previous development plans.

• Whether changes were made to the organisational structure of schools in order to facilitate 
the planning process.

• The principal’s role in relation to the establishment of appropriate organisational structures.

• The relevance of whole school planning in terms of classroom practice and pupil learning.

• If improvement had occurred in relation to any of the items cited above, was this 
improvement attributable to development planning or had other factors been influential in 
effecting the change(s)?

A written transcript was made of all eleven interviews and a detailed content analysis of the responses 

undertaken. A systematic process was established to facilitate this exploration. This entailed the
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development of a matrix whereby the writer cx)uld record each principal’s responses to a particular 

issue/question posed during the interviews. In this manner, the writer was aflForded an overview of the 

responses to each issue and was also enabled to compare and contrast individual responses.

The next six chapters describe the outcomes of the analysis of the information gathered from the 

questionnaires, the interviews and the written school development plans.
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CHAPTEn FIVE

Q&¥ierab BcLchĝ otLnd/ fcuXiyry UelatlvK̂  to the' 
PcutUUpanty in/ tPie/ Ke^eurch

I ntroductXcnv

This chapter is divided into two main sections. Section one presents bacicground information with 

regard to the participants involved in the first phase o f the empirical research garnered from section one of 

both questionnaire instruments. Five sub-sections fiimish a summary o f the data pertaining to school size, 

whether the principal is administrative or otherwise, the length o f teaching/headship experience in the 

school and how the respondents - principals and teachers - acquired the knowledge and skills necessary to 

establish the development planning process in the school.

The second section presents a profile o f each o f the eleven schools included in the second phase of 

the research. Information relating to the size and location o f the school, the number o f years the school has 

been involved in development planning, the length of the planning cycle and whether NEELB assistance 

was engaged are among the issues disclosed. Factors unique to individual schools are also mentioned.

5.1. 3cu:kg^(Hii^d'InfiyrmcUu>tvHelatLn^tiy'the'Partic^ci'yvti'Ci^nd' 
Sch/yolyliv^/oUfed/Clothe/fCritp}ia/ie'OftheyKe^earch 

5.1.1 The'Schooli'

The fifty-four schools represented in this study varied in size from a three-teacher school with forty- 

three pupils on roll to a twenty three-teacher school with five hundred and fifteen pupils on roll. As table 

5.1 below illustrates, over one-quarter o f the schools had five teachers or less with the number of pupils on 

roll ranging from forty-three to one hundred and thirty-four. Twenty schools had six to ten teachers and 

pupil numbers ranged from one hundred and four to two hundred and forty-seven. Twelve o f the schools 

had eleven to fifteen teachers. Eight were large schools with sixteen to twenty-three teachers and over four 

hundred pupils on roll.
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TaMe^S.l hJuA/nber ofte<Ax:^heryi^^^icho<>i

No. of teachers 
(including principal)

No. of Schools % of Schools Pupil numbers 
range from:

Up to 5 14 25.9 4 3 -1 3 4

6 to 10 20 37.0 104-247

11 to 15 12 22.2 244 - 356

16 to 20 5 9.3 403 - 440

Over 20 3 5.6 4 4 0 -5 1 5

54 100%

5.1.2 The'PrCnoCpcCU'

The majority o f  the respondents (58%) were full-time administrative principals. Thirty-six percent 

were teaching principals with reduced teaching hours while six percent o f the respondents (three schools), 

were full-time teaching principals [Appendix VII, Table 1 ].

The length of headship in their current school varied considerably among the respondents. Three 

principals were in the first year of headship in their present school while two others had been the school’s 

principal for over twenty years. Over seventy-three percent of the respondents (thirty-eight principals) had 

been head of their present school for ten years or less. O f these, twenty principals, (38.5% of the 

respondents), had been in their current position for five years or less, while the other eighteen principals 

(34.6%) had served from six to ten years in their currait position. Twelve respondents (23%) had been the 

school principal from eleven to twenty years [Appendix VII, Table 2].

The responses to the question, “How did you acquire the knowledge and skills necessary to establish 

the development planning process in your school?” ' indicated that the NEELB played a significant role in 

enabling principals’ acquire the necessary knowledge and skills. As Table 5.2 below reveals, thirty-eight 

principals (76% of cases) referred to inservice courses provided by the NEELB in relation to the acquisition 

o f skills and knowledge. One principal gained experience of development planning while on secondment to 

the Board. Eight principals noted that personal reading also enhanced their knowledge and skills, while a 

similar number had gained additional experience of development planning while undertaking a degree 

course or attending a principals’ course.

' Principals’ Questionnaire, Section One, Question 4.
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Tahle'S.Z How pri^^cipaly’ Ic^Mwledge'Cuid/ikXU^were^acquired/*

How Knowledge and Skills were Acquired Times Mentioned

N ^ 6 6

% Responses 
N=66

% Respondents 

N=50

NEELB planning course 38 57.6 76.0

School-based support from NEELB 11 16.7 22.0

Personal reading 8 12.1 16.0

Degree course 4 6.1 8.0

Principals’ course 4 6.1 8.0

While on secondment to NEELB 1 1.5 2.0

Total number of responses 
Total number of respondents

66
50

100 132

* Two o fth e  fifty-two principals did not respond to the question relating to the acquisition o f  skills and knowledge.

Eleven principals, all of whom had also attended an insCTvice course on development planning, 

noted that school-based support from the NEELB also helped them to acquire the knowledge and skills 

necessary to establish the process in the school (see footnote one on next page). A significant feature of the 

support provided by the NEELB to assist schools in their endeavours to embark on the process was that not 

only were specific development planning courses provided but a follow up support service was afforded to 

schools on request. Thus, subsequent to, and in some cases simultaneously with the provision of a 

development planning course, field officers visited the schools, talked to staff about the establishment of the 

process and proffered advice and guidance with regard to the processes of conducting a review and drawing 

up an action plan.

It is also likely that an even greater number of those surveyed had availed of school-based support 

from NEELB personnel than was revealed in the principals’ questionnaires. As there was no specific 

research questiai devoted to this issue, evidence for this thesis is provided by comparing the information 

detailed in the question relating to the acquisition of skills and knowledge in the questionnaires' with the 

interview responses of the eleven principals involved in both phases of the study. Apart from relating that 

they attended an inservice training course on development planning organised by the Board, eight of those 

interviewed had made no mention of NEELB field officers working with the school staff in their 

questionnaire responses. During the course of the interview however, nine of the eleven principals revealed 

that Board personnel had worked with the school staff on several evenings of directed time and assisted 

them in the formulation of a plan. Furthermore, twenty-five teachers (compared with eleven principals)

' Principals’ Questionnaire, Section One, Question 4.
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reported that school-based support from NEELB field officers had helped them acquire the skills and 

knowledge necessary to engage in development planning (Table 5. 4 below).

Although only thirty-eight of the fifty-two principals who responded to the survey mentioned an 

NEELB planning course in relation to the acquisition of skills and knowledge, a subsequent question 

revealed that forty-nine (94%) had attended a training course on development planning.' Seventy-five 

percent of these courses were organised by the NEELB’s Management Development Unit while fifteen 

percent were organised by the Regional Training Unit [Appendix VII, Table 3].

Fourteen o f  the forty-nine principals who attended a development planning course stated that the 

course was attesided by principals only while in a similar number of schools all staff attended the course. O f 

this latter group, school based inservice, (where the entire staff worked in situ with a Board officer(s) for a 

number of afternoons of directed time), had been provided in eight of the fourteen schools. Forty percent o f 

the respondents (21 schools) indicated that another teacher(s) from the school attended the course in 

addition to the principal (Table 5.3 below).

Tdbie/5.3: Pericm^nei/wheyatt&nded/cucourierorv 
ichochde\felopmei^plcu^A\in^

Personnel attending No. of Schools %  of Schools

Principal only 14 26.9

All staff off-site 6 11.5

All staff in-house 8 15.4

Principal and another teacher(s) 21 40.4

Non response 3 5.8

52 100

Only three o f the fifty-two principals indicated that they had not attended a specific development 

planning course. Notwithstanding, NEELB influence was also evident in these schools. One principal had 

acquired direct experience o f development planning by working with schools while on a year’s secondment 

to the Board. In response to a subsequent question in the questionnaire, another principal also revealed that 

while staff members had not attended a specific planning course, school-based inservice was provided for 

the staff by an NEELB field officer. Similarly, the third principal revealed that school visits (several

' In section one, question  5, principals  w ere  asked “ I f  you a ttended  an  inservice course  on developm ent planning p lease 
indicate (a ) w ho organised  the course? F orty -n ine  principals responded  to this question  th u s  indicating  th a t forty-n ine o f  the fifty-tw o 
principals had attended a course on developm ent planning. T he  data perta in ing  to th is  question  is p resented  in A ppendix V II. T ab le  3.
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afternoons of directed time) by the NEELB’s Management Development Unit team contributed to the staffs 

aw-areness of development planning and facilitated them in putting the process into action.'

5 . 1.3  The/Te<M^hery

Sixty teachers completed and returned the teachers’ questionnaire. All but two of these - who were 

newly appointed - had taught in their present school for at least one year. Twenty percent of the respondents 

(12 teachers) had over twenty years’ teaching experience in their current school. Thirteen teachers, (twenty- 

two percent) had taught in their school for between eleven and twenty years. Fifteen teachers, (twenty-five 

percent) had been in their current school for six to ten years while eighteen teachers (thirty percent) had five 

or less years’ teaching experience in the school [Appendix VIII, Table 1].

As illustrated in Table 5.4 below, the teachers surveyed acquired the knowledge and skills necessary 

to establish a development planning process in a number of ways. In fifty percent of cases, a combination of 

two factors, (for example, attendance on a course and working on the SDP during staff meetings), 

contributed to the teachers’ knowledge of the process. It was also apparent that teachCTs’ knowledge of 

development planning was acquired fi'om a wider variety of sources than the principals’ knowledge was 

(Table 5.3 above).

Analogous to the principals, the teachers indicated that the NEELB played a significant role in 

enabling them acquire the knowledge and skills necessary to establish the process. Twenty-six teachers, 

(43% percent of the respondents) indicated that they had attended an NEELB course on development 

planning. Twenty-five referred to the provision of school-based support whereby an NEELB field 

officer/advisor visited the school on a number of afternoons to discuss the process with the staff, facilitate 

brainstorming sessions and guide them in formulating action plans. To quote one teacher, “The North 

Eastern Education and Library Board provided, at our request, a Field Officer, who visited our weekly staff 

meetings for about six weeks and took us through the process.”  ̂ Even two teachers who felt they had 

already gained experience of planning, albeit on an informal basis, noted that the NEELB had a role to play 

in the process. One of these respondents wrote, “a lot of development planning is common sense and

* Principals’ Questionnaire No. 33, Section Two, Question 9. 

2
Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 5b, Section One, Question 3.
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involves the good practice already in the school - to get it written down in a clear concise plan involved 

support from a Board Officer.” '

Tahle'SA How t&acher}^ hviowled.^a*\d/ikAJl^\oere/accfu>ired/*

Hmv Knowledge and Skills were Acquired Times Mentioned 

N  = 89

% Responses 

N ^ 8 9

% Respondents 

N  = 58

NEELB planning course. 26 29.2 44.8

School-based support from NEELB. 25 28.1 43.1

StaflPcurriculum/year group meetings. 18 20.2 31.0

Previous experience (within the school) of 

development planning.

Dissemination of information/guidance by Principal. 6 6.7 10.3

Personal reading. 2 2.2 3.4

SDP formulated by SMT. 2 2.2 3.4

Degree course. 1 1.1 1.7

Analysis of plans from other schools. 1 1.1 1.7

Knowledge/skills not yet acquired. 1 1.1 1.7

Total number of responses. 

Total number of respondents.

89

58

100 153.1

*  T w o o f  the sixty teachers d id  not respond  to  the  question  re la ting  to  the  acquisition  o f  sk ills an d  know ledge.

Eighteen teachers (representing 20% of the responses) noted that working on the planning process 

during staff meetings, curriculum meetings, brainstorming sessions and/or year group meetings enhanced 

their knowledge and skills. Six teachers revealed that subsequent to attending a principals’ course, the 

principal disseminated information to the staff and guided and directed them in the formulation of a plan. 

Personal reading, undertaking a degree course, and analysing plans from other schools were sources of 

knowledge mentioned by a small number of respondents. Table 5.4 also illustrates that in many cases 

teachers acquired the requisite knowledge and skills subsequent to the introduction of development 

planning in the school. As teachCTS gained tangible experience of formulating and implementing a 

development plan - for instance, developing aspects of the process with colleagues at staff7curriculum 

meetings or working with NEELB support staff - their knowledge and skills were enhanced.

' T eachers’ Q uestionnaire  No. 18b, Section  O ne , Q uestion  3.
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5 . 1.4  St^m m o4y OhiervcUiati^

It is evident that the introduction o f development planning was well organised and managed in 

schools in Northern Ireland. Specific development planning courses and/or school-based inservice was 

provided by the NEELB prior to or concomitant with its inauguration in the school. As a consequence of 

attending a course or working with NEELB personnel, all fifty-two principals were aware of what the 

process entailed and as a result were in a position to embrace the role of leading professional in relation to 

development planning. This was manifest by principals disseminating information to staff, acquiring 

additional support from the NEELB and guiding/advising teachers at staff meetings.

During the course o f formulating a school development plan a knowledge base was also established 

amongst the staff. Teachers had access to school-based inservice, and expertise and guidance from the 

principal and their colleagues. In addition, forty-five percent of tlie teachers who responded to the question 

relating to the acquisition o f skills and knowledge had attended a specific development planning course 

(Table 5.4).

Creating a knowledge base, and raising awareness of what is entailed and the potential benefits to be 

accrued is an important dimension in managing the introduction of a new planning process. Indeed, Fullan 

stresses the importance of managing the initiation phase of any change effort. He theorises that whether the 

change is deemed relevant and necessary, whether the school as an organisation is ready for change, and 

individual teachers’ conception o f the proposed innovation are all important considerations in successfully 

initiating any change project.'

5.2 'Backg^oufvd/ IriftyrnvcUU>n/ PertiiUfiCfi^ to- the/ Schooly  
ayid/ PrOncipciU' I  ywoived/ Crv PhoiC' T wo-

As outlined in the previous chapter, the second phase of the empirical research entailed a semi

structured interview with eleven o f the principals who had returned the questionnaire instrument. A brief 

profile o f each of the eleven schools and the participating principal is presented below. An overview o f the 

data pertaining to the eleven schools is presented in Table 5.5.

* Fullan, Successful School Im provem ent, 25-27.
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S c h o o lA

School A, a mixed primary school located in an urban area caters for two hundred and forty seven 

puoils. There were ten teachers on the staff including the principal, a full-time administrator. Pupil numbers 

in :he school were previously much larger - up to eight hundred pupils on roll - but these have fluctuated in 

tht past decade due to demographic trends. In recent years pupil numbers have been relatively stable with a 

yeirly intake of thirty-five to forty pupils. The principal had nine years of headship experience in the 

sclool. The pupils in the school experience little social deprivation. Houses are predominately ‘owner 

occupied’ and only twelve o f  the two hundred and forty-seven pupils on roll were in receipt o f free school 

mtals.

The school itself was an old two-story building but was well maintained with bright murals and art 

wo-k displayed on the corridor and walls. The school is in the second year o f its first development planning 

cytle. The process engaged by the school was that outlined in the NEELB booklet “Preparing School 

De/elopment Plans.” The staff also consulted the DES document “Planning for School Development” when 

fomulating the development plan. The school development plan was organised during staff meetings and 

seiior management meetings. TTie plan was also focused on two afternoons a week when the infant-teachers 

co’ered for colleagues responsible for co-ordinating specific aspects o f  the plan or who were involved in 

various task groups.

However, the principal maintained that these planning sessions added on to the end of a busy school 

da’ were not as fruitful as devoting a full day to planning, preferably in a venue external to the school. He 

mantained that teachers were more forthcoming with their opinions and ideas and were more motivated and 

colaborative when a whole-school planning day was organised. He also indicated that the Senior 

Maiagement Team (SMT) was responsible for much of the work on the school development plan.

Although the staff were focused on the formulation and implementation of policies and programmes 

o f vork pertaining to curricular areas prioritised in the school development plan, no formalised procedures 

for monitoring and evaluation had yet been established. In addition, there was no formalised structure or 

mehanism to facilitate teachers in transmuting school plans into classroom practice. It was anticipated that 

teahers would get on with the business o f implementation, but apart from “having a finger on the pulse so 

to £»eak” the principal had not established how he and his staff would monitor the extent to which priorities 

wee being implemented by individual teachers in classrooms. However, the principal stated that the issue 

o f ivaluation would be addressed in the next school year - i.e. the third year o f the planning cycle.
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Nevertheless, the principal intimated that development planning was a worthwhile process that enabled the 

school counteract “the ‘too much to do’ syndrome.” He regarded the development plan primarily as a 

management tool to facilitate the principal and Senior Management Team with regard to school 

organisation and management.

SchcxA/B

School B, is a small rural school that caters for boys and girls from Primary 1 (PI), to Primary 7 

(P7). At the time of the interviews, there were six teachers on the staff, including a special needs teacher 

and the principal, a teaching principal with reduced teaching hours. The school was completing the fmal 

year o f a three-year development planning cycle. The principal, previously the vice-principal, had been 

appointed to this position the previous year. However as vice-principal and senior management team 

member, he had been involved in the development planning process since its establishment in the school.

Following a poor school inspection report almost three years previously, the concept o f school 

development planning was identified as a structured approach to school improvement. The inspection 

findings were used as a basis for brainstorming sessions to identify an appropriate way forward for the 

school. Since then, the whole school had been involved in formulating and implementing a school 

development plan in a concerted endeavour to ameliorate the weaknesses identified in the inspection report 

and to raise the level o f  pupils’ achievements, the quality o f  education provided and the effectiveness o f the 

school. The staff was facilitated in the development o f policies pertaining to English, Mathematics and 

Science by an NEELB school support officer who worked with the staff on a number o f afternoons during 

directed time over a four-week period.

Six-weekly planners were used to enable class teachers translate whole school policies and 

programmes into classroom practice. In addition, the principal used the six-weekly planners to monitor the 

extent to which the priorities and targets in the action plans were being implemented throughout the school. 

Due to a substantial carry over in the budget from the previous year, in his first year o f headship the 

principal was enabled to employ a teacher for a year to take over his class-teaching duties. Consequently, he 

could take care of administrative issues and oversee the formulation and implementation of the development 

plan. Since returning to his teaching duties, however, implementation was proceeding at a slower rate and 

overseeing the process was not as manageable.
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Schoxyi/C

School C is a small rural school with five staflFmembers, including the principal. The school catered 

for ninety-seven pupils - boys and girls from PI to P7. The principal, a full-time teaching principal, was 

appointed three years previously. He had gained experience of school development planning in his capacity 

as senior management team member in his former school and from first hand experience as a new principal. 

Analogous to school B, the principal was appointed subsequent to the school receiving a poor general 

inspection report. Following his appointment, the principal suggested that a school development plan would 

provide the means to address the difficulties identified in the report. He noted that the staff was very co

operative and all attended a course on development planning organised by the NEELB.

The principal also approached the NEELB for curriculum support in relation to the curricular 

priorities encapsulated in the development plan. He related that teachers felt they needed to update their 

knowledge and skills with regard to devising programmes of work, broaden their awareness of the 

requirements o f the Northern Ireland Curriculum and access new teaching methodologies with a view to 

implementing the curriculum more effectively.

At the time the interviews were conducted, the school was in the third year o f the first planning 

cycle. Although the principal related that they had not achieved all that they had set out to do, the 

development plan had been successful in addressing many o f the issues raised in the general inspection 

report. He noted, however, that an in-depth evaluation o f the extent of progress had not yet been undertaken 

but was planned for the following year.

S c h o ty h V

School D is a mixed primary school located in the suburbs of a large town. There were two 

hundred and seventy pupils on roll and ten staff members including the principal, a full-time administrator. 

A very relaxed and welcoming atmosphere prevailed throughout the school and pupils’ art work was 

artistically displayed in classrooms and corridors.

The principal, who was also a past pupil of the school, had eighteen years o f headship experience in 

the school. He embraced a ‘player-manager’ leadership style and endeavoured to visit all classrooms on a 

regular basis to talk informally with pupils and teachers. He also taught for ten hours each week, thus 

enabling him get to know all the pupils in the school and become familiar with what was happening in each 

classroom. The principal also related that pupil learning and achievement was the key focus o f  the school
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and emphasised the importance o f a welcoming, friendly school environmait. He believed it was essential 

that pupils, particularly non-academic pupils should want to come to school, have the opportunity to engage 

in learning experiences directly related to their needs and talents and to partake in activities such as music 

and sport. This philosophy, he asserted, was intrinsic to the school development plan.

The school was in the final year of the first planning cycle and staff were preparing to embark on the 

second cycle. At the time the interviews were conducted, staff were planning to evaluate the success o f the 

first planning cycle and were in the process o f identifying priorities that needed to be addressed in the next 

three years. The school development plan had been favourably received and endorsed by the school’s 

Inspector during a recent genwal inspection. In fact, the principal related that the inspection report stated 

that minor issues raised by the general inspection reflected the priorities o f the staff and were already under 

consideration. A wide range of policy documents complemented the school development. Although a 

number of these documents had been established prior to the establishment o f the development plan, the 

majority had emanated as a result of the planning process.

The six weekly planner system was engaged to enable class teachers transmute priorities and targets 

in the school development plan into learning experiences tailored to pupil needs. The six weekly planners 

were also used to monitor the extent of implementation of whole-school policies and targets. The 

management o f the development planning process was also well organised in school D. The principal and 

senior management teachers directed the process. They organised whole-school planning meetings, collated 

the information generated during these meetings and drafted documents for further consideration. In 

addition, a number of priorities in the school development plan/action plans were addressed by working 

groups convened for the purpose. In addition to their involvement in the overall planning process, staff 

members also had an individual role to play as each teacher was responsible for co-ordinating a particular 

curricular or organisational area. In this manner, there were many leading professionals in the school.

Schotyh^

School E is situated on the outskirts o f a small town. The majority o f the pupils travel to school by 

bus from a wide rural catchment area. Learning takes place in bright and attractive classrooms with displays 

o f children’s work in both the teaching areas and the corridors. At the time o f this study, the school catered 

for one hundred and fifty-five pupils. Eighty-two pupils (53%) were in receipt o f free school meals. There 

were seven teaching teachers and a full-time administrative principal who was appointed from the existing 

staff almost four years previously.
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The school had originally embarked on a five-year planning cycle, which was now in its fifth year 

and nearing completion, in the first year o f the planning process all staff members had attended a two-day 

school based course on development planning organised by the NEELB. The NEELB field officers also 

worked with the school staff on several evenings o f directed time to facilitate them in the selection and 

sequencing of priorities and the formulation of action plans. In addition, staff had availed o f school-based 

curriculum support provided by the NEELB. Although nearing completion, the school development plan 

had not yet been evaluated. In fact, the original school development plan had been subsumed by an 

amended school development plan in the light o f the school’s involvement in the Performance 

Enhancement Programme (PEP).

In view o f the number of pupils experiencing social deprivation (as indicated by the number of 

pupils qualifying for Iree meals) and the high proportion of parents who were unemployed, the school was 

invited to participate in the PEP initiative. Initially this entailed a focused inspection in relation to 

Mathematics and English. The inspection recommended that the school review learning goals, broaden and 

raise the standards achieved by children and develop marking and assessment throughout the school in 

relation to English and Mathematics. At the time the interviews were conducted, the staff was in the process 

o f implementing four action plans devised to improve the quality o f pupil learning and achievement in 

Mathematics and English. The principal related that a significant advantage being involved in PEP was the 

substantial financial assistance provided for resources to facilitate the implementation of the action plans.

An extensive staff development programme complemented the revised school development plan. 

The principal interviewed each teacher on an individual basis to ascertain their professional development 

needs in relation to the priorities encapsulated in the plan. Through the financial assistance from PEP it was 

possible to employ a substitute teacher for two days per week. During this time, teachers were timetabled 

‘free tim e’ away from teaching on a rolling basis. During this ‘free’ time, teachers were able to perform 

duties relating to curriculum co-ordination, liaise with other staff, engage in staff INSET preparation 

sessions and partake in inservice training days organised by NEELB curriculum support staff.

The principal related that the extent o f progress in relation to the targets encapsulated in the action 

plans was monitored on an ongoing basis during whole-staff meetings. A formal evaluation o f the extent o f 

implementation and the impact o f the action plans on teaching and learning in relation to literacy and 

mathematics was to be undertaken towards the end of the third year o f the amended planning cycle.

177



S c h o o h f

School F, with four hundred and three pupils on roll, is a large primary school situated in a small 

tovvn. There were seventeen staff members including an administrative principal who had been in this 

position for the past four years. All staff members had participated in a series of school-based training days 

in relation to development planning organised by the NEELB. In addition, the principal had attaided a one- 

day o ff site course on development planning also organised by the NEELB.

The school had been involved in development planning for the previous four years and the staff 

was engaged in their second three-year planning cycle. The planning process was well organised in the 

school. A combination of whole staff meetings, senior management meetings and staff working/task groups 

were employed to formulate the school development plan, develop policies and programmes of work and to 

evaluate progress. In addition, each member o f staff was responsible for the co-ordination of policies and 

programmes of work in relation to a particular curricular area. The majority o f  meetings relating to the 

school development plan were held on Monday and Wednesday afternoons during directed time.

The six weekly planner system was used to enable the principal to monitor the extent to which 

curriculum targets encapsulated in the action plans were implemented in individual classrooms. A staff 

development programme was also in operation in the school. The principal held individual meetings with 

each staff member to identify their professional development needs in relation to the implementation of the 

school development plan for the following year(s). She related that in general, multiple numbers o f people 

identified a particular area(s). She subsequently organised facilitators from the NEELB to address these 

issues on staff development days or during directed time. Alternatively, the principal and/or the co

ordinator for the particular area prepared the inservice training.

The school development plan had been favourably endorsed by the DENI Inspectorate during the 

general inspection undertaken the previous year. In fact, as the recommendations of the inspection report 

were analogous to the issues prioritised in the development plan, staff confidence in their ability to 

successfully evaluate and plan their school’s development was enhanced and a real sense of achievement 

pervaded the school.

SchcmA/Q

School G is a large urban school with excellent facilities for pupils, including a structured play 

room, a computer room, a custom-built library and a science/art room. At the time the interviews were
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conducted, there were three hundred and ten pupils on roll. The staff consisted of eleven class-teachers, two 

part-time teachers (for Special Needs and Music) and an administrative principal who had been appointed 

three years previously.

The school was in the third year of the first planning cycle. When embarking on the school 

development plan the school had engaged the services o f  NEELB field officers to inform staff about the 

concept o f  school development planning and to guide and advise them during the processes o f school based 

review, prioritisation and drawing up action plans.

Analogous to school D, the management o f the planning process appeared to be well organised. 

The whole staff group, various task groups, the senior managemait team and individual subject co

ordinators all had a role to play at various stages in the process o f developing the school development plan 

and subsequently ensuring that it was put into effect. Moreover, the school development plan had been 

commended by the school’s inspector in a recent general inspection. Overall, the recommendations 

highlighted in the inspection report mirrwed the priorities the staff had identified for development in the 

forthcoming planning cycle.

The six weekly planner system was used to monitor the extent to which whole-school priorities 

were being implemented in individual classrooms. However, the principal related that the impact of the 

school development plan in relation to teaching and learning and pupil achievement had yet to be 

ascertained. Accordingly, the staff was planning to evaluate the success o f the planning process in the 

forthcoming term.

School H

School H, a large urban school, catered for four hundred and forty pupils fi'om PI to P7. There 

were twenty staff members including a special needs teacher and an administrative principal. At the time 

the interviews were conducted, the principal - who had managed the school for the past twenty years - was 

on sick leave so the interview was conducted with the acting principal.

The school had been anxiously awaiting a new school building for several years. The existing 

building comprised four ‘temporary blocks,’ all prefabricated and very dilapidated. Open walk-ways linked 

the different sections of the building. This situation was considered unsatisfactory and demoralising for 

teachers and pupils alike - teachers were isolated from each other, and during inclement weather children 

got wet as they moved from one building to another for assembly, physical education and music.
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School H was situated between four housing estates. Two were private estates and were primarily 

‘owner occupied’ while the other two were council estates. The school population came primarily from the 

two council estates. Almost fifty percent o f pupils attending the school (215 pupils) were in receipt o f free 

school meals. Many parents were unemployed, and a high proportion of pupils came from single parent or 

dysfunctional families. Moreover, the school population tended to be transient as families regularly moved 

from one estate to another within the county.

School H first embarked on development planning following a general inspection three years 

previously. The inspection report was used as a springboard for action. Issues highlighted by the 

Inspectorate were subsumed within priorities for development, together with a number of school generated 

priorities. However, the school was subsequently invited to participate in the Performance Enhancement 

Programme. The overarching aim of the school’s involvement in PEP was to improve school performance 

in order to raise school standards, particularly in literacy and mathematics.

Analogous to school E, involvement in PEP entailed a focused inspection in relation to 

Mathematics and English. As a result o f this inspection, the school development plan was revised to 

accommodate the emergent priority issues and a series of action plans developed to guide implementation. 

Considerable financial resources were available to the school to facilitate the implementation of these action 

plans.

S c h a o l'I

School I, a small school with seventy-five pupils on roll is located on the outskirts of a large town. 

There were four teachCTS including the principal, a teaching principal with reduced teaching hours. The 

school building was well maintained and a learning atmosphere prevailed throughout the school - atfractive 

displays o f children’s art work, poetry and ‘best work’ adorned the classroom walls and corridors.

The staff had embarked on development planning five years previously and were mid-way through 

their second planning cycle. However, analogous to schools E and H, the current school development plan 

had been amended in the light o f the school’s involvement in the PEP initiative. As School I was a very 

small school, all staff worked as a collective team to formulate the school development plan and to 

implement the related action plans. However, the financial resources consigned to the school as a result o f 

their involvement in the PEP meant that the principal was enabled to employ a substitute teacher to take 

over her class teaching duties for a ten-week period. This enabled the principal co-ordinate the planning
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process, liaise with the other three teachers, draft plans and policies and monitw implementation. The 

significant financial assistance provided also enabled the school to develop a school library and to 

acquisition the mathematical resources necessary to implement the action plans.

The school’s progress in implemoiting the developmental priorities was monitored on an ongoing 

basis by referring to the targets and success criteria contained in the action plans. However, the overall 

success o f the planning venture had yet to be evaluated. According to the principal, this aspect of the 

planning process would be focused on the following year.

SchoxA^J

School J, is a large rural school situated on the outskirts of a small town. At the time o f the study 

the school catered for two hundred and ninety two pupils. School J also had a reception class comprising 

eleven pupils. The staflf consisted of eleven full-time teachers, a part-time teacher and an administrative 

principal with thirty years o f headship experience in the school.

The school had commenced development planning almost five years previously. The first school 

development plan was a four year plan. However, the principal related that neither he nor the teachers in the 

school had adverted to the school development plan. He stated that the school was particularly traditional 

and although elements o f the New Curriculum had been introduced in response to mandates enshrined in 

legislation, in the main, traditional teaching methods and established practice prevailed (particularly in 

relation to school management and organisation). He believed a school development plan was superfluous 

to requirements as he, in his capacity as principal, was the main orchestrator o f what goes on in the school. 

He related that any improvements that had taken place in the school were due to the way the school was led 

and managed, the culture of hard work and high expectations and the focus on teaching and learning that 

pervaded the school.' He also stated that although NEELB field officers facilitated the staff in 

brainstorming sessions with regard to the identification of priorities, in general, he was the arbiter o f what 

was required in the school.

Notwithstanding, the principal stated that he was aware that other schools had a more positive 

experience o f development planning. He declared, “I would be the first to admit that there could be one

' School J, 219 and 87.
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thousand schools and there could be one thousand ways of running a school. This just happens to be my 

way. I have been teaching for over forty years, therefore, I bring with me my prejudices and my training.” '

S c h o o h K

School K, located in a large town, primarily serves an urban population. Pupils also travel to the 

school by bus from the surrounding rural catchment area. A good cross-section of all types of social 

groupings was evident in the school. Pupils experienced little social deprivation and less than one fifth of 

the school population were in receipt of free school meals. However, analogous to School H, the school 

population can be transient as pupils move to and from the area cm a regular basis. Indeed, the principal 

related that a number of families had recently been intimidated out of the area. The school had been 

vandalised (an arson attack), the weekend prior to the interview and suffered extensive smoke damage. In 

addition, one section of the school was so badly burned that new ceilings and fresh plaster on the walls were 

needed. As a result, the pupils were required to remain out of school and the principal was busy organising 

cleaners, plasterers and painters to ameliorate the damage so that school operatiois could be resumed as 

soon as possible.

There were one hundred and sixty pupils on roll and eight teachers, including the principal, a full

time administrator with nine years headship experiaice in the school. They were mid-way through the 

second year of their second three-year planning cycle. A wide range of policies and programmes of work 

complemented the school development plan. In the initial planning stages, NEELB support was elicited to 

assist staff formulate the plan. The NEELB also provided the school with in-house curriculum support in 

relation to literacy and mathematics. A combination of whole staff meetings and key stage meetings were 

employed to formulate the school development plan. The two Key Stage groups also developed various 

policies and programmes of work relating to the priorities. In addition, each teacher was responsible for the 

co-ordination of a particular curricular area.

An overview of the schools and principals participating in the second phase of the research is 

presented below. The subsequent five chapters present the analysis of the data elicited during both phases of 

the empirical research.

' School J, 219-223.
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Table 5.5: (h’en’iew o f information pertaining to the eleven sch(H)ls and principals participating in Phase Two (Schools A - F )

School A SchoolB School C SchoolD SchoolE School F

Involved in PEP? No No No No Yes No

Number on Roll. 247 109 97 270 155 403

Number o f  teachers, including the 

principal.

10 6 5 10 8 17

School location Urban Rural (Country) Rural (Country) Suburban Rural (Small Town) Rural (Small Town)

Length o f  headship in school 9 2 3 18 4 4

No. o f  years school has a SDP 2 3 3 3 4 4

Length o f  planning cycle 

(in years).

3 year 3 year 3 year 3 year 5 year 3 year

Attitude towards SDP Mixed Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive

NEELB support? In-house curriculum 

support - all staff

Off-site SDP course for 

all staff. In-house curriculum 

support - all staff

In-house for all staff. Both SDP 

course and curriculum support

Off-site SDP course for all. 

Also in-house SDP and 

curriculum support for all staff'.

Off-site SDP course for 

principal. In-house SDP and 

curriculum support for all staff.

How long since DENI 

Inspection?

4 years Almost 

3 years

Almost 

3 years

6 months 1 year 

(focused)

1 year

Are subject co-ordinators 

appointed?

No - SDP organised 

primarily by SMT

No - Principal acted as a 

co-ordinator

No - Principal acted as a 

co-ordinator

Yes - All staff responsible for a 

particular area.

Yes - All staff responsible for a 

particular area.

Yes - All staff responsible for a 

particular area.

Who organises the SDP? Mainly principal & 

SMT

Primarily whole staff 

group.

Primarily whole staff group. Combination o f  whole staff, SMT, 

task groups & individual subject co

ordinators

Combination o f  whole staff, 

SMT, task groups & individual 

subject co-ordinators

Combination o f  whole staff, 

SMT, task groups & individual 

subject co-ordinators

Six-weekly planner used for 

monitoring?

No Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Evaluation o f  SDP undertaken 

(a) by DENI No No No Yes (favourably) Yes (during focused inspection) Yes (favourably)

(b) In-school evaluation No Informally to date. Informally to date. In-depth 

evaluation forthcoming next 

term (at end o f 3 year cycle).

Evaluation o f first planning cycle 

undertaken at a whole staff meeting. 

Evaluation o f  next SDP to be 

complemented by staff questionnaire.

No Yes. Using a proforma for 

individual sta ff members to 

complete and whole staff 

meetings.
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Table 5.5 continued -  SchiHils Ci — K

SchoolG School H School I School J School K

Involved in PEP? N o Y es Y es N o No

N um ber on R oll 310 440 75 292 160

No. o f  teachers, including the principal 12 lull tim e 

2 part tim e

20 4 1 1 full tim e 

1 part tim e

8

School location Urban Urban Suburban Rural (Sm all Tow n) Urban

Length o f  headsh ip  in school 3 20 10 30 9

No. o f  years school has a SDP 3 3 5 5 5

Length o f  p lann ing  cycle 

(in years)

3 year 3 year 3 year 4 year 3 year

A ttitude tow ards SD P Positive Positive Positive N egative Positive

N EE LB  support? In-house for all s ta f f  - both 

SDP & curricu lum  support

In-house SD P and  curriculum  

support for all s taff

In-house SD P an d  curriculum  

support for all s ta f f

In-house SD P and  curriculum  

support for all s ta ff

O ff-site  SD P course - for 

principal and  v ice-principal.

H ow  long since DEN I 

Inspection?

2 m onths Focused inspection 1.5 years ago Focused inspection 1 year ago. 4 years Inspection  Im pending

A re subject co-ord inato rs appointed? Y es Y es - All s ta f f  responsib le  for a 

particular area.

Y es - PEP co-ord inato r only No Y es - All s ta f f  responsib le  for a 

particu lar area.

W ho organises the SD P? C om bination  o f  w hole  school. 

T ask  groups & co-ordinator

C om bination  o f  w hole school, Task 

groups & co-ordinator

Prim arily  W hole  S ta ff  G roup Prim arily  the  Principal W hole  s ta f f  or SM T

Six-w eekly  p lanner used  for 

m onitoring?

Y es No N o N o No

Evaluation o f  SD P undertaken

(a) by DENI

(b) In-school evaluation

Y es (fevourab le) 

No

Y es (D uring  focused inspection) 

No. In-depth  evaluation planned for 

end o f  cycle.

No

Previous plan inform ally 

evaluated during  s ta f f  m eeting;

targets ach ieved  ‘ticked  ofT . 

In-depth evaluation  planned for 

end o f  2“* cycle.

N o

Y es. E valuated  during  a s ta ff  

m eeting.

N o

Yes. Inform ally  during  a s ta f f  

m eeting.
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CHAPTEK SIK

Ir\tr<yduxXion/

Hargreaves and Hopkins recount that some degree of readiness is essential for embarking on the 

development planning process and suggest that “careful attention should be given to getting started,” 

especially in schools where the idea o f a development plan is novel.' Indeed the ‘criterion o f readiness’ is 

mentioned in the literature as an important facet o f successfully initiating any innovation. According to 

Fullan, “readiness involves the school’s practical and conceptual capacity to initiate, develop or adopt a 

given innovation.”  ̂ He also suggests that readiness may be approached in terms of ‘individual’ and 

‘organisational’ factors. At the organisational level cognisance should be taken o f the number of changes 

already in progress, whether the change is congruent with the culture of the school, and whether appropriate 

resources are available. With regard to individuals, whether the innovation addresses a perceived need, is a 

reasonable change and whether the time is available to undertake the change are important considerations.^

The criterion of readiness is regarded, however, as a double-edged sword. While on the one hand 

schools are advised to be ready for change, on the other hand, they are cautioned against spending too much 

time and energy on advance planning and preparation. As Hargreaves and Hopkins intimate, “if  a school 

waits for ideal conditions then it may never begin development planning; if  it tries too much too soon then 

failure may result.”  ̂Accordingly, judicious engagement with the planning process is recommended in order 

to foster a process o f clarification whereby teachers establish personal meaning and gain ownership o f the 

process.^ Fullan states “as people talk, try things out, inquire, re-try - all of this jointly - people become

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 29.

 ̂ Fullan. The New Meaning. 63.

^ Ibid., 63-64.

4
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 30.

 ̂ Louis and Miles. Improving the Urban High School. 193 and 2 10 -2 11; Fullan, Change Forces. 3 1; Hargreaves and Hopkins, 
The Empowered School. 29-30.
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more skilled, ideas become clearer, shared commitmait gets stronger. Productive change is very much a 

process o f  mobilisation and positive contagiori"^ (Author’s emphasis).

In view of the import of both individual and organisational readiness for an innovation such as 

development planning, it was decided that questions relating to these issues should be posed in the 

questionnaires. However, as data pertaining to a multiplicity of issues were required by the author, 

decisions needed to be made with regard to which questions should be posed in the principals’ 

questionnaire, which questions were more appropriate for teachers, and which questions should be included 

in both questionnaires in order to facilitate triangulation. As individual teacher’s perceptions of the need for 

and relevance of the proposed change is considered significant in successful initiation, and, as much of the 

content of the development plan is likely to be implemented at classroom level, the teacher could be 

regarded as the pivot in the process. Indeed, Fullan notes, “educational change depends on what teachers do 

and think - it’s as simple and as complex as that.”  ̂ Accordingly, questions pertaining to individual and 

organisational readiness were sited in the teachers’ questirainaire and information on the following elicited:

• whether teachers feh the school was ready for development planning when it was initially 
introduced;

• the reason why they believed the school was/was not ready for development planning;

• teachers’ attitudes towards development planning when it was first introduced in their school;

• whether experience of development planning had reinforced or modified their initial views or 
feelings about the process.

An analysis of the teachers’ responses to these issues is elucidated in the following three sections.

There was almost unanimous agreement amongst the teachers (93% of the respondents) that the 

school was ready for development planning when it was initially introduced [Appendix VIII, Table 2]. The 

need for a planning process was the most pervasive readiness factor identified by the teachers in this study. 

As Table 6.1 illustrates, sixty-nine percent of the respondents indicated that the school needed a framework 

for development or a purposeful means of organising the changes generated by government legislation. 

They revealed that they needed to put issues in order of priority and set out an implementation plan to 

achieve these. One teacher stated, “curriculum work was being revised. It couldn’t all be done at once so a

'  Fullan, C hange F orces, 31.

 ̂ Fullan. T he N ew  M eaning, 117.
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plan was essential.' Another wrote, “the staff were aware of the need to plan ahead in the lign. . all the 

new legislation.”  ̂ Another respondait noted that the development plan provided a “good instrument” to 

enable the school accommodate all aspects of the curriculum and the ethos of the school.^ It was clear that 

for these thirty-six teachers the development plan addressed a perceived need and was regarded as a 

practical strategy for coping with the new and ongoing demands for school improvement.

Tahle/6.1: Keadlv\£ii'fcuX<>ryCderitified/hyte.acheri'*

K e i i d X n e ^ f c i c t o r Times 
Mentioned 

N = 52

% o f 
Responses 

N = 52
School needed a framework for development. 15 28.8

School needed to plan in the light o f new demands. 21 40.5

Process already underway on an informal basis. 7 13.5

Opportunity for teachers in a newly amalgamated school to 

work together.

4 7.7

New Principal appointed. 2 3.8

SDP required for a general inspection. 2 3.8

Staff had advance knowledge and training (Inservice). 1 1.9

52 100

Seven teachers stated that the process was already underway in the school on an informal basis so 

much of the planning structure was heretofore in place. Two teachers mentioned the appointment o f a new 

principal as a reason why the school was ready for development planning. They indicated that the plan 

provided an opportunity for collective vision building and a focus for collaboration. Interestingly, however, 

the advent o f a new principal was cited by two other teachers as a reason why the school was not ready for 

development planning. This is an example of a situation that was regarded as providing opportunities, as 

well as (or instead of) problems in one school and as an impediment to development in another.

O f the sixty teachers, only four indicated that their school was not ready for development planning. 

One teacher felt that too many changes were occurring simultaneously - a factor also cited by Fullan as an

* T eachers’ Q uestionnaire  No. 5b, Section  T w o , Q uestion  1.

 ̂ T eachers’ Q uestionnaire  N o. 22a, Section  Tw o, Q uestion  I.

3
T eachers’ Q uestionnaire  No. 24 , Section  T w o , Q uestion  1.

* F ifty-six  teachers stated that the ir school w as ready  for developm ent planning. O f  these , fifty-tw o proffered  a  reason why 
their school w as ready, one  noted that the p rocess had been inaugurated  p rior to h is/her appo in tm ent to  th e  s ta f f  w h ile  th ree  teachers 
offered no  com m ent.
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impediiTiCTit to organisational readiness for change.' Nevertheless, this could also comprise a reason for 

engaging in development planning as the process is purported to enable a school to manage change 

effectively. Another respondent indicated that there was a lack of understanding amongst the staff with 

regard to what was involved in the planning process. The other two teachers, as mentioned above, cited a 

change of principal as the stumbling block.

6.2 AttitiAAeyTow(M'd^V&>\felop¥vie^Vlc^^>r^A^iiYi^
U/Ken/ (Z vuo '̂ fCrit I yvtrotiuced/

All but one teacher (whose school commenced development planning prior to his/her appointment), 

indicated how they felt about development planning when it was first introduced in their school. A 

summary of teachers’ attitude towards development planning in the initial stages is presented in Table 6.2 

below.

Tah{e/6.2 Te4xcher}̂  LnitCal/ccttitude'towc^d^de^elcyfjme^playrvnvri^

Frequency “o R esp o n d en ts

Positive attitude 37 61.6

Positive with some reservations 9 15.0

Negative feelings 13 21.7

Non-response 1 1.7

60 100

Over three-quarters of the respondents (46 teachers) indicated that they had a positive attitude 

towards development planning when it was initiated in their school (although nine of these teachers also 

had reservations). Many noted that they were “enthusiastic,” thought development planning “an excellent 

idea,” and felt “it would be very beneficial to have a plan of action.” One teacher wrote, “1 felt that it would 

be worthwhile and was happy to know that all aspects of curriculum, etc. would be allocated time for 

development of policies, etc.”  ̂Another claimed to be “pleased as it enabled us to lay down a framework for 

forward planning to help us contend with on-going change in a structured way.”  ̂One respondent noted that

' Fullan. The New Meaning. 64.

 ̂ Teachers' Questionnaire No. lOa, Section Two, Question 2. 

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 12a, Section Two, Question 2.



as a newly qualified teacher he/she had a positive attitude towards embarking on the process but indicated 

that “other longer serving teachers were more reluctant and less flexible towards change.” '

Despite embracing positive feelings towards the process and perceiving a need for a structure such as 

development planning, nine teachers also expressed reservations with regard to the process. Five were 

apprehensive at the prospect o f embarking on a major innovation and unsure o f what it would mean for 

them. One teacher was sceptical o f its value, while another felt the process would require greater whole- 

school participation in order to ensure that all staff had input. Two others were anxious about the greater 

workload and the time considerations involved. As one teacher wrote, “a good idea but where do we find 

the time?”^

Twenty-two percent o f the respondents (thirteen teachers), had negative feelings towards 

development planning when it was first introduced. Some teachers felt the process was yet “another burden” 

and were apprehensive about the extensive workload which development planning appeared to entail. For 

instance, one teacher responded by saying that the process was “an added basically unnecessary, flirther 

administrative duty.”  ̂ Other teachers were unsure of what was involved and how development planning 

would work, and were sceptical of the benefits of engaging in the process. As one teacher wrote, “a bit 

dubious as to what it was and how it would benefit us as a school.”^

Interestingly, twenty-one o f  the twenty-two teachers who responded and embraced negative feelings 

or expressed reservations with regard to its introduction had indicated in the previous question that they 

believed the school, as an organisation was ready for development planning. This reveals that in some 

schools an undwlying tension may exist between individual and collective opinion. It also highlights the 

fact that organisational readiness is not synonymous with individual teacher readiness. While the collective 

staff group may agree that planning is relevant and necessary, on a personal basis, individual teachers, for 

reasons such as those expressed above, may be apprehensive at the prospect o f  embarking on the process.

According to the literature, such feelings are natural and are endemic to any change project. 

Ambivalence with regard to what is involved and whether the change will be favourable is nearly always

* Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 45, Section Two, Question 2.

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 18a, Section Two. Question 2.

3
Teachers* Questionnaire No. 32a, Section Two, Question 2.

4
Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 44a, Section Two, Question 2.
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experienced before the change is attempted. As Fullan states, “it is only by trying something that we can 

really know if it works.” ' Indeed, the teachers’ responses to the question on whether their views on 

development planning changed since its establishment in the school revealed that concrete experience of the 

process not only enabled individual staff members become more aware of what was involved but 

challaiged their pre-existing views and feelings towards the process. Notwithstanding, the teachCTs’ 

comments cited above denote that lack of clarity with regard to the development planning process can 

comprise a barrier to change and highlight the importance for staff of clearly understanding the concept of 

development planning prior to its establishment in the school. Indeed, the issue of clarity is emphasised by 

Gross who asserts that “the clarity of how well the staff understand the innovation” is (xie of five conditions 

that promote success in implemaiting irmovation and change.^

CtyE^ahliihinent iv\/the^ School

It makes sense that both individual and collective opiniwi can only be validated when development 

planning has been activated in the school and staff members gain experience of the process. The teachers’ 

responses to the question on whether their views on development planning had changed since it was 

established in the school revealed that fifty-eight percent of teachers (35 respondents), indicated that 

experience of development planning confirmed their initial views about the process [Appendix Vlll, Table 

3].^ In comparison, however, to the comments proffered in response to the question on their initial feelings 

about the development plan, these responses were more focused and revealed that teachers had learned 

more about the process.

Forty percent of the teachers (24 respondents) related that their views on development planning had 

changed since its introduction in the school. Of particular note are those thirteen teachers (22%) who were 

originally sceptical or unenthusiastic about the prospect of embarking on the planning process and unsure of 

how it would work. Their comments indicated that reflective experience of development planning made a 

difference. All but two of the thirteen teachers now embraced a positive attitude towards the process. They 

had a greater understanding of what was involved and could see that the process was contributing to school

' Fullan. The New Meaning. 129.

2
Gross, cited in P. Mortimore, “Responding to Change: The Challenge for Education Systems,” 6.

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 3. Have your views on development planning changed since its 
establishment in your school? A ‘Y es’ or ‘N o’ response was required. Respondents were also requested to, “Please comment briefly.”
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improvement. For instance, one teacher wrote, “the situation has become more familiar, staff more open and 

professional and targets set more realistic...! therefore feel this to be more beneficial than 1 originally 

conceded.” ' Another commented, “1 now feel a school development plan provides guidance and collective 

thinking and is an effective means o f prioritising issues.”^

Likewise, five of the nine teachers, wiio were predisposed towards development planning but also 

apprehensive at the prospect, revealed that their reservations abated subsequent to its establishment in their 

school. For example, one teacher disclosed that he/she had “changed stance from initial scepticism o f value 

to total commitment,”  ̂ while another stated, “I soon realised the benefits to the school and to my class.”  ̂

The other four teachers relayed that while not fully committed to the process they still believed 

development planning was a worthwhile venture.

It is apparent that many o f the teachers who were initially unenthusiastic or apprehensive at the 

prospect o f embarking on development planning manifested positive feelings and greater ownership of the 

process once it was established. Paradoxically, however, one-fifth o f those who were favourable towards 

development planning at the outset (eight teachCTs) indicated that their views had changed since its 

inauguration in their school and they had, in fact, become less positive towards the process. The majority o f 

these teachers referred to the difficulty o f  adhering to the plan due to a surfeit of new demands, curriculum 

revisions, over ambitious plans and the lack of time available for implementation. Fot instance, one teacher 

stated, ‘Sve were obviously very over ambitious. It has been impossible to carry out all the intended plans 

due to several factors such as time allocation for each task and the continuous pressures and stresses relating 

to class teaching.”  ̂ Another respondent noted, “sometimes if the plan isn’t adhered to because o f  other 

matters arising you feel knocked off course.”® Other teachers had not gained ownership of the process as 

senior management made decisions and their views were not consulted. One teacher related that his/her 

views “have changed because sometimes the individual classroom teachers’ views aren’t taken into 

consideration, only the hierarchy...”’

* Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 6b Section Two, Question 3.

2
Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 44b Section Two, Question 3.

3
Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 46 Section Two, Question 3.

4
Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 35 Section Two, Question 3.

^ Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 55a, Section Two, Question 3.

® Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 22a, Section Two. Question 3.

’ Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 45a, Section 2, Question 3.
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These comments emphasise the importance o f a positive experience o f development planning to 

increase motivation and commitment. As Hargreaves and Hopkins recount, “if  [development planning] is 

done badly, it will demoralise teachers and weaken further attempts to improve forward planning and the 

management of change.” ' This also has implications for the principal in relation to the management o f the 

planning process. Firstly, it is important that the principal ensure that staff understand what is involved in 

the process o f  development planning. Secondly, staff need to appreciate that change takes time, that 

difficulties are a natural part o f any change and that support is available to staff if  difficulties are 

encountered in the course o f implementation. Thirdly, it is essential that the priorities in the school 

development plan are sequenced so that priorities that require a m w e sustained effort are worked on 

concomitant with a number o f easily achievable priorities, as tangible evidence o f success will generate 

greater confidence in the development planning process and strengthen motivation and commitment.

Notwithstanding the vacillatiwi from positive to more negative attitudes expressed by some 

respondents, the views o f the majority o f those who were positively disposed towards development 

planning when it was first introduced remained unchanged (i.e. twenty nine of the thirty seven teachers). 

Moreover, the comments proffered by these respondents indicated a growing awareness and understanding 

o f the dynamic reality o f development planning. In most instances, teachers’ comments regarding their 

attitude towards development planning when it was first introduced were vague and uninformative with 

regard to the actual operationalisation of the development plan. For example, teachers stated, “it seemed 

like a sensible way forward;” “I thought it would help us in our curriculum planning;” “an excellent idea;” 

and “it gave me an insight in to how to cope with what appeared to be an insurmountable task.”

In contrast, when proffering their views on development planning subsequent to its inauguration in 

the school, teachers’ comments were more focused and informative and revealed that they were learning 

more about the process. For example, one teacher indicated that “you become aware of the need to alter 

your school development plan as time progresses.”  ̂Others noted signs o f progress - benefits to the school 

and to class teaching; staff now working together on the process without outside help; collective thinking; 

detailed development of specific areas of the curriculum over a certain period of time. These responses 

indicated that the establishment o f development planning was a learning experience for teachers. They also 

reinforce Hargreaves and Hopkins paradoxical statement that “more is learned from doing than planning”

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 29.

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire No. 53, Section 2, Questions 3.
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and corroborate their advice to ‘get started’ rather than wait for ideal conditions to prevail.' It is clear from 

the teachers’ responses that an undCTStanding o f what is actually involved and a sense o f ownership or 

allegiance to the process began to emerge as teachers gained experience o f the process.^ As Fuilan states, 

“active initiation, starting small and thinking big... and learning by doing are all aspects o f making change 

more manageable by getting the process underway in a desirable direction.”^

This intimation is further reinforced by data elicited from the principals interviewed during the 

second phase of the research. All eleven principals indicated that a process o f clarification ensued as the 

sta if worked through the planning process. Experiential engaganent with development planning fostered 

greater understanding and clarity with regard to what was entailed and the obstacles encountered. Five of 

the eleven principals related that the school had embarked on its second three year (and in one instance, five 

year), planning cycle. These principals affirmed that the first planning cycle was a valuable learning 

experience. They also indicated that they were using the practical knowledge and experience gained from 

engaging in the first cycle to operatioialise certain aspects o f the process more effectively second time 

round. Moreover, in many instances, the principals mentioned disparate learning experiences indicating that 

as planning cycles succeed one another each school discovers its own planning strengths and weaknesses.

Two of the interviewees noted that they had included a lesser number of priorities in their second 

development plan, having realised that their first plan was over ambitious and consequently difficult and 

time consuming to implement. For example, the principal o f School 1 related, “ ...our own criticism of 

ourselves is that we took on far too much - five different issues. Now, [in our second cycle] we’ve decided 

that we’re only taking aspects o f them and we plan to carry them through.”  ̂ Similarly in school F the 

principal noted, “we would have used the same criteria and school aims but we’ve probably taken less on 

than we did in the initial stages. But then we were aware in the initial stages that we had a lot to do. At this 

stage we feel we can consolidate a lot of things and take on a smaller number of issues.^

The principal of School I remarked that in the first planning cycle staff found it difficult to evaluate 

the success o f the plan. On reflection, she maintained that “the problem was that we didn’t have in-built

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 30.

2
A thesis also purported by Fullan in Change Forces. 30.

3
Fullan. Successful School Improvement. 25.

School I, 356-358.

 ̂ School F, 39-47.

193



evaluation procedures.” She now believed that such procedures are necessary - “you need to plan for 

evaluation as well” - and relayed that evaluation procedures had been built-in to the action plans developed 

during the second planning cycle.'

Likewise, the principals in Schools F and G both disclosed that having evaluated the first planning 

endeavour, their staff was in agreem ait that consulting parents’ views should be an essential component of 

their way forward in future planning cycles.^

MacGilchrist et al.’s research also revealed that past experience of development planning had had a 

significant impact on the way plans were now formulated and implemented. Analogous to the current 

research, respondents described improvements which had been made in relation to evaluation procedures 

and noted that the audience for the plan had broadened to include parents and sometimes governors.^

The above evidence consolidates the assertion made earlier that knowledge, clarity and skills evolve 

through the learning that arises from engaging in the planning process. Indeed, Fullan maintains that the 

development of meaning and understanding on the part o f individuals is the crux o f change but cannot be 

achieved in advance o f learning something new. He suggests that “ownership in the sense of clarity, skill 

and commitment is a progressive process. True ownership is not something that occurs magically at the 

beginning, but rather is something that comes out the other end of a successful change project.”^

6 A  Sum^wavy and/Oh^re^^atixyn^i'

Overall, it would appear that the schools in this study were ready for development planning when it 

was first initiated. The majority o f  the respondents indicated that there was a need for a framework such as 

development planning in order to organise what the school was already doing and what it needed to do in 

the light of new demands and curricular requirements. In other cases, planning was heretofore embedded 

within the culture of the school as aspects o f the planning process were already underway, albeit in an 

informal basis. The introduction of development planning therefore, offered a more structured means of 

organising school improvement.

' School 1, 188-197.

 ̂ School G, 421-423; School F, 458-498.

^ MacGiichrist et al.. Planning Matters. 144-147.

4
Fullan, Successful School Improvement. 26.
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The majority of teachers also indicated that they were positively disposed towards development 

planning w hai it was first introduced. Nevertheless, twenty-two teachers (36% o f the respondents) were 

apprehensive at the prospect or had negative feelings towards the process. This, however, is a natural 

reaction to change. School development planning, like any change, can pose a threat, for as the data above 

revealed, teachers may not fully understand it or be skilled at it initially.

However, the teachers’ questionnaires revealed that concrete experience o f development planning 

enabled individual staff members become more aware of what was involved and challenged their pre

existing views and feelings on the process. As evidenced above, sixteen o f those who had negative 

feelings/were apprehensive at the prospect acquired a greater undCTStanding of what development planning 

entailed and began to embrace a sense of ownership following tangible experience of the process. The 

interview data also revealed that important lessons had been learned from past experience of development 

planning. Experiential engagement with the development planning process comprised a formative learning 

experience which illuminated refinem aits that could be made to ra ider subsequent planning cycles more 

effective.

Paradoxically, however, experience o f development planning is not guaranteed to effect a positive 

reaction from all participants. Eight teachers, who were predisposed towards development planning when it 

was initially infroduced, encountered problems in the course of establishing the plan, which engendered 

negative feelings towards the process.

Fhe assertion that participants often become clearer about the process o f development planning as 

they proceed with it also has implications for the management of the process. Principals may need to 

monitor how individual teachers are coping with the change to elicit whether training/follow-up fraining is 

needed to ensure that they have the skills and confidence to undertake the various planning activities. They 

also need to regularly evaluate the planning process itself to ascertain whether refinements need to be made 

in order to ensure that development planning is a workable strategy commensurate with the needs and 

circumstances of the school.

The advice to schools meanwhile is to ‘get started’ with development planning. A planning course 

may generate a knowledge base amongst the participants with regard to the nature, function and benefits o f 

whole school planning but conceptual knowledge is not enough in itself The confidence and capability to 

apply the knowledge and skills in actualising the planning process at the level o f practice is paramount.
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Ownership - in the sense of clarity, understanding, skills and commitment - is a progressive process. 

Discovery through action is the key.

The following chapter presents an overview o f what the process o f development planning entails at 

the level o f practice. In effect, it represents a ‘snap-shot’ of the ‘state-of-the-art’ o f development planning in 

the sample of Northern Ireland primary schools included in this study.
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CHAPVEK SEVEN 

the/ Pla/n/rU/ng/ Prooe^ i/A/Actixm/

Iv\X:r<ycUicCi(>r\/

Chapter seven presents a comprehensive overview of the process of development planning based on 

the information garnered from an in-depth analysis of Section Two of both questionnaire instruments and 

the interviews with the eleven principals who participated in the second phase of the research. As 

questions pertaining to the process of development planning were included primarily in the principals’ 

questionnaire, the explication of the process in this chapter is predicated in many instances on the fifty-two 

schools represented by a returned principals’ questionnaire. Where appropriate, reference is also made to 

the written planning documents elucidated on in Chapter Ten and aspects of the literature review 

presented in Part One of this thesis. Recent research on development planning, including studies by 

MacGilchrist et al.,' Broadhead et al.,^ and Giles,^ will also be referred to in the course of the ensuing 

deliberation.

The chapter is divided into seven sections, each contributing to the in-depth critique of the process 

of development planning. Section one reveals the number of years the schools included in the study had 

been engaged in development planning and indicates the length of the planning cycle favoured by the 

schools. The personnel who write the planning document is the focus of section two, while an explication 

of the purpose(s) underpinning the concept is presented in section three. The planning model engaged by 

the schools and the key elements entailed in the process is the subject of section four.

Section five  focuses on the school-based review process. Two main issues are discussed - the 

various interest groups consulted in the process of conducting the review and the evaluative approaches 

engaged to elicit information from those who were consulted. In addition, this section presents information 

on the review process from the perspective of the eleven interviewees. The personnel involved in the

* MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters.

2
Broadhead et al., “ Improving Primary Schools through School Development Planning,” Educational Management and 

Administration 24, No. 3 (1996): 277-290.

3
Corrie Giles, "School-based planning: are UK schools grasping the strategic initiative?" International Journal o f  Educational

Management 9, No. 4 (1995): 4-7.
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planning process is the subject of section six. Firstly, data garnered from both questionnaire instruments 

are examined and compared with a view to recounting (a) who is involved at each stage of the 

development planning process (i.e. review, prioritisation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation), 

and (b) the extent to which each of the various interest groups are involved. Secondly, information elicited 

from the eleven principals interviewed is furnished. This information relates to the nature of the 

involvement of NEELB personnel, parents, the whole staff and the co-ordinator(s) and is presented in four 

sub-sections. A concluding section reiterates and interlinks the various issues pertaining to involvement in 

development planning that are threaded throughout the section.

The final section in this chapter concerns the issue of priorities. The number and content of 

priorities included in the school development plan and the criteria influencing the selection of priorities 

are discussed. In addition, a comparison is made between the teachers’ perception of the factors that 

influence the selection of priorities and the written criteria for prioritisation presented in the planning 

documents.

7.1 T h^  PlcuyvrU/rig'Cyc^

The process of formulating a development plan was a relatively new experience for the majority of 

schools in this study, with ninety-five percent having commenced the process within the previous five 

years. Prior to 1991, only three of the fifty-two schools had formulated a development plan. Nine schools 

(17%) had embarked on planning in the academic year ’91/’92. Almost one-third of the respondents (17 

schools) indicated that development planning commenced in ’92/’93 while 31% (16 schools) first engaged 

in the process in ’93/’94. For seven schools, development planning was a very recent initiative; the process 

having been inaugurated in ’94/’95.
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ChoATt 7.1: Ye4XAT deA/e^Lc^me^i^plxMfu^\4/ri^ coinni&viced/

L

Forty-five o f the fifty-two schools favoured a three year planning cycle as advocated by the majority 

o f the proponents of development planning cited in Chapter Two. O f the remaining seven schools, one 

engaged in a five year cycle; three in a four year cycle; two in a two year cycle, while one school 

formulated the development plan on an annual basis [Appendix VII, Table 4]. At the time the 

questionnaires were distributed, sixty-nine percent o f the schools had completed at least one planning 

cycle [Appendix VII, Table 5],

7.2 Vra^Or\^tKe^pla/n/v\A/i^V(yx>u/m/e^

All but one of the principals indicated that their organisation had a written school development 

plan [Table 6, Appendix VII]. The overall trend was that an individual staff member (generally the 

principal, a curriculum co-ordinator or school management member) had responsibility for drafting and 

refining the relevant document(s) following whole staff deliberation. As one principal noted, while the 

document was compiled by the SMT, the “whole staff were involved in annual review and highlighting 

new issues.” '

Chart 7.2 below illustrates that forty-six percent o f the principals (24 respondents) indicated that 

the principal in consultation with the staff wrote the plan. As one principal declared, “I am responsible for 

writing it: all staff are responsible for compiling and agreeing it.”  ̂ Another principal noted that while

^  10

Prior to '97 91T92 9 2 l’93 93l'94 94l'95

' Principals’ Questionnaire No. 44, Section Two, Question I. 

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire No. 32, Section Two, Question 1.
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he/she undertakes to write tlie actual document, “all staff [are] involved in inputting items and prioritising 

issues and [in the] timetabling of such.” '

C h o4^  7.2:  w ho- the^ d o o u /m e /n t

50

^  40 

I  30

10 ■ I
Principal Principal Vice Senior Whole S tc^ Principal <&

(iA/'ice Principal Management Staff
Principal Team

School management personnel (i.e. principal; vice-principal; senior management team) were 

responsible for writing the document in eighteen (35%) of the schools. Seven principals (13.5%) indicated 

that the principal was responsible for writing up the plan while in two schools the vice-principal undertook 

this task. In two other schools both the principal and vice-principal were responsible for writing up the 

plan, while seven schools reported that the School/Senior Management Team (SMT) had responsibility for 

this undertaking [Table 7, Appendix Vll].

Eight principals (15%) reported that the ‘whole staff was involved in writing the document.^ 

However, it is likely that an individual staff member had responsibility for writing the plan following 

whole staff consultation and/or involvement in establishing goals and priorities. In fact, information 

garnered from the interviews with the eleven principals revealed that while the written document(s) were 

indeed the result of a whole school planning process, in most instances, an individual staff member had 

responsibility for drafting and refining the document. This was confirmed by Principal D who related that 

having highlighted what needed to be achieved in the forthcoming three years in the course of whole 

school planning meetings, this information had to be collated and condensed into a working plan which 

would guide the development process. He related:

' Principals’ Questionnaire No. 9, Section Two, Question 1.

 ̂ Section Two, Question 2 (b) “Who was responsible for writing this document?” was an open ended question. Thus, while the 
majority o f  the respondents clearly specified who was responsible, a number o f  the responses (such as ‘whole staflT) were more ambiguous. 
In order to clearly establish the person(s) responsible for writing the document in each school, a structured question would have been more 
appropriate.
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When that’s done (i.e. the review o f the previous development plan completed and priorities for the 
next plan highlighted) to speed things up, somebody has to go - and somebody in school very often 
means the principal - and write down a draft plan of what we’re going to do in the next three years. 
You take that back to your staff [for ratification] at a full staff meeting. Most staff will be very 
happy...[and following refinement of the draft plan if  necessary] we agree our plan for the next three 
years.'

7 3  PiA4̂ poi€̂  o f  VeA/eZopnve^Pla/yvyU/ng'

7.3.1 Moyvn/Pu/rpo^e^Ide^rUXifved/

In order to identify the fundamental purpose(s) o f development planning, each principal and 

teacher was asked to rank in order o f importance the four most important purposes of development 

planning in the school.^ The principals’ responses to this question are presented in Appendix VII, Table 8, 

while the teachers’ responses are furnished in Appendix VHI, Table 4. Their responses are also 

represented in Chart 7.3 below. This chart illustrates the percentage of principals and teachers ranking 

each purpose as one of the four most important purposes of development planning and facilitates 

comparison between the two sets o f data.

An analysis o f this chart confirms that the planning process appears to fulfil a multifarious array of 

purposes. Moreover, although differences in emphases emerged between teachers and principals with 

regard to their ranking of individual purposes, in general, both groups of respondents were in agreement 

with regard to the most important (and indeed, least important) purposes underpinning development 

planning at the level o f practice. Overall, both groups regarded the following as the four most significant 

purposes of planning:

•  Improve the quality of teaching and learning throughout the school;

• Enable the school to realise its stated aims and objectives;

• Enable the school evaluate existing practice and performance;

•  Enable the school manage change more effectively.

’ School D, 112-121.

^ Principals’ Questionnaire, Section T w o, Q uestion 5; T eachers’ Q uestionnaire, Section Tw o, Q uestion 4.
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The four most significant purposes cited above correspond unquestionably with purposes identified 

as significant in the literature. Indeed, the most significant purpose identified by teachers and principals is 

ubiquitously regarded in the literature as the central tenet of development planning. As the DES purport, 

“a recognisable improvement in the quality of education your school provides for its pupils - in what they 

learn and what they achieve...above all, is the point of the exercise.” ' Similarly, the literature promotes 

development planning as a vehicle for focusing attention on the aims of education and for enabling the 

school “to be more successful in managing the changes...which it has to undertake.”^

Notwithstanding, in view of the emphasis in the literature on the potential of development planning 

to “provide a means of managing rapid and substantial change,”  ̂ it is surprising that to enable the school 

manage change more effectively was not ranked as one of the four most important purposes of 

development planning by a greater number of respondents. In fact, fifty-four percent of principals and 

forty-seven percent of teachers did not rank this among the four most important purposes underpinning 

development planning (See aforementioned Tables in Appendices). A number of reasons may account for 

this. It may be that the school was already managing change effectively and, therefore, this factor was not 

included among the four most important purposes of development planning. Alternatively, as many of the 

schools were engaged in the initial planning cycle, they may not yet have noticed any benefit in terms of 

managing change as a result of the development plan. Moreover, it may be that managing change more 

effectively was regarded as an outcome of development planning rather than a purpose. Indeed, the 

discourse on the impact of development planning in Chapter Nine clearly indicates that enabling the 

school manage change was a significant outcome of development planning.

It is also surprising that development planning was not regarded as a means of responding to 

external initiatives by a greater number of questionnaire respondents. For instance, while the guidance 

indicates that school development plans are the means whereby schools can realise the goals of 

Government legislation,'* only thirty-one per-cent of principals and twenty-five percent of teachers in this 

survey regarded development planning as a means of responding to National Curriculum and Assessment

* DES, Development Planning, A Practical Guide. I .

2
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 6.

 ̂ Ibid, 7.

4
NEELB. Preparing School Development Plans. 8: DES. Planning For School Development. 4.
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Initiatives. Likewise, only six percent o f principals and seven percent o f teachers identified an external 

accountability purpose, a factor regarded by Skelton et al. as one o f the main purposes o f school 

development plans.' In fact. Chart 7.3 reveals that both groups o f respondents predominantly viewed 

development planning as a strategy for fulfilling the internal purposes of schools i.e., realising school 

goals and visions, evaluating current reality and devising school policies.

One reason for the apparent discrepancy between the literature and the survey results may be that as

schools are legally obliged to respond to government legislation, curriculum and assessment issues are

integral to school functioning irrespective o f whether a development plan is engaged or not. As one of the

principals interviewed in the second phase of the research related,

1 know that part o f the plan can be managing change that is foisted on you from above because you 
say ‘well you have to have assessment in place for next year legally’ but...m ost people do that anyway 
because they know we have to have it. This year, for example, we were told we had to have a drugs 
policy. It wasn’t part of our development plan....M ost schools will probably do that anyway.^

Thus, responding to external initiatives may not in itself be regarded by practitioners as a purpose 

of development planning. A similar argument may apply with regard to the use of school development 

plans for accountability purposes. As one principal noted,“the school development plan does not increase 

our accountability as that is an inherent part o f school whether we have a plan or not. However, it does 

help us to report on what has been accomplished.” '

Moreover, while an initiative such as the introduction of the Northern Ireland Curriculum may 

originally have emanated from sources external to the school, in the course of adapting these initiatives to 

school needs and circumstances principals and teachers may gain ownership of the initiative and may 

regard curriculum related priorities as school-based priorities rather than external initiatives. This point is 

further reinforced later in this section by data elicited from the principals interviewed.

It may also be the case that the purposes included in the question posed in the questionnaires 

overlap to a considerable degree. For instance, purposes pertaining to the implementation of Northern 

Ireland Curriculum and assessment initiatives, to change management and to the integtration o f internal 

and external demands, may be subsumed within the purposes relating to improving quality or realising

* Skelton et al.. Development Plannina for Primary Schools, 10-12.

 ̂ SchoolG, 185-193.
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school aims. Thus, the questionnaire instruments may not have been sensitive enough to distinguish 

between many of the purposes cited.

An in-depth analysis of the interview data complemented the information furnished by the

questionnaire instruments with regard to the purpose of development planning. While the principals in the

course of the interviews reiterated many of the purposes specified in the questionnaires, ten of the eleven

principals interviewed recounted that development planning was regarded as a means of managing

change, thus empowering the school to take control of its own development. As one principal recounted,

“changes are happening so quickly now in education... and the school development plan is one way of you

keeping in control. You bite off for the next three years what you think you can handle.”  ̂ Another

principal noted that the development plan is a ‘management tool’ in the sense of enabling the school to be

proactive rather than reactive in managing what has to be done to promote school improvement - i.e.

“establishing where we are, where we want to be, how we’re going to get there, [and] prioritising things.”^

Likewise, Principal F recounted.

We were given a lot of responsibility after the Education Reform Order and the [advent of the] 
Northern Ireland Curriculum...and at the end of the day it is much easier if you can say from one 
document, this is what we set out to do this year, this is what we got done, this is what emerged from 
it and what we are going to have to take on the next year. So it [the school development plan] 
actually just puts a structure on the whole thing. It [provides] a very coherent well-planned structure 
that allows you to take control....People could see the benefits when it came to inspection time.... 
They didn’t have to get into scurry to do things because we presented what we had done and anything 
we hadn’t got done we had [as long-term priorities] in the development plan so it took that panic out 
of it.'*

The information garnered from the interviews also revealed that in the process of development 

planning, curriculum initiatives that emanated from government legislation were used to serve the 

schools’ educational purposes and became part of teachers’ own thinking and practice. In the process of

(a) reviewing and updating a curricular/organisational area in the light of the requirements 
specified in the Northern Ireland Curriculum documents and the specific needs and 
circumstances of the school and its pupils,

(b) developing a policy and programme of work/action, and
(c) devising an implementation programme (in general, a series of action plans),

external policy requirements were tailored to school needs and circumstances and staff began to feel that 

they were part of their own curricular thinking and that they themselves were in control of the

* Principals' Questionnaire No. 44, Section Three, Question, 5.

^ School D, 192-196.

 ̂ School A, 437-446 and 292-296.

■* School F, 315-323 and 354-358.
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curricular/organisational area in question. Thus, the improvements set forth in the development plan were 

regarded as school-generated rather than an external imposition. As Principal C recounted, “our 

development plan reflects our specific needs.” ' This may also account for the relatively low percentage of 

principals and teachers surveyed who regarded responding to external initiatives as a primary purpose of 

development planning.

Nias et al. also reported that the five schools in their study used an external initiative (the National 

Curriculum), which they might have seen as a constraint, to serve their own educational purposes. 

Although the selected areas of the National Curriculum were not developed through the process of 

development planning, a similar ‘whole-school’ approach was adopted. All staff members participated in 

meetings, focused discussions, in-service days, courses, displays of work and informal conversations. As a 

result o f these activities, the teachers and head-teachers began to absorb the National Curriculum into their 

thinking and to serve their school’s educational purposes through it.^ Indeed, Nias et al. concluded that 

they had internalised it to such an extent that they behaved as if  they ‘owned’ the curriculum and spoke as 

if  it was part of them.^

In the process (i.e. the activities related above) they collectively reasserted their own sense o f control 
over and personal identification with the school curriculum for which they felt responsible. In 
addition, individuals used the opportunities offered by the coming of the National Curriculum to 
increase their own learning and, through the acquisition of new knowledge and skills, to expand their 
own classroom potential.'*

The realisation that development planning is regarded by practitioners as a means of empowering 

the school to take charge o f its own development within a framework o f national policies and priorities is 

significant. Firstly, it endorses claims made by proponents of development planning such as Skelton et al. 

and Hargreaves and Hopkins that not only does the process allow the school to focus on its fundamental 

aims concerned with teaching and learning but it enables “each school interpret external policy 

requirements so that they are integrated into its own unique life and culture.”  ̂ In other words, development 

planning enables the school respond to both internal and external demands for change. It also reinforces

'  School C , 212-215.

2
N ias et al.. W hole School C urriculum  Developm ent. 49.

^ Ibid., 233.

* Ibid., 49-50.

^ H argreaves and H opkins, T he  Em powered School. 7.
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the assertion by the DES that “a development plan helps to relieve the stress on teachers caused by the pace 

o f change. Teachers come to exercise greater control over change rather than feeling controlled by it.” '

Secondly, the fact that many of the improvements cited in the plan represent the school’s 

translation of national policy into its agenda for action indicates that despite the constraints on school 

autonomy imposed by government legislation which determines the '-what' of educational provision, 

schools have considerable operational power with regard to the ‘‘how’’ of educational delivery and school 

management.^

7 3 . 2  Sum/mx!i/ry O ln e^ atu yrvy

The data elicited from the principals’ and teachers’ questionnaires revealed that overall, the process 

appears to fulfil a multifarious array of purposes, including, enhancing educational quality, fulfilling the 

internal purposes of schools, facilitating school self-evaluation, and enabling the school manage change 

more effectively.

The most significant purpose emanating from the interview data was that development planning 

comprised an effective change management strategy. For instance, instead of trying to embark on all 

aspects of the curriculum at once, a core subject and a subsidiary subject was developed each year. The 

principals also related that in working on a curriculum area enshrined as a priority in the development 

plan, teachers acquired a greater understanding of what was involved and gained greater ownership of the 

initiative - a factor also alluded to in Chapter Six, The Initial Phase o f  Development Planning. 

Furthermore, in the process of developing programmes of study and devising appropriate implementation 

strategies to achieve these, the Northern Ireland Curriculum was tailored to the needs and circumstances 

of the school and thus served internal - as well as external - purposes. As a consequence, it was suggested 

that the content of the development plan (albeit emanating in many instances from external sources), was 

believed to be school-focused; a factor that may account in part, for the relatively low percentage of 

principals and teachers surveyed who regarded development planning as a means o f responding to external 

requirements.

' DES, DeveloDment Planning. A Practical Guide. 4.

^ Reference to the what and Aow o f educational change was cited by in Chapter 2.7 (Mortimore, “Responding to Change,” 8). 
Mortimore delineated two aspects o f  educational change that schools need to take cognisance o f  - whal changes to implement and how to 
implement them.
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The above discourse confirms that the developing school is more than just “the receiving 

school.” ' The Northern Ireland schools included in this research, played a major role in defining quality 

with respect to school development despite the constraints on school autonomy associated with curriculum 

and testing requirements. Principals felt that the school was in control of the changes which needed to be 

made, and had the freedom, albeit within the parameters of the Northern Ireland Curriculum, to tailor 

their policies and programmes of study to represent the needs and circumstances of the school and its 

pupils. Dalin maintains that this is a fundamental condition for institutional development. He contends 

that “it is not obvious that the school should respond to the demands from the environment. The school 

also has a unique role of defining quality in relationship to learning. A school always has to address new 

demands against its own vision and mission.”^

The current research also refutes those who argue that development planning is primarily a means 

of exercising control over the work of schools. It will be recalled from chapter 2.7 that a degree of 

controversy prevails with regard to the extent to which schools development plans may be required to 

serve external rather than internal school purposes. Hutchinson, for instance, states that “development 

planning is just another centrally manufactured innovation” whose primary function is to enable schools to 

realise the goals of government legislation. ^

The information garnered in the course of the current research, however, intimates that schools 

are genuinely empowered to take charge of their own development. In direct contrast to Smyth and Angus 

who intimate that development planning may be conceived as a managerial device for controlling the 

range and content of developments undertaken in schools, the evidence here suggests that in the process of 

development planning staff came to exercise greater control over change rather than feeling controlled by 

it. To reiterate a quote from Principal D above, “the school development plan is one way of you keeping in 

control”(Page 205). Likewise, Principal F stated:

In the aftermath of the ERO and the onslaught of the Northern Ireland Curriculum...there was a 
sense of panic among people about there being so much to be done....This way we have taken control 
of the changes that have to be made. We have taken control of the development of our school over a 
period of time so people know exactly what we’re going to focus on from year to year. They know who

' A citation from Holly and Southw orth m entioned in C hapter 2.7.

^ Dalin, C hanging the School C ultu re . 7.

^ Hutchinson, ‘Visions and Pipedream s,” 17.
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will be leading each issue and they have target dates for completion. Instead o f having this panic, say 
that we haven’t done our art and design yet, people will say that art and design is on next year’s plan.'

Paradoxically, however, while on the one hand the above discourse contradicts those who argue 

that development planning is primarily a ‘management tool’ for exercising control over the work of 

schools, on the other hand, the fact that development planning simultaneously facilitates the realisation of 

government legislation, may reinforce the voice of those who argue that the school development plan is a 

way o f co-opting teachers to fulfilling administrative purposes and the implementation of external 

mandates. Such evidence would be grist for the mill o f those who believe that decentralising trends may 

serve a hidden agenda, i.e. to legitimate government control over education. As Smyth expounded, “the 

outward appearances are given o f power being devolved while it is still retained.”  ̂ A paradox indeed. The 

question ‘whose innovation?' would seem to perpetuate.

However, to reiterate Newman, “The truth does not lie mid-way between extremes but actually lies 

in both o f them.”  ̂ An alternative viewpoint is to accept that the primary stakeholders in education - 

government, teachers and principals - have a legitimate common concern i.e. the continual pursuit of 

educational quality. While teachers and principal are central to the everyday task of teaching and learning 

at the chalkface, education is also a legitimate political issue and central government has a vital part to 

play in the process o f school renewal. As Fullan exclaims, both centralising and decentralising forces must 

be harmonised into powerful new forces for growth and development. He asserts that “productive 

educational change is fiill of paradoxes, and components that are often not seen as not going 

together....Success depends on the extent to which each force can willingly contend with if  not embrace 

the other as necessary for productive educational change.”  ̂ Thus a synthesis o f ‘top-down, bottom-up’ 

influences is required as an appropriate way forward for quality educational provision and development 

planning would appear to provide the framework within which these paradoxical trends can co-exist in 

productive tension.

' School F. 88-103.

 ̂ Smyth, A Socially Critical View. 8.

 ̂ This citation from Newman was mentioned in Section 1.2 in relation to the ‘two’ school improvement paradigms.

4
Fullan, Change Forces, 4 and 40.
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7 A  The/Key ^leym^/rvty^f^cvCle^ Orvthe/Prctoe^iy

The Principals’ questionnaires revealed that the planning process devised and advocated by the 

NEELB’s Management Development Unit had a significant influence on the process engaged by the 

schools in the formulation of their school development plans (Chart 7.4 below). This process, encapsulated 

in the NEELE booklet Preparing School Development Plans, comprises a series of key stages: Aims; 

Review; Prioritising; Action Plans; Evaluation.' The influence of the NEELE on the planning process 

engaged by schools is not surprising when one considers that the aforementioned booklet was distributed 

to all schools under the auspices of the Board. In addition, the majority of principals (94%) had attended 

an NEELE training course on development planning (Section 5.1.2).

Chart 7.4 Source o f  Guidance for Schools.
U N E E U i

2%
,,-2%

73%

MKTU

□ Hargreaves and Hopkins

□ Hargreaves and Hopkins and 
NEELB

O Assistance from other principals

□ Missing

In view of the influence of the NEELE on the planning process engaged by schools, it is not 

surprising that the sequence of these activities was analogous to the aforementioned series of key stages 

presented by the NEELE. While inter-school variations prevailed, in general, the schools surveyed:

• Examined the school aims;

• Conducted a school-based review;

• Established priorities;

• Formulated and implemented action plans;

• Monitored progress; and

• Evaluated Outcomes (Chart 7.5 below).
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Over half o f the principals indicated that a school vision was identified. However, there was 

considerable variation among schools with regard to what stage in the process this activity was 

undertaken. Six schools identified this as the initial task in the process; fifteen schools established a vision 

at varying stages throughout the process, while in six schools envisioning was among the final stage in the 

process [Appendix VII, Table 9].

C h a ^  7.5: ActXA/itie^ u^^^de^ciJc&n/hy K h ^ yo ly i^ th e/fcn ^ in u la tiA yyvofa /
ich<y<A/ develop meyntplo/n/

E x a m in e  W hole- Reviett' K ej- H stab/ish  Form u/afe M o n ito r  E va lu a te  Identify a 
School A im s  School y4rea(s) Priorities A c tio n  Progress Outcomes V'ision

Kevietv P lans

The overall trend was that an examination o f the school aims and a whole school review were 

undertaken in the initial stages o f the process [Appendix VII, Table 9]. An examination of the school aims 

was identified by seventy-nine percent of the respondents as either the first or second element. O f the 

twenty-six schools (50%) who regarded an examination of aims as the initial task, fifteen sequeled this 

with a whole-school review, seven continued by identifying a vision for the school and subsequently 

conducting a review, while three schools selected priorities. One school sequelled the examination o f 

school aims with a key-area review (prior to selecting priorities). Conversely, o f the sixteen schools whose 

initial undertaking was a school-based review, nine indicated that an examination of the school aims was 

the next element in the process, and four more schools prefaced the overview of aims with the 

identification of a school vision. Moreover, one o f the principals indicated that a whole-school review and 

an examination of the school aims were conducted simultaneously and as a result, they had dif?iculty

' NEELB. Preparing School Development Plans. 6-7.
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sequencing these two activities. Six schools initially identified a vision for the school and followed this 

with an evaluation of their aims and a whole-school review (with one school undertaking these latter

activities in reverse order [Appendix VII, Table 10].

In addition, sixty-three percent of the respondents (33 principals) indicated that they carried out a 

review of a key-area(s) of school functioning [Appendix VII, Table 9]. In general, all key-area reviews 

were undertaken subsequent to an examination of aims and the school-based review. This would indicate 

that a key-area review is undertaken when the processes of school-based review and envisioning illuminate 

an area(s) of current practice that warrants further review and investigation. Indeed, ten of the thirty-three 

schools embarked on the key-area review subsequent to the establishment of priorities for improvement. 

This would intimate that the key-area review was the essence of an action plan, which entailed an

examination of the area in question prior to policy formulation and implementation.

In all, thirty-five percent of the principals (18 respondents) indicated that they embraced some 

combination of aims, review and vision in the initial stage of developing a plan, while fifty-one percent 

(27 respondents) combined a whole-school review with an evaluation of aims. It could therefore be 

intimated that irrespective of the sequence in which they are undertaken, these three elements - aims 

review and vision - fit harmoniously together to comprise the first phase of the development planning 

process. This phase represents the commingling of two separate issues; “where are we now” and "“'where do 

we want to be?'’’ and results in decision-making with regard to priorities for subsequent action.

This insight into the process underlying the construction of the plan was confirmed and enhanced 

by the data elicited from the interviews. Ten of the eleven principals revealed that all three activities - 

examining school aims, conducting a school-based review and envisioning - were interrelated and 

invariably carried out as one continuous process very often under the auspices of the ‘school review.’

The questionnaire data revealed that in the majority of the schools, the next stage in the process 

was the formulation and implementation of action plans [Appendix VII, Table 10]. Eighty-five-percent of 

principals indicated that action plans were developed to facilitate the implementation of priorities. In 

comparison, however, with the number of principals who conducted a review, established priorities and 

formulated action plans, a lesser number of principals (77%) stated that the progress of the plan was 

monitored (Chart 7.5 above). The guidance proffered by the NEELB may, in part, account for this. While
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schools are advised to “carry out evaluation throughout the planning cycle” - in other words monitor the 

progress o f the plan - in addition to a “summative review of the success o f [their] overall planning,” the 

term monitoring is not specifically mentioned.

Eighty-seven percent o f the principals revealed that the outcomes of the planning process were 

evaluated. In general, this was carried out subsequent to the implementation o f the action plan and was the 

final activity in the process [Appendix VII, Tables 9 and 10],

7 .5  Sch^otA/-Ba/}f€^1ie^ieM}

As revealed above, ninety-six percent o f the principals (50 schools) indicated that a whole-school 

review and/or a key-area review was undertaken in the process o f form.ulating a school plan.' Two 

principals did not include a whole-school review amongst the activities undertaken in the process of 

developing a school plan. However, this may have been an oversight on the part o f these two respondents 

as all fifty-two principals responded to the subsequent question on the review process itself

In conducting the review, the respondents indicated that a number of interest groups were consulted 

to a greater or lesser extent depending on the school (Chart 7.6). All fifty-two principals disclosed that 

information regarding the current functioning of the school was garnered from staff members. Support 

staff were consulted also in forty percent of the schools. The Board of Governors was consulted in forty- 

eight percent o f cases and the NEELB in fifty-four percent o f cases. However, the views of other members 

of the school community - pupils, parents, the Inspectorate and Parent Associations - were rarely elicited.

'  Section Tw o, Q uestion 10 o f  the principals’ questionnaire (C hart 7.5 above) revealed that ninety-four percent o f  the 
respondents conducted a w hole school review. Fifty-eight percent o f  these also conducted a key-area(s) review. O ne principal (1 .9% ) 
conducted an in-depth key-area review  in m aths in lieu o f  a  whole-school review  - hence the insert above that, in all, ninety-six percent o f  
principals engaged in a school review.
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A limited number o f evaluative approaches were engaged to elicit information from those who were 

consulted [Appendix V II, Table 11]. Discussions with the personnel concerned on a formal interview 

and/or informal basis was the primary method o f exacting information regarding the current functioning 

o f the school. The majority o f the principals (67%) disclosed that information pertaining to current 

practice was garnered through staff discussion. Seventeen percent used formal discussions/interviews with 

individual staff members while informal discussions or a combination o f both approaches was used by fifty  

percent o f principals. One-third o f the principals (17 respondents) revealed that questionnaires were used 

to e licit data from the staff w ith regard to current school functioning. In three schools, the use o f staff 

questionnaires was the sole evaluative technique employed while a combination o f staff discussion and 

staff questionnaires was used to gamer information pertaining to current practice in the other thirteen 

schools.

Principals relied almost entirely on either formal or informal discussions when eliciting 

information from support staff, the NEELB, the Board o f Governors (BOG), parents and pupils. Four 

principals had solicited pupil and parental opinion using both discussion and questionnaires while in one 

school, pupil opinion was solicited using a questionnaire only.

When requested to recount any other evaluative approaches used when conducting the review, only 

nine o f the fifty-two principals replied. O f these, five principals referred to the school’s inspection report.
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two recoursed to the DENI good practice booklet Evaluating Schools,' while another stated that the staff 

also monitored the progress of ongoing targets when conducting the review. One principal cited 

“triangulation” without giving any indication of what this entailed.

A further insight into the process of school-based review was elicited from the interview data. All 

eleven principals affirmed that the process of school-based evaluation/review was a crucial step in 

establishing a development planning process and in deciding on priorities for development. With regard to 

the interview data, three salient issues emerged:

• The school review was predicated on whole-staff participation;

• External support from the NEELB was engaged to facilitate staff in the process; and

• Differences existed between the format of the review conducted in the initial development

planning cycle and subsequent cycles.

Nine of the eleven principals reported that NEELB personnel worked with the school staff in the 

initial stages of developing a plan. It is not surprising, therefore, that the manner in which the review 

process was enacted had many similarities across the nine schools, although there were no universalities 

about what areas of current school functioning were subject to review and about what improvements were 

needed. The function of the NEELB Field Officers was to mobilise the internal resources of the school by 

encouraging staff to define the needs of the school, by facilitating the review process (leading 

brainstorming sessions, providing proforma or questionnaires to facilitate discussion on curricular and 

organisational issues, and helping staff to analyse the resultant data) and by assisting with prioritisation.

With regard to the two schools who had not engaged external support in relation to the school- 

based review, a recent inspection report was used as a springboard for staff discussion. Subsequently, 

teachers’ perceptions with regard to areas that required improvement were elicited through staff discussion 

and brainstorming sessions. As Principal B recounted, 'Sve put our views together and built up a picture of 

how we wanted our school to move forward...there’s quite a bit of each individual staff member in the 

development plan as well [as improvements recommended in the inspection report].”  ̂ This school

' PepartTnenl o f  Fducation. N orthern Ireland Inspectorate. E valuating Schools. D EN I, 1992. 

^ School B, 99-110.
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subsequently engaged NEELB support in relation to the development o f curricular policies in English, 

Mathematics and Science.

Five of the principals interviewed indicated that the school had/were about to embark upon the 

second three year cycle. All related that the format of the review conducted at the commencement of the 

second cycle differed from their initial school based review. In the initial planning cycle, the foundation 

for the development plan needed to be established. The schools needed to ascertain where they were 

developing from, which involved examining current educational provision, eliciting staff concerns and 

analysing inspection reports. In addition, the schools faced new challenges such as the development of the 

Northern Ireland Curriculum and the budgetary implications o f LMS (local management of schools), 

which needed to be assimilated into the planning process.

In contrast, when embarking on the second planning cycle, the previous school development plan 

comprised a knowledge base from which to operate. Consequently, engaging in a full-scale audit was 

deemed unnecessary. All five principals related that an evaluation of the existing school development plan 

- generally during a whole staff meeting - was/would be used to decide what needed to be done in order to 

sustain and build on previous achievements. Staff concerns and opinions and ongoing external policy 

requirements were/would also be considered when deciding on priorities for the second planning cycle.

Furthermore, the five principals seemed more confident and in control of the review/evaluation

process which marked the commencement of the second cycle. None of the five principals engaged

external assistance, and two were, in fact, developing their own structures to facilitate the review. One

principal had developed a proforma to facilitate staff in their analysis o f the previous plan [See Appendix

VI]. This proforma would then serve as a springboard for discussing what needed to be developed in the

next planning cycle. Principal F recounted:

In the first cycle we were starting from scratch in that we had a full scale audit o f the strengths and 
areas for development. When it came to reviewing for the second cycle it was slightly easier in that 
we were working from the plan that we had set up for ourselves and we had a proforma for recording 
those issues which were complete, those which were incomplete and why they were incomplete and 
any emergent issues which had come out o f it.'

Likewise, prior to the review that marked the commencement o f the second planning cycle. 

Principal D developed a staff questionnaire to elicit both individual staff concerns and their opinion on

‘ School F, 30-39.

216



what areas needed to be developed in order to enhance educational quality in the school. The ensuing staflF 

discussion was then focused on the list o f issues identified and priorities encapsulated in the first 

development plan that needed to be sustained/improved/further developed.

We had one meeting highlighting what needs to be done in the next three years. At the beginning of 
term, I gave staflF a little questionnaire saying ‘would you please write down below anything that’s 
worrying you or anything that you feel we could do better in the next three years.’ That’s how we 
started it ofiF. You’ve got to make the whole staff feel involved in the management of the school.’

It is clear that development planning is not a simple matter o f following a blueprint or prescription 

but a process o f learning. As planning cycles succeed one another and skills are enhanced, schools 

discover the most favourable way of engaging in the review process and new structures (for instance, 

proforma/questionnaires), emerge to further enhance the process. In this manner, each school discovers 

for itself the planning process that harmonises most favourably with its state o f development and its staflF.

7.6 I rw o l^ e ^  iyvthe'Pla^vvrUYig'Prctceii'

Two questions relating to the personnel involved in the planning process were posed in the 

questionnaire instruments. Firstly, both principals and teachers were asked “which of the following 

(including, the principal, vice-principal, whole staflF, parents and pupils) were involved in (a) the school- 

based review, (b) prioritisation, (c) implementing action plans, (d) monitoring and (e) evaluation?”  ̂

Secondly, both groups of respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which the various interest groups 

were involved on a scale ranging from very involved to very little involvement.^ The fifty-two principals 

and the sixty teachers who had returned the questionnaire all responded to these two questions. The 

principals’ responses are presented in Appendix VII, Tables 12 and 13, while the teachers’ responses are 

furnished in Appendix VIII, Tables 5 and 6.

Chart 7.7 represents the personnel who were “very involved” or who had “some involvement” in 

the planning process. It reveals that overall, the principals’ and teachers’ responses to both the 

aforementioned questions revealed that the principal and staflF of the school were the main participants in 

the process o f formulating a development plan. Ninety-five percent o f principals noted, for instance, that

' School D, 104-111.

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 14; Teachers’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 5.

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 15; Teachers’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 6.
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all staff were either ‘very involved’ (66%) or had ‘some involvement’ (29%) in the process [Appendix VII, 

Table 13]. A high proportion of respondents also noted that NEELB personnel were involved: forty-five 

percent o f teachers and fifty percent o f principals stated that the NEELB were either ‘very involved’ or had 

‘some involvement’ in the process. However, as revealed in Section 7.5, other members of the school 

community - pupils, parents, governors and the Inspectorate - had very little involvement according to the 

principals [Appendix VII, Table 13] and the teachers surveyed [Appendix VIII, Table 6],

Chart 7.7 also reveals that although minor discrepancies emerged between the teachers and the 

principals with regard to the involvement of parents, pupils and the Inspectorate, in general, both groups 

were in agreement with regard to the level o f involvement o f the various interest groups.

These findings are, in the main, consistent with those reported by Broadhead et al. and 

MacGilchrist et al. Analogous to the current investigation, these researchers noted that headteachers were 

virtually always involved in designing school development plans and class teachers were the second most 

involved group. Parents and pupils were seldom involved in the development planning process. However, 

while over half the schools in Broadhead et al.’s research had involved governors in designing plans, 

MacGilchrist et al.’s research and the current research revealed that governors had very little 

involvement.' As MacGilchrist et al. related, “The role of governors was revealed to be problematical.”^

* B roadhead et al., “ Im proving Prim ary Schools,” 283 ; M acG ilchrist et al.. Planning M atters. 196-197. 

2
MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters. 197.
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The main discrepancy between the three studies concerned the role of external agencies. In the current 

study, forty-five percent of teachers and sixty percent of principals noted that NEELB support was engaged in 

the process of formulating a school development plan. In comparison, a quarter of the schools surveyed by 

Broadhead et al. involved LEA personnel,' while MacGilchrist et al. reported that a characteristic noticeable 

by its absence was the role of external agencies: “the LEA featured little in relation to the formulation of 

plans....There did not appear to be an infrastructure at LEA level to support the implementation of the SDP.”^

The principals and teachers in this study were also in agreement with regard to the stage(s) in the 

planning process where the participants were primarily involved [Appendix VII, Table 12; Appendix VIII, 

Table 5]. Charts 7.8 and 7.9 represent the perceptions of principals and teachers respectively with regard to 

the involvement of the principal, vice-principal and staff at the various planning stages (i.e. Review, 

Prioritisation, Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation).

Firstly, these charts reveal a high level of involvement for each of the three groups across all five 

stages. Secondly, the data in these charts reveal that while the level of involvement of the principal and vice

principal remains relatively constant throughout, staff involvement fluctuates between the different planning 

stages. The greatest variation in the level of staff involvement occurs at the monitoring stage. Only fifty 

percent of teachers and fifty-seven percent of principals indicated that the whole-staff were involved in 

monitoring the plan.

One reason for this disparity may be that some staff rather than all staff ha\e. responsibility for various 

aspects of the process. On average, one-third of the respondents indicated that some sta ff members were 

involved in implementing priorities, monitoring progress and evaluating outcomes (Chart 7.10). Thus, while 

all/most may be involved (particularly in school-based review and prioritisation), certain staff members - co

ordinators or senior management personnel, for instance - may have more responsibility for some stages than 

others.

' B roadhead et al., “ Im proving Prim ary Schools,”  283.

^ M acG ilchrist et al., Planning M atters. 197 and 198.
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In fact, the interview data revealed that in many schools a co-ordinator was assigned responsibility for 

overseeing the development o f curriculum related priorities and action plans, in particular, those relating to 

the formulation of curricular policies and programmes of work. Accordingly, the whole staff may not be 

involved in the processes o f implementation and monitoring until such schemes/policies are actually 

developed. The interview data also intimated that the senior management team and in some instances, the 

subject co-ordinator, had responsibility for monitoring. Moreover, there was almost unanimous agreement 

among the principals surveyed (96%) that they themselves played a very significant role in monitoring 

progress - a finding that would be anticipated given their role. This may explain the relatively low level of 

whole staff involvement at the monitoring stage.

C hcu^ F. lO : S(>rne'StzPi^£i^volveine4xtC *vde\'eZopm eyitpla4vnC n0'

50 T

I
Kepiew Priorities Implementation Monitoring ¥^va!uation

Principals' Espouses Teachers' Responses

A further insight into the nature of the involvement of the various interest groups was furnished by the 

interviews. Information pertaining to the involvement of NEELB personnel, parents, co-ordinators and the 

whole staff was garnered and is elucidated on in the discourse below.

7. 6. 1 N1EEL3 In^/oU/e^rve/rvt O n /V e^ elopm /e^ plcM vrvO n g':
The' Int^ervCew&e^’ Penpect^iA/e'

Ten of the eleven principals interviewed indicated that NEELB Field Officers were involved in the 

establishment o f a school development plan.' This involvement was particularly desirable in the initial

' N ine principals related that the N EE LB  w ere involved in the school-based review. T en principals stated that they had solicited 
N E E l.B  curriculum  support.
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planning stages when staff required advice on the operationalisation of the process and in particular with 

regard to the school based review/evaluation. Assistance was also provided with regard to the formulation of 

curricular policies and programnmes of study. As one principal reported, board support was solicited to 

“broaden teachers’ awareness of the requirements of the curriculum and to acquaint them with new 

approaches.” '

An analysis o f the interview data relayed that the NEELB field officers acted as consultants to the

school and not as purveyors of school improvement. They advised staff with regard to the format and structure

of a school development plan and outlined the activities involved in the planning process. Board officers also

facilitated the staff in formulating the plan. In many instances, brainstorming sessions pertaining to school

aims, priorities, resources, or school strengths/weaknesses in relation to curricular and organisational issues

were conducted. In other instances, a pre-printed proforma/questionnaire containing structured questions was

used to elicit staff viewpoints on whether a particular curricular/organisational area was progressing well or in

need o f attention. Field officers also played a facilitating role in analysing this data and in helping staff to

identify ways of realising the gap between the way things are and what is desired. Likewise, the principals

emphasised that the curricular assistance received was not prescriptive and did not impinge on the

professional autonomy of the teacher in the classroom. Instead, teachers were introduced to a range of

teaching approaches from which to choose and retained the freedom to tailor curriculum content and teaching

strategies to the needs of their pupils. As Principal C related.

It is left to teachers’ professional discretion what not to use and what to use as quite an amount is 
presented by the support team. An awful lot of the support we’ve been getting is actually to help us to 
define our programmes of study - what is actually taught under the various subject areas - and helping 
us to draft out programmes o f study for different year groups and different Key Stages and also teaching 
methodologies and strategies.^

A number of principals also noted that they received curriculum support for teachers in their 

classrooms whereby a teacher seconded to the Board would come out to the school and work with teachers in 

their classroom situation - “so rather than just a theory end o f it there’s very much a practical end...teachers 

can be...present with a science expert who is delivering a series of lessons on a topic. That’s very 

favourable.”^

' School C, 96-100.

 ̂ Ibid., 103-114.

•^Ibid., 114-122.
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Those principals interviewed who had engaged the services of NEELB personnel noted that their 

assistance was invaluable. While the majority o f principals had attended an inservice course on development 

planning, many teachers had not had this experience and were not as familiar with the process. Indeed, it will 

be recalled from Chapter Six, that some teachers were apprehensive/unsure of what was involved and 

sceptical of the benefits of engaging in the process. Thus, the assistance of Board personnel enabled the 

school staff to learn together and ensured informed participation in the review process. Principal D noted that 

it was ‘brilliant’ having an outsider coming in because she felt it was easier for teachers to accept advice and 

guidance from an outsider.'

Benefits were also to be gained from the discussion/brainstorming sessions facilitated by the field

officers. Firstly, every staff member had an opportunity to voice their opinion and proffer suggestions.

Secondly, in some schools, ‘brainstorming’ offered staff a new approach for gathering information during

staff discussions. In addition, staff began to develop the skills necessary to undertake the review process

including, for example, how to engage in brainstorming sessions, how to evaluate a curricular/organisational

area, and data gathering and data analysis skills. Thus, with the help o f a Board Officer the school was

enabled to utilise and develop its own resources and to improve its problem solving capability. Indeed,

Principal C recounted, “if there’s a need for major w ork... 1 honestly cannot see that being achieved within the

resources available in school only....Expert outside help would be very much required.”  ̂ Dalin endorses the

engagement of external agents as ‘another type of resource’ for schools. He contends that

A dialogue between the school and external consultant will mobilise the internal resources of the 
school...not by the consultant providing solutions for the school [but] to work with the school as an 
organisation; to be sensitive to the culture and its needs for renewal; to respect the right o f the school to 
define its own needs; select strategies for change that suit the school; and to assist the school in the 
process of change.^

7 . 6.2 9ci/re/v\ZaX'lvv\/ol^em/e/¥\Xr. The/Iv\tervieAu&ey

As adduced above, the data elicited from the questionnaire instruments revealed that parents were 

rarely involved in the formulation of a school development plan. The interview data confirmed this finding - 

all eleven principals recounted that parents were not involved in the process of establishing a plan. However,

' School D. 375-377.

^ School C, 191-200.

 ̂ Dalin. Changing the School Culture. 24-25.
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the principals emphasised that parents were involved to a greater or lesser extent in other aspects of school 

life. Methods o f involving parents included a monthly newsletter to inform them about developments in the 

school, parent/teacher consultations, parents’ handbook/prospectus and invitations to harvest assemblies and 

Christmas pageants. In four schools, parents were invited to partake in their child’s education by participating 

in a ‘Partnership in Reading Scheme.’ A number of principals related that while parents were not directly 

involved in the establishment o f the plan, the activities to involve parents had emanated as a result o f a 

priority in the school development plan to enhance parental involvement.

Interestingly, however, while none o f the eleven principals involved parents in the formulation of the 

school development plan in the first planning cycle, three principals who had embarked on their second three 

year planning cycle recounted that they intended to involve parents in the formulation of the next school plan. 

All three principals intimated that this involvement would be confined to the review phase of the development 

plan. Principal G related that parental involvement was highlighted as a priority in the development plan two 

years previously. Consequently, the Partnership in Reading Scheme was initiated, a booklet providing help 

and information on curricular matters produced, and parents invited to participate in the harvest assembly. 

Now, having become more involved with parents as a result of these initiatives, the school regarded 

consulting parents views as part o f their “way forward” in the future.

Likewise, Principal F recounted that staff were beginning to realise that parents should have an input 

into the school development plan. She stated that the review process and the development plan were 

undertaken for the benefit of the four hundred pupils curently on roll, “but we’ve never actually asked the 

parents how they felt things were going.” ' Accordingly, at the previous SDP review she encouraged teachers 

to consider the possibility of eliciting parental opinion with regard to school functioning. She related that the 

staff were concerned that their professional autonomy would be constrained and they would be inundated with 

multifarious requests for change. However, the general consensus was that only by soliciting parental opinion 

could the school establish how well parents believed the school was progressing. In addition, they accepted 

that an external dimension would validate staff opinion and also give parents a feeling of worth and genuine 

involvement in school development. Subsequently, the principal developed a proforma to go out to parents 

prior to the review o f the current development plan. This proforma informed parents that the staff were

‘ School F, 469-473.
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preparing for the next school year and as valued partners in the educational process their opinion with regard 

to two specific issues would be welcome:

1. Areas which they are happy with and would like to see continued.

2. Areas which they would like to see development in, or new ideas which they might have that the 
school could attempt to take on board.

Parents were cautioned, however, that the staff could not guarantee that they would be able to deal with all

suggestions proffered, but they would certainly take on board what parents were saying and endeavour to

address their concerns.'

It would appear, therefore, that having become familiar with the process themselves, staff began to 

realise the value o f engaging an external perspective on how well the school is functioning in order to validate 

and augment the professional judgement o f the staff. It will be recalled that development planning was a 

relatively new initiative for the majority o f schools in this study. Thus, in the initial planning stages staff 

would not have felt confident about working with parents as they had not yet gained experience o f the process 

themselves and in some instances were unsure of how development planning would work or were sceptical of 

the benefits of engaging in the process (Chapter Six). Accordingly, staff needed to become familiar with the 

process themselves and understand what development planning entailed in order to feel confident about 

consulting with parents. This observation is substantiated by Skelton et al. who intimate that staff may need to 

‘practice’ on their own prior to involving others in the process. They also suggest that it is best to defer the 

involvement of parents and others until staff believe their contributions will be most useful and productive.^

In addition, it may not be necessary to involve parents and others in all areas of school ftinctioning - 

the principal and staff need to identify which priorities would particularly benefit from the perusal o f an 

external perspective. As Skelton et al. relate, parents, governors and others do not need to be involved at the 

same level of intensity as the staff or as each other. They also emphasise the importance of ensuring that the 

involvement of others was ‘appropriate.’  ̂ Moreover, the current research indicates that is not practicable to 

involve others in every issue for as Principal F revealed, involving parents means extra work for staff in 

developing the proformas, in analysing the results when these are returned to the school, and in

' Ibid., 473-496.

2
Skelton et al.. Development Planning for Primary Schools, 34-36.

 ̂ Ibid., 36.
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acknowledging parental input by providing feedback on the information obtained.' However, as adduced in 

Chapter 2.5, the benefit of engaging the evidence of a number of interest groups is that a more holistic 

overview of the subject/area in question is ensured and the information garnered provides the school with 

soundly based arguments to justify the course of its development. It also contributes to the creation of a system 

of quality assurance between the school and its external stakeholders.

F.63 Stâ f Ivw&lA/em/e/nt- The' Ivitervie\uê ’ VeArapeoCiA/e/

The general consensus was that a whole-school approach was central to the design and implementation 

of a school development plan. As Principal G related, successful development planning seems to be 

conditional on a number of factors - “staff working together, plus honesty and openness. Unless you have 

those key factors in place and a commitment from all concerned you’re wasting your time.”  ̂ Likewise, 

Principal F recounted, “The actual plan is only a piece of paper... it needs to be a working document and it 

can’t be a working document unless it has a force behind it so you have to have people who are committed to 

implementing it.”^

Indeed, the majority of the principals emphasised that staff commitment and a sense of ownership were 

a sine qua non of development planning. As Principal 1 related, there is no point in the Senior Management 

Team or the principal doing it - staff need to be able to identify with and have a sense of ownership of the 

plan, therefore, all need to go through the process of devising it. Similarly, Principal H stated,

1 tend to work with the whole-staff - it’s probably a better strategy than sending three people off to work 
on science because the others then have no ownership of it. I’ve done things like release the co-ordinator 
for a few days to think about how we’re going to approach it and then involve everybody."*

Whitaker endorses these sentiments noting that by involving everyone in organisational development, “it is 

possible to maximise the human resources and skills, commitment and energy to create a potent and catalytic 

mix for successful change and development.” '

‘ School F, 483-488. 

 ̂ School G, 306-308. 

 ̂ School F, 334-337. 

School H, 448-451.
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Eight of the eleven principals indicated that prior to the introduction of development planning teachers 

did not work together formally to plan whole school curriculum development, policies or schemes of work. 

Notwithstanding, all emphasised that good working relationships existed among the staff and they worked 

together collaboratively on an informal level. Moreover, three principals noted that a surprising number of 

classroom doors were always open, reflecting teachers’ openness with one another and their acceptance of 

other professionals walking into their classrooms. Staff meetings were engaged to focus on school 

management and organisational issues that affected all staff, including the school calendar, resources, parent 

teacher meetings and school discipline. In larger schools, teachers teaching the same year group met formally 

to plan a monthly scheme, but as Principal G related, “I wouldn’t have said there was a lot o f collaboration 

beyond that.”  ̂ In general, staff hadn’t practice in engaging in dialogue about their professional activity, in 

talking about the teaching and learning style they use and in regularly revising curriculum content.

The challenge for these principals, therefore, was to encourage teachers to work together, learn from 

each other, and improve their expertise as a community in the context of the school development plan. Whole 

staff meetings to focus on the school development plan was one o f the primary structures engaged by the 

principals to promote a whole school approach to development planning. Indeed, as intimated above, eight 

schools were already characterised by a climate of openness and congeniality - comfortable collaboration - 

upon which more focused collaborative efforts could be founded. All but one of the eleven principals 

recounted that regular whole-staff meetings provided the forum for staff discussion and decision-making 

pertaining to the formulation and implementation o f a school development plan. For instance. Principal F 

announced:

In the early days there would have been a lot o f whole team meetings. All our initial policy making and 
programme making would have been done as a whole staff. That was deliberate because people had not 
gone down that road and it’s like everything else...the more practice you have the more competent you 
become. In actual fact, in the first two years everything was done together so that people were practising 
all the time.^

The involvement of NEELB personnel also enhanced the collaborative process. As adduced above 

brainstorming sessions led by field officers gave voice to shyer staff members and encouraged professional

' Whitaker. Managing Change. 138.

 ̂ School G, 446-448.

 ̂ School F, 276-289.
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disclosure in an atmosphere o f openness and trust, which helped counterbalance individual feelings of 

exposure, inadequacy or threat.

According to the principals, school size also had an influence on whole-staflF participation. As the 

quotes below reveal, principals believed that it was easier for staff in a smaller school to work as a collective 

team. Staff could gather informally at break or lunch times and balkanisation was less likely to occur. For 

instance. Principal C observed, “In a school our size (five teachers), development planning is ideal because as 

a small staff we’re together all the time. Larger schools may find it a little bit more difficult and that’s where 

a co-ordinator or senior management team comes in.” ' Conversely, Principal F related that a larger staff 

(seventeen teachers) made it harder for staff to be a team collectively:

I think it must be quite different in a smaller school. I imagine that in a smaller school you have that 
closer contact where everybody knows what’s going on without you having to create the structures all the 
time, whereas in a large school you really have to create the structure to ensure that everybody knows 
what is happening.^

Indeed, this principal recounted that in order to ensure full staff participation a clear structure for writing 

policies predicated on a whole school approach was established. A brainstorming session led by the co

ordinator gave all teachers an opportunity to voice their opinions and proffer suggestions. Then the principal 

worked alongside the co-ordinator to compose a drafl policy. She noted, however, that “the really important 

bit is to get the feeling from staff so that there’s a sense of ownership there.” Subsequently, the draft policy 

“would go back to staff to ensure that everybody knows exactly what the implications were and in those early 

days we would have spent a lot o f time haggling over words. It was important to people that the right words 

were used.”^

The majority of the eleven principals recounted a similar discussion and decision-making structure. For 

instance, Principal G asserted that “if  there are a number of avenues and one has to be decided upon, the staff 

will discuss them, the SMT will narrow [the possibilities] down to two or three, then bring it back to staff 

again. Then, largely based on the professional opinion of the staff, we’d run with that one.”^

' School C , 124-128. 

^ School F. 256-261. 

^ Ibid., 289-297.

^ School G , 285-288.

229



Thus, whole staff involvement and discussion was complemented by both individual and small group 

contributions. A co-ordinator can play an important role in collating information generated at staff meetings, 

in liaising with individual staff members/teams and in drafting documents for whole staff deliberation. 

Indeed, five of the eleven principals indicated that each teacher is empowered to assume a leadership role with 

regard to a particular area o f school development. As a result, each staff member was conscious o f assisting 

their colleagues, as they in turn would require assistance with regard to the priority they were responsible for. 

As Principal F recounted, “I think the fact that everybody has an area of the curriculum or a shared area 

means that everybody knows that their turn comes at some stage and there is a feeling that I will be looking 

for support and therefore I’ll give support.” ' The role o f the co-ordinator in development planning is further 

elucidated on in section 7.6.4 below.

Key-stage/working group contributions also complemented whole staff participation in development 

planning. Indeed, the majority of principals of the larger schools related that when developing aspects of the 

development plan/formulating policies or programmes of work, staffs work initially as a collective team, then 

break up into key stage/working groups to discuss aspects o f the policy/scheme. Subsequently, each group 

reports back at a full staff meeting, thus ensuring that all are aware of the policy implications and the 

programme of study appropriate to each key stage.

MacGilchrist et al. also reported that a whole school approach to development planning characterised 

by a combination o f whole school open consultation, curriculum/senior management team meetings and 

specific individual responsibilities was a feature of the more effective school development plans in her study.^ 

The centrality of whole staff involvement in development planning was also endorsed by Cotter. He related 

that all fifly-three schools surveyed in the course o f his research, irrespective of size, engaged whole-staff 

meetings as a forum for development planning. Moreover, although a higher percentage of principals in 

smaller schools rated whole-staff meetings as very important (82% of smaller schools compared with 50% of 

larger schools), overall, a high proportion of all principals (72%) regarded whole-staft' meetings as very 

important for the planning process.^

' School F, 218-222.

2
MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters. 145-147.

^ Cotter, “Facilitating School Development Planning,” 87-88.
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According to Cotter, larger schools attached greater importance to group meetings. While whoIe-staflF 

meetings were engaged exclusively in forty-seven percent of cases (mainly smaller schools), a combination of 

whole-staff meetings and staff group meetings was favoured by over fifty percent of the schools (mainly larger 

schools). Moreover, Cotter intimated that small group meetings were less essential in smaller schools given 

the fact that “the staff in a small school constitutes a small group.” '

Cotter also emphasised the value of small group meetings. He related that the creation of small 

working groups allows teachers to express themselves to a smaller audience, thus curtailing the impact of 

embarrassment and dominant personalities which are more likely to occur in a larger audience. In addition, 

groups with particular expertise can provide draft documents, coaching for colleagues or can work on 

particular aspects of the plan.'* Analogous to the principals in the current study. Cotter stressed that it is 

essentia! for small working groups to operate within a context of openness and communication with the 

whole-staff group. Otherwise, those who are not involved in the group may not embrace a sense of ownership 

or commitment to the project, factors regarded by the principals in the current research as a sine qua non of 

development planning.

For this reason, (as outlined above), many of the principals in the current research indicated that 

particularly in the initial planning stages the whole staff was encouraged to work together as a team. By 

working together on the review process, the school aims and aspirations, the selection of priorities and so

forth, all staff were learning together and were gaining practice in engaging in teamwork and collaborative 

decision-making, thus improving their expertise as a community. A number of the principals who participated 

in the qualitative aspect of this research intimated that such ‘practice’ was essential for staffs who were not 

used to collaborating on priorities pertaining to curriculum issues, and teaching and learning.

Six of the eleven principals asserted that whole-staff involvement in the development of curriculum 

related priorities meant that all teachers were aware of the curriculum content, programmes of study and 

teaching methodologies appropriate to both key stages. For instance. Principal C related that the staff worked 

as a collective team to ‘re-vamp’ the school policy on English. This meant that “those of us in key stage one 

had an opportunity to comment on what’s happening in key stage two and vice versa...so aside fi'om being

' Ibid., 88.

Ibid.. 159.
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aware of what happens in our own key stage we would certainly be more aware of what happens in the other 

key stage as well.” ' Likewise, Principal F asserted that “realistically, key stage one teachers might never visit 

key stage two teachers in their entire career. 1 wouldn’t like it to happen. They’ve got to know what’s 

happening there and to appreciate the different difficulties that go with teaching in a different year group.”  ̂

This knowledge also enhanced teachers’ confidence with regard to teaching a different year group. The 

majority of principals noted that they regularly encouraged staff to change year groups. This involves teachers 

changing the content of the programme they teach, pitching their teaching at a different level and working 

with different people.

I think that’s part of staff development where you actually get the opportunity to work with a number of 
different people as a partner rather than always working with the same person. [This] has its advantages 
too because you suss out how each other works and you can complement each other. But there’s always 
something to be gained from working with someone new.^

In addition, by working closely together, the staff ensured that the curriculum experienced by the pupils was 

characterised by continuity and progression through the year groups and through the key stages - a key 

requirement of the Northern Ireland Curriculum.

The principals also mentioned that whole staff involvement did not necessarily equate with whole staff 

agreement with regard to decision-making. Consistent with the writings of Fullan and Hagreaves, these 

principals revealed that while collaborative cultures required broad agreement on educational issues, 

disagreement was tolerated within a context of openness and acceptance that professional disagreements 

would not threaten continued personal relationships.'' Indeed, Hayes maintains that “the development of an 

atmosphere in which open dialogue is encouraged will enhance the likelihood of consensus or consent through 

compromise.”  ̂As Principal G asserted.

If there’s professional discussion then you come to professional agreement. Therefore, you agree to adopt 
a process whether everyone agrees with it or not. You’re always going to be left and right of centre but if 
you’re all agreed on a party line then you’re all going to move forward together.®

' School C, 136-146.

 ̂ School F, 260-270.

 ̂ Ibid., 273-276.

4
Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School?. 66.

 ̂ Denis Hayes, "Taking Nothing for Granted.” Educational Management and Administration 24. 3 (1996); 297-298 

* School G, 246-254.
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Fullan contends that disagreement fosters learning and is essential to any successful change effort.' Likewise, 

Stacey maintains that conflict can provoke new insights and lead discussion in new directions. “People spark 

new ideas ofT each other when they argue and disagree - when they are conflicting, confused, and searching 

for new meaning - yet remain willing to discuss and listen to each o t h e r . I n d e e d ,  one of the eleven 

principals declared that during staff meetings he provokes discussion by posing questions and challenging 

teachers in their thinking. His theory is to enrich their thinking by encouraging them to see many possibilities 

and many ways of doing things.^ He also maintains that it is essential that people are kept focused on the 

important things in school - i.e. teaching and learning. Otherwise, personality clashes and other less 

important issues take over.'*

The foregoing discourse relates that the schools involved in the current study engaged a whole school 

approach to development planning. This whole school approach was characterised by a combination o f whole 

staff involvement, staff working groups and individual responsibility. In larger schools particularly, staff sub

groups worked on aspects o f the development plan. However, the principals emphasised that in all cases the 

group reported back at whole-staff meetings to ensure that all staff were aware of what was involved. 

Likewise, in schools where a co-ordinator had responsibility for drafting a policy/scheme, he/she consulted 

with colleagues and the whole-staflF had input into the document during whole staff meetings. Evidence that 

development planning was predicated on a combination o f whole staff involvement, working groups and 

individual responsibility was also provided by the written planning documents (Chapter Ten).

7.6 A  a/C0'-0rdA/v\x}uC<yr

A significant finding of this study is that the curriculum co-ordinator(s) has a major role to play in the 

management of the school development plan. Indeed, Principal D related that the curriculum co-ordinator was 

now a very crucial member of a school team because the breadth o f the curriculum and the many curriculum 

changes made it difficult for the principal to be familiar with all aspects o f curriculum content and 

implementation.^ Seven o f the eleven principals interviewed noted that the development o f  curriculum related

' FuHan, Change Forces. 27.

2
R. Stacey. Managing the Unknowable (San Francisco; Jossey-Bass. 1992), 120.

 ̂ School E, 270-272.

Ibid., 296-309.

 ̂ School D, 243-248.
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priorities was managed by the co-ordinator(s). It was also apparent that curriculum co-ordinators were 

particularly important in larger school organisations. O f the seven schools where an individual(s) was 

assigned co-ordination duties, six were large schools with between eight and twenty teachers. In the other 

school - a four teacher school - the co-ordinator had been appointed to oversee the Performance Enhancement 

Programme.

With regard to the four schools where a co-ordinator was not engaged, one principal noted that as a 

small staff - five teachers - a co-ordinator was superfluous to requirements as the whole-staff worked together 

to develop policies and schemes. In two schools - one a five teacher, the other a six teacher school - the

principal acted as co-ordinator for the school development plan. In the other school - a twelve-teacher school -

responsibility for school development was vested solely in the principal who embraced an autocratic 

leadership style.

Both questionnaire' and interview data revealed that the subject co-ordinator embraced a significant 

range o f responsibilities. These included:

•  leading the staff in the development of policies or programmes of work;

•  writing subject policies and schemes of work;

• keeping up to date with developments in that particular field;

•  overseeing the progression of the subject throughout the school;

•  advising and supporting colleagues in relation to the subject in question;

•  identifying resource needs and ensuring appropriate resources are available;

•  identifying inservice training needs; and

• liaising with external agencies.

The principals interviewed described how the co-ordinator led/chaired staff meetings and posed 

questions to encourage staff to reflect on what they were currently doing in relation to the subject in question. 

They also proffered suggestions with regard to what should be included in schemes of work/policies in the 

light of the Northern Ireland Curriculum requirements. A number of principals noted that the curriculum co

ordinator also consulted with individual teachers in relation to the development of a scheme of work for a

' Information pertaining to the role o f  the co-ordinator was elicited from the Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Three, Questions 
4(a). 7 and 8 and Section Four, Question 4(a).
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particular year group. Subsequent to this consultative process, the co-ordinator drafted a document(s) which 

would be further discussed and refined at a whole-staff meeting. Principal D related how the co-ordinator “co

ordinates the subject for the whole school and that involves not only writing a policy, it also involves writing a 

scheme of work so that their colleagues have something on paper to know what has to be delivered and how it 

is to be delivered.” '

An analysis of both the interview and questionnaire data revealed that the primary role of the co

ordinator was the formulation of subject policies and schemes of work and offering advice and positive 

encouragement to colleagues on curriculum issues. The co-ordinator had a very limited role to play in 

monitoring and evaluating the policy and programme once individual teachers began to put these into 

practice. Moreover, in schools where the co-ordinator was involved in an evaluative capacity, evaluation was 

external to the classroom environment and was not solely the responsibility of the co-ordinator, but shared 

jointly with the principal.

Similar findings were reported by McGarvey et al. who conducted a study of subject co-ordinators in a 

sample of Northern Ireland Primary Schools. The principals in their study “saw co-ordinators to be mainly 

concerned with producing subject policy documents and schemes of work, managing resources and acting as a 

source of subject related advice and current awareness for other teachers.”  ̂ They recounted that classroom- 

based work by co-ordinators was infi'equent and seldom considered part of their role. The co-ordinators in 

McGarvey’s study echoed these sentiments. They regarded themselves as “professionals amongst 

professionals” and expected to collaborate with teacher colleagues, support and advise them on curriculum 

issues and help to plan schemes of work.^ The majority of co-ordinators in the survey confirmed that 

evaluation remained a problematical area of their role. They held reservations about entering a colleague’s 

classroom to evaluate and were reluctant appear to ‘impose’ curriculum policy. McGarvey et al. emphasised 

that these reservations were not related to lack of confidence or an unwillingness to perform the duties of a

‘ School D, Side 1,72-86.

2
McGarvey et al., “The role o f  the Core Subject Co-ordinator in Supporting Differentiation in Northern Ireland Primary Schools,” 

School Leadership and Management 17,3 (1997): 385.

 ̂ Ibid., 380 and 384.
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subject co-ordinator, but rather about the perennial question of teacher autonomy' (See also, Section 8.2.2 - 

Assigning a co-ordinator for the purposes of monitoring and/or evaluation).

Analogous to McGarvey et a!., the principals in the current research also revealed that the co

ordinators were disinclined to enter a colleague’s classroom or interfere in colleagues’ practice for evaluation 

purposes. Moreover, they relayed that teachers more readily accepted the presence of the principal in their 

classroom in an evaluative capacity than a colleague. In addition, they stressed that there was neither the time 

nor the opportunity in the normal school day for co-ordinators to do anything other than teach their class. As 

Principal F related.

There are limits to what co-ordinators can do because they have a class commitment. Also, when you 
mention the word ‘monitoring’ people almost synonymously think of appraisal and that it is monitoring 
of them, an assessment of them rather than of the programme. So that’s another part of the culture to be 
developed. They’re quite happy for me to go into the rooms and see what’s happening but not evei^body 
would be comfortable yet with a colleague going in.^

Notwithstanding, a small number of principals related that the co-ordinator was involved in the school 

development plan in an evaluative capacity. With regard to the interview data, five of the seven principals 

who stated that the co-ordinator had a role to play in managing the plan identified an evaluative function for 

the co-ordinator. Furthermore, twenty-five percent of the principals surveyed (12 schools) relayed that a co

ordinator had responsibility for monitoring progress and/or evaluating the implementation of the priority in 

question (Section 8.2.2: Tables 8.2 and 8.3).

The principals interviewed indicated that the evaluation activities undertaken by the co-ordinators 

involved liaison with individual teachers to ascertain how implementation of aspects of the programme/policy 

was progressing and/or examining teachers’ six weekly work planners.^ Neither of these activities were 

regarded as infringing teachers’ sense of professional autonomy. Indeed, McGarvey et al. noted that the six 

weekly planners in particular, were regarded by the co-ordinators as “an effective means of evaluation which

‘ Ibid., 384-385.

 ̂ School F. 414-419.

 ̂ The six weekly work planner comprises an overview o f  what each teacher plans to accomplish in the ensuing six-week period. 
Cognisance must be taken o f  the school development plan/action plans, and issues to be addressed reflected in the planner. The six weekly work 
plan is planned collaboratively with a colleague, then drawn up by each individual teacher. In larger schools the planner is the result o f  liaison 
between teachers teaching the same year group and sometimes the special needs teacher(s). In smaller schools teachers work with a colleague(s) 
teaching in the same Key Stage. In this manner, there is a level o f  continuity and progression between year groups and within year groups. In 
general, two or three afternoons o f  directed time are set aside every six weeks for this collaborative planning to occur.
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did not threaten teacher autonomy.. . [and were] said ...to  maintain a good planning structure, to identify gaps 

and to evaluate good practice..

Five o f the interviewees in the current research described the six weekly planner system. Three 

principals noted that both they and the co-ordinator used the six-weekly work plan as a means o f evaluating 

the school development plan while two other principals personally engaged this method for the exercise. The 

principal received a copy o f each teacher’s planner in advance o f the six-week period. This enabled him/her to 

obtain an overview of what is going to be achieved in each subject for that period of time. In three schools, the 

co-ordinator also received a copy of each teacher’s planner or the relevant section of the planner, or 

alternatively, had access to the file containing the six weekly work planner for each teacher. This enabled the 

co-ordinator to discern exactly what is being done, what has been done (a ‘tick’ generally denotes 

achievement) and what is being changed in the light o f the school development plan.

Two o f the seven principals who noted that the development of curriculum-related priorities was 

managed by the co-ordinator believed it was now necessary to extend the co-ordinator’s role and include 

visiting classrooms in an evaluative capacity as part of the co-ordinator’s brief For instance, f*rincipal G 

expounded:

A copy o f the [six weekly planner] notes in their entirety come to m e....Then a copy of the relevant 
sections go to the science co-ordinator and the English co-ordinator, etc. So they get an overview of 
what’s happening in the school...but I think we need to go fiirther to be honest. We need to actually look 
at ways of releasing a co-ordinator for a few days to teach and work alongside their colleagues because 
what [the six weekly planner] allows you to monitor...is the teachers’ side of it - the teaching and the 
planning and the liaison. What we now need to look at is the learning - how well are children learning.^

However, while good professional relationships currently prevailed amongst the staff, both principals 

intimated that the progression from evaluating the implementation of schemes o f work by examining teachers’ 

notes or engaging in discussions with colleagues outside the classroom situation, to evaluating schemes of 

work in action in the classroom would necessitate a fiirther change in the culture o f the school. This, they 

maintained, would take time to evolve and would also need to be nurtured. Accordingly, as teachers more 

readily accept the principal in their classroom, these principals noted that initially they would visit classrooms 

themselves in the belief that this may make it easier for both teacher and the co-ordinator when such an 

exercise is carried out on a subject-specific basis. Moreover, one of the principals emphasised that the

* McGarvey et al., “The Role o f the Core Subject Co-ordinator,” 383.

 ̂ School G, 476-482.
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intention to engage in classroom observation should be included in the planning stages so that the nature and 

purpose o f the exercise is clarified in advance.'

McGarvey et al.’s study also concluded that time needed to be set aside and opportunities created for 

the co-ordinator to go into other classrooms to advise and support teachers and to validate the implementation 

of the action plans. Analogous to the current research they suggested that the head might set an example by 

visiting classrooms in an evaluative capacity, thus creating a culture where having a colleague (albeit the 

head) visit classrooms is customary.^

On the basis of the foregoing discourse, it is evident that the role of the co-ordinator is complex and 

diverse. In addition, the success o f the co-ordinator role depends primarily on three factors. Firstly, co

ordinators need to possess the requisite interpersonal skills needed to support, advise and collaborate with 

teacher colleagues and to liaise with external agencies. As Principal D disclosed, “at the end of the day, it all 

boils down to relationships. It’s how good the curriculum co-ordinator is at putting another teacher at their 

ease so they don’t feel intimidated. There are all those unwritten things that are important.”^

Secondly, the success of the co-ordinator’s role is contingent on professional expertise and up-to-date 

subject information, including the competence to formulate, manage and assess a programme of work and the 

capacity to organise resources to enhance the operationalisation of the programme. This entails a degree of 

work and research on the part o f the co-ordinator who must become familiar with all aspects o f the subject in 

question. As the co-ordinator also has class teaching duties, familiarising oneself with the subject, 

collaborating with colleagues and drafting documents has to be accomplished in the co-ordinator’s personal 

time. Although one principal noted that the infant teachers taught the co-ordinator’s class on a number of 

afternoons each week thus affording the co-ordinator an opportunity to undertake his/her duties, schools in 

general - especially smaller schools with teaching principals - found it difficult to organise and acquire cover 

to enable co-ordinators to be fi-eed to undertake their duties during the school day.

' School F, 421-426.

 ̂ McGarvey et al., “The Role o f  the Subject Co-ordinator,” 385-386. 

 ̂ SchoolD, 100-104.
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Thirdly, the principal has an important role to play in clarifying the the co-ordinator’s role and in 

providing the necessary time, resources and inservice training to enable the co-ordinator flilfil his/her 

responsibilities.

The principals in McGarvey et a l.’s study corroborated these findings. They acknowledged that the 

potential o f  the co-ordinator in terms o f curriculum and staff development could be constrained by a lack of 

appropriate subject expertise, non-contact time for co-ordinators to embark on their duties, and the even 

greater dilemma o f finding time when both co-ordinator and another class teacher are simultaneously 

available for discussion. These authors also recommended that co-ordinators should receive inservice training 

to enhance their capacity to fulfil their role.'

Two principals in the current research indicated how the provision of quality time and financial 

support greatly facilitated the co-ordinator in fulfilling their role and accelerated the implementation of action 

plans pertaining to the formulation of policies and programmes of work. These two principals revealed how as 

a result o f their involvement in the Performance Enhancement Programme (PEP) the co-ordinator was 

afforded quality time to develop policies and schemes of work, collaborate with colleagues and order 

resources. The schools were granted money to provide substitute cover for the English co-ordinator for 

approximately one term. During that time, the co-ordinator examined what the school was doing in relation to 

a particular subject area compared with Northern Ireland Curriculum requirements. He/she also talked to 

teachers both individually and at staff meetings, liaised with NEELB curriculum support officers with regard 

to curriculum content and teaching methods, collated information and drew up schemes of work. Financial 

support was also granted for the provision o f appropriate resources to consolidate the programme. Once the 

policy and schemes o f work were formulated and agreed, the staff could commence implementation. Releasing 

the co-ordinator in this manner accelerated the development process and ensured that schemes of work were 

being implemented for the benefit of the pupils much sooner than if  the co-ordinator was operating in his/her 

own time after school. As Principal F disclosed, “teachers very often don’t have the time, or the money to buy 

the time, or the resources to put these plans into action. PEP has allowed us to buy the time and buy the 

resources...”  ̂ He emphasised that normally schools could take a couple of years to develop policies and

' McGarvey et al., “The Role o f  the Subject Co-ordinator,” 385.

 ̂ School F, 134-136.
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schemes but PEP enabled the school to accelerate that process for English and a similar course of action was 

planned for Mathematics the following year.

7.6.5 Sum/mcury a/^vd/ Olne^cctUyn/y

The general trend emerging from the information garnered in the course of this research is that 

principals and teachers were the main participants in the process of formulating a development plan. The 

research revealed that in the main, all staff were involved in the planning process, although not all at the 

same time or at the same level of intensity as each other - development planning was predicated on a 

combination o f whole staff, working/key-stage group and individual teacher contributions. NEELB personnel 

also played a major role in the process. They endeavoured to mobilise the internal resources of the school by 

advising and guiding staff with regard to the formulation of a school development plan. However, key figures 

such as governors, parents and pupils - all recommended for involvement by the literature - were under

represented. These findings are consistent with those emanating from other research on development planning 

including MacGilchrist et al.,' Broadhead et al.,^ Giles^ and Cotter.

It certainly makes sense to elicit information pertaining to current educational provision from the 

school staff. As Skelton et al. report, “They are the ones responsible for the work which takes place and they 

are the ones who will have to carry out much of the work which leads to the achievement of the priorities 

contained in the plan.”  ̂Nevertheless, the principal and staff are not unilaterally responsible for what goes on 

in the school. Parents have a vested interest in their children’s education and governing bodies, for instance, 

now have considerable responsibilities and powers. Yet only half o f the schools indicated that they consulted 

some of those to whom they are responsible.

However, the foregoing discourse intimated that staff needed to gain experience of the planning 

process themselves in order to feel confident about consulting with parents and others. In fact, Skelton et al.

' MacGilchrist et al., Planning Matters. 75 and 81.

2
Broadhead et al., “Improving Primary Schools,” 283.

^ Corrie Giles, “School-based planning: are UK schools grasping the strategic initiative?” International Journal o f  Educational 
Management 9, No. 4 (1995): 6.

4
Cotter, Facilitating School Development Planning. 4 and 175.

 ̂ Skelton et al.. Development Planning for Primary Schools. 34.
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advise that others should only be involved when their contributions will be most productive and state that it is 

unnecessary for them to be involved in all stages o f the process or at the same level o f intensity as the staff.'

However, the involvement of external agents generates complementary insights and information on the 

current flinctioning of the school and enables a school acquire salient information to contribute to the 

formulation o f its vision. This circumvents organisational stagnation and the possibility o f staff becoming 

victims o f their own institutional culture. Indeed, by soliciting outside assistance and alternative viewpoints 

the school is, in effect, a learning organisation. As Fullan expounds, “the learning organisation is dynamic 

inside, but perforce must be highly plugged into its context.”  ̂ He also recounts that “corroborating evidence 

on the critical combination o f internal and external learning is mounting.”  ̂ As adduced in section 2.7, a 

school is not an island and the capacity to respond creatively to environmental influences and demands is a 

vital component o f school renewal. In fact, having examined studies describing successful school restructuring 

efforts.'* Fullan noted that successful schools were characterised by greater organisational capacity and greater 

external support: “In short, vibrant internal learning communities dynamically plugged into two-way 

relationships with external networks made the difference.”  ̂ In the final analysis, however, the question o f  who 

is involved and the nature of that involvement is unique to each individual school as “there is no one approach 

that will work in every setting.”®

7.7 T l^ \^ o- f - Pr io r ' i X^ ie ^

7.7.1 The^hJu/mJbeyr (X'nyd/C<ynte/v\t o f  PriorCtCe^

In view o f the limited number of questions which can be posed in any one questionnaire, it was decided 

that a number o f the issues to be examined with regard to prioritisation would be explored in the principals’ 

questionnaire while others would be set within the teachers’ questionnaire. Accordingly, rather than

‘ Ibid., 36.

^ Fullan, Change Forces. 83.

 ̂ Michael G. Fullan, “Constructive Change for Complex Times.” Chapter prepared for A. Hargreaves (ed.) Positive Change for 
School Success (Alexandria, V. A.: ASCD, 1997 Yearbook), 14-15.

4
Success was defined as school reform efforts that make a positive difference in student learning and performance, measured both 

by newer standards o f  performance as well as by traditional achievement test.

 ̂ Ibid., 15.

* Goddard and Leask, The Search for Quality. 71.
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comparing and contrasting the teachers’ views with those o f the principals’ the information garnered from the 

two sets o f  questionnaires is synthesised in order to establish a comprehensive portrait o f the concept o f 

prioritisation in schools. This portrait is further enhanced by the inclusion of data from the written 

development plans.

It will be recalled from Chapter 2.6 that in view of the multifarious educational demands encountered 

by schools, they are recommended to select a limited range o f priorities to avoid a situation whereby teachers 

“ ...become exhausted and demoralised in trying to do too much too quickly, but with nothing done properly.” ' 

They are also advised to establish which issues are most important and in need of imminent action - short

term priorities - and those that can be deferred for consideration at a later stage - long-term priorities.

Table/ 7.1: Nu/mbe*‘ of t/iv the/current d&veZopnieynt plan/

Number of Prionties FrequertQi % of Schools

2 3 5.8
3 10 19.2
4 5 9.6
5 8 15.4
6 3 5.8
7 3 5.8
8 II 21.2
12 1 1.9
13 I 1.9
14 I 1.9
15 1 1.9

Missing 5 9.6
52 100

The principals’ questionnaire revealed that the fifty-two schools varied considerably with regard to 

the number o f short-term (one-year) priorities included in their current development plan. As Table 7.1 

reveals, priorities ranged in number from two to fifteen. Fifty percent of the principals indicated that the plan 

contained between two and five short-term priorities. Despite the general consensus in the literature that 

schools should agree a limited set of priorities in any particular year, over twenty-five percent of the 

respondents included between eight and fifteen priorities in their current plan - with eleven of these schools 

embracing eight priorities. Five schools did not reply to this question.

' Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 8.
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Almost all the schools featured Northern Ireland Curriculum subjects among their priorities for 

development.' As Table 7.2 reveals, other major areas of focus included assessment and record keeping, staff 

development and training, resources, roles and responsibilities o f staff, and school buildings and environment. 

Two-thirds had priorities concerned with school management and organisation, while teaching styles and 

methods were prioritised in fifty-four percent of the schools. With regard to the ‘other’ category, four 

principals cited either parental involvement, school policies, dissemination of inservice courses attended by 

staff or promoting the school to the outside world among their priorities. Table 7.2 also reveals that the 

schools’ development plans embrace a combination o f school-generated and externally determined priorities.

Toible/ 7.2: Are<x^f(KA4yi&d'Orv0vvich<ytfi/deAfelopme^playrii':
P rin o ipa li'’ diato/

(N =52)

Areas Prioritised to Date % of Principals

Northern Ireland Curriculum Subjects 96

Resources and Equipment 90

Assessment and Recording 90

StafFTraining and Development 85

Special Needs 82

Roles and Responsibilities o f Staff 78

School Buildings and Environment 73

School Discipline 71

School Management and Organisation 67

Finance 65

Pupil Performance 63.5

Home School Links and Liaison 56

Teaching Styles and Methods 54

Collaboration and Teamwork 52

Extra Curricular Activities 44

Others 8

Overall, these findings are consistent with advice proffered in the literature regarding the key 

areas/elements that should comprise the focus of a development plan.^ They are also in accord with findings 

proffered by MacGilchrist et al. who related that all nine schools in their research embraced a combination of

* Principals' Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 13. “Which o fthe following areas have been focused on/prioritised in your 
school development plan? Tick as many as are appropriate. All fifty-two principals responded to this question.

2 Skelton et al.. Planning for School Develownent, 19-21; Davies and Ellison, School Development Plannmg, 40.
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externally and internally initiated priorities. In fact, these authors stated that every school’s development plan 

reflected one or more central government initiatives, and it was argued that many of the schools’ internally 

generated priorities were indirectly initiated from outside because of National Curriculum and LMS 

requirements. ‘

It will also be recalled that authors such as Hopkins, Fullan and Leithwood emphasise the importance 

of prioritising ‘root’ innovations/first order changes with a view to creating and/or nurturing the internal 

conditions that will sustain and manage change in schools. Thus, the prioritisation of school management and 

organisation and the inclusion of management arrangements such as staff roles and responsibilities and 

collaboration and teamwork suggest that many schools are incorporating root innovations within their 

development plan. This may indicate an awareness of the importance of “creating a school culture which will 

support the planning and management of changes of many different kinds.”^

There was also evidence to suggest that schools have established a rolling programme of priorities to be 

addressed. As outlined in Chapter 2.6 there is consensus in the literature that schools should not only focus on 

current activities but should anticipate the years ahead in the guise of long-term priorities that reflect the 

schools vision of a ‘preferred future.’ In addition, ‘prioritising the priorities’ negates the temptation to 

respond to muhiple demands all at the same time.

In order to establish whether schools have established medium and longer-term priorities and whether 

these ‘roll forward’ to be refined and worked on in subsequent years, teachers were asked:

(a) whether a number of long-term priority issues were outlined in their ’94/’95 development plan, 
and if so,

(b) whether any of these priority issues were prioritised and translated into action plans in their 
current plan.^

Eighty percent of the teachers (48 respondents) revealed that their ’94/’95 development plan did 

embrace a number of long-term priority issues [Appendix VIII, Table 8]. Moreover, the majority of these 

respondents (forty-four teachers) reported that some of these long-term priority issues had been prioritised and

' MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters. 90-91.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 16.

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Questions 8 and 9 respectively.
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translated into action plans in their current plan. Only three respondents indicated that none of the long-term 

priorities ‘rolled forward’ in subsequent years [Appendix V lll, Table 9].

The written plans (Chapter Ten) revealed that the priorities to be addressed for each year of the three- 

year cycle were highlighted in the school development plan. Moreover, it was intimated that the third year of 

the plan contained few priorities so that emergent priorities or priorities from the previous two years which 

were deferred or were incomplete could ‘roll forward’ into the final year o f the planning cycle. In this manner 

the plan embraced flexibility, and schools had the freedom to re-order priorities or accord extra time to a 

particular initiative to ensure its completion.

7.7.2 i j f P r  (Ayr itie/y

With regard to the selection of priorities, teachers were asked to rank in order of importance the extent 

to which a given list o f criteria influenced the choice of priorities in their school.' The teachers’ responses to 

this question are presented in Appendix V lll, Table 7, and are summarised in Table 7.3 below. On the basis of 

the percentage of respondents ranking each criterion among the top five influences (Table 7.3) a number of 

significant criteria emerged;

•  The aims and values of the school;

• The concerns o f class teachers;

•  The school-based review; and

• DENI policies and initiatives.

* Teachers’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 7.
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Tahle/ 7.3: T&CLcher^’ pe^<xptiAyvy/of1^^e'criteri4}i/ivyf{AA>e/¥icAAfi^ 
the/ ie ie c tto ri/ o f  prOoritte^

Criteria

M ost Important 

Jnjluence

Second Most 

Important Influence

Among the Top 

¥ive Influences

% % %

Aims and values of the school 35 6.7 70

Concerns of staff members 15 15 66.3

The school-based review 5 25 63.3

DENI policies and initiatives 15 13.3 46.7

Recent external reviews 13.3 8.3 41.7

Review of last year’s priorities 3.3 8.3 41.7

Available resources — 3.3 35

Skills of staff members 3.3 3.3 30

NEELB policies and initiatives 5 10 25

Other(s), please specify — — —

The greatest influence on the choice of priorities was the aims and values of the school. This factor 

was identified as the most important influence by thirty-five percent of the respondents (21 teachers) and was 

ranked among the top five influences by seventy percent of teachers. The concerns of class teachers and the 

school-based review also influenced the selection of priorities; a high proportion of teachers ranked these 

among the top five influences on the selection of priorities in their school.

Respondents also indicated that DENI policies and initiatives had a bearing on prioritisation; forty- 

seven percent of those surveyed (28 teachers) placed this factor among the top five influences. On the other 

hand, NEELB policies, the skills of staff members and the extent of available resources, while having some 

impact on the process, were considered less important in the selection of priorities in schools [Appendix Vlll, 

Table 7].

Teachers’ perception of the factors that influence the selection of priorities were both complemented 

and extended by the written ‘̂‘Criteria fo r Prioritisation" presented in many of the development planning 

documents. Of the thirty schools who submitted a school-planning document, eighteen had included a section 

entitled, “Criteria for Prioritisation.” The number of criteria included ranged between five and ten, and 

overall, nineteen disparate criteria were presented, indicating a wide-ranging series of influences on the 

selection of priorities in schools. Table 7.4 presents those criteria, which were cited in at least three
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developm ent p lans and  which w ere placed on average, am ong the top five in the list.

T ab le '7A: CriX'eruJu/br

Include priorities that:

No. o f schools 

mentioning this 

criterion

Average position 

in list o f criteria

Satisfy the requirem ents o f  the  ERO 16 1 **

A re achievable w ithin th e  lim its o f  finance, tim e and sta ff resources 13 4‘*'/5*

Im prove the  im age o f  the school in the com m unity 13 5*^/6*

Help achieve the aim s o f  the school 9 2 nd

Target pupil w elfare and learning (including Special Needs) 8

M axim ise/Im prove school effectiveness 8
4 th

Benefit the m axim um  num ber o f  children 6
4 th/3 th

Im prove the  quality  o f  teaching and learning 6 5*

Take into account the consensus o f  s ta ff  opinion 5 4 th

C ontinue/C om plete/C om plem ent w ork already in progress 3 2 nd

A re urgent and require im m ediate attention 3 3 rd

Focus on issues identified by the General Inspection Report 3 4 th

As th is table reveals, the inform ation garnered from the p lanning  docum ents indicates that the m ajor 

concern when prioritising  was to  satisfy the requirem ents o f  the Education Reform O rder. Sixteen o f  the 

eighteen schools had included th is criteria and all but two placed it top o f  the list. In com parison w ith the 

previous table w here “the aim s and values o f  the school” and the “concerns o f  staff m em bers” are cited by 

teachers as the m ain criteria influencing the selection o f  priorities. Table 7.4 - based on the vvritten

docum ents - would appear to indicate that the school developm ent plan could be influenced prim arily  by 

external pressures for change. This would also intim ate that although both ‘bottom -up’ and ‘top-dow n’ 

influences on developm ent p lanning  prevail, the balance m ay indeed be weighted in favour o f  external 

innovations. As elucidated in Section 7.3.2, the question innova tion?"  perpetuates.

The above table also indicates that schools w ere conscious o f  including priorities that were 

achievable w ithin the lim its o f  finance, tim e and sta ff resources, would help achieve the  aim s o f  the school 

and would im prove the im age o f  the school in the com munity. The w ritten criteria further revealed that 

schools were focused on teaching and learning and the needs o f  pupils. In addition, the m ajority o f  schools 

planned to  include priorities which would im prove/m axim ise school effectiveness. D espite the advice in the 

literature to include priorities which m aintain  past practice and com plem ent/com plete work already in
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progress, only three of the eighteen schools included this factor as a listed criteria for prioritisation.

Additional criteria not included in Table 7.3 were presented by a number of schools. Two schools 

wished to include priorities which would be easily achieved and thus boost staff morale by giving early 

success, whilst two others intended to embrace priorities which would improve school management and 

organisation. Two development plans revealed that priorities pertaining to staff development would be 

included. Only one school included criteria relating to the views and wishes of parents.

Clearly, schools varied considerably with regard to the range and content o f their criteria for 

prioritisation. Moreover, the written criteria revealed a number o f influences on prioritisation, which were not 

included in the question posed in the teachers’ questionnaire. Indeed, the miscellany of criteria for 

prioritisation presented in the planning documents substantiates the viewpoint proffered in Section 2.3 that 

development plans are multi-purpose in nature. Furthermore, given the range of criteria that govern the 

selection o f priorities, it is easy to see why schools may have difficulty in limiting the number of priorities 

included in the plan.

An analysis o f the above tables also revealed a number of discrepancies between the teachers’ 

assessment o f factors influencing the selection o f priorities and the written criteria for prioritisation presented 

in the planning documents. It must be borne in mind, however, that when comparing the teachers’ perceptions 

with the written criteria, some generalisations are being made as not every questionnaire was supplemented by 

a planning document. As mentioned above, thirty o f the fifly-two schools submitted a plan, and o f these, 

eighteen had included criteria for prioritisation. Teachers’ questionnaires were returned in fourteen o f these 

eighteen schools. This return represented twenty teachers - one-third of the teachers surveyed. Thus, the 

author only acquired written criteria pertaining to one-third of the teachers’ responses which means that the 

observations below can be but tentative.

Firstly, while seventy-three percent o f the teachers stated that the school-based review had an influence 

on the priorities selected (with 30% indicating that this was the first or second most important influence), this 

factor was not included in any o f the schools’ written criteria. Secondly, as mentioned above, the written 

criteria indicated that external requirements seemed to have a greater influence on the process of prioritisation 

than teachers perceived it to have. Chart 7.4 reveals that the written documents indicate that DENI curriculum 

and assessment requirements were intended to have a significant impact on the process o f prioritisation. By
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comparison, less than half the teachers indicated that DENI policies and initiatives were among the top five 

influences on the selection of priorities. An examination of the teachers’ questionnaires returned from schools 

who also proffered written ‘criteria for prioritisation’ corroborates the above observation. To satisfy the 

requirements o f  the ERO ’ was top of the list of criteria in all but one of the fourteen school development 

plans. On the other hand, the importance that the twenty teachers attached to external demands in the 

selection of priorities was varied. Nine placed external requirements among the top two influences on 

prioritisation, five teachers ranked external demands between the fifth and ninth most significant influence 

while the remainder ignored this factor altogether when responding to the question on the selection of 

priorities. Interestingly, there were also disparities between the responses of teachers from the same school. Of 

the twenty teachers, there were six pairs of teacher responses, and for all but one pair there was a mismatch 

between the perception of one teacher regarding the importance of external requirements and the perception 

of their colleague.

A number of observations emanate from this finding. Firstly, it could be suggested that the written 

criteria for prioritisation were not always adverted to in the course of selecting priorities. Secondly, the 

discrepancy between the criteria identified by the teachers and the written criteria also suggests that schools 

are beset by conflicting criteria - the desire on the one hand, to encapsulate school-generated priorities, while 

on the other hand, obliged to include externally mandated initiatives. Thirdly, this finding may endorse the 

perception made earlier that having developed a sense of control over and personal identification with these 

external initiatives in the course of development planning, teachers regarded these as fulfilling school aims 

and objectives rather than as external mandates.

The written documents also embraced a number of criteria that the author had not included in the 

question posed in the teachers’ questionnaire. For instance, schools were focused on including priorities that 

would “improve the image of the school in the community,” “maximise/improve school effectiveness,” and/or 

“continue/complete/complement work already in progress.” Furthermore, although eighteen schools submitted 

a plan that included a section entitled, ‘Criteria for Prioritisation,’ it is likely that a number of the twenty- 

three schools who did not submit a planning document also had written criteria for prioritisation in their 

school plan. Yet none of the respondents referred to the existence of criteria for prioritisation in response to 

the question relating to the factors influencing the selection of priorities in their school. Neither did they use
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the ‘other(s), please specify’ option to cite influences which were enshrined in their schools’ pre-determined 

criteria but were not among the options included in question seven, section two, o f the teachers’ questionnaire.

It could be assumed that in declining to utilise the ‘other(s), please specify’ option to complement 

the ‘given’ influences on the selection o f priorities, teachers believed that pre-determ ined criteria such as 

maximising school effectiveness, improving the image o f the school in the community and satisfying the 

requirements o f  the ERO - all o f which were high on the majority of written lists o f criteria for prioritising - 

would be taken into account under the generic heading “School Aims and Values.” It is also possible that the 

teachers surveyed were unfamiliar with the written criteria - possibly in some instances not having being 

involved in their establishment. There is also the possibility that once established, the criteria for prioritisation 

were consigned to a drawer or shelf while the staff embarked on other aspects of the planning process.

As alluded to above, a significant finding emanating from this research is that the schools included a 

multifarious selection of priorities in the school development plans. A similar finding was proffered by 

MacGilchrist et al., and also by Broadhead et al. The inclusion of a significant number of priorities is at 

variance with the advice proffered on the literature to limit the number o f priorities embraced in the plan. 

However, it may be suggested that by advising schools to limit the number of priorities included in the 

development plan, the literature fails to recognise the complexity of educational change. At any one time, 

schools are dealing with a multiplicity of issues, concerns and tasks. Indeed Nias et al., noted that the schools 

in their study activated multiple innovations simultaneously - “because o f the way each aspect impinged on 

others and intertwined with them, attention always needed to be given, often at the same time, to more than 

one aspect o f the school.” ' Moreover, although a development plan may embrace a significant number of 

priorities, a number of these may be readily achievable or may be the basis on which other priorities/targets 

can be built.

Having selected priorities, the next stage in the process is to identify strategies to actualise these at 

the level of practice. In section three o f the questionnaire instrument, the principals were requested to indicate 

the strategies engaged by the school to implement the priorities in the school development plan. They were 

also asked to indicate the procedures engaged for monitoring and evaluation. Their responses to these issues 

are presented and discussed in the forthcoming chapter.

' Nias et al.. Whole School Curriculum Development. 238.
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CHAPTEK U (^ H T

PuttX^vvg^the^Schoc^VeA/elopmeyvx^PlcLyv iv\XX)-Acttcm/

lv\tr&d^M:tloy\/

This chapter presents an overview of the processes involved in implementing the school 

development plan, the issue of time for planning and the factors creating the greatest diflficulty in 

establishing a development plan.

In order to enable principals to elucidate clearly on the process of implementation, they were 

requested to identify a specific priority/issue which was implemented in their development plan.' In all, 

fifty principals responded to this request. Almost sixty percent of these specified priorities relating to either 

the implementation of a Northern Ireland Curriculum subject or the formulation of a school policy and/or 

scheme of work pertaining to a particular curricular area. Priorities concerning school buildings and 

environment, school management and organisation, special needs, and discipline were also cited. The two 

principals who did not answer this section were still working towards the development of a school plan and 

were “not really at the implementation stage in a formal saise.”^

Having identified a specific priority/issue, each principal was requested to describe the strategies 

engaged for putting this priority into action, to indicate whether inservice training was required, and to 

describe the procedures established for monitoring and evaluating the progress of this priority.^ The 

principals’ responses to these issues are threaded throughout the sections below.

The formulation of an action plan was the favoured strategy for implementing priorities in the 

schools surveyed. Section one discusses the components included when formulating an action plan and 

details the strategies engaged to facilitate implementation in schools where an action plan(s) was not 

developed. The procedures for monitoring and evaluation engaged by the schools is the focus of section 

two. Four main strategies were engaged for the purposes of monitoring and evaluation - staff discussion,

' Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Three, Question I .

2
Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 41, Section Three, Question I.

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Three, Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8.
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eliciting pupil evidence, progress checks to ascertain whether specific targets/tasks had been achieved and 

assigning responsibility for monitoring and evaluation to a co-ordinator. A detailed analysis of each of these 

procedures is furnished in sections 8.2.1 to 8.2.4. An overview of the processes of monitoring and 

evaluation from the interviewees perspective is also furnished. The findings from each of the sub-sections 

are summarised in section 8.2.7 and comparisons made between the currait study and other recent research.

Two further sections complete this chapter. Section three examines the issue of time for planning. 

Three dimensions of time that impact on the planning process are discussed - how time for planning was 

generated and organised in the schools surveyed, the importance of allocating a realistic time-scale for the 

purposes of formulating and implementing the plan and choosing the right time for developing a priwity.

The fmal section in this chapter concerns the factors that impede the development plannning process. 

Firstly, the principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of the factors that create the greatest difficulty when 

formulating a development plan are discussed. This is sequeled by the factors identified by the principals 

surveyed as impedimaits to the implementation process. This information is further complemented by data 

garnered from the principals interviewed. The section concludes by recounting that despite the consfraints 

the majority of the schools regarded development planning as an effective means of promoting school 

improvement.

8.1 C<yyi^oyie^<iti'Includ.ed/whei^/f<yrmulcitU\^cL*v ActuyrvPlcvrx/.

The favoured sfrategy for implementing priorities was to devise an action plan. Forty-two of the fifty 

principals who completed section three related that an action plan was formulated for implementing the 

priority in question. As illustrated in Chart 8.1 below, a number of components were common to almost all 

the action plans. Over eighty percent of the forty-two respondents indicated that the following were 

included;

• Specific targets/objectives for the priority (95%);

• Resource implications (93%);

• Time-schedules (88%);

• Tasks which specify what needs to be done (8 l%);and

• Specific roles and responsibilities for staff (81%).

Furthermore, as Table 8.1 reveals, over seventy-five percent of the principals considered these five factors 

either important or exfranely important in promoting effective implementation of the action plan.
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Success criteria were included in approximately two-thirds of the plans as were arrangements for 

monitoring progress and evaluating intended outcomes. An outline of staff development needs was included 

in fifty-two percent of the action plans. Table 8.1 indicates, however, that the aforementioned components 

were considered important or extremely important by a lesser number of principals. For example, while 

thirty-nine of the forty-two principals agreed that translating a priority into specific targets/objectives was 

crucial for implementation, only twenty-four regarded the establishment of success criteria and 

arrangements for evaluating success as important/extremely important. Similarly, twenty-three of the forty- 

two principals considered arrangements for monitoring progress important/extremely important while only 

twenty regarded an outline of staff development needs crucial for implementation.

Tahle/8.1: SCg^'iCfi^cci.nc^att£u:hed/t(>-thB'V(^Uyu^coti^<yne^^tyi*vpr(>motCvt^ 
efjfkctO ê/ i^ff^lemen&Uikm'Oflhe^cuXion/plcux/

C om ponents Included  in  an 

Action  Plan

Important/Extremely Important
No. o f  Principals

N  = 42

% o f  Principals 

N  = 42

Specific targets/objectives for the priority 39 93

Time-schedules 36 86

Specific roles and responsibilities for staff 33 78.5

Tasks which specify what needs to be done 33 78.5

Resource implications 33 78.5

An indication of how financial resources will be allocated 26 62

Success criteria 24 57

Arrangements for evaluation of intended outcomes 24 57

Arrangements for monitoring progress 23 55

An outline of staff development needs 20 48

On the basis of the data presented in Chart 8.1 and Table 8.1 above, it could be suggested that five

key components, namely, targets, tasks, time-schedules, roles and responsibilities, and resource implications

comprise the essence of an action plan. These core elements detail for each priority what needs to be done,

by whom, by when and with what resources. Overall, the inclusion of these elements was confirmed by the

written planning documents. In general, the action plans clarified for each priority the nature of the issue

(i.e. targets/tasks), the expected outcomes, who was responsible, the time-scale for implementing the

priority and resource implications. However, although ninety-three percent of the principals indicated that

resource implications were included in the action plans, the written plans revealed that while a column for

resource implications was included in the majority of the action plans submitted, in general, a ‘yes’ or ‘no’
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response was proffered. Only three schools actually specified the anticipated financial cost o f implemaiting 

the priffl-ities and identified additional resource needs such as time, staff development or substitute cover 

(Chapter Ten).

The question arises as to why factors such as success criteria, staff development and arrangements 

for monitoring and evaluation were apparently precluded from the action plan in approximately one-third of 

the schools. In some cases, a listing of success criteria may be superfluous as these may be subsumed within 

the target specified for a particular priority. Moreover, for many schools, the achievement of a target or 

completion of a task is itself an indication o f success. However, an analysis o f  the written documents 

revealed that success criteria were indeed an important feature of the action plans; they were included in the 

majority o f  action plans under the category “expected outcomes” (Chapter Ten). Thus, variance between the 

terminology used in the principals’ questionnaire (success criteria), and the written plans (expected 

outcomes), may explain to some extent, why only fifty-seven percent o f principals reported that success 

criteria were important/extremely important in promoting effective implementation o f the action plans.

With regard to an outline of staff development needs, it is possible that this would only be included 

where an action plan embraced priorities and targets outside the capabilities of those in the school or where 

new/revised curriculum programmes necessitate INSET. In fact, o f the fifty principals who specified a 

priority that had been implemented in their school, only twenty indicated that inservice education was 

required to facilitate effective implementation.

Furthermore, although a significant number of principals did not regard arrangements for monitoring 

and evaluation as significant in promoting effective implementation (Table 8.1 above), the interview data 

revealed that an awareness of the importance o f ensuring that arrangements for monitoring and evaluation 

were encapsulated in the action plans evolved as staff gained experience of the planning process. In the 

initial stages it was impossible to focus simultaneously on all aspects o f the process. Staff needed to 

familiarise themselves with the processes o f  school-based review, selecting priorities and devising action 

plans. As mentioned in Section 7.5, those principals who had embarked on their second planning cycle 

indicated that having gained experience of other aspects o f development planning, they were now ready to 

further develop their schools’ capacity to evaluate the success o f  the plan. As Principal H related, 

experiaice enables you to become more proficient at choosing appropriate evaluation procedures.' 

MacGilchrist et al. also noted that “the necessity for monitoring, building in regular review checks, and

' Principal H, 264-268.
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setting criteria for evaluation at the outset” was one of the main lessons learned by the principals in her 

research from past experience o f development planning.'

Indeed, a key message emanating from this thesis is that development planning is an evolutionary 

process. Experience gained in one planning cycle was consolidated and expanded on in the next. Thus, 

while ensuring that evaluation procedures were encapsulated in the action plans was not a prime focus in 

the initial planning stages (as schools grappled with the activities necessary to formulate the plan in the first 

instance), the research indicated that having gained experience of other aspects of the process, principals 

and teachers renewed their focus on enhancing the evaluative capacity of the school. Likewise, having 

become familiar with the process themselves, teachers and principals were opening up to the possibility of 

involving parents in development planning (Section 7.6.2).

8.2 cuid/ ivaUiatixyn/

As elucidated in section 2.5, evaluation should permeate the entire development planning process. 

Three evaluative approaches that build on and interrelate with each other were mentioned in relation to 

development planning. The first approach, described as evaluation fo r  improvement, concerns the school- 

based review. Monitoring, the second evaluative approach was described as evaluation as improvement. In 

the context of this thesis monitoring involves schools checking that they had done/are doing what they set 

out to do. Monitoring is an ongoing process of data collection which is reported at regular intervals (such as 

monthly, termly or yearly), and facilitates fine-tuning of the improvement programme in operation. The 

evaluation stage of the development planning process is the third evaluative approach -  evaluation o f  

improvement. Evaluation is generally undertaken on an annual basis and involves looking at outcomes and 

judging the success of the plan (Section 2.5).

An overview of the arrangements for monitoring and evaluation engaged by the schools in this study 

is presented in the forthcoming section. This overview is based primarily on the information garnered from 

the principals’ questionnaires. Responents were asked to:

• Specify the procedures put in place for monitoring progress in implementing the priority. 
(Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 8), and to

• Briefly specify how evaluation of intended outcomes is/will be undertaken 
(Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 8).

' MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters. 88.
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O f the fifty principals who outlined the strategies engaged for implementing a specific priority/issue 

in their school, eighty-two percent (41 respondents) specified procedures established for monitoring 

progress in implementing this priority and seventy-six percent (38 respondents) indicated how evaluation of 

intended outcomes is/would be undertaken. Their responses are presented in Tables 8.2 and 8.3 below.

Tdble'8.2: Procedurey{br v¥uyv\Wyrinj^piro îr&ii'

Methods o f  Monitoring Progress Times Mentioned 
N = 41

% Responses 
N = 41

Staff discussion 17 28.3

Progress checks to ascertain whether specific targets had 

been achieved

13 21.7

Assign a co-ordinator for the purpose 10 16.7

Elicit pupil evidence 7 11.6

Establish a working group/team 4 6.7

Term ly/Yearly review 3 5.0

Classroom observation 2 3.3

Discussions between the principal and governors 1 1.7

Discussions with NEELB personnel 1 1.7

Parental feedback 1 1.7

Individual teachCT interviews 1 1.7

60 100

Tablets.3: procedures for &ifalucUion/

Methods o f  Evaluating the Outcomes o f  the Plan Times Mentioned 

S  = 38

®o Responses 

\  = 38

Elicit pupil evidence 14 24.6

Staff discussion 10 17.5

Progress checks to ascertain whether specific targets had 

been achieved

10 17.5

Assign a co-ordinator for the purpose 7 12.2

Observation 6 10.5

Parental feedback 4 7.0

School-based review 3 5.3

Individual teacher interviews 1 1.8

Establish a working group/team 1 1.8

Discussions with the NEELB 1 1.8

57 100
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An examination of these tables reveals that a variety o f strategies were engaged by schools for the 

purposes o f  monitoring and evaluation, including,

• Staff discussion;

•  Eliciting pupil evidence;

• Progress checks to ascertain whether specific targets had been achieved; and

•  Assigning responsibility for monitoring and/or evaluating to a co-ordinator.

It is also clear that the procedures presented for both monitoring and evaluaticMi are interchangeable, 

although some strategies are more favoured for the purpose o f evaluation than monitoring and vice versa.

It is important to note, however, that the strategies for monitoring and evaluation described by the 

respondents relate to a specific priority/issue that was implemented in their school. Accordingly, when 

examining the procedures for monitoring and evaluation specified by the schools, it is also necessary to set 

these within the context of the priority/issue in question since the evaluative approach selected is likely to 

be appurtenant to the nature o f the priority in question. This also means that the above tables do not 

necessarily embrace the entire range o f arrangements for monitwing and evaluation engaged by schools; 

rather, they reflect the procedure(s) believed to be most appropriate for eliciting information pertaining to 

the specific priorities/issues cited by those surveyed in the course o f this research.

Furthermore, approximately two-fifths of these schools engaged a number o f methods to monitor 

and evaluate the school’s success in implementing the priority. Thirteen principals identified two 

procedures for monitoring while another three respondents engaged a combination of three approaches. 

Likewise, ten principals mentioned two strategies for evaluation and another four combined three evaluative 

approaches. A detailed analysis o f  the information garnered with regard to the methods o f monitoring and 

evaluating engaged by the principals is presented below.

8.2.1 S ta ff  V iiou iiicm /

W hole-staff meetings, specified by seventeen principals, was the most frequently mentioned strategy 

for monitoring the implementation process. All but three o f  these principals indicated that meetings were 

specifically arranged to elicit feedback from staff members with regard to the degree of progress in 

implementing the priority. In general, such meetings were held on either a monthly or a termly basis. The 

responses proffered by the other three principals indicated that the function of staff discussion was not 

specifically to monitor progress but to actively work towards the development o f curricular policies and
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programmes. These staflF meetings, therefore, were a means o f keeping the progress o f the priority under 

review - monitoring - while simultaneously working towards its implementation.

O f those who identified staff discussion as a method of monitoring, ten used this approach 

exclusively, while seven mentioned a second procedure for determining the degree of progress. Two 

principals revealed that the progress of the priority was also monitored by a co-ordinator while another 

related that staff discussion was complemented by classroom observation. Another principal noted that staff 

meetings were augmented by termly reviews and by key-stage meetings, while in another school progress 

checks were made to ascertain whether targets were being achieved within the agreed time-scales. Indeed it 

could be suggested that in these seven schools the data garnered from sources such as classroom 

observation, termly reviews, key-stage meetings, and by the co-ordinator provided a focus for staff 

discussion, enabling teachers “bring more intelligence to the debate” and facilitate what Fullan terms “a 

discussion o f worth.” '

Although engaged more frequently as a means of monitoring progress (Table 8.2), staff-discussion 

was also a popular means o f evaluating the outcomes o f the plan and accounted for eighteen percent o f the 

responses (10 principals) pertaining to procedures for evaluation (Table 8.3). As with the responses to the 

issue of monitoring, six of the ten principals indicated that staff discussion was augmented by a second, and 

in two schools, a third procedure for evaluation. In two instances, the co-ordinator responsible for the 

subject/issue in question also had a role in the evaluation of outcomes. One principal noted for example that 

“the co-ordinator will talk with individual staff members on the issues and then full staff discussion will 

follow.”  ̂ Evidence garnered at staff meetings was also complemented by documentary evidence, progress 

checks to ascertain whether specific targets had been achieved, an examination o f pupils’ progress and in 

two schools, by classroom observation.

In all, twenty-one principals engaged staff discussion as a means o f monitoring and/or evaluation. In 

four of these schools the priority that comprised the focus o f these discussions concerned school 

management and organisational matters such as school discipline, and induction programmes for parents or 

probationary teachers. Curricular issues, in particular the formulation o f a policy and/or scheme of work 

with regard to a core subject area were focused on in the remainder of the schools.

* Fullan, cited in Hopkins, Evaluation for School Deveiopment. 186. 

Principals' Questionnaire, No. 5, Section Three. Question 8.
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8 .2.2  A!,iv^rUi^a/C<>-ordlfvaticn'fcn'th^Pu4^(>ie/

In approximately twenty-five percent of cases (12 schools) a co-ordinator had responsibility for 

monitoring progress and/or evaluating the implementation of the priority in question. As the above tables 

reveal, ten principals mentioned the use of a co-ordinator in relation to monitoring while seven specified a 

role for the co-ordinator in the evaluation of outcomes. In five of these schools the co-ordinator had 

responsibility for both monitoring and evaluation. In nine of the twelve schools, the priority in question 

related to the formulation and/or implementation of a curricular policy and/or scheme of work. Special 

Needs provision was the priority cited by the other three principals. Moreover, the monitoring activities 

undertaken by the co-ordinator varied depaiding mi whether the priority related to the formulation of a 

policy/programme or whether the priority concerned the implementation of a policy or scheme.

The questionnaires revealed that, in general, mwiitoring the formulation of a school 

policy/programme of work necessitated some combination of the following tasks: setting specific deadlines 

for teachers to submit schemes or suggestions for the policy document/scheme, eliciting information from 

class teachers either individually or during staff meetings, collating this information and reporting back - 

generally at whole-stafT meetings - and drafting/redrafting the policy or scheme of work. For example, one 

principal related that “each member of staff was responsible for providing e.g. a scheme of work for his/her 

Year Group. Deadlines were set. [The] information was given to the co-ordinator who reported to the whole 

staff. Refinements were made after discussion.” ' Likewise, another principal noted that the co-ordinator “set 

dates for certain areas or aspects of the work to arrive with her so that a draft document could be prepared 

for staff to discuss and amend.”^

It is clear that in relation to the formulation/up-dating of curricular policies/schemes, the co

ordinator’s role with regard to monitoring involved ensuring that the policy or programme of work was 

actually developed. In this manner, monitoring by the subject co-ordinator was intricately interlinked with 

the operationalisation of the action plan.

Seven principals noted that the co-ordinator also had a role in monitoring the implementation of the 

policy/programme of work once this had been formulated and agreed. In general, this involved liaison with

' Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 5, Section Three, Question 7.

2
Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 31, Section Three, Question 7.

260



individual teachers to ascertain how implementation of aspects o f the programme/policy was progressing 

and/or examining teachers’ weekly notes/six weekly planners.' In one school, for instance, the maths co

ordinator had ensured that maths schemes of work were carefully co-ordinated throughout the school and 

had drawn up an action plan. The principal related that the co-ordinator then had a major role in ensuring 

that the action plan was actualised by the teachers: “The math’s co-ordinator has a copy o f all schemes and 

agreed procedures and has regular discussions with staff to make sure agreed policies and changes are being 

implemented.”  ̂Likewise, another principal indicated that teaches had to show evidence in their six-weekly 

notes that the new geography scheme was being adopted. The geography co-ordinator had access to each 

teacher’s planning notes and accordingly, could monitor the progression o f the subject from year group to 

year group throughout the school.^ The examination o f each teacher’s planner was said to be complicated 

and time consuming but beneficial in providing an overview o f progress with regard to the implementation 

o f the school development plan, in identifying areas o f weakness and evaluating good practice. The six 

weekly planners also provided a means of translating whole-school policies into classroom practice. In 

addition, neither o f these activities (liaison with teachers and examining six-weekly planners), were 

regarded as infringing teachers’ sense o f professional autonomy, a factor co-ordinators were very conscious 

o f in enacting their role (Section 7.6.4).

In seven schools, the co-ordinator was involved in evaluating the outcomes o f the action plan. Six 

principals recounted that this involved liaison with individual class teachers. To quote one principal, “the 

co-ordinator will liaise with class teachers to review progress/impact of the new scheme.”  ̂ Another 

principal who reported that “both subjective and objective opinions will be obtained” indicated that while 

testing is also used, “teacher-opinion is vital” and the “co-ordinator/teacher role very important.”’ Two of 

these six principals also noted that a full staff discussion would follow and indicated that further 

refinements to the policy/scheme may then ensue.

'  An explication o f  the six-weekly planner system and the co-ordinators role in relation to this was presented in Chapter
7.6.3.

2
Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 40, Section Three, Question 7.

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 24, Section Three. Question 7.

4
Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 24, Section Three, Question 8.

’ Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 12, Question 8, page 7.
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In five o f the ten schools where the co-ordinator was responsible for monitoring progress a second - 

and in one instance a third - method o f monitoring was engaged. With regard to evaluation, five o f  the 

seven principals indicated that a second evaluative approach was engaged.

8.2.3 Pupil'^vCde^^ice'

In all, seventeen principals noted that evidence of pupils’ progress would be garnered to monitor 

and/or evaluate the implementation o f the plan. It is likely that this strategy was chosen in these instances 

because it was considered the most appropriate for the purpose in hand. In all but one of these schools the 

priority in question was focused on improving educational provision in relation to a core curricular area, 

and as such, eliciting evidence about pupils’ progress and achievement would be considered an appropriate 

means of establishing whether improvement is taking / has taken place.

O f the forty-one principals who specified procedures for monitoring, seven stated that pupil evidence 

would be gathered to establish how implementation was progressing (Table 8.2). Three strategies were 

engaged to gamer pupil evidence; examining samples of pupils’ work (one school), informal 

monitoring/questioning of pupils (two schools), and test results (four schools). In each case, the strategy 

related directly to the nature o f the priority in question. In two schools, for instance, reading tests would be 

administered at the end of each term to determine whether pupils with special educational needs were 

progressing, while in another, pupils were questioned informally with regard to the use made of and 

enjoyment gained from the new library facilities.

Engaging pupil evidence was also cited as a means o f evaluating the outcomes o f the plan. Indeed, as 

Table 8.3 reveals, fmding out about children’s progress was the most commonly cited evaluation strategy, 

with fourteen principals (25% of the responses) relating that pupil evidence would be used as an indication 

o f successfiil implementation. This is double the number who engaged this procedure as a means of 

monitoring progress.

Testing - group or individual - was the predominant means of gathering evidence for evaluation 

purposes. All but two o f the fourteen principals mentioned the use of test results as indication of successful 

implementation. One principal noted, for instance, that in order to ascertain whether the plan had resulted
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in raising reading standards “children will be tested at the end of the year using the same test as was used 

first.” ' Another stated that “standardised tests are used once a year to check progress.”^

As alluded to above, the nature of the priorities may, in part, account for the prevalence of test 

results as a strategy for evaluation. O f the fourteen principals, eleven cited some aspect o f English - in 

particular, raising reading standards or improving special educational needs provision - as the specific 

priority/issue which was implemented in the school. It follows that by gathering pupil evidence such as, 

reading records, test results or work samples in relation to the programme that was covered pupils’ progress 

can be verified.

In the majority o f cases, (nine out o f fourteen) finding out about pupils’ progress was complemented 

by a number o f other information gathering strategies, including parental feedback and opinion (four 

schools), the formulation o f a policy document (two schools), classroom observation (two schools), liaison 

between the curriculum co-ordinator and class teachers to elicit their opinions on the success or otherwise of 

the initiative (four schools), and whole-staflF meetings (two schools).

8 . 2A  Speot/u> Tcwg-ety a re / Achieved/

The achievement of specific targets or success criteria was mentioned by thirteen principals as a 

means of monitoring progress and by ten as an indication o f successful implementation. In general, the 

targets or success criteria mentioned with regard to monitoring were precise and unambiguous and were as 

Skelton et al. advise, “stated in such a way as to identify the level o f success on completion.”  ̂ Examples 

include;

• Class displays o f children’s art and design work;

• Children making more use of library facilities;

•  Increased storage space;

• The introduction of structured play in infant classrooms; and

•  Documentary evidence, including, school policies, schemes of work, and/or six weekly

planners.

' Questionnaire No. 52, Section Three. Question 8. 

2
Questionnaire No. 36, Section Three, Question 8. 

 ̂ Skelton et al.. School Development Planning. 66.
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One principal noted, “The school would have facilities e.g. library and storage space that it did not 

previously have. These were physical attributes, which were easily recognisable.' Indeed, in most cases the 

priority itself dictated the targets necessary for its accomplishment. For instance, if  a priority concerned the 

formulation o f  a policy/programme of work, then the production of such documents would be an obvious 

indicator of success. Eight o f the principals cited targets pertaining to documentary evidence in the form of 

policies, schemes of work, teachers’ weekly notes or six weekly planners.

With regard to the evaluation of implementation, ten principals specified targets by which they might 

evaluate the intended improvements. As with the use of specific targets for monitoring, seven o f the 

principals mentioned targets that were tangible and their achievement readily evaluated. One principal noted 

for instance that ‘Resources, programmes o f study, and schemes o f work will be in place.”  ̂ Similarly, the 

production of an induction booklet for parents was a tangible success criterion for “raising and developing 

parents’ awareness of their roles and responsibilities in preparing their children for school in Sept. ’97.”^

However, three principals cited targets that were more complex and may require more qualitative 

judgements to be made. For example, one principal noted that there would be consistency o f practice 

throughout the school with regard to the implementation o f National Curriculum subjects.'* Similarly, two 

principals noted that evidence of increased and more effective use o f activity based learning should be 

seen.’ Unlike the more tangible targets mentioned above, these targets are not so easily measured and 

quantified and may require the professional judgement o f staff to ascertain how successfully they have been 

achieved. Indeed, the inclusion of criteria stating what would count as success in achieving them would 

clarify these targets and ensure that improvement could be more readily recognised.

The use o f specific targets for monitoring was complemented in five instances by another means of 

gathwing information: classroom observation, informal questioning of pupils, staff discussion, liaison 

between the co-ordinator and class-teacher and termly monitoring of pupils’ progress. With regard to 

evaluation, two principals referred to another evaluative approach. One mentioned staff discussion while the 

other related that a whole-school review was conducted at the end of the year.

' Questionnaire No. 48, Section Three. Question 7.

2
Questionnaire No. 46, Section Three, Question 8.

 ̂ Questionnaire No. 9, Section Three, Question 8.

4
Questionnaire No. 46, Section Three, Question 8.

’ Questionnaire No. 42 and No. 34, Section Three, Question 8.
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8 . 2.5  OtKê  ̂Metlx(>d^ofH<yyutori*i^ct*\^Evalu<U:i<yn/

As Table 8.2 reveals, a number of other procedures for monitoring were identified by small numbers 

o f principals. Classroom observation was cited by two principals while in four instances, teams were 

established to monitor the priority. Procedures cited by individual respondents included parental feedback, 

and an annual school review. With regard to evaluation (Table 8.3), five principals noted that evidence of 

successful implementation would be garnered by observing classroom practice while a sixth stated that 

he/she would observe Governors’ performance in meetings to see if  the various activities specified in the 

action plan had enabled them to become more knowledgeable and involved.

Four schools, all o f whom had prioritised the development and implementation of a home/paired 

reading programme, sought parental feedback. As paired reading requires a parent to read with their child 

for ten to fifteen minutes, it follows that parental comment would be desirable in order to evaluate success 

in implementing the scheme. One of the four sdiools also invited parental comment as a means of 

monitoring the implementation of the programme (Table 8.2). In no instance, however, was parental 

feedback the sole indication o f successful implementation. Pupil evidence - in the guise of test results 

and/or liaison between the co-ordinator and the class teacher - was also garnered in all four schools to 

establish whethCT the initiative had resulted in an improvement in children’s reading.

8.2.6 The'Intiz^Cewee^’ Perip&ctiAfe'

The interviews offered a further insight into the processes o f  monitoring and evaluation in eleven of 

the schools surveyed. As the procedures for monitoring and evaluation identified in Tables 8.2 and 8.3 were 

appurtenant to a specific priority that was implemented in the school it was suggested that these did not 

necessarily reflect the most popular evaluative approaches engaged by schools and neither could they be 

regarded as all embracing. However, nine o f the eleven principals interviewed revealed that some 

combination o f the most frequently mentioned procedures (i.e., staff meetings, liaison between a co

ordinator and class teachers, testing, operating the six-weekly planner system and progress checks to see 

whether specific targets had been achieved), comprised the prevailing approach to monitoring and 

evaluating the progress o f  the priorities in the plan.

Seven o f the eleven principals noted that an evaluation of the school development plan was

undertaken annually - generally at the end of the third term or on a Baker day in August prior to the

commencement o f the next school year. Two o f those interviewed related that while no formalised
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procedures had been developed, they would be pursuing a system of monitoring and evaluation in the 

coming year. One principal noted that he alone embraced responsibility for monitoring and evaluating not 

only the development plan but also all aspects o f the school. He stated that this required him to visit every 

classroom every day, to take classes every week, to monitor homework, and monitor pupils’ books and 

copies. He recounted,

1 go round [the school] all the tim e....This is the afternoon. Today I’ve been in every single 
c lass....I’ve checked how the teachers are. I’ve checked all the children are there. I’ve checked that in 
general they are working as they should be working. I’ve checked to make sure there are no 
behavioural problem s....! need to know all that.'

The above quote also reveals that ‘managing by wandering around’ is an inhwent component of this 

principal’s management style. Indeed, in the course o f the interviews it emerged that the majority of 

principals wandered around the school, visiting classrooms on an informal basis, talking to teachers and 

exercising their professional judgement with regard to tlie progress o f school development.

Four o f the eleven principals also indicated that their experience of development planning had 

highlighted the need for external validation in order to consolidate and augment the professional judgement 

o f staflF. As elucidated in Section 7.6.2, three principals who had embarked on their second planning cycle 

recounted that they intended to involve parents in the formulation of the next development plan. Principal B 

related, “sometimes when you’re actually involved in it you cannot notice changes as much as maybe 

someone coming into the school...parents coming in talking about an improved atmosphere and 

commenting on the increased resources we have. All these things are a boost to staff morale.”^

8 .2 .7  Sufnmcuy a^nd/ O hiervatuytiy

Arrangements for monitoring the progress of the action plan were cited by over four-fifths of the 

respondents, while seventy-six percent indicated how the impact of the plan was/would be judged. 

Moreover, the nature of the priority in question had an influence on the arrangements for monitoring and 

evaluation specified by the schools in this research. Thus, for example, when the priority concerned the 

implementation o f curricular policies or programmes, the arrangements for monitoring and evaluation were 

focused on the progress and impact o f the priority in terms o f classroom practice and children’s progress. 

This involved, checking that targets specified in the action plan were achieved, classroom observation, 

parental feedback, and in particular, examining pupils’ progress. However, as Chapter Ten will reveal.

' Principal J, 209-219. 

 ̂ Principal B, 229-237.
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although arrangements for monitoring and evaluation were an integral component of the planning process in 

the majority o f  schools, in general, these arrangements were not encapsulated in the planning documents.

In the current research, three strategies in particular were associated with monitoring: staff 

discussion (the most frequently mentioned strategy), assigning a co-ordinator for the purpose, and 

establishing targets against which implementation o f the plan could be gauged. Eliciting pupil evidence was 

the most frequently mentioned method o f evaluating the plan, followed by staff discussion and the 

achievement o f specific targets. It was also apparent that the arrangements for monitoring and evaluation 

are interchangeable although, as mentioned at the start of this section, some methods are more favoured for 

evaluation purposes and vice versa.

These findings are similar to those identified by the nine head teachers in MacGilchrist et al.’s study. 

With regard to monitoring, these respondents mentioned whole-stafif and team meetings, ticking off 

achievements and individual targets, referring to criteria established at the outset and the use o f curriculum 

co-ordinators. The principals in MacGilchrist et al.’s study also identified similar approaches to evaluation 

as those specified in the current research, including, pupil evidence “in particular, work samples, records of 

achievement and reading records...and test results,” documentary evidence, and discussions with staff, 

parents or govemOTS.'

However, a number of anomalies also emerged between the two studies. Firstly, in comparison with 

the current study where seven principals mentioned pupil evidence as a means o f monitoring progress, this 

strategy was not mentioned by any o f the nine principals in MacGilchrist et al.’s investigation as a method 

o f monitoring the implementation o f the plan. Secondly, in MacGilchrist et al.’s study, eight o f the nine 

principals indicated that “they would monitor the plan, in part, by the use o f their own judgement, walking 

about, ‘gut reaction’ and talking to people.” Similarly, “seven of the head teachers said they intended to use 

‘looking around the school’ and ‘using their own judgement’ as sources o f evidence” when evaluating the 

outcomes.^ By comparison, nwie o f the principals surveyed in the current research cited their own 

professional judgement as a means of monitoring or evaluation. Neither did they identify a definitive role 

for themselves in terms o f ‘managing by wandering around’ as did the principals in MacGilchrist et al.’s 

research. However, as mentioned above, during the course o f the interviews it emerged that looking around 

the school and exercising their professional judgement was an inherent component of the principals’

' M acG ilchrist e t a l.. P lanning  M atters. 85.

^ Ibid.
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management style even though they did not identify this as an explicit strategy for monitoring the 

development plan.

Notwithstanding, the range of methods identified by the schools in the current study was limited. 

While a variety o f strategies are presented in Tables 8.2 and 8.3, an examination o f these reveals that four 

principals or less mentioned six o f these strategies, hi general, four strategies were engaged across the fifty- 

two schools - staff discussion, eliciting pupil evidence, achievement o f specific targets (which is inclusive 

o f documentary evidence), and engaging a co-ordinator. Thus, the question arises as to whether schools 

were aware o f other options for monitoring and evaluating (such as looking for external support from their 

inspector, the principal looking around the school, using his/her professional judgement as sources of 

evidence), or whetho' they have the knowledge and skills to engage procedures such as questionnaires for 

parents, and/ or develop classroom observation schedules.

8.3 Tiwie/ for Plo4'vtving'

Time is the enemy offreedom. Or so it seems to teachers. Time presses down the fulfilment o f their wishes.

Time compounds the problem o f innovation and confounds the implementation o f change. ‘

Insufficient time was identified by almost ninety percent of both principals and teachers as a major 

constraint in the establishment o f a development plan (Chart 8.2, Section 8.4). Indeed, the problem of time 

for planning is so acute that one principal noted that “time is included as a priority in its own right in the 

development plan.” Notwithstanding, schools have found time to embark on the planning process and all 

fifty-two principals responded to the question “How is time for planning generated and organised in your 

school?” (Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 19). Their responses to this question are 

summarised in Table 8.4 below.

' A. Hargreaves, Changing Teachers. Changing Times. 95.
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TcCbile/8A: TCrne/fbrplcuinCng'

T im es
M entioned.

N = 1 1 9

%
R esp o n se s  

AT = 1 1 9
% C a ses  
N =  5 2

Whole-staff meetings 52 43.7 100

Baker days 22 18.5 42.3

Informal discussions during break/lunch 12 10.1 23.1

Consortia training days 10 8.4 19.2

Curriculum/Key-Stage/Year-group

meetings

9 7.6 17.3

Teacher released from classroom duties 

with cover provided.

8 6.7 15.4

Principal/Vice Principal work on the plan 3 2.5 5.8

Senior management personnel work on the 

plan

3 2.5 5.8

52 100

All fifty-two principals surveyed noted that a number of formal staff meetings were held in order to 

establish the development planning process. Twenty-three principals (44%) related that a weekly staff 

meeting(s) was devoted to development planning. A similar number held monthly staff meetings for this 

purpose. Seven principals (13%) noted that a termly staff meeting was assigned for developing the school 

plan. In addition to formal staff meetings, some combination of curriculum meetings, key-stage meetings, 

senior management team meetings and informal discussions were embraced in order to facilitate the 

actual isation of the process.

The overall trend emerging from the fifty-two principals’ questionnaires was that school 

development planning was, in the main, organised during ‘directed time.’ Directed time refers to the 6.5 

non-class contact hours within the 32.5 hours per week contractual time which teachers are required to 

work. The data revealed that the principals planned the use of directed time in order to facilitate 

development planning, staff meetings, curriculum meetings, key-stage meetings and to facilitate individual 

teachers in the preparation of schemes and classwork and in the correction of homework. In this manner, 

time for development planning - generally in the guise of a staff meeting - was built into the school 

timetable. For example, one principal wrote, “school development plan review and planning takes place 

during directed time on Monday and Wednesday afternoons 3:15pm - 4:30pm.”' Another noted, “Directed
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time from 3pm - 4pm is used for planning...core subject policies and schemes are developed.” ' Curriculum 

meetings, key-stage meetings, and year-group meetings also took place during directed time.

Twenty-two principals (42% of cases) indicated that a Baker days(s) - usually at the beginning of a 

school year - was set aside for the purpose o f development planning (Table 8.4 above). Ten principals noted 

that opportunities to work on curriculum focused priorities in their development plan occurred during 

consortia training days. During these training days, information on the content and delivery o f  core 

curriculum areas was disseminated to staff. Advice and guidance on the development o f policies and 

schemes in relation to these subjects was also proffered.

Almost one-quarter o f the principals revealed that informal discussions frequently emanate during 

lunch or break-times or if  staff are informally gathered in the staff-room. These informal discussions are 

particularly useful if  a quick decision has to be made, or if  information on tasks completed and deadlines 

achieved need to be communicated to staff. Indeed, principals in a number of the smaller school revealed 

that regular informal discussions were central to the generation o f a school development plan. Instead of 

always conducting planning meetings on a more formal basis, by virtue o f being a small school, the staff 

had many informal meetings to discuss the plan. One principal relayed that the staff meet “almost on a 

daily basis - as ours is a small staff we communicate regularly on content and practice.”^

A small number o f respondents - eight principals - revealed that various staff members were 

released from their classroom duties in order to work on the development plan. Four respondents noted that 

when possible within the consfraints o f the budget, substitute cover was bought in and allocated to staff on a 

timetabled basis. In one school for example, flill days were assigned to the co-ordinators and the school 

provided substitute cover. The other four principals related that careful timetabling meant that staff cover 

could be provided from within the school. Sub-groups including the principal, vice-principal and a co

ordinator or other staff member met after the infant classes were dismissed as cover could be provided by 

the infant teachers thereafter.

However, notwithstanding the apparent availability o f  time for planning, the principals stressed that 

in terms o f the amount o f time necessary to formulate, implement and evaluate a school development plan,

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 44, Section Two, Question 19.

* Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 59, Section Two, Question 19.

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 50, Section Two, Question 19.
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the time available was not sufficient. Although 6.5 hours directed time was available, this time had to be 

assigned to many other school related activities as well as the development plan. Moreover, principals 

indicated that after school is not a particularly suitable time for planning. To quote one principal, “the 

biggest single factor re generation o f time is the incredible emotional ‘exhaustion’ suffered by teachers who 

have already worked a long, tiring and mentally draining day.” '

The eleven principals who participated in the qualitative phase of this research endorsed this opinion. 

Principal D related, “One o f the downsides o f development planning is time. Where does a principal and 

staff get sufficient time? And half past four isn’t the best time to make decisions. This is tagged on at the 

end o f the school day when teachers are tired.”  ̂Four o f these principals maintained that teachers were more 

receptive to planning school improvement during Baker days and Consortia training days. They noted that - 

in comparison with afternoon meetings after the school day - during these planning days teachers exhibited 

a renewed enthusiasm for the process and were more likely to participate in discussion and decision-making 

and to generate fresh ideas. As Principal A declared.

It is very difficult to get time with staff to do this (i.e. development planning). Staff meet Tuesday 
afternoons after school if  they’re not brain-dead by then. 1 often feel I’m not getting a great response. 
Staff would say “listen, you’ll have to excuse us but we’re feeling rather brain dead at four o’clock on 
a Tuesday afternoon.” We’ve had exceptional closure days (until recently) and Baker days [to work on 
the development plan] but apart from these its very difficult...to find time when teachers are receptive, 
and that’s not a criticism...Come three o’clock in the afternoon they’re in no form [for development 
planning]. They’re just shattered.^

The time-scale accorded to the establishment of a development planning process and to the 

implementation of the priorities enshrined in the plan was another dimension o f time that was deemed 

significant. The interviews highlighted the importance of affording sufficient time to the implementation of 

the school development plan. As Fullan states, “implementation occurs developmentally”'* - there are no 

‘quick fix’ solutions to school improvement. Principal B noted, for instance, that the staff were very 

enthusiastic and eager to embark on the process, but he cautioned, “the time-scale is very important - you 

can’t work yourself into the ground.”  ̂ When a plan is over-ambitious in terms of the time-scale teachers 

may not have sufficient time to complete the implementation of priorities presently underway prior to the

'  P rincipals’ Q uestionnaire, No. 54 , Section  T w o , Q u estion  19.

^ Principal D. 314-317.

^ Principal A, 521-536.

^ Fullan. T he N ew  M eaning. 106.

^ Principal B, 181-182.
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commencement of the next initiative. In this situation, teachers can become demoralised and can feel 

overworked and over-stressed.' As Principal C remarked.

Time is a very scarce commodity and it does take a tremendous amount of time to achieve even the 
smallest amount. It also takes quite a bit of time to get from the planning stage to the implementation 
stage and for that to be fully incorporated into either classroom practice or school policy.^

For this reason, the majority of the eleven principals suggested that the third year of the development 

plan should embrace a lesser number of priorities than the first two years. Thus, priorities, which the staff 

had yet to embark on or which were not complete, could overflow into the third year of the plan. This 

recommendation was, in fact, reflected in the written school development plans. The written planning 

documents indicated that a greato" number of priorities were embraced in the first two years of the school 

development plan than in the final year of the cycle (which is most instances contained two or three 

priorities only). It was anticipated that many of the priorities initiated at the start of the planning cycle 

would ‘roll forward’ into subsequent years. By leaving the third year “deliberately vague,” the 

development plan could accommodate unanticipated problems and/or opportunities, and principals were 

accorded the flexibility to extend the time-scale allocated to priorities.

Clearly, schools were aware that the total time perspective could not be precisely demarcated. While 

deadlines and time-scales keep teachers focused on the priorities in progress, it is essential to be flexible 

rather than totally tied to deadlines. The time-scale allocated to the development of priorities was also 

important for ensuring that new initiatives were institutionalised. Time is essential if initiated priorities are 

to be maintained beyond the planning cycle in which they are developed. Fullan notes that “the problem of 

continuation is endemic to all new programmes irrespective of whether they arise from external initiatives 

or are internally developed.”  ̂ He expounds that continuation or institutionalisation of innovations is 

contingent on whether or not the change becomes embedded into the structure of the organisatiai (through 

policy, budget, timetable and so forth) or has become part of the teacher’s modus operandi. However, this 

takes time. Fullan asserts that “the total time frame from initiation to institutionalisation is lengthy: even 

moderately complex change takes from three to five years.”  ̂ The principals in the current research 

reiterated this advice. For instance. Principal B stressed that it was vital that priorities become embedded in

' Ibid., 273-276.

^ School C, 71-80.

 ̂ Fullan, The New Meaning. 89. 

Ibid., 49.
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school policy, in schemes, and in classroom practice so that they will be maintained beyond the current 

planning cycle:

You would be hoping that teachers would have developed new methods and strategies in maths that 
would become part o f the nature o f how they do things. The whole classroom teaching changes. The 
whole person as an individual and how they view the subject changes....That’s why the time-scale is 
so important because for that to happrai it does take time.'

Likewise, Principal G emphasised the importance of ensuring sufficient time to assimilate new 

initiatives into school policy and practice. He remarked, that having devoted a considerable amount of time 

to the development of English, “I would be fairly confident that what we have looked at is embedded and 

that any changes that were made in the approaches to teaching in particular aspects o f English are well 

enough embedded that they will simply carry on.”^

The time-scale is also important when assessing the outcomes o f  development planning. While 

outcomes can be assessed in the relatively short term, significant results should not be expected until the 

priority has had a chance to become implemented. This is endorsed by Principal H who related that all the 

action-plans were very long term (three to five years) because the staff were implementing a new approach 

to reading. While early reports suggested that the programme was successful, it was anticipated that a flill 

assessment would not be possible until the programme had had a chance to become implemented and 

assimilated into school policy and practice.^ Principal C also noted that the time-scale was very important 

when judging success and affirmed that “one cycle o f a development plan (3 years) is not enough to 

judge.”^

Another dimension of time that was considered important was choosing the right time for 

developing a priority. As principal B indicated, time is important, not just in terms of months but in 

choosing the right time such as when staff perceive a need or inservice training is available. He noted how 

he would suggest ideas and ask probing questions at staff meetings thus, “subtly dropping the seed [of an 

idea] and allowing it to germinate.” He emphasised the importance of “giving people time for new ideas to 

take root” and noted that the staff themselves regularly proffered a similar suggestion at subsequent staff

' Principal B, 369-371.

 ̂ Principal G, S ide 2, 145-150. 

 ̂ Principal H, 315-321.

^ Principal C, 62-63.
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meetings, often regarding the issue as a personal contribution.' Principals also noted that unanticipated 

events might necessitate priorities being deferred or ‘juggled about.’ School G for example, had planned a 

major review o f the maths policy, schemes of work and resources available throughout the school. In 

preparation for this initiative, the maths co-ordinator had attended an inservice course on maths education, 

examined the Northern Ireland programme o f study and investigated the availability o f  relevant resources. 

However, due to an impending maternity leave, the co-ordinator would be absent for a significant portion of 

the coming year. Accordingly, rather than forfeit her expertise and guidance, it was decided to postpone the 

development of this priority until the following year. In this manner the development plan comprised a 

flexible strategy for change, designed to reflect school needs and circumstances.^

8.3.1 T i m e / i b r  A  S iA /m m a 4 y

The foregoing discourse revealed that the principals in this study identified three dimensions o f time 

that impacted on the planning process: finding time, the time-scale, and choosing the right time. The overall 

trend was that staff meetings during directed time provided the forum for development planning. All 

schools engaged whole staff meetings for this purpose and these were supplemented in seventeen percent of 

schools by various sub-group meetings. Almost one quarter of the principals surveyed noted that formal 

meetings were complemented by informal discussions during break and lunchtimes. Baker days were 

essential for conducting a school-based review, deliberating on school aims and identifying priorities for 

development. The provision by the DENI of five exceptional closure days (albeit on a ‘once-off basis) also 

generated valuable planning time for organising the implementation of the Northern Ireland Curriculum. 

Indeed, the principals were in agreement that staff discussion and decision-making during Baker/Consortia 

days was considerably more productive than at meetings held in directed time at the end of an intense 

working day.

Choosing the right time to implement a particular priority was also deemed important. The 

availability o f  appropriate inservice support, resources and staff expertise should influence the sequencing 

o f priorities in the development plan. The time-scale allocated to the establishment of a development 

planning process and to the implementation o f the priorities enshrined in the plan was also regarded as 

significant. The principals were aware that the total time perspective could not be precisely demarcated.

' Principal B, 385-387.

^ Principal G , S id e 2, I5 4 - I6 I .
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Unanticipated events may impact on the progression of the development plan may necessitate the 

juxtaposition or deferral of priorities embraced in the plan. For this reason, the third year of the school 

development plans embraced relatively few priorities thus enabling the previous years priorities to ‘roll 

forward’ if they are not complete or have yet to be embarked on. Moreover, if teachers do not possess 

sufficient time to implement the priorities in the plan they may feel stressed and demoralised.

An appropriate time-scale was also required to ensure that new initiatives were maintained beyond 

the planning cycle in which they were developed. Unless an initiative becomes embedded into the structure 

of an organisation or becomes part of teachers’ modus operandi it is unlikely to be sustained. Sufficient 

time is essential for this enculturation to occur. As Fullan remarked, “Implementation for most changes 

takes two or more years...the total time frame from initiation to institutionalisation is lengthy.” ' To 

reiterate Principal C, “it... takes quite a bit of time to get from the planning stage to the implementation 

stage and for that to be frilly incorpwated into either classroom practice or school policy.”^

8 A  fa<X(yryCre4XtU<\^VL^fCc4Alty

Both principals and teachers were requested to ‘Yank in wder of importance the five factors creating 

the greatest difficulty in establishing a development plan in your school.” The data pertaining to the 

principals’ responses is frimished in Appendix Vll, Table 14, while the teachers’ data are presented in 

Appendix Vlll, Table 11. Chart 8.2 below represents the percentage of principals and teachers ranking each 

variable among the top five factors creating the greatest difficulty in establishing a development plan.

* Fullan, The New Meaning, 49. 

 ̂ SchoolC , 71-80.
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*Four principals selected the “other(s), please specify” category. Three identified curriculum change/revision -  moving curriculum goal posts -  while another cited overburdened 
teachers and low staff morale as impediments to development planning. Seven teachers selected this category. Constraints identified were continual changes in the Northern Ireland 

curriculum (four teachers), changes in Government policy (two teachers), and fear o f neglecting present class pupils (one teacher).
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An analysis o f  this chart reveals a high level o f agreement among both teachers and principals 

regarding the factors that created the greatest difficulty when formulating a development plan. Four factors 

emerged as particularly significant;

•  Too many demands on the school;

•  Time constraints;

•  Unrealistic time-scales; and

•  Lack of financial resources.

The major constraints when establishing a development plan were the number o f demands on the school 

and the perennial problem o f time. Ninety percent o f both teachers and principals ranked too many demands 

on the school among the five factors creating the greatest difficulty in establishing a development plan. 

Forty-eight percent (25 schools) o f principals ranked too many demands as the factor creating the most 

difficulty. Likewise, almost two-fifths o f teachers regarded this variable as the greatest impediment to the 

process o f  developing a plan.

Time constraints comprised the second greatest impediment to the process o f establishing a plan. 

Eighty-three percent of principals and eighty-eight percent of teachers ranked time constraints among the 

five factors creating the greatest difficulty. Moreover, this variable was considered either the greatest or 

second greatest impediment to the development planning process by sixty percent o f principals and by 

seventy percent of teachers. As outlined in Section 8.3, the time-scale the school accorded to the 

establishment of a development planning process and to the implementation of the priorities enshrined in 

the plan was another dim aision of time deemed significant in relation to school development planning. 

Almost fifty percent o f principals and sixty-three percent o f  teachers identified unrealistic time-scales as 

one of the five factors creating the greatest difficulty in establishing a plan [Appendix VII, Table 14; 

Appendix VllI, Table 11].

Lack of financial resources was also revealed as a significant constraint in formulating a plan with 

almost fifty-eight percent o f principals and fifty-three percent o f teachers ranking this variable among the 

five factors creating the most difficulty. One-fifth of the principals and almost one-third of the teachers 

cited staff change as having a negative influence on the formulation o f a plan. Twenty-five percent of both 

teachers and principals regarded the development o f teamwork and collaboration as a constraint. Lack of 

understanding impeded the planning process in approximately one-fifth o f cases, while a similar number
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noted that a lack of the necessary skills had a bearing on the process (Chart 14). Lack o f staff development 

created difficulty when formulating the plan in a small number o f schools.

Notwithstanding, to view Chart 8.2 from another perspective, it is apparent that approximately 

eighty percent of both groups o f respondents understood the planning process and embraced the skills 

necessary for its establishment. It was also clear that teamwork and collaboration were well established, 

staff was willingly involved in the process and a culture o f isolation was anathema to the majority of 

schools.

While Chart 8.2 reveals that a high level of agreement existed among teachers and principals with 

regard to  the constraints on development planning, it also highlights a number o f  minor discrepancies. 

Firstly, a greater proportion of teachers than principals (64% of teachers as opposed to 48% o f principals) 

ranked unrealistic time-scales among the five factors creating the greatest difficulty in relation to the school 

development plan. One reason for this anomaly may be that, in many instances, it is teachers endeavouring 

to implement a particular priority/target in their classrooms who are most aware o f time constraints and who 

may feel under pressure to complete certain priorities/targets if  others are about to come on stream. 

Secondly, a greater proportion o f teachers than principals identified lack of staff development (22% of 

teachers as opposed to 11 % o f principals) as one of the five factors creating difficulty. Indeed, lack of staff 

development may be a primary concern for teachers who feel they lack certain skills or knowledge to 

effectively implement a particular priority in the development plan.

Although these discrepancies are relatively minor they nevertheless have implications for the 

principal. They highlight the fact that certain issues may cause staff more concern than the principal realises 

and that it is important to talk to staff and elicit their concerns. This awareness of staff needs and concerns 

involves building a rapport with teachers by listening and talking to them to determine what they are doing 

and to elicit their satisfactions and dissatisfactions. As Fullan and Hargreaves recount,

A real challenge for the head is to...[appreciate] the teacher as a total person....To develop this 
appreciation, active awareness, observation and communication are central. This kind of knowledge, 
acquired informally through observation and conversation, and more formally through evaluation and 
supervision, can provide a springboard to professional growth. Knowing the teacher helps in 
identifying what the teacha"’s needs might be and what kinds of support, experiences and 
opportunities will be appropriate.'

' Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat's Worth Fighting For In Your School?. 114-115.
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A number o f the constraints mentioned in Chart 8.2 above were also identified by principals as impediments 

to the implementation o f priorities.' Sixty-five percent o f the principals surveyed (34 respondents) indicated 

that a number o f priorities in the development plan were not implemented as successfully as intended. In 

their estimation, a variety o f reasons accounted for difficulties at the implementation stage. These are 

represented in Table 8.5 below.

Table'S.5: ^

Factors Creating Difficulty Times
Mentioned

% o f
Responses

% of Cases

Time constraints 18 34.6 52.9

Changes in the Northern Ireland 

Curriculum

6 11.5 17.6

Over-ambitious plans 6 11.6 17.6

Lack o f external support 4 7.7 11.8

Lack of staff expertise 4 7.7 11.8

Targets not specific enough (teachers 

unsure o f what was required)

4 7.7 11.8

Financial constraints 3 5.8 8.8

Lack of staff commitment 2 3.8 5.9

Staff change/sickness 2 3.8 5.9

Priority was a long-term project 1 1.9 2.9

All staff not convinced of the need 1 1.9 2.9

DENI guidelines not available 1 1.9 2.9

52 100 152.8

Eighteen principals noted that lack o f time posed the greatest difficulty at the implementation 

stage. As one principal declared, “In curriculum matters, time is the most important destroyer of 

planning.”  ̂ Over-ambitious plans also generated problems with regard to time. One principal related “We 

were/are trying to do too much too soon.”  ̂ Another principal noted that perhaps too many issues were 

identified for each year thus resulting in a surfeit o f issues remaining to be developed in the final term “even

'  In the Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Four; Question five, principals were asked (a) were any priorities not 
implemented as successfully as intended? [A ‘yes’ or no’ response was required] and (b) If  yes, what in your opinion accounted for 
this? [Open ended question],

2
This Table relates to the 34 principals (65 .4 percent o f  respondents) who related that a number o f  priorities were not 

implemented as successfully as intended.

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire No. 31, Section Four, Question 5(b).

4
Principals' Questionnaire No. 5, Section Four, Question 5(b).
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though the initial reason for the plan was to counter the ‘too much to do’ syndrome.” ' Invariably, it took 

longa- than anticipated to implement many o f  the priorities in the plan, particularly, prio-ities pertaining to 

the production of school policies and schemes of work. Indeed, when one considers the processes involved 

in producing such documents (for instances, various permutations of staff discussion, team work, liaison 

between a co-ordinator and class teachers, the collation o f information garnered and drafting documents), it 

is not surprising that extra time is required for implementation. However, evidence from the written 

planning documents (Section 10.2.4) indicated that many schools were aware of the fact that new 

developments invariably take longer than envisaged. While the first two years of the school development 

plan embraced a significant number of priorities, the third year contained fewer priorities and in some 

instances was left ‘deliberately vague.’ As a result, incomplete priorities, or priorities which needed to be 

deferred could be accommodated in the final year of the planning cycle. Indeed, as adduced in the previous 

section this strategy was also advocated by six o f the eleven principals interviewed as a means of according 

principals flexibility to extend the time-scale for implementing priorities taking longer than expected to be 

accomplished. As one o f  the principals surveyed reported, “we have found that work on the schemes of 

work for mathematics has taken longer than envisaged - but the development plan allows us to extend our 

time-scale in a systematic way.”^

Six principals noted that changes in the Northern Ireland Curriculum and/or new initiatives had a

negative effect on implementation (Table 8.5 above). For example, one principal reported that

A large number of priorities were concerned with policies and programmes for subjects. 
Unfortunately those have been changed so many times that school policies and programmes became
out of date in a very short period because the DENI are changing these policies. Teachers become
disheartaied at the lack o f consistency.^

In addition, targets not specific enough to guide implementation, lack of staff expertise, staff changes and 

sickness, lack of commitment from all staff members and a lack of external support were also cited by small 

numbers o f principals as reasons why implementation did not proceed as successfiilly as intoided.

A number of the constraints identified in Chart 8.2 and Table 8.5 were also highlighted during the 

course o f the interviews. Time or rather, lack o f time, was regarded by six of the eleven principals as a 

major constraint when formulating and implementing a school development plan. As Principal C related,

' Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 21, Section Four, Question 5(b).

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, No. 28, Section Four, Question 5(b).

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire, No, 32, Section Four, Question 5(b).
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“tim e is a very very scarce commodity and it does taice a tremendous amount of time to achieve even the 

smallest amount.” ' In two schools, unanticipated events - an impending maternity leave and an arson attack 

on the school - caused major difficulties.

Lack of financial resources was identified by one principal as an impediment to the process while 

two other principals indicated that the staff changes had a negative effect on the plan. With regard to staff 

turnover. Principal I related that the development plan “worked fine with us for many years because we 

hadn’t a change of staff.” However, following a staff change (which in this instance - a four teacher school - 

represented one quarter o f the workforce), the principal found that the new teacher experienced difficulty in 

implementing the plan as she had not been involved in its development and accordingly had no ownership 

or sense of commitment to the plan.^

The difficulty is when you have staff change. You can’t hand then a document and say this is our 
policy in reading because it doesn’t mean the same thing to them as it did to the people who created it. 
You almost have to go through the process again.... This year 1 actually went through the process o f 
developing the special needs policy again just to make sure that the new teacher knew exactly what we 
meant and what she was to do and how she was to go about things.^

The impact of external demands on the planning process was emphasised by six o f the interviewees. 

All six m aitioned curriculum dianges and revisions and/or demands for new policies to be formulated. 

They related that staff became demoralised, less enthusiastic and willing, and questioned the usefulness of 

developing a particular curricular area if  this was going to be fijrther modified in the not-so distant future. 

For example. Principal K reported:

Curriculum change affects planning....W e’ve been through our third major review o f for instance, 
science. A third major review in that we have drawn up guidelines, tried to operate them, have had to 
review those, tried to operate them and now we have to review those for the third time in the light of 
these revised curriculum guidelines.'*

He related that moving the curriculum goal posts in this manner had an effect on staff morale - staff were

“war-weary with the documentation” (it also takes time to read the curriculum guidelines) and were “tearing

out their hair.”  ̂ Likewise, Principal C declared that as the Northern Ireland Curriculum had recently had its

third revision the “attitude can be, why are we sitting down doing this when they’re going to change it

' Principal C , 71-72.

^ Principal I, 246-263.

^ Ibid., 240-246.

'' Principal K, 1 19-209.

 ̂ Ibid., 209-212.
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again?” and stated that it’s demoralising “when you’re working <mi ‘that’ (i.e. the school development plan) 

for the third time round.” '

The imposition of new external policy demands also had an impact on the planning process. 

Principal K noted that it could be difficult to adhere to deadlines when a particular initiative that you have 

to respond to comes along in the middle of the year. When this happens priorities have to be juxtaposed or 

deferred which “does cause things to get into a bit o f a helter-skeltCT.”  ̂ Similarly, Principal A recounted,

There are also the constraints o f others imposing their priorities on me - Department, Board, etc. It 
would not have been on my list to do but we were told at the end o f June that we must have a drugs 
policy in place by I®* September. I could say ‘stuff that’ we have our own priorities but a lot of things 
are written in legislation now so you have to do it so it gets in the way o f what you have set down as 
your own set o f priorities.^

Paradoxically, the aforementioned quotes call into question the concept o f development planning as 

a means of empowering the school to take charge of its own development. The imposition of external 

demands such as the formulation o f a drug policy and curriculum revision resulted in government 

legislation taking precedence over the priorities the school had identified for development. Accordingly, it 

could be intimated that schools were ‘steered from a distance’ by the DENI.

Five o f the six interviewees mentioned above in relation to the influence o f external demands on 

development planning were among the ten principals cited in Section 7.3.1 who regarded the development 

plan as a means of empowering the school to take control of its own development. It was also indicated that 

although many priorities for development emanated from government legislation, by developing 

programmes of study and devising appropriate implementation strategies to achieve these, the Northern 

Ireland Curriculum was tailored to meet the needs and circumstances of the individual school and thus 

served internal, as well as external purposes. Accordingly, it was related that development planning enables 

the school respond to both internal and external demands for change - a claim endorsed by authors such as 

Skelton et al., Hargreaves and Hopkins and the DES.

However, this section reveals that for schools to embrace a positive approach attitude towards 

implementing external changes, it is essential that they be enabled to sfrike a balance between school based

’ Principal C , 176-178. 

^ Principal K, 162-163. 

^ Principal A, 360-384.
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initiatives and external demands for change. This section reveals that empowerment can be diminished or 

negated by the continual imposition o f external priorities such as new policy demands and curriculum 

revisions. As related above, schools need a sound curriculum base before embarking on school development 

planning. Otherwise teachers become demoralised and may question the utility o f  spending time devising a 

policy or scheme if  curriculum policies or programmes of study are likely to be subject to frequent 

governmental policy changes. Indeed, it will be recalled from Section 6.3 that one-fifth o f those who were 

favourable towards development planning at the outset - eight teachers - indicated that their views had 

changed since its inauguration in their school and they had become less positive towards the process. A 

surfeit o f new demands, curriculum revisions and the lack o f time available for implementation all 

contribute to the reduction in teacho" aithusiasm and commitment to development planning.

Overall, however, the principals and teachers in the study regarded development planning as an 

effective means of promoting school improvement. Although many schools had just completed or were 

about to complete their first planning cycle early indications were that the school development plan enabled 

the school to realise its stated aims and objectives, fostered collaborative work practices and enhanced 

professional learning and classroom practice. A detailed analysis o f the impact o f the school development 

planning process in the schools included in this study is the focus o f  the forthcoming chapter.
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CHAPTEK NINE

SchotA/VeA/elopryv&f^tPla^\/nly\^:

IntrodA^cCicm/.

This chapter focuses on two significant facets o f school development planning - the outcomes associated 

with the process and the school-level factors facilitating both the operationalisation of the plan and the generation 

o f successful outcomes for the whole school, for teachers and for pupils. Comprising eight interrelated sections, 

chapter nine presents the information elicited from the questionnaire instruments and the semi-structured interview 

schedules in relation to these two issues. In order to substantiate and enhance the explication of this data, the 

findings of other researchers in relation to the outcomes o f development planning and the factors facilitating the 

process are interwoven throughout the chapter. Where appropriate, the findings are also interlinked with the 

literature review presented in Part 1 of this thesis.

The chapter commences with the presentation of a general overview o f the outcomes o f school development 

planning predicated on an analysis o f the questionnaire data elicited from the fifty-two principals and sixty teachers 

surveyed. This is sequelled by a detailed examination o f the effects o f  school development planning in relation to 

four discrete yet interrelated themes - teaching styles and methods, pupil learning and achievement in the 

classroom, teachers’ professional development and the level o f teamwork and staff collaboration in the school. The 

discussions are based on the teachers’ responses to an open-ended question in the teachers’ questionnaire that 

elicited their opinions drt the extent of difference made by development planning in relation to the aforementioned 

themes. Although the four themes are interrelated and impact one upon the other, in the interest o f  clarity, the 

teachers’ responses to each issue are discussed in discrete sections in the chapter (9.2 to 9.5 respectively). 

Appurtenant information garnered from the interviews with the eleven principals, in addition to findings generated 

by other recent research is threaded throughout these sections to enhance and corroborate the data.

These discussions are succeeded in Section 9.6 by an overview of the outcomes o f school development 

planning from the interviewees’ perspective. Importantly, this section also highlights that successful outcomes are
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predicated on a number o f facilitating factors, in particular, the manifestation of a collaborative work culture, the 

focus o f  the plan, the leadership role o f the principal and the extent to which leadership is dispersed among the 

members of the organisation. This section also highlights the contrasting views, attitudes and 

leadership/management behaviour exhibited by principals who believed development planning had a positive 

impact across the school (nine respondents) and those who were less enthusiastic about the worth of engaging in the 

process (two respondents).

A further insight into the school level conditions that facilitate the planning process and engender successflil 

outcomes is presented in section 9.7. This discussion is predicated on data elicited from the questionnaire 

instruments. Both groups o f respondents were presented with a ‘given’ list o f school-level conditions associated 

with successfijl school improvement efforts and requested to rank the importance o f each condition in establishing 

and implementing a development plan in their school. Further information was generated by an ‘open-ended’ 

question in the principals’ questionnaire, which requested respondents to delineate the factors contributing to the 

school’s success in implementing priorities in the school development plan. This section also describes the cultural 

archetype pervading the schools surveyed.

The final section in this chapter presents an overview o f the principal’s role in school development planning. 

Information garnered from the principals’ questionnaire, and in particular, from the eleven semi-structured 

interviews is presented and analysed. Issues discussed include the critical role o f the principal in facilitating the 

operationalisation o f the process, the importance o f collaborative vision-building, and the need for the principal to 

embrace the dual role of team leader and member.

9.1 Tl^Outo(ynve^(yfSch<y<yi'Ve^/el(ypme^Pla/i^itvCYig': 
AyvAncily^ofth^/Qi^e^ttcyn/ncUr'e'VaXU/

The principals and teachers surveyed indicated that development planning generated a wide range of 

outcomes for the school. Both groups o f respondents were given a list of possible outcomes (Teachers’ 

Questionnaire, Section Three, Question 1; Principals’ Questionnaire, Section Four, Question 1), and requested to 

indicate the significance of development planning in generating each of these. An ‘other(s), please specify’ 

category was also provided to accommodate any benefits identified by the school which were not included in the 

given list. The data pertaining to the principals’ responses is included in Appendix VII, Table 15, while the
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teachers’ data is furnished in Appendix VIII, Table 13. The percentage of principals and teachers identifying each 

variable as significant or very significant is presented in Table 9.1 below.

Tahle/9.1: Outcotne^ge^verated/hy i<:h(X>Vde^/el(ypmentpla^lnln^

Outcomes Generated
Significant/Very Significant

% Principals 

N =52

% Teachers 

N = 60

Promotes greater consistency of practice among teachers 

throughout the school.

100 80

Enables the school to realise its stated aims and objectives. 98.1 86.7

Enables the school implement and manage change more effectively. 94.2 80.0

Generates opportunities for staff to work together. 92.3 83.3

Enables the staff generate new and/or amended school policies. 92.3 85.0

Enables the school implement Northern Ireland Curriculum 

requirements in the context of school needs and circumstances.

90.3 83.4

Promotes a shared sense of direction and vision. 90.3 81.7

Increases the school’s internal capacity to contend with ongoing 

change.

86.6 83.4

Improves the quality of teaching and learning throughout the school 78.8 63.3

Encourages staff members to engage in leadership activities. 76.9 68.3

Enables the school to integrate internal and external demands for 
change.

67.3 73.3

Enables the school to report on existing practice and performance. 65.3 65.0

Increases the school’s accountability to governors and others. 57.7 50.0

Fosters greater links between school staff and Board of Governors. 21.1 20.0

Promotes greater involvement of parents. 17.3 10.0

Overall, as the above table illustrates, the responses revealed considerable agreement between both groups 

of respondents in relation to the outcomes of school development planning. Eighty percent and over of principals 

indicated that development planning goierated the following outcomes for their school. These are presented in 

order of significance (Table 9.1 above):

* Promoted greater consistency of practice among teachers throughout the school;

• Enabled the school to realise its stated aims and objectives;

« Enabled the school to implement and manage change more effectively;
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•  Generated opportunities for staff to woric together;

• Enabled staff generate new and/or amended school policies;

• Promoted a shared sense of direction and vision;

• Enabled the school implement Northern Ireland Curriculum requirements in the context of school needs 

and circumstances;

• Increased the school’s internal capacity to contend with ongoing change.

Although slight differences in emphasis prevailed with regard to the percentage of teachers identifying each 

variable as significant or very significant, the same eight outcomes were recounted by eighty percent and over of 

teachers. These are also presented in order o f significance (see Table 9.1 above).

• Enabled the school to realise its stated aims and objectives;

• Enabled staff generate new and/or amended school policies;

• Generated opportunities for staff to work together;

•  Increased the school’s internal capacity to contend with ongoing change;

• Enabled the school implement Northern Ireland Curriculum requirements in the context o f school needs 

and circumstances;

•  Promoted a shared sense of direction and vision;

• Enabled the school to implement and manage change more effectively;

• Promoted greater consistency o f  practice among teachers throughout the school.

A significant number of respondents also related that school development planning improves the quality of 

teaching and learning throughout the school (seventy-nine percent of principals; sixty-three percent of teachers), 

and encourages staff members to engage in leadership activities (seventy-seven percent o f principals; sixty-eight 

percent of teachers). Although, overall, considerable agreement prevailed between principals and teachers with 

regard to the significance of development planning in generating the aforementioned outcomes, principals tended to 

give a higher degree of emphasis to the variables listed (Table 9.1).

Confirmation o f a number o f these outcomes has been interwoven throughout the previous two chapters. For 

Example the promulgation of staff meetings for the purposes o f  formulating and implementing the plan revealed 

that development planning provided opportunities for staff to work together. The development o f new
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organisational structures to support the development plan including a clear format for formulating policies and 

schemes of work, the introduction of the six-weekly planner system to enable teachers translate school policy into 

classroom practice and new communication structures revealed that the process was increasing the school’s internal 

capacity to contend with ongoing change. Likewise, in Section 7.3.1, The Main Purposes Identified, ten of the 

eleven principals interviewed revealed that development planning enabled staff manage change more effectively 

and enabled the school implement Northern Ireland Curriculum requiremaits in the context of school needs and 

circumstances.

A comparison of Table 9.1 Outcomes Generated by School Development Planning with Chart 7.3, The Main 

Purposes o f  School Development Planning, revealed a high degree of consistency between the outcomes identified 

as significant or very significant and the main purposes identified for development planning. Overall, the outcomes 

ensuing from the process confirm that both groups of respondents agree that the purposes promulgated for 

development planning can be realised. For instance, a high proportion of both principals and teachers related that 

school development planning was significant or very significant in enabling the school to realise its stated aims and 

objectives, in enabling the school to manage change more effectively - and indeed, to contend with ongoing change 

- and to improve the quality of teaching and learning throughout the school, factors also identified as significant 

purposes of planning.

While overall, a clear link emerged between the purposes underpinning development planning and the 

outcomes generated, consistency between purposes and outcomes was not in evidence across the board.' For 

instance, to enable the school evaluate existing practice and performance was identified as one of the four most 

significant purposes of planning (Section 7.3.1). Although sixty-five percent of both teachers and principals 

revealed that the benefits accrued from the implementation of the school development plan confirmed this purpose 

(Table 9.1), one-fifth of both groups of respondents were undecided with regard to the significance of development 

planning in enabling the school evaluate existing practice and performance while eight teachers and eight principals

' The design o f  the questionnaire instruments may account, in part, for this. A comparison o f  Question 5, Section Two o f the 
Principals’ Questionnaire, Please rank in order o f  importance the fo u r  most important purposes underpinning development planning in your  
school, with Section Four, Question 1, How significant has school development planning been in generating the follow ing outcomes fo r  your  
school? will reveal that a number o f  the ‘given’ list o f  purposes were not included in the ‘given’ list o f  outcomes and vice versa. (Similar 
questions were included in the Teachers’ Questionnaire, Section Two, Question 4 and Section Three, Question I). Thus a direct comparison 
cannot be made between purposes and outcomes in relation to a number o f  variables Including; ‘promotes a shared sense o f  direction and vision’ 
or 'prom otes greater involvement o f  parents’ (variables included in the ‘given’ list o f  outcomes but not in the list o f  purposes). However, neither 
list was meant to be all embracing, and indeed, an "other, please specify’ option was included in both questions to accommodate any 
purposes/outcomes which were identified by the school but not included in the ‘given’ list.
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(approximately fifteen percent o f both groups of respondents) regarded school development planning as 

insignificant or very insignificant in generating this outcome [Appendix VII, Table 15; Appendix VIII, Table 13].

It may, however, be unrealistic to expect schools to have experienced the full impact o f the school

development plan since development planning was still relatively new at the time of this study - forty-six percent of

schools were still engaged in their first planning cycle. On the other hand, it may be that particular schools need

further experience and/or support with regard to school self-evaluation in order to feel confident that they have

acquired the necessary knowledge and skills to engage satisfactorily in the process. Indeed, external validation in

the guise of a school inspection may be needed to consolidate and endorse teachers’ assessment of existing practice

and performance. Such validation enhances teachers’ confidence in their ability to engage in an activity, which in

many schools had previously been undataken solely by external agents during the course of a school inspection.

For instance, seven of the eleven interviewees' indicated that the DENI whole school inspection consolidated the

school staffs’ assessment of the strengths and weaknesses o f the school and the priorities for development that

should be included in the school development plan. Principal G, for example, related that the recommendations of

the Inspectorate were similar to the priorities for development identified by the school. He noted that it wasn’t

necessary to have everything completed - the inspector could see that the school knew what it was about:^

... 1 think from the external evaluator’s point of view that if  the school is a self-evaluating school they see 
their job
as drawing alongside professionals who know where they’re going and they’re simply maybe giving an 
objective outside voice pointing out a few things that you maybe haven’t thought o f and that tends to be a 
fairly positive experience.^

In a similar vein. Principal F relayed:

There was nothing that came up in the inspection report that differed from the development plan, which is 
good. And I think that gives staff a feeling o f ‘Yes, this is worthwhile.’ It reinforces. The principal saying, 
‘look what we’ve accomplished’ is not quite the same as someone coming in from outside and saying ‘Yes, 
you’ve accomplished a lot, we can see what you’ve still got to do but you know what you’ve got to do.’'*

Such external validation enhances and reinforces staff confidence not only in their ability to evaluate existing 

practice and performance successfully, but also in their ability to identify an appropriate ‘way forward’ for the 

school in the forthcoming years. For some schools - especially those where school-based evaluation is a recent

' The other four schools had not had an inspection since embarking on the school development plan.

^ School G, 30 - 34 and Side 2, 194 - 196.

^Ibid., 196-202 .

School F, 359 - 368.
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initiative - this positive reinforcement may be required before schools fee! confident enough to express the view 

that school development planning enables the school to report on existing practice and performance.

Further insights into the benefits associated with the school development plan were elicited from the 

teachers’ questionnaires and the interviews with the eleven principals. In Section Three, Question Three, of the 

teachers’ questionnaire, respondents were asked. In your opinion, has development planning made a difference to:

(a) your teaching styles and methods?

(b) pupil learning and achievement in your classroom?

(c) your professional development?

(d) the level o f  teamwork and staff collaboration in your school?

Teachers were requested to rank the extent of difference made by development planning on a scale ranging from one 

(little difference), to four (very significant difference), and were also requested to briefly elucidate on their experience 

in relation to each aspect of the question. Their responses to this question are presented in Table 9.2.

T ab le /9 .2 : TecicKery cfpinlon/ o w  ^^e'^ 1̂^cu:t(yfde^/e^opme*%tplcLnnCn^

mcuie'tCK

Exfe-KVt"

% % % %
Very

Si^yufioarit Scrvnê Little/
Teaching styles and methods 1.7 31.7 50.0 16.7

Pupil learning and achievement in the classroom' 25.0 50.0 23.3

Teachers’ professional development 15.0 33.3 45.0 6.7

The level of teamwork and staff collaboration 21.7 46.7 16.7 15.0

As elucidated in the introduction, although the four aspects of the question are interlinked (and impact one 

upon the other), in the interest of clarity the teachers’ responses to each aspect are discussed separately below.

In the course of the interview, all eleven principals were requested to elucidate on the benefits associated

* One teacher (1.7%) did not respond to this section o f  the question.
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with development planning in relation to school-wide improvements (including benefits to school management and 

organisation), teachers’ professional learning and pupil learning and achievement in the classroom. They were also 

asked whether the benefits were attributable to the school development plan and whether these would have ensued 

in the absence of a plan. Much of the information garnered consolidated and interlinked with that proffered by the 

teachers in response to the issues raised in Section Three, Question Three, o f the teachers’ questionnaire cited 

above. Thus, where appropriate, information gleaned from the principals in relation to these issues is interwoven 

with the teachers’ responses in the forthcoming sections.

9.2 I y\fiue^u>e/of Develop mey\tpla/n*ving^(yt\/
S tyles a^ ^ M eth od i'

Eighty three percent o f teachers indicated that school development planning made a difference to their 

teaching styles and methods. However, the extent o f that difference varied considerably. One teacher stated that 

school development planning made a very significant difference to his/her teaching methodologies. Almost one- 

third o f the respondents noted that school development planning made a significant difference to their teaching 

styles and methods, while fifty percent indicated that development planning made some difference. Ten teachers 

( 17%) related that the process made little difference to their teaching style.

Nine o f the nineteen teachers who stated that school development planning made a significant difference to 

their teaching styles and methods proffered a comment to elucidate on the difference made. The majority noted that 

development planning encourages teachers to become more reflective and to be aware o f the importance of 

identifying appropriate and varied teaching styles and methodologies in relation to the subjects being taught and the 

pupils in their care. These teachers also indicated that attendance at inservice courses and staff discussion pertaining 

to the issues highlighted in the school development plan encouraged them to be more aware o f the assistance 

available from other members o f staff and helped to focus attention on a range of styles and methods from which 

they could select where appropriate. For example, one teacher commented, “More awareness o f a range/ranges of 

styles and methods - therefore I have a choice” ' while another noted, “there is a new openness among staff to 

discuss successful and unsuccessful teaching strategies and staff are willing to try out new ideas.”^

' Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 8b, Section Three, Question 3(a). 

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 46, Section Three. Question 3(a).
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Twenty-two o f the forty teachers who related that development planning made some difference (thirty 

teachers), or little difference (ten teachers) to their teaching styles and methods, proffered a comment to clarify their 

response. Eleven indicated that to date, the school development plan had focused more on curriculum content and 

on the development of policies and schemes and the acquisition of related resources. These policies/schemes had 

not yet been implemented; therefore, these teachers had not experienced a need to change their existing teaching 

styles and methods. As one teacher recounted, “being in the early stages o f the development plan it is too soon to 

make a clear assessment of the differences the action plans are likely to make.” ' However, they indicated that an 

awareness of different styles and methods did occur as a result of participation with others in the development 

planning process - a focus on teaching styles and methods is very often integral to staff discussion on the delivery 

o f  curriculum contrait - and that this knowledge was likely to be engaged during the implementation process.

Five teachers indicated that previous methods were retained as experience had deemed them successftil. Four 

others noted that reflection on and change in teaching styles in the classroom was not in response to the school 

development plan, but part o f a continuous process o f reflection on classroom practice and the most appropriate 

methods for delivering the various curricular areas to the pupils. While discussion and comparison with other 

colleagues would happen frequently and may lead to ftirther reflection, these teachers indicated that they varied 

their teaching styles and methods in relation to the curriculum being taught and the requirements o f the pupils in 

their class rather than in response to the school development plan.

Overall, it would appear that development planning made a difference to teachers’ teaching styles and 

methods in over eighty percent of cases. Moreover, this difference was considered significant by almost one-third 

o f respondents. The fact that ten teachers (17%) stated that development planning made little difference, or indeed, 

that a greater number o f respondents did not rate the difference as significant is not necessarily a weakness of 

development planning. As a number of teachers noted, it is axiomatic that teachers have already developed a range 

o f teaching styles and methodologies from which to select. It makes sense that these successful practices be 

retained. Fullan and Hargreaves concur with this conception. They allege that “tradition is as important as change. 

Effective improvement means more than change. It also involves conserving what is good.”^

' Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 7, Section Three, Question 3 (a).

 ̂ Fullan and Hargreaves, W hat’s Worth Fighting For In Your School? 113.

292



Moreover, a range of other variables including the particular year group, pupil needs and the subject area in 

question, also have an influence on teaching styles and methods. It was clear, however, that teachers were open to 

new suggestions and willing to try new ideas if these would enhance classroom practice and the delivery of the 

curriculum. Thus, while development planning may not necessarily impact greatly on teachers’ teaching styles and 

methodologies in all cases, the message emanating from this research is that in highlighting alternative styles and 

ideas which teachers become aware of and from which they can select, the process has the potential to enhance 

current practice where this is considered appropriate.

9.3 I o f  Developn^e^Pla^^irUri^cnv 
PupCi LearrU^y^ cx/nd/AchCe /̂&vyverit

All but one of the teachers surveyed responded to the question of whether development planning made a 

difference to pupil learning and achievement in the classroom and almost two-thirds of these respondents proffered 

a comment to elucidate on the difference made. Table 9.2 reveals that seventy-five percent of the teachers related 

that school development planning made a difference to pupil learning and achievement in their classrooms. This 

difference was considered significant in twenty-five percent of cases, while fifty percent noted some difference in 

pupil learning and achievement as a consequence of the plan. In no instance was development planning perceived 

as making a very significant difference and twenty-five percent noted little difference in pupil learning and 

achievement in their classroom as a result of the plan.

It was difficult to ascertain why twenty-five percent of the respondents (15 teachers) believed development 

planning made little difference in this regard because only three of these respondents proffered a comment to clarify 

their response. Two of these teachers noted that an improvement in pupil learning was hard to quantify as the 

development plan had only been in place for two years. The other respondent related that, notwithstanding the 

development plan, “exactly the same curriculum is being covered and pupils’ achievement has not improved or 

regressed as a result of the planning.” ’

Twelve of the fifteen teachers who identified a significant difference, and twenty-two of the thirty teachers 

who noted some difference in pupil learning and achievement as a result of the development plan proffered a 

comment to clarify their response. A high proportion of these responses indicated that as a result of the planning

' Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 55, Section 3. Question 3(b).
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process, teachers were confident that the curriculum they were presenting in their classroom was well thought out, 

structured, o f a high quality and tailored to the needs o f the pupils. As a result o f working together to develop 

policies and schemes, teachers became familiar with the content of the Northern Ireland Curriculum, were more 

aware o f alternative ideas, new teaching strategies and methodologies and in many cases had access to additional 

resources. As one teacher related “as particular areas are being concentrated on, I know exactly what has to be 

taught in those areas and therefore the children benefit.” ' Another noted that “new resources and a greater variety o f 

methods o f presentation has proved more stimulating in a number of instances”  ̂ while a further respondent 

remarked that “work is better structured and more suitable for the children.”^

Teachers noted that the planning process enabled staff feel more confident and at ease in implementing the 

Northern Ireland Curriculum. They also affirmed that development planning ensured continuity and progression 

throughout the school in relation to issues such as curriculum content, methods of teaching aspects of particular 

subjects, classroom organisation and how to respond to and mark pupils’ work. This factor was also identified by 

all fifty-two principals surveyed as a very significant outcome of the school development plan (Table 9 .1).

The teachers’ comments also indicated that in focusing on a particular curricular area, teachers not only 

become familiar with the curriculum content and teaching strategies appropriate to their particular year group(s) but 

also acquired an overview o f what that subject entailed in relation to both key stages. A number o f respondents 

related that children were benefiting from the knowledge they acquired from working with NEELB curriculum 

support staff and/or inservice training days. In some instances, specific groups, such as Special Needs, were 

targeted in the plan and pupils benefited from more focused teaching as a result of a programme of action 

formulated to meet their specific needs. All these variables were regarded as having a positive impact on pupil 

achievement and on teaching and learning in the classroom.

It is clear from the foregoing discussion that many o f the teachers’ comments in response to the question 

regarding the impact o f development planning on pupil learning and achievement, were, in fact, pertaining to 

curriculum development and teacher development. The curriculum, for instance, was well thought out, better

' Teachers' Questionnaire, No. 48, Section 3, Question 3(b).

^ Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 5, Section 3, Question 3(b).

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 59, Section Three, Question 3(b).
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structured, tailored to the needs of pupils and characterised by continuity and progression. Teachers were more 

familiar with curriculum content, had acquired an overview of the subject in question and were more aware of new 

ideas and alternative teaching strategies. The implication was that this enhancement of the quality of both 

curriculum provision and teachers’ teaching benefited pupil learning and achievement in the classroom.

The confirmation by seventy-five percent of the teachers surveyed that development planning made a 

difference - albeit some rather than significant difference in fifty percent of cases - to pupil learning and 

achievement was affirmed by nine of the eleven principals interviewed. These principals asserted that development 

planning had had an impact on classroom practice and was of benefit to both teachers and pupils. However, the 

other two principals - and one in particular - were less enthusiastic about the benefit of development planning, an 

issue which will be returned to in Section 9.6 below.

Analogous to the responses proffered by the teachers above, an overview of the interview data indicated that 

development planning simultaneously fostered two interrelated factors - curriculum development and staff 

development - both of which were regarded as having a positive impact on teaching and learning in the classroom. 

Firstly, a sustained focus on planning in relation to a particular curricular area, encapsulated in policies and 

programmes of work which provide guidelines for teachers, engendered a more focused, refined, and graded 

curriculum for pupils. As outlined in Section 7.6.4, five of those interviewed also related that the development of 

curricular policies and schemes was further supported by a follow-on structure - the six weekly work planner - 

which linked whole school planning with classroom practice and enabled the curriculum to be organised into 

manageable stages for implementation and tailored to the requirements of a particular class group.

Indeed, Principal D alleged that pupils must be better off in a school where development is planned in 

comparison with a school where subjects are not planned and teachers have not been reflecting on what they are 

doing. He referred to his own school where prior to the development of schemes of work that embraced continuity 

and progression, mathematics was taught in a very disjointed way throughout the school, and stated, “at least with a 

school development plan the children benefit because each teacher knows exactly what they have to do to have the 

children ready for the next teacher.” '

' School D, 143 - 156.
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Likewise, Principal A stated that in response to a priority in the development plan, a science policy and 

programme of study was developed which he believed made a difference to the quality o f teaching and learning in 

science. He related, “last year, science was executed in a much better fashion than might have been the case had the 

development plan not been there and teachers were working in isolation and trying to do one hundred other things 

at the same time.” '

Secondly, the interview data revealed that in the process o f collaboratively planning policies and 

programmes o f study staffs were becoming more knowledgeable, focused and confident with regard to curriculum 

content and implementation, and were sharing ideas and learning from each other. As Principal G related, “teachers 

are motivated and more enthusiastic in their work and willing to try new things...and they’re also open to share 

ideas and ask for help.”^

Principal H also affirmed that development planning benefited pupil learning and achievement in the 

classrooms. She maintained that this benefit was due to two factors: Firstly, teachers were more confident, 

knowledgeable and focused which she believed had a “knock-on effect for the children,” and secondly, the planned 

curriculum tailored to pupil needs and designed to improve educational quality had a “very definite effect on the 

children:”

When teachers feel they know where they’re going...I think everybody is much more positive for a start and I 
feel that has a knock-on effect for the children. Apart Irom that fact, the work that we have done - we’ve 
implemented a new reading programme and we’ve bought new reading material - has had a dramatic effect on 
the children. The Letterland programme had a fantastic effect. The children are absolutely interested in 
learning....Our W mary 1 teachers are now seeing the benefit o f introducing Letterland...even though it is 
only in operation for two months. The children are sounding initial sounds that would normally have taken 
much longer to reach that level so we’re seeing a benefit already in the children. [Teachers also noted] the 
interest level...and enthusiasm exhibited by the children.^

The foregoing discussion based on the research carried out during the course of this thesis confirmed that, in 

the overall, the teachers surveyed and principals interviewed believed that development planning made a difference 

to pupil learning and achievement in the classroom. This difference ensued because as a result o f the planning 

process pupils receive a well-planned high quality education from teachers who are focused, confident and

‘ School A, 285 - 289. 

 ̂ School G, 94 - 97.

 ̂ School H, 305 -322.
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knowledgeable and have access to a range of teaching strategies and methodologies within a collaborative work 

culture.

Proponents of school improvement such as Fullan and Hargreaves, Rosenholtz, Barth, MacGilchrist et al., 

and Hargreaves and Hopkins endorse this conclusion. These latter authors, for example, emphasise that 

development plans can and do create conditions favourable to pupil learning and achievement but “by themselves 

have little direct impact on pupil progress.” ' They relate that development planning creates the ‘space’ for teachers 

to collaborate on curriculum provision and on acquiring a new range of strategies which in turn may result in 

modifications to teachers’ classroom practice.^ Rosenholtz contends that learning enriched schools (characterised 

by a collaborate culture, shared goals, staff norms of continuous learning and mutual support, and technical 

confidence of teachers), generate high teacher commitment and improved student learning.^ MacGilchrist et al., 

also contend that there is a relationship between teachers learning and improving student outcomes.'* Likewise, 

Barth believes that a number of outcomes are associated with staff working collaboratively together to improve 

practice. “Decisions tend to be better. Implementation of decisions is better. There is a higher level of trust and 

morale among adults. Adult learning is energised and mwe likely to be sustained [and]... motivation of students and 

their achievements rises...

Notwithstanding, it is not sufficient to assume that pupil learning and achievement is enhanced because 

teachers have focused on the formulation of a well planned programme(s) of study and/or become more aware of 

curriculum content, alternative ideas and new teaching strategies. It is essential to gather evidence with regard to 

pupil learning and achievement in order to assess the amount of value added as a result of the priorities focused on 

in the development plan. Indeed, the indications were that schools planned to evaluate the success of the priorities 

encapsulated in their development plan once these had had time to be assimilated into school policy and classroom 

practice. It will be recalled from Section 8.2. that seventy five percent of the principals surveyed indicated how 

evaluation of intended outcomes is/would be undertaken. Moreover, pupil evidence (such as standardised tests,

' Hargreaves and Hopkins. Development Planning for School Improvement. 17.

 ̂ Ibid.

 ̂S. Rosenholtz. Teachers’ Workplace: The Social Organisation o f  Schools CNew York: Longman, 1989), xi.

^ MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters, 201 - 202.

 ̂ Roland Barth. Improving Schools from W ithin (San Francisco: Jossev-Bass: 1990), 31.
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work samples and teachers’ own assessments of the progress that has been made), was/would be garnered when the 

priority in question was focused on improving educational provision in relation to a core curricular area (Section 

8.2.3). In addition, two of the interviewees related that an evaluation of pupil learning and achievement in the 

classroom was the next stage in the process. They presently engage the six-weekly planner system to oversee the 

progress and development of a particular priority at classroom level. However, as one of these principals recounted, 

this only monitors “the teachers’ side of it.” Thus, they believed it was time to look at how well pupils are learning: 

“what we now need to look at is the learning. How well are pupils learning? We need to look at the learning styles 

as opposed to the teaching styles.

Moreover, as previously disclosed (Section 8.3), the time-scale is important when assessing the outcomes of 

development planning. To reiterate Principal C’s conviction, “one cycle of a development plan (three years) is not 

enough to judge.”  ̂ It is axiomatic that the establishment of the school development plan (including school-based 

review and prioritisation), the formulation of policies and schemes in response to curriculum focused priorities, and 

the subsequent development of action plans to guide curriculum implementation requires a considerable investment 

of staff time and commitment. Indeed, in describing the implementation of a specific priority issue in their schools 

(Chapter 8), the majority of the principals surveyed specified a priority pertaining to the development of curricular 

policies and/or schemes of work. As many of these had yet to be implemented/fiilly implemented in the classroom 

the impact of the planning process on children’s learning and achievement had yet to be determined. Likewise, 

many of the schools who were in the process of implementation may not yet have experienced the fiill benefit of the 

new/improved programmes if these had not yet been fully assimilated into classroom practice. As Fullan 

emphasised, even moderately complex change takes from three to five years. In fact, as mentioned in Section 7.1, at 

the time the surveys were conducted, the process of formulating a development plan was a relatively new 

experience for the majority of schools in this study, with ninety-five percent having commenced the process within 

the previous five years and forty-five percent of the respondents engaged in their first development planning cycle.

These factors may explain why twenty-five percent of the teachers surveyed noted little difference to pupil 

learning and achievement as a result of the development plan and may also explain why fifty percent noted some as 

opposed to significant difference in relation to pupil learning and achievement in the classrooms. Indeed, of the

' School G, 4 7 9 -4 8 2 .

 ̂ School C, 62 - 63.
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fifteen teachers (25%) who reported a significant difference in this regard, seven were in the third year of their first 

planning cycle, while eight had embarked on the second cycle. Accordingly, implementation of curricular 

improvements may be further advanced than in schools where development planning was a more recent initiative.

Moreover, it is likely that development planning is not going to effect a significant difference for every pupil 

or for every class. As one teacher responded, “the extent o f difference attributable to the development plan is 

difficult to assess as every child and class has its unique differences.” ’ Other variables - including, the quality of 

teaching, the leadership of the principal, the level o f funding and availability o f necessary resources, the social 

background o f the pupils and the quality o f curriculum development prior to development planning - also account 

for value added in terms of pupil learning and achievement in the classroom. Development planning is but one 

aspect of the totality o f the school experience.

9.4 TT^Ii^cu:t<yfVe\/elopin&yitPla/n^<yn/Tea<:hery 
Prctfe^^i&ncU/ Ve^elcfp ment

The majority of teachers (93%) affirmed that involvement in school development planning enhanced their 

professional development. Almost fifty percent o f the respondents related that a significant or very significant 

difference was noted in this regard, while forty-five percent indicated that some difference had ensued as a result of 

the plan. Only four teachers maintained that development planning made little difference in terms of their 

professional development (Table 9.2).

In all, sixty percent o f the respondents (36 teachers) proffered a comment elucidating their response. Almost 

all respondents who indicated that development planning made a significant or very significant difference in 

relation to their professional development presented a supporting comment. In contrast, eleven of the twenty-seven 

respondents who noted some difference, volunteered a comment to clarify their response. No comment was 

tendered by any of the four teachers citing little difference in this regard.

An analysis o f the comments presented indicated that irrespective o f the extent of difference made by 

development planning in relation to teachers’ professional development, a number o f salient issues emerged.

* Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 46, Section Three, Question 3(b).
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Indeed, a number of these issues emerged as continuous themes throughout the chapter and have also been threaded 

throughout the previous sections.

Firstly, the development planning process enhanced teachers’ professional expertise by providing learning 

opportunities for staff - a factor also referred to in the previous sections. Sixteen respondents indicated that the 

process of development planning had been a learning experience for them, which, in the words of one teacher, 

resulted in “an improvement/enhancement in one’s ability to do one’s job.” ' The development plan provided a 

forum to collectively discuss issues such as the content and operationalisation of the Northern Ireland Curriculum, 

the progress of a particular group of pupils in a class/Key Stage (e.g. special needs), or a particular subject area. As 

a result, teachers noted that they had a greater insight into a particular curriculum area(s), felt more confident about 

coping with change and were more aware of pupil needs and what they were required to teach. For instance, one 

teacher who noted that the school development plan had made a very significant difference to his/her professional 

development related, “it has enabled me to implement the requirements of the National Curriculum.”  ̂ In a similar 

vein, another respondent noted that in the process of developing the music and physical education polices for the 

school, “I became familiar with terms and knowledge that 1 was not previously familiar with.”^

Staff development linked to the implementation of the plan also enhanced teachers’ professional expertise 

and provided opportunities for learning. As one teacher related, “inservice training has given me the opportunity to 

share ideas with other teachers and my class has consequently benefited.”  ̂ Likewise, another teacher noted that 

“staff received curriculum support and specific training in specific areas of the curriculum” which enhanced his/her 

professional development.^

Secondly, ten of the responses indicated that teachers had developed a greater sense of corporate identity. 

They were more aware of whole-school concerns and issues and realised the benefits of engaging in school-wide 

improvements. This classroom exceeding perspective was reflected in comments such as;

* Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 21, Section Three, Question 3(c).

2
Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 29a. Section Three, Question 3(c). 

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 55a, Section Three, Question 3(c).

4
Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 45, Section Three, Question 3(c).

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 42, Section Three, Question 3(c).
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• 1 am now aware of how all others on the staff feel about all aspects of school life;

• Involvement in development planning gives one a much wider perception of the school as a whole;

• We are working as a team for the good of the school as a whole. ‘

The benefit of taking a classroom exceeding perspective was also alluded to in Chapter 8.7.3. The principals 

interviewed reported that whole-school curriculum development, for example, enhanced professional expertise, 

ensured continuity and progression throughout the school and enabled teachers acquire an overview of the 

requirements of a particular curricular area for the school as a whole.

A small number of respondents mentioned other issues in relation to teachers’ professional development. 

Four teachers indicated that they now understood the rationale underpinning the concept of school development 

planning and related a sense of growing confidence and control in relation to the actualisation of the process. Two 

teachers expressed a feeling of satisfaction that their experience and opinions were valued. Another noted 

professional growth and a feeling of efficacy and personal satisfaction as a result of being responsible for writing 

the music and physical education policies within the school. Likewise, two respondents - both vice-principals - 

indicated that the school development plan had provided opportunities for them to exercise their professional 

judgement in relation to decision-making at senior management level.

The foregoing research indicates that the enhanced professional development experienced to varying degrees 

by ninety-three percent of the teachers surveyed (Table 9.2), was characterised in the main by increased 

professional expertise, improved professional relationships and a greater sense of corporate identity, and, in some 

instances, by feelings of efficacy and personal satisfaction and opportunities for teachers to exercise their 

professional judgement. Moreover, it was intimated that enhanced professional development emanated from the 

opportunities for the staff to collaborate and learn from each other in the context of the development plan. Indeed, 

both this and the preceding two sections reveal that collaboration is the leitmotif common to the enhancement of 

teachers’ teaching styles and methods, pupil learning and achievement in the classroom and teachers’ professional 

development. The subject of collaboration and the impact of development planning in relation to this are the focus 

of the forthcoming section.

' Teachers’ Questionnaire, N o.’s 8b, 6b and 38 respectively. Section Three, Question 3(c).
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9.5 Tl^lrvip(M:tofV&^elopme^Vlci^oi^1h^L&i/ehofTe<AymM)orha^id/
CoUx^btyratuytv

A consistent theme emerging throughout this thesis is that staff collaboration is a cornerstone of 

development planning. The literature review presented in Part One o f this thesis emphasised that the richest culture 

for change is one in which the partners collaborate. As alluded to above, the central role of collaboration in school 

development is fiarther reinforced in the empirical research presented in Part Two o f this thesis. The principals’ and 

teachers’ questionnaires revealed that the principal and staff o f the school were the main participants in the 

development planning process (Section 7.6). The interviewees, who were in the main in agreement that whole staff 

involvement was central to the design and implementation of a school development plan (Section 7.6.3) also 

confirmed the importance of collaboration. Indeed, the previous three sections revealed the benefits that staff had 

experienced by engaging in school-wide improvement efforts. Working together, sharing ideas and expertise, and 

learning with and from one another, increased professional expertise (a factor also associated with improved 

teaching and learning in the classroom) enhanced professional relationships and generated a classroom exceeding 

perspective. These outcomes are reinforced in this section which reflects teachers’ perception of the impact of 

development planning on the level of teamwork and staff collaboration in their school. Where appropriate, the 

views o f  the principals interviewed are also included.

Over two-thirds of the respondents (41 teachers) related that engaging in school development planning made 

a significant or very significant difference to the level o f teamwork and staff collaboration. An examination of 

Table 9.2 indicates that this response is in contrast with the proportion of respondents relating that development 

planning made a significant/very significant difference to teaching styles and methods (33%) and to pupil learning 

and achievement in the classroom (25%). It is apparent that at the time the questionnaires were completed teachers 

noted that development planning had had a greater impact in relation to the level of staff teamwork and 

collaboration and also in relation to teachers’ professional development than on pupil learning and achievement in 

the classroom. However, as adduced in Section 9.3, the development planning process requires a considerable 

investment of staff time and commitment before priorities are ready for implementation at classroom level. 

Consequently, teachers are more likely to discern benefits relating to their professional development and to their 

working relationship with colleagues prior to an enhancement o f teaching and learning in the classroom. Moreover,
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these early rewards for teachers are likely to provide positive reinforcement that development planning is 

succeeding, boost staff morale and sustain momentum.

Three-quarters of those who related that development planning made a significant/very significant difference 

to the level of teamwork and staff collaboration proffered a comment elucidating on their response. The general 

consensus was that involvement in the process unified teachers in the school, enhanced their sense of corporate 

identity and contributed to a culture of shared goals and values. This consensus is reflected in the following 

comments;

• Improved relationships and excellent communication networks mean that the attitudes, views and opinions 
of all are shared, valued and respected;

• Everyone is working towards shared goals;

• The staff is more willing to work together and share ideas;

• We used to work in isolation but now feel much more of a team. We all feel equal members of the team;

• Significantly more teamwork, co-operation, sharing of ideas and resources;

• The staff always met on a weekly basis but now with a development planning meeting on Monday 
afternoons, this has led to a greater level of team work... [and] increased collaboration between teachers of 
the same year groups.'

It is clear from the responses cited above that involvement in the planning process made teachers aware that 

improvement is the collective responsibility of the school. Indeed, eight of the respondents who reported that the 

school development plan made a significant/very significant difference to the level of teamwork and staff 

collaboration intimated that the process necessitates teamwork and is virtually impossible to instigate in a culture 

where teachers operate in isolation (a factor also emphasised in the literature review presented in section 3.2). As 

one teacher related, “staff have got to communicate and work as a team in the development planning process.”  ̂

Indeed, one teacher who noted that development planning made little difference to the level of staff collaboration 

endorsed the importance of collaborative work practices in relation to development planning:

Development planning is a useless exercise unless the staff is one hundred percent committed to it and is 
willing to work together and share ideas, rather than sit passively. Sadly, we don’t work as a team, despite 
what our principal thinks.^

' Teachers’ Questionnaire, N o.’s 8b, 22, 4 1, 52, 29a, 60a and 29b respectively. Section Three, Question 3(d). 

2
Teachers' Questionnaire, No. 55b, Section Three, Question 3(d).

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 5, Section Three, Question 3(d).
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However, this comment was an exception and was not typical of the responses proffered. The overall 

consensus from the teachers was that the whole staff was involved in development planning. In fact, the comments 

volunteered by those respondents who related that development planning made some difference (10 teachers) or 

little difference (9 teachers) to the level of teamwork and staff collaboration indicated that this was not because staff 

were not committed and willing to work together but because these schools were already characterised by 

collaborative work practices. As one teacher who reported little difference in terms of staff collaboration related, “a 

high level of co-operation and collaboration among staff has always been a cornerstone of our school’s progress. It 

is too early to ascertain whether and how it is further enhanced by development planning.” ' Likewise, another 

respondent, citing some difference in this regard, stated “there has always been a high level of teamwork and staff 

collaboration - though development planning has given us more direction.”^

Analogous to the responses of the teachers, the consensus from the interview data was that the school 

development plan was a valuable means of unifying the staff and promoting and supporting a collaborative school 

culture. For example, in response to a question pertaining to the benefits associated with development planning. 

Principal H replied:

For a start we’re going to ensure continuity and progression in all the areas that we’re working on throughout 
the school. There’s that entire curriculum end...everybody knows exactly what he or she is doing and from 
that professional end it’s been beneficial for teachers. But, 1 think that the most beneficial aspect is that we 
have had opportunities to sit down and talk together and work things out and...listen to others...just this 
communication and people being more open with what they’re doing.^

Likewise, Principal F explained how the process had resulted in benefits for all the teachers in the school. 

Prior to development planning, teachers in this school operated independently and in isolation and a sense of panic 

pervaded the school at the prospect of having so much to do. However, the process of development planning 

created a shared vision and shared aims which now permeated the whole school and “were filtering down into 

classrooms.”  ̂ She noted that the process engendered “a shift in programmes and a shift in thinking....People now 

work together [and] know exactly what we’re going to focus on from year to year. They know who will be leading

' Teachers’ Questionnaire. No. 21, Section Three, Question 3(d). 

2
Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 28, Section Three, Question 3(d). 

School H, 291 -298.

School F, 55 - 62.
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each issue and they have target dates for completion.” ' In a similar vein. Principal 1 noted that the process had made 

people more open and willing to share ideas and ask for help. She recounted that the staff was now discussing 

teaching methods and strategies and the prevailing attitude was “1 don’t know everything but I ’m willing to learn 

and I’m open to improvement.”^

The foregoing discourse reinforces the contention emphasised throughout this thesis that development 

planning necessitates teamwork and is virtually impossible to instigate in a culture where teachers work in isolation 

from their colleagues. Paradoxically, it also illustrates that development planning promotes and enhances 

collaboration. The comments proffered by the teachers surveyed and the interviewees -  including those cited above 

-  revealed that the school development plan provided a focus for the development and/or enhancement of a 

collaborative work culture. The discussion o f issues pertaining to the plan was a key factor in enabling staff engage 

in shared reflection and work towards the same goals. As recounted above, teachers’ comments referred to “a 

greater level o f teamwork,” “a definite collegiate spirit,” “a shared vision” and “significantly more teamwork, co

operation, sharing of ideas and resources,” as a result o f engaging in the plan.^ This conclusion is also highlighted 

in Table 9.1 - ninety-two percent o f principals and eight-three percent of teachers noted that the school 

development plan was significant/very significant in generating opportunities for staff to work together. Likewise, 

ninety percent of principals and eighty-one percent o f teachers indicated that development planning was 

significant/very significant in promoting a shared sense of direction and vision - a factor attributable to 

collaborative work practices.

Wallace and McMahon also acknowledged the assertion that development planning both necessitates and 

enhances collaboration. These authors related that the “causal link between development planning and school 

culture” was an area worthy o f further exploration:

Our evidence, along with that of others (Constable et al., 1991), raises a chicken and egg question over how 
far a culture with norms of collaboration and continuous improvement (Fullan, 1991) is necessary for fijll 
engagement in development planning or whether development planning is the paradigm case of a school 
improvement strategy which transforms the staff professional subculture, as Hopkins (1992) contends. We

' Ibid., 60 and 98 - 102.

 ̂ School I, 305 -311.

^ Teachers’ Questionnaire. N o.’s 29a, 3b, 46 and 60a.
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suspect that there is a two-way connection and, if so, the practical problem remains in many schools over how 
simultaneously to transform this culture and to plan and implement changes effectively.'

Hargreaves and Hopkins also adverted to the two-way connection between development planning and a 

collaborative school culture:

Development planning is held to be related to collaboration among teachers in two ways. First, it requires 
collaboration among teachers in the selection, planning, implementation and evaluation of selected priorities if 
it is to be successful. Secondly, it stimulates collaboration by bringing together teachers to pursue these 
various activities.^

They further related that the second point (i.e. it stimulates collaboration) is more “an empirical question 

demanding research, since it is possible that development planning will stimulate more conflict than collaboration 

and this could then reduce the morale, confidence and effectiveness of individual teachers as well as the 

effectiveness of the school as a whole.”  ̂However, the research presented in this thesis - and also the research 

referred to below - obviates this uncertainty by highlighting the conviction of teachers and principals that the school 

development plan fosters and supports a collaborative culture characterised by shared goals and vision, mutual 

support and trust and an openness to learning. The introduction of a school development plan was a significant 

structural change that provided a framework for organising improvement and affected how teachers worked 

together, thus facilitating a shift in the school culture. In fact, a number of the comments proffered by the teachers 

and the interviewees - for example, “we used to work in isolation but now feel much more of a team”  ̂ - endorsed 

Hargreaves and Hopkins contention (also alluded to by Wallace and McMahon above), that “where a school lacks 

the appropriate culture, development planning is a means of achieving it.”  ̂ Moreover, these authors maintain that 

the recognition of this fact by schools is “the key insight of development planning.”^

The evidence emanating from this study in relation to the potential of development planning to enhance the 

development of a collaborative culture characterised by shared goals and work practices is further corroborated by

* Mike W allace and Agnes McMahon, Planning for Change in Turbulent Times, School Development Series (London: Cassell,
1994)186.

2
Hargreaves and Hopkins. Development Planning for School Improvement. 10.

 ̂ Ibid.

4
Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 29a, Section Three, Question 3(d).

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School, 123.

® Ibid.

306



recent research conducted by MacGilchrist et al. and Cuckle et al. These latter authors relate the results of their 

interviews with a range o f individuals in eighteen schools (including headteachers, classteachers and governors) in 

relation to involvement in and attitudes to development planning.' Firstly, they reported that all eighteen schools 

were in agreement that teaching staff involvement was crucial in devising the school development plan if it was to 

be implemented successfully. The reasons given for this concerned ownership and the opinion that class teachers 

understood the children’s needs best and thus were cognisant of what needed to be developed. Secondly, analogous 

to the research recounted in this thesis, school development plans were also reported to have contributed to unity 

and a culture o f shared views in the schools by providing a forum for valuable discussion, promoting staff 

involvement in school development and/or enabling staff to work towards similar goals.

The consensus from the interview data was that development planning was a beneficial activity for managing 
the many recent changes within a culture o f discussion, staff involvement and unity in the school.... 
Interviewees perceived...its use in unifying the school and contributing to a culture of shared views and 
values. Individuals were not struggling to complete targets and effect change alone; while an individual may 
have responsibility for a target; it would very often be in co-operation with a group of other 
teachers... .About two-thirds (across all schools) o f  those interviewed thought that the SDP had specifically 
helped unity in the school - the rest thought that the school was already united. Both headteachers and staff 
acknowledged the value o f the SDP in discussing the issues as a powerful factor in enabling the headteacher 
and staff to work towards the same goals.^

MacGilchrist et al. also emphasised the need to involve teachers in school - based management and to 

encourage them to extend their responsibilities beyond the classroom.^ Following an examination o f their research 

data to ascertain what could be learned about the nature of the plans themselves, they discerned that there were four 

different types o f plans in evidence across the nine schools. The schools with the most effective type of plans - i.e. 

the co-operative plan (five schools) and the corporate plan (two schools) - were characterised by shared ownership 

and involvement o f all teaching staff, a shared sense of purpose to improve efficiency and effectiveness and shared 

leadership and management of the process by the teaching staff Moreover, MacGilchrist et al. related that because 

the development plan focused on teaching and learning, teachers were more inclined to take a classroom exceeding 

perspective;

' P. Cuckle, P. Broadhead, J. Hodgson and J. Dunford, “Development Planning in Primary Schools: A positive Influence on 
Management and Culture.” Educational Management and Administration. 26, No. 2 (1998): 185 -  186. This article represents Phase 111 o f  a 
three-phase study. Each phase focused on a different aspect o f  development planning within the same period o f  lime. Phase 1 comprised a large- 
scale postal questionnaire (Broadhead et al., 1996). Phase 11 examined a sample o f  School Development Plans sent to the authors with replies to 
Phase 1. (Broadhead et al., 1998).

 ̂ Ibid.. 192 - 193.

 ̂ MacGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters. 200.
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The corporate plan was characterised by the degree to which all the teaching staff was engaged in the 
process. There was evidence that, because the main focus of the plan concerned teaching and learning in the 
classrooms, and INSET was provided to support this, teachers were prepared to take a ‘classroom exceeding 
perspective.’’

The point made by MacGilchrist et al. with regard to the focus of the plan is important. Teachers are more 

likely to be involved if the school development plan focuses on classroom issues - the curriculum, and teaching and 

learning - a factor also discussed in Section 10.5.^

In conclusion, it is apparent that the teachers surveyed endorsed the consensus in the literature that 

collaboration was a cornerstone of development planning. Moreover, the school development plan provided a 

forum for focused discussion on issues pertaining to the school, thus promoting the development of a collaborative 

work culture -  or in many instances, enhancing the existing level of collaboration. As related above, just over two- 

thirds of the teachers surveyed indicated that the school development plan made a significant/very significant 

difference to the level of teamwork and staff collaboration, while the remainder maintained that a high level of 

collaboration already prevailed in the school. As one teacher recounted, “we have always been a staff that works 

closely together.”  ̂Accordingly, the school development plan may be regarded as a “potentially powerful tool”  ̂ for 

promoting and/or enhancing a culture of shared views and work practices.

The fact that improving the quality of teaching and learning is a central focus of the development plan is also 

likely to enhance the level of staff collaboration as research has shown that there are few rational grounds for 

teachers to be interested in, or committed to development planning if these critical elements are wanting.

The centrality of collaborative work cultures is further adverted to in Section 9.7, School-Level Conditions 

that Facilitate the Planning Process.

' Ibid.

2
Biott et al.. “Written Planning and School Development,” in Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning for School 

Improvement. 85-89; M acGilchrist et al.. Planning Matters. 202 and 213; Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning for School 
Improvement. 9.

 ̂ Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 31a, Section Three, Question 3(d).

4
Cuckle et al., “Development Planning in Primary Schools,” 192.
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9.6 Tl^Impa<Xof Sch/yoi/Ve^/elcypme^Pla/i^u^iir^ 
The'Ir\tervCe\ue&y PeripecWi/ey

The interview data provided a general overview o f the impact o f development planning in the eleven schools 

which is worth recounting. Information pertaining to the issues discussed in Sections 9.2 - 9.5 above will be briefly 

alluded to but not deliberated on in order to avoid repetition, hnportantly, the interview data also indicate factors 

that facilitate the planning process and have an effect on the outcomes generated.

The consensus from the interview data was that development planning was a beneficial strategy for effecting 

school improvement and managing the many changes that had to be made, within a culture o f staff involvement and 

discussion. It was purported to facilitate curriculum development and the formulation of school polices and 

programmes of study, promote and support a collaborative work culture predicated on shared goals, mutual respect 

and an openness to learning (Section 9.5 above), foster consistency o f practice across the school and benefit pupil 

learning and achievement in the classroom (Section 9.3).

One of the most significant benefits associated with the school development planning was its usefulness as 

a change management strategy. Development planning provided schools with a framework or structure for 

managing change; i.e. for ensuring that a priority advanced from the initiation stage where it was incorporated in 

the school development plan, to implementation through a series of action plans, and subsequently to 

institutionalisation within school/classroom practice. The use of school development planning as a change 

management strategy was endorsed in Table 9.1 which revealed that ninety-four percent of principals and eighty 

percent o f teachers denoted that the development plan was significant/very significant in enabling the school 

implement and manage change more effectively. This theme was also addressed in Chapter 7.3. The Purpose o f  

Development Planning. Ten o f the interviewees reported that the school felt in confrol of the changes which needed 

to be made, and had the freedom, albeit within the parameters of the Northern Ireland Curriculum, to tailor their 

policies and programmes of study to represent the needs and circumstances o f the school and its pupils.

The interview data also revealed that the school development plan focused effort and activities thus enabling

staff to get things done rather than letting them drift. As Principal D recounted:

Personally, our own staff feels good. We have on record now documentation in...all subjects which we 
might not have had had we not had a timetable. It’s human nature. If you know you have to have something 
done you’ll work to it. If it just drifts you’ll maybe never get it done. So the one great advantage o f a school
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development plan is that it gives you a date to when you have to have a thing done rather that just letting it
ride on.'

Likewise, Principal F explained that in providing a focus for development, the plan helped staff structure the use of 

staff/curriculum development days and the use of directed time. Time was allocated according to the issues in the 

school development plan.^ Notwithstanding, the interviewees also emphasised that the plan needed to be flexible -  

“its not a stick to beat yourself with”  ̂ - and capable o f accommodating unanticipated problems and developments. 

Principal K explained that when you plan for three years, it’s a bit ambitious to expect everything encompassed in 

the plan to be achieved - unplanned changes are to be expected - “It’s only when the plan starts unfolding that you 

realise the full implicaticxis o f what is involved.”  ̂ In a similar vein. Principal G stated that it is important to 

acknowledge that not everything gets done and to extend priorities into the next year/plan if  necessary.*

The interview data also revealed that the school development plan enables a staff realise how much they 

have achieved. An evaluation o f the school development plan highlights what the school has accomplished in the 

previous years, which can provide positive reinforcement that the plan is successful, and boost staff morale and 

commitment to the process. As Principal B alleged, “ ...sometimes, if  you take out the school development plan and 

look back over it you realize how much you’ve achieved. There are so many things that you do that you actually 

forget about.”® Principal G described how as a result of focusing on the priorities encapsulated in the plan, school 

policies were developed, a folder of games and activities for physical education eventuated, a structured play 

programme was initiated, mathematics programmes were developed and the necessary materials requisitioned, and 

guidelines for marking work formulated so that all seven teachers could mark work consistently.^ Five of the 

principals intimated that this awareness o f  what the school had achieved made teachers more professional - they 

knew why and in what ways the school was effective, could see the benefit o f their hard work and dedication and

' SchoolD , 135 - 142. 

^ School F, 103 - 107. 

 ̂ School B .281. 

School K. 268 - 275.

* School G, 450 -452.

* School B. 236 - 237. 

’ School G, 311 - 348.
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were also aware of what needed/had yet to be done to ensure continued success and improvement. As Principal D 

expressed:

A school development plan is a framework to judge what you have achieved...it brings an air of 
professionalism to teachers’ hard work. Probably in a lot of cases the work is being done but the development 
plan sets teachers’ work in a clear professional context. In schools where everyone is beavering away, 
working hard, it would be good for them to sell their school in terms of their development plan saying, ‘look, 
here’s where we are, we know where we’re going.’'

All eleven principals agreed that development planning promoted consistency and progression across the 

school - a factor previously mentioned in Section 7.6.3. Staff working together in the context of the development 

plan, discussing school aims and formulating policies and programmes of work, contributed to a culture of shared 

goals and values, and promoted a shared agreement amongst all the staff in relation to issues such as classroom 

organisation, teaching practices and how to respond to and mark pupils’ work. In addition, the majority of the 

principals related that the curriculum experienced by the pupils was characterised by continuity and progression 

through the year groups and through the key stages. Indeed, as Table 9.1 reveals, all fifty-two principals who 

responded to the principals’ questionnaire were unanimous in their opinion that the school development plan was 

significant (63%) or very significant (37%) in promoting greater consistency of practice among teachers throughout 

the school. This factor was also referred to in Section 9.3 above in relation to the impact o f  school development 

planning on pupil learning and achievement.

The potential of development planning to promote consistency of practice across the school is a noteworthy 

finding of this study as the extent to which teachers follow a consistent approach to their work is correlated with 

school effectiveness and enhanced pupil attainment. For instance, Sammons et al. relate that more effective schools 

are characterised by consistency o f practice amongst teachers, agreed curriculum guidelines, shared professional 

goals and interrelated curriculum and instructional programmes.^ They cite Rutter et al. who “stressed that the 

atmosphere of a school ‘will be greatly influenced by the degree to which it fiinctions as a coherent whole’ 

and...found that a school-wide set of values was conducive to both good morale and effective teaching.”  ̂ Hopkins 

and MacGilchrist also highlight that consistency across the school is a vital component of pupil progress and 

achievement:

' School D. 2 1 1 and 184- 190.

 ̂ Sammons et a!.. Key Characteristics o f  Effective Schools. 11-12.

 ̂ Ibid., 11.
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Schools that add value to the learning, progress and attainment of their pupils are consistent in their teaching 
practices, the educational values that they hold, the high levels o f expectation that they have and their low 
tolerance o f failure. Pupils in highly effective schools are clear about what is required from them, feel secure 
in their learning and school environment and respond positively to the academic and social demands placed 
upon them.'

Nine of the eleven principals indicated that the school management and organisational arrangements had 

been modified to facilitate the operationalisation of the plan. As the school development plan was developed in 

response to the particular needs and context o f each individual school, the range and extent of the modifications to 

the school’s current management arrangements varied across the nine schools.

Such modifications included:

• The establishment of procedures to involve staff in discussion and decision-making;

• Alterations to the timetable, including the scheduling of staff-meetings relating to the development plan
during directed time and the organisation of staff/curriculum development days to focus on aspects o f the 
plan or to engage in inservice training;

• Empowering individual teachers with responsibility for co-ordinating a particular curricular and/or
organisational area(s);

• Organising staff development to facilitate the implementation of the priorities in the plan;

• The introduction of structures such as the six-weekly work planner to link school and classroom planning 
and to facilitate the ‘tracking’ o f priorities from school level to classroom level;

• Organising/reorganising staff roles and responsibilities including, in some instances, the formal negotiation
of job descriptions.

These improvements in the schools’ organisational infrastructure - many o f which have already been 

discussed in previous sections - were designed to support the plan and provide the context for quality learning 

experiences in the classroom. All nine principals noted, for instance, that the timetable was structured to 

accommodate the requirements o f the development plan. Whole staff meetings were organised after school during 

directed time for the purpose o f establishing the development plan. Baker-days were set aside for the purposes of 

school-based review and for evaluating the progress of the plan.

These principals also noted that procedures were established to ensure that all staff were involved in the 

process, developed a sense o f ownership and commitment, contributed to decision-making and/or were aware of 

developments pertaining to a particular priority/issue. As outlined in Section 7.6.3, whole-staff meetings was one

* David Hopkins and Barbara MacGilchrist, “Development Planning for Pupil Achievement.” School Leadership and Management 
1 8 -N o .3 (1 9 9 8 ):4 I.
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method o f  ensuring that staff gained ‘practice’ in working together and making collective decisions. Likewise, eight 

o f the eleven principals recounted that a discussion and decision-making structure had been established for 

activities such as the identification o f school aims, the compilation of the school development plan, the selection of 

priorities, and the development of school policies and programmes of study. In general, this involved some 

variation o f the following;

• whole-staff discussions in relation to the issue in question which may span a number of meetings;

•  collation and refinement o f the information by a designated individual/group (for example, the principal, the 
S.M.T., the co-ordinator, or a working group) and, where appropriate, the production of a draft document;

• distribution of the outcome/draft to teachers for their consideration (two schools only);

•  whole-staff reconvene to discuss the draft document, proffer suggestions and opinions or suggest 
amendments;

•  final compilation o f the document in question by the designated individual/group;

•  distribution o f the finalised document.

Such discussion and decision-making structures were especially important in larger schools where it was difficult 

for staff to gather collectively on an ongoing basis. It also meant that all could be involved but not necessarily all 

the time or all at the same time. As Principal D explained.

You can’t ask all the staff to meet once a week or once a fortnight [to discuss every issue]. You’ve got to have 
someone who will take responsibility. [Therefore], all staff will be involved, deadlines will be set for 
achieving things and the School Management Team will oversee the plan and its fruition. After we have 
collected all our evidence, and have heard all the views from other staff, then somebody has to make 
decisions...sometimes everything’s nice and everybody agrees but sometimes there may be a couple of 
members of staff who are antagonistic so somebody has to make a decision in the interest o f all the staff and 
that’s why you need a School Management Team.’

In nine o f the eleven schools, leadership o f the process was shared with the teaching staff. Teachers were 

assigned responsibility for co-ordinating the development o f curriculum related priorities. As outlined in Section 

7.6.4, these co-ordinators played a significant role in managing the development o f policies/programmes of work, 

collaborating with teacher colleagues, identifying inservice training needs and overseeing the progression o f the 

subject throughout the school.

' School D. 218 - 237.
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As indicated above, the aforementioned modifications to the schools’ organisational infrastructure were 

designed to support the operationalisation of the development planning process, and to provide the context for 

quality learning experiences in the classroom. Moreover, the principals indicated that the school development plan 

and the emergence of organisational structures to support it evolved simultaneously. As Principal F related, the 

school development plan was highlighting the need for policies to be developed so that everybody, including new 

staff members, knew what the staff considered important with respect to a particular issue, therefore, a structure 

needed to be established so that such policies could be developed.'

In response to the question of whether the school would have achieved as much in the absence of the 

development plan, nine of the eleven interviewees indicated that as improvement was a central focus of the school 

irrespective of the plan, they would have achieved “quite a lot” but not as thoroughly or as quickly. Principal I 

responded to this question by stating “Yes and No! It [school development] would happen. I don’t think it would 

have occurred as quickly and 1 don’t think it would have been as thoroughly done.”  ̂ Likewise, Principal J related 

that it would be very difficult to get the curriculum up and running with schemes and policies in place in the 

absence of a vehicle like development planning to focus teachers’ attention and provide a framework to facilitate 

the development of these documents.^

Principal B was even more emphatic. In response to the question, ‘<io you feel the school would have 

achieved as much in the absence o f  a plan? ’ he stated, “not at all..., certainly not collectively because you get more 

ideas and input from all staff members. I probably would have been developing the school as 1 saw fit - as the last 

principal was - whereas with development planning all staff have an input...’'* In a similar vein, Principal F 

responded “No! I think that we would have achieved quite a lot but I think...it would still have been a concern of 

staff that they were not getting everything done. That panic would still have been there because they still would 

have had in their minds ‘we’ve all of these things to do.’

' School F, 297 - 306. 

^School I, 2 2 5 -2 3 0 .

School J, 387 - 391. 

'' School B.261 -266. 

 ̂ School F, 311 -315.
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Notwithstanding, two o f the eleven interviewees - and one in particular - were less enthusiastic or convinced 

about the worth o f development planning. Principal A, for instance, related that the development plan had 

■‘probably not [made] as much of a difference as 1 had hoped originally that it would make.” ' He believed the plan 

may have enhanced the quality o f teaching and learning “in a general sort o f way” but found this hard to quantify as 

the staff had yet to assess the effectiveness o f the plan - an understandable situation as the school was only in the 

second year o f  the first planning cycle. Nevertheless, he expressed the view that the development o f a science 

policy and programme had made a difference to the quality of teaching and learning in science: “science, last year 

was executed in a much better fashion than might have been the case had the development plan not been there and 

we were trying to do one hundred other things at the same time.”  ̂ Principal J also related that he was not entirely 

convinced about the worth o f a development plan:

1 don’t consider that it has the impact that people believe it has nor do 1 believe that the effort which is 
required and the time that it involves in working with the staff to undertake it and complete it is really worth 
all the trouble. For instance, our original plan was a three to four year plan. We said we would do this and do 
that but 1 suspect that nine times out o f ten people put it into their folders and said ‘we’ve done that.’ It’s a 
suggested requirement that it be done. People have a habit o f doing what they’re supposed to do and then 
reverting to what they would normally do which 1 think is a characteristic in particular here.’

He asserted that “marginally, there are some benefits” - such as enabling the principal target resources more 

efficiently and enhancing consistency o f practice - but considered “quite genuinely” that he could do without it. 

He believed that any changes that had taken place in the school were as a consequence o f the way the school was 

managed and organised rather than having anything to do with the development plan.'*

The question arises to why Principal A, and in particular Principal J (who, in fact, was in a better position to 

assess the impact o f the process as the school had embarked on the school development plan five years previously), 

were unconvinced about the value o f development planning. What was the difference between these two schools 

and the nine schools where the principals believed the school development plan had had a positive impact across 

the school? Was there something in the principals’ leadership style, the type o f plan, or the prevailing school 

culture that made the difference?

‘ School A, 82 - 83.

 ̂ Ibid., 104- 168 and 285 -289.

 ̂ S ch o o lJ ,3 7 4 -3 8 4 .

■* Ibid.
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An analysis of the interview data proffered by these two principals highlighted a number of issues. Firstly, 

both principals regarded the school development plan primarily as a management tool. Principal J regarded 

development planning as a management tool for central government - a means of co-opting teachers to fulfilling 

administrative purposes and the implementation of external mandates, including Northern Ireland Curriculum 

requirements. He believed that the DENI were ‘steering from a distance;’ i.e. giving the school a semblance of 

control over their development while simultaneously compelling the staff to plan ‘step by step’ what to do with 

regard to the new curriculum. He declared:

The government says...how can we ensure the new curriculum is introduced? [Advocate schools] to 
implement a curriculum plan...[particularly with regard to] the areas in which things have to be changed. The 
areas in which things have to be changed [include] greater emphasis on science [and] a greater emphasis on 
talking and listening. That must be put dovm and must be developed. So let’s see it put down. If we see it put 
down, then the staff have to follow it, therefore, we have by definition a development plan for the introduction 
of new subjects which we as politicians have introduced so therefore we have central control.” '

Principal A on the other hand, regarded the school development plan as a management tool to enable the principal 

organise the school more efficiently:

1 see [improving teaching and learning] as an element of our development plan, but the development plan 
itself, rightly or wrongly, is a management tool... [a means of being] proactive rather than reactive, of deciding 
where I want to be over a period of time, of prioritising the route to get there. Those sorts of notions...are 
largely management notions.^

Secondly, both principals also regarded the Northern Ireland Curriculum as an external imposition, which 

impinged on the professional autonomy of the school. As Principal J declared, “the changes that are taking place in 

the school are not with my approval but are dictated by the requirements of new curriculum...”  ̂Likewise, Principal 

A declared that many of the priorities decided by the school were displaced by the ongoing external demands 

emanating from the DENI, particularly in relation to curriculum and assessment requirements. He asserted that.

[the development plan had]...probably not made as much of a difference as 1 hoped originally that it would 
make because...! saw it as a means of prioritising what we needed to do in school but outside agencies just 
don’t let your prioritise the way you want to do...in that initiatives keep coming forth...and things have to be 
done that you didn’t have down in a development plan and things have to be set aside...for example, it would 
not have been m  my list to do but we were told [by the DENI] at the end of June that we must have a drugs 
education policy in place by 1“ September. I could say ‘stuff that’ we have our own priorities, but a lot of

' Ibid., 468 -473.

 ̂ School A, 435 - 452. 

^ School J. 458.
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things are written in legislation now so you have to do it [but] it gets in the way o f what you have set down as 
your own set of priorities.'

Notwithstanding, while Principal J could see little benefit in engaging in development planning and 

considered “quite genuinely that I could do without it.”  ̂ Principal A conceded that despite the obligation to 

implement external demands, development planning was useful as a change management strategy. It enabled the 

school prioritise and develop a limited number o f initiatives rather than “flying by the seat o f our pants...trying to 

do everything at once,” thus counterbalancing the rate o f change. He regarded the development plan as a means of 

actually resisting change in some areas -  saying ‘no’ or ‘not yet’ to certain initiatives - and, as mentioned above, 

asserted that the priorities focused on were better executed than would be the case if  teachers were “ramstamming 

everything.”^

Thus, while on the one hand Principal A believed development planning had not made as much of a 

difference as he had originally anticipated because external initiatives with a “must do” element attached resulted in 

school-based priorities being set aside, on the other hand, he perceived the benefit o f development planning as a 

change management strategy which helped “counterbalance change” and was “a means of actually resisting change 

in some areas.” '

In contrast to Principals A and J, the nine principals who believed development planning had had a positive 

impact across the school, embraced a different attitude towards the concept of development planning and the 

implementation of the curriculum. Rather than perceiving the development plan largely as a management tool for 

either the principal or the DENI, these principals regarded the plan as a means of involving all staff in the quest for 

school improvement -  both at management and organisational level and at classroom level. The development plan 

was regarded as a whole school improvement strategy rather than a management tool. Likewise, while 

acknowledging that curriculum change was externally driven, these nine principals did not view the Northern 

Ireland Curriculum as an external imposition but used this to their advantage by engaging their school development 

plan to develop the curriculum in terms o f their school and pupil needs, thus, internalising the curriculum so that it 

became part o f the school rather than an external demand (Section 7.3.1). Analogous to the principals cited by Nias

' School A, 8 2 -1 0 4  and 360 - 382.

^ School J, 374 - 384.

 ̂ School A, 258 -285.
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et al.,^ their focus was to improve educational provision for the benefit of the pupils in the school and they viewed 

the Northern Ireland Curriculum as an opportunity for doing this. The school development plan provided the means 

for adapting these requirements to suit the schools own educational purposes.

The type o f planning document developed by Schools A and J also indicated why the school development 

plan may not have had as great an impact across the school as these principals had originally anticipated. An 

analysis of the three year School Development Plan Summary submitted by Principal A revealed that although the 

plan embraced curriculum related priorities (four, across the three years) which required the involvement of the 

whole staff and/or the relevant co-ordinator working with individual teachers or groups of teachers, school 

management and organisational issues were the primary focus o f the plan. Notwithstanding, it was clear from the 

written plan that the principal intended to involve all staff in discussions pertaining to the majority of these issues. 

Thus, while the written plan had a distinct management focus, and was composed by the SMT following whole 

staff discussion (see below), the ‘by whom’ category indicated that the teaching staff were to be involved in the 

operationalisation of the plan.

However, the interview with the principal exposed a gap between the rhetoric of the plan and the reality at 

the level of practice. Although the written document intimated that the whole staff would be involved in discussion 

pertaining to organisational issues and in the formulation of policies relating to curriculum priorities, in actuality, 

the SMT took responsibility for implementing the plan and progress was communicated to the rest of the staff at 

Tuesday afternoon staff meetings:

Teachers were very involved in the initial exploration of the notion of a development plan. They were 
involved in the process of deciding where we are, where we want to be, what our strengths are, what our 
weaknesses are, and what we needed to do in year one, two and three. They will be involved again when we 
decide what will be involved in the new cycle (year four). But a day to day basis or even a month to month 
basis they’re not particularly involved apart from us [the SMT] getting on with what we said we would do.^

Nevertheless, for this particular school, the operationalisation of the plan may not ensue unless the SMT takes 

responsibility for implanentation. The lack of involvement of the teaching staff was not necessarily because the 

SMT assumed control and excluded their colleagues, but may have more to do with the prevailing school culture, or

' Ibid., 2 5 8 -2 7 7 .

2
Nias et al.. Whole School Curriculum D evelopm ent 151 - 197.

 ̂ School A. 185- 199.
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indeed, the focus o f the plan. During the course o f the interview, the principal revealed that teachers preferred to 

focus on “what they have to do within the confines of their own classroom” and were reluctant to be involved in 

whole school issues with the result that he seemed to be “dragging the whole thing along rather than leading it with 

everyone pushing from the back.” ' He stated:

1 wish teachers were involved or wished to be involved in whole-school issues...when you mention whole- 
school things they don’t really want to know...so, while they (teachers) do work together.-.I wish there was a 
little more whole staff involvement in terms o f initiative and wanting to get involved in whole school issues 
such as development planning.^

Clearly, the school is not characterised by a collaborative work culture. Moreover, the foregoing discourse 

reinforces the contention purported in Sections 9.5 and 10.5, that there needs to be congruence between whole- 

school planning and what teachers do in their classrooms. Teachers are more likely to participate in and be 

committed to the implementation of whole school initiatives which are focused on classroom issues, - the 

curriculum and learning. As Biott et al. contm d “ ...a  management focus for working together seems to be deplored 

by some teachers as an inappropriate intensification of their labour.”^

It is clear that Principal A had ownership of the plan but was using it as a management tool to make change 

manageable, and help with forward planning, particularly in relation to school management and organisational 

issues. Consequently, the plan was more likely to impact on school management and organisation as opposed to 

teaching and learning in the classroom. In fact, Hopkins and MacGilchrist who relate that plans that tend to 

concentrate on management arrangements understandably have little significant impact on pupils’ learning 

corroborate this argument. Their key lesson for schools is that development planning needs to focus on pupil 

progress and achievement and the quality o f  teaching and learning in the classroom as well as establishing effective 

management practices within the school.'*

An examination o f the written plan submitted by Principal J also helped illuminate why development 

planning had not had more of an impact on the school. Although curriculum related priorities comprised the main 

focus o f the plan and an indication was provided of who would be responsible for achieving these, as the extract

' Ibid., 384 - 389 and 427.

^ Ib id .,3 9 0 -4 1 3 .

 ̂ Biott et a l., “ W ritten P lann ing  and  School D evelopm ent,”  89.

4
H opkins and  M acG ilchrist, “ D evelopm ent P lann ing  for Pupil A ch ievem ent,”  4 15 - 415.
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below reveals, the plan was, in essence, a succinct list o f “things to do.” As no indication was given of how these 

priorities would be accomplished, the timescale involved, or arrangements for monitoring progress, it is not 

surprising that teachers “put it into their folders...and reverted to what they would normally do.”

Tahle/9.3: ixty'cu:tfrom/ScJroc)hJ’yVe^/el(ypme*\tPlcuni

A reo/ofw orh

Veo/T

ActCon/hy Whonu

Maths Policy and Programme All staff

English Policy and Programme All staff and co-ordinator

Science Policy and Programme All staff

Special Educational Needs Principal, designated team & all staff

Assessment and Recording All staff

Computer Principal.

Co-ordination of all work All staff

Support o f Parents All staff and Parent Teacher 
Association Representatives

Class Schemes P. I - P.7 Principal and teacher representatives

Teachers’ Preparation time Principal and all staff

Moreover, School J was characterised by the absence o f any sense o f shared ovmership or purpose 

amongst the principal and the staff. This is not surprising. As the principal had no ownership of or commitment to 

the plan it is unlikely that the teachers would espouse any sense o f ownership or commitment. He considered it 

unnecessary and believed it had little place in the way he administered the school: “I never had a plan in my life but 

I knew exactly what 1 wanted to do and 1 had it in my head.” '

Furthermore, Principal J embraced an autocratic leadership style, which precluded staff involvement in 

school development. As mentioned above, a development plan had little place in the way he administered the 

school as he kept everything in his head and assumed total responsibility for all aspects o f school organisation and 

administration. He believed it was the principal’s duty to establish a vision for the school, communicate this vision

' School J, 8 6 -  112.
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to staff and ensure that this vision is realised. He stated, “even if  there is a plan you still have to tell the staff and 

you have to monitor and you have to point out where it’s not achieved.” '

This principal’s bureaucratic leadership style was in direct contrast with the shared leadership style 

embraced by the other nine principals interviewed. They embraced a positive attitude towards the concept of 

development planning, encouraged the involvement o f all staff, delegated responsibility, and developed the 

structures to facilitate the operationalisation of the school development planning process. Even Principal A, who 

regarded the development plan primarily as a management tool sought to involve staff in the development of the 

plan. In contrast, Principal J did not relinquish control but continued to lead the school in the light of his own 

personal vision. He recounted, for instance, that in the initial stages of embarking on the plan the staff worked with 

a field officer and engaged in brainstorming sessions to review the school, identify aims and select priorities/areas 

o f work. However, following this democratic process the principal “condensed it into as few words as possible” in 

the form of the school development plan - a document which complied with external requirements but otherwise 

had little place in the overall functioning o f the school.^

Notwithstanding, Principal J believed there was an excellent collective spirit among the staff.^ An analysis 

o f his responses to the question pertaining to the prevailing school culture in the principals’ questionnaire also 

indicated that Principal J was convinced that the school was characterised by a collaborative culture where all staff 

were involved in establishing goals and visions and where teachers were actively involved in initiating change and 

supporting development work.'* However, an examination of the two teachers’ responses to the question relating to 

the prevailing school culture exposed a substantial amount of disagreement between the teachers and the principal.’ 

The general consensus emerging from the two teachers was in direct contrast with the principal’s opinion. They 

were among the ten percent (6 teachers) who disagreed with the statement ‘virtually all staff members are involved 

in establishing school goals and visions’ (Table 9.8). They also indicated that the teachers worked primarily in

' Ibid., 2 0 9 -2 1 4 .

 ̂ Ibid., 122 -1 4 7

 ̂ Ibid.. 223 -235.

4
Principals' Questionnaire, No. 32, Section Five, Question 2. This question was designed to elicit an insight into the prevailing 

school culture. The principals were given a list o f  statements and requested to “Please indicate the extent to which yo u  agree with each o f  the 
follow ing statem ents by circling one o f  these codes; SD  = Strongly Disagree: D = Disagree, A = Agree: SA = Strongly Agree.”

^ Teachers' Questionnaire, N o 's 32a and 32b, Section Four, Question 2. Teachers were given twelve statements in a question similar 
to that cited in the above footnote.
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isolation from their colleagues, that leadership came mainly from those with formal administrative duties and that 

senior management personnel made the most important decisions in the school. Indeed, the advice proffered by one 

of teachers in response to the question what advice would you give to school staffs about to embark on the process 

o f  development planning? was very revealing: “Listen to every member of the staff not just the principal and the 

vice-principal.” '

It is clear from the foregoing discourse that a number of key factors influence the extent of difference made 

by development planning. The nine schools where the principal believed the development planning process had a 

positive impact on school development, teacher development and pupil learning were characterised by a number of 

factors:

• The principal believed all teachers should be involved in the process and in many instances modified the 
school’s organisational infrastructure to facilitate collaborative discussion and decision-making.

• Shared leadership and management was a feature o f the schools’ culture.

• Having worked together to formulate the plan the principal and teachers had developed a sense of ownership 
of and commitment to the process.

• The principal had a positive attitude towards the concept o f development planning and regarded it as an 
effective means of procuring change across the whole school. TTie plan was viewed as a ‘management tool’ 
in the sense of managing school-wide, teacher and pupil development.

• While acknowledging that curriculum change was externally driven, these principals did not regard the 
Northern Ireland Curriculum as an external imposition but used this to their advantage by adapting the 
curriculum to serve the schools’ own educational process. Their focus was to improve educational provision 
for the benefit o f the pupils in the school and they used the advent o f the Northern Ireland Curriculum as an 
opportunity for doing this. The school development plan was a means o f achieving this goal.

• The principals had a more holistic perception of the concept of development planning viewing it not only as 
a vehicle for implementing curriculum requirements but also as an opportunity to focus on school-level 
priorities for development, to re-organise school management arrangements and to enhance collaborative 
work practices.

The foregoing discussion also confirmed that the focus o f  the plan is important. A focus on pupil progress 

and achievement, and the quality o f teaching and learning in the classroom, in addition to the school management 

arrangements is essential for successful development planning. Indeed, MacGilchrist et al., alleged that the focus 

o f  the plan was a critical factor when distinguishing between effective plans which had a negative or limited impact 

and those that effected a positive impact across the school: “The focus of the plan, not just the quality o f leadership

' Teachers’ Questionnaire, No. 32b, Section Four. Question 3.
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and management o f the process, marks out the difference between the plans.” ' Moreover, it was intimated that the 

above factors do not operate in isolation; rather, they are interrelated and it is the amalgamation o f  many or all of 

these factors that makes the difference and ensures a positive impact across the school.

The conclusion being reached throughout this section, and indeed, preceding sections of this thesis is that 

the focus o f  the plan, the quality o f  the planning document and the nature o f the planning process (i.e. staff working 

collaboratively, with a shared sense of ownership and purpose under the guidance of the principal) all influence the 

extent o f difference made by development planning across the school as a whole. This conclusion is endorsed by 

MacGilchrist et al. Analogous to the above research, these authors concluded that development planning did make 

a difference and had the potential to make a very significant impact on the school. They alleged, however, that

The nature of that impact... was determined by the type o f  plan. The consequence of this was that some plans 
were found to be more effective than others in respect of identifiable improvements for the school as a whole, 
for teachers in classrooms and the pupils. The effectiveness o f the plan was associated with a set of 
characteristics which delineated each type o f  plan....They were factors which concerned a combination of the 
use o f the process itself, that was determined by the degree o f shared ownership, purpose, leadership and 
management o f the plan, and the focus o f  the plan.^

As outlined in Section 9.6 - and reiterated in the quote above - MacGilchrist et al. delineated four planning 

archetypes each associated with a set of characteristics which combined to effect a positive or negative impact on 

the school. The type o f plan engaged by School J corresponds with the concept of a “rhetorical plan” outlined by 

MacGilchrist et al. This type o f plan (which was considered the least effective) was characterised by a lack of 

ownership by both the headteacher and the teaching staff, no leadership or management o f the process and a staff 

who “felt frustrated and disillusioned and were distanced from the headteacher.”  ̂The research pertaining to School 

J above (i.e. the principal’s questionnaire and interview and the two teacher’s questionnaires) indicated that in 

addition to the factors cited by MacGilchrist et al., a lack o f  need fo r  a plan  was expressed by the principal, the 

emphasis was on producing a plan - a document to satisfy external requirements - rather than engaging in a 

planning process, and substantial disagreement emerged between the principal and the teachers with regard to the 

prevailing school culture.

' M acG ilchrist et al., P lanning M atters . 194. 

^ Ibid.. 192 - 194.

^ Ib id , 124.
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The planning archetype engaged by School A correlated with MacGilchrist et al.’s delineation of the 

singular plan. TTiis type of plan was owned by the headteacher only and was used by him/her as a management 

tool. Overall, the teachers appeared not to be engaged with the process.' In addition to the above, the forgoing 

discussion pertaining to School A intimated that the management focus embraced by the plan may have been a 

factor in impeding whole-staff involvement in the process.

While variations prevailed across the other nine schools detailed in this research with regard to the type of 

plan/planning process in operation - each school having developed its own unique plan - overall, as outlined above, 

a number of key factors appeared to be generic across the plans. Moreover, many similarities prevail between these 

factors and the characteristics associated with the most effective type plans delineated in MacGilchrists et al.’s 

research, i.e. the co-operative and corporate type plans. The characteristics associated with both types of plan (i.e. 

the co-operative and corporate), were similar and included shared ownership and involvement of all teaching staff, 

shared leadership and management of the process, and a link between the plan and a staff development programme 

as teachers’ own learning was seen to be important. The co-operative and corporate plans were multipurpose in 

nature and focused on school wide development and on improving the quality of teaching and learning. Both types 

of plan also directed attention to improving monitoring procedures and to evaluating a range of outcomes. The 

corporate plan - represented by two schools in MacGilchrist et al.’s study and regarded as the most effective 

prototype - was further characterised by a distinct emphasis on bringing about improvements in pupils’ learning, a 

high level of shared responsibility for all aspects of the plan and the most comprehensive range of monitoring and 

evaluation strategies.^

It may be suggested that the nine schools engaged a planning process which reflected an amalgam of the 

characteristics associated with the co-operative and corporate type plans delineated by MacGilchrist et al. Overall, 

as both this and previous sections have revealed, they were predicated on staff involvement, facilitative leadership

from the principal, a shared sense of ownership and purpose and shared leadership and management of the process. 

Moreover, the plans were multipurpose in nature, embracing both a curriculum focus and managerial and 

organisational focus.

' Ibid.. 125 - 127. 

^ Ibid., 1 2 0 - 144.
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A clear message emanating from this section is that development planning has the potential to effect a 

significant impact across the school. Enhanced professional expertise, collaborative work practices, and a shared 

sense of direction and vision were among the many outcomes of development planning cited by the teachers and 

principals involved in this research. However, analogous to the research conducted by MacGilchrist et al. and by 

Hopkins, among others, this section also highlights that the internal school conditions, including the leadership 

style of the principal and the prevailing school culture have a bearing on the effectiveness of the plan. A further 

insight into the conditions and factors that facilitate the planning process and engender successful outcomes is 

presented in the following section.

9.7 Sc^'U>tyi/Level/C(>nditX4yn^thcctfcu>il(^^ 
the' Plo/rvvUYi^ Process

As elucidated in the preceding section, the information garnered from the eleven principals interviewed in 

relation to the outcomes of development planning indicated that a number of salient factors facilitated the 

operationalisation of the process. This research was corroborated by MacGilchrist et al. who indicated that the 

effectiveness of the plan was determined by a set of key characteristics that appeared to be generic across the plans. 

The school organisational arrangements, staff roles and responsibilities, the opportunities for learning and the ways 

of working that enable a school to get the work done are all dimensions of the school culture which determine the 

extent to which a school is able to work towards its own continuous development.

Indeed, the assertion that the internal conditions of schools are significant in promoting school development 

was purported in Chapter Three, School Development Planning: Making it Happen. Fullan, for example, suggested 

three critical themes, which casually influence successful implementation:

• The critical role of the principal in facilitating or inhibiting change;

• The amount and quality of assistance given once the change process is underway; and

• The organisational culture or climate (Section 3.2).

In fact. Chapter Three disclosed that the latter theme - school culture - is a vital dimension in the 

improvement process. Moreover, it was revealed that the types of school culture most supportive of school 

improvement efforts are those that are collaborative, have high expectations for pupils and staff, embrace shared 

goals and values and encourage teachers to assume a variety of leadership roles.
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The significance of the internal conditions of schools already affirmed by the interviews conducted in the 

course of this thesis and by the research reported by MacGilchrist et al., was further endorsed by the data elicited 

from the principals’ and teachers’ questionnaires. In the light of the literature review and the exploratory interviews 

conducted prior to the formulation of the research insfruments (Section 4.2) the author identified a list of sixteen 

school-level conditions associated with successful school improvement efforts. Both groups of questionnaire 

respondents were given this list of conditions' and asked how important is each o f  the following in implementing a 

development plan in your school? They were requested to indicate their response on a scale of 1-5 (1 = 

unimportant; 5 = very important). Table 9.4 below presents the percentage of principals and teachers identifying 

each variable as important or very important in implementing the school development plan.

An analysis of this data reveals that both groups of respondents considered the majority of the sixteen 

factors important or very important in effectuating the plan, thus confirming that development planning is 

predicated on a number of interdependent variables. Notwithstanding, an examination of the percentage of 

principals and teachers identifying each variable as very important revealed that a number of factors emerged as 

particularly significant in promoting school development.

Over two-thirds of both groups of respondents indicated that the following five factors were very important 

in establishing the development plan in their school:

• Involvement of all teaching staff;

• Teamwork and collaboration;

• Shared goals and values;

• Time for planning;

• Strong leadership by the principal.

* Principals' Questionnaire, Section Five, Question 1; Teachers’ Questionnaire, Section Four, Question 1.
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Tdble^9A: Sch/>o^le^^cond4Xt<yri^a.iy>ciatsd/wCth/d&velopme*\tpl(M\*iCn^

facCoryAuociated/ w ith  Suuxeafvd/ 

V&velop mervC

Pri*\cipaW OpOnUm/ Teocfuery-' OpUvCon/

% Important % Very 

Important

% Important % Very 

Important

Involvement o f parents in policy formulation 5.8 3.3

Support of school board 46.2 21.2 51.7 15.0

Strong leadership by the principal 19.2 76.9 20.0 76.7

Involvement of all teaching staff 5.8 92.3 13.3 85.0

Having a flexible plan 46.2 38.5 50.0 40.0

Teamwork and collaboration 17.3 80.8 20.0 80.0

Shared goals and values 30.8. 67.3 26.7 73.3

Short-term goals 44.2 42.3 50.0 41.7

Time for planning 13.5 82.7 18.3 76.7

Shared leadership 36.5 51.9 35.0 48.3

Financial resources 38.5 50.0 36.7 55.0

Regular reviews of progress 67.3 26.9 53.3 38.3

Indicators and criteria by which improvement 
can be recognised

55.8 26.9 60.0 25.0

A clear focus on improvement 
in the classroom

40.4 48.1 51.7 38.3

Having advance knowledge o f the 
change process

53.8 26.9 51.7 30.0

Appropriate staff development 40.4 38.5 53.3 35.0

Involvement o f all teaching staff (considered very important by ninety-two percent o f principals and eighty- 

five percent of teachers), was regarded as the most significant variable in ensuring implementation o f the school 

development plan. Cuckle et al. also related that staff involvement “was thought by almost everyone interviewed to 

be crucial in devising the school development plan if  it was to be implemented successfully.” ' Indeed, there was 

almost unanimous agreement amongst both principals and teachers that staff involvement, teamwork and 

collaboration and shared goals and vision were key factors in encouraging the operationalisation o f the school 

development plan in their school.^ Strong leadership by the principal, regarded as very important by over three-

' C uckle et al., “ D evelopm ent P lann ing  in P rim ary  Schools: A  positive Influence on M anagem ent and C ultu re ,”  189.

2
See A ppendix V ll, T ab le  17 and  A ppendix  VIII, T ab le  14. O ne hundred percent o f  teachers identified team w ork and  collaboration, 

and shared goals and  values as im portant or very  im portant w hile all but one -  w ho  w as unsure  -  indicated  that the  involvem ent o f  a ll teaching  
s ta f f  w as im portant or very im portant in im plem enting  the  plan. N ine ty  eight percent o f  principals  (i.e. all 51 w ho responded to  th is question) 
identified all three  variab les as  im portan t/very  im portant.

327



quarters of both groups of respondents, was another significant variable. Only one of the given variables - the 

involvement of parents in policy formulation - was not regarded as an important element in the development 

planning process. In fact, approximately two-thirds of both groups of respondents ranked this variable as either 

unimportant or not very important, while a further thirty percent of teachers and twenty-five percent of principals 

were unsure of the significance of parental involvement in policy formulation in relation to their school [Appendix 

VII, Table 17; Appendix VIII, Table 14].

The comments proffered in response to Section four, question four, of the principals’ questionnaire provided 

a further insight into the factors facilitating the operationalisation of the plan. FVincipals were requested to give an 

example o f  a priority that was implemented successfully and asked, “to what do you attribute the school's success 

in implementing this priority?” Rather than confining them to a ‘given’ list of factors, this open-ended question 

offered principals the opportunity to recount their own experience of the factors contributing to successful 

implementation.

Table 9.5 below provides a summary of the curricular and organisational areas where the schools surveyed 

successfully implemented priorities. Priorities pertaining to a Northern Ireland Curriculum subject were cited by 

fifty percent of principals as an example of a priority that was successfully implemented in the school. Smaller 

numbers of principals specified a variety of other areas of focus including school buildings and environment, staff 

roles and responsibilities and Special Needs.
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TahLe'9.5: A Suvvvmcury of^r\e/cu^e4}l^^u}^Jere/prv01r^t^ei'\oere' 
iucce^ifiiUy CnCf)l&me*\£izd/

A rea / of-footAJi' Wo; of 
PrincipcUy

% of 
PruncipcUi-

National Curriculum Subjects 26 50.0

School Buildings and Environment 7 13.5

Roles and Responsibilities of staff 4 7.7

Special Needs 3 5.8

Non response 3 5.8

School Discipline 2 3.8

Assessment and Recording 2 3.8

Staff Development and Training 1 1.9

Others* 4 7.7

52 100

*  W ith regard  to  the  ‘o th e rs ’ category, tw o p rinc ipa ls  specified  ‘structured  p lay ,’ one cited  'pas to ra l care ’ w hile the  fourth principal 

related that the  priority  concerned ‘m onitoring  by principal and  co -o rd ina to r o f  w ork being cov ered .'

Table 9.6 below presents a summary of the responses proffered by the principals in relation to the factors 

contributing to the school’s success in implementing the priority in question. Consistent with the foregoing 

research, staff involvement in the planning process was a crucial factor in facilitating successfiil outcomes. In fact, 

factors relating to staff working together - namely, the quality o f staff relationships, ownership of the process by the 

whole staff, shared vision and goals, regular staff meetings and staff involvement/teamwork - were mentioned in 

eighty-eight percent of cases (i.e. by 43 principals). The selection of priorities perceived by the staff to address 

salient needs, effective co-ordination of the priority by the teacher appointed as co-ordinator and the availability of 

appropriate external advice or inservice training also contributed to successfiil implementation.

The principal’s comments also confirmed that in the majority of schools, the operationalisation of the 

development plan is predicated on an assemblage of interrelated factors. For example, one principal related that a 

priority focused on progression and continuity between year groups in relation to mathematics was successftilly 

implemented as a result of:

Open, frank discussions involving all staff members concerned; listening to individual opinions; good research 
and preparation for meetings by the Maths co-ordinator; willingness on the part of staff to compromise and to 
try out new schemes, ideas etc.; effort made by all to keep to time schedules for feedback etc. and by Maths 
co-ordinator to make decisions at each stage of the plan.'

* P rincipals’ Q uestionnaire, No. 16, S ection  Four, Q uestion  4(b).
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Tcibile/9.6: P r in c ip a l^  o 4 iie iim e4 ^ o ffM ti)ryco r \X r(h u tin g ' 
ter n ĉce îfxAL iinp lefne^xtatiorv

Tom&i'

Mentioned/

94

% Retp<m4«*' 
W= 94

%
Keipondeytty 

W= 49

Staff involvement/teamwork 32 34.2 65.3

Priorities address salient needs 9 9.5 18.4

Effective co-ordination by co-ordinator 9 9.5 18.4

External support/advice/ inservice 9 9.5 18.4

Shared vision and goals 7 7.5 14.2

Financial resources 6 6.4 12.2

Time made available 5 5.3 10.2

Careful planning 3 3.2 6.1

Effective leadership by the principal 3 3.2 6.1

Ownership of process by whole staff 2 2.1 4.1

Development work building on existing good 
practice

2 2.1 4.1

Input from parents 2 2.1 4.1

Tangible evidence of success 2 2.1 4.1

Quality of staff relationships 1 1.1 2.0

Regular staff meetings 1 1.1 2.0

Individual teacher’s opinion consulted 1 1.1 2.0

94 100 191.7

Another principal noted that the school had successfully developed a science policy and programme of study 

and organised resources for science as a result of “The agreed, perceived need by the whole staff, the experience 

and expertise of the science co-ordinator and the time made available to carry out work.” ' A further principal

* P rincipals ' Q uestionnaire, No. 21 , Section  Four, Q uestion  4(b).
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recounted that a Structured Play Programme for Key Stage 1 pupils was developed and implemented because all 

staff perceived a need for the priority to be developed; teachers were interested, and thus, much discussion was 

generated; both the inspector and an NEELB officer assisted at school-based inservice; and finance was available 

for resources. ‘ Other comments included:

• Shared vision about benefits [of developing and individualised reading programme]; builds on existing 
good practice; determination on part of staff; obvious benefits being seen.

• Good leadership by the maths co-ordinator (due to inservice training) and a sense of belonging from the 
rest of staff - teamwork for a common goal.

• (1) All staff involved - all colleagues involved in agreement of the school policy;
(2) High level of leadership from the principal and school management team;
(3) Support from NEELB through inservice fraining.

• (1) Vision of what can be achieved [in relation to the development of the school grounds as an amenity 
and for curriculum purposes];
(2) Assistance/advice of external agency - Learning Through Landscapes;
(3) Input from staff, parents and pupils.^

The aforementioned comments illustrate that successftjl implementation is dependent on a cluster of 

variables. This proposition was also mentioned in relation to Table 9.4 which highlighted that the majority of the 

sixteen ‘given’ variables were considered important or very important in promoting successful development 

planning. The previous section further confirmed that a number of internal school conditions combine to support 

the operationalisation of the plan and the generation of successful outcomes across the school. Moreover, this 

research was corroborated by MacGilchrist et al. who maintain that the extent of the impact the plan has on the 

school as a whole is predicated on a set o f  key characteristics “related to the purpose, context and content of the 

plan, and the planning process itself”  ̂ Likewise, in his study of development planning in the Republic of Ireland, 

Cotter concluded that “the facilitation of school development planning is dependent on a cluster of factors, which 

are in turn, depaident on or co-exist with one another and are developed and sustained through participative 

leadership, staff collaborative cultures, and staff development.”  ̂Among the facilitative factors identified by Cotter 

were the leadership role of the principal, the co-operation and motivation of the teaching staff, the school

* Principals’ Questionnaire, No 3 1, Section Four, Question 4(b).

2
Principals’ Questionnaire, N o.’s 44, 48, 15 and 8 respectively. Section Four, Question 4(b). 

 ̂ MacGilchrist e ta l.. Planning Matters, 205.

4
Cotter, “ Facilitating School Development Planning,” 154.
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management arrangements, the empowerment of the teaching staff and time for planning.' Many o f the comments 

proffered by the principals surveyed - including those cited above - also highlighted that the factors facilitating the 

implementation o f the plan vary according to the priority in question and the unique characteristics of each 

individual school. Input fi'om parents, for instance, was a particularly important factor in relation to the 

development of the paired reading programme specified by two principals as a priority that was successfully 

implemented in their school. Similarly, the availability o f  financial resources was essential for the successful 

implementation of priorities pertaining to the purchase of maths equipment, the development of extra storage 

facilities, library resources, the development of the school grounds and refurbishment.

An additional and significant finding emerging from the comments delineating the school-level factors 

contributing to successful implementation is that in the main, the schools surveyed appear to be characterised by a 

culture o f collaboration. Comments such as “shared responsibility and dedication of staff,” “teaching staff 

commitment and understanding o f school development planning,” “quality o f staff relationships,” “whole staff saw 

a need,” “shared aims and a very willing staff,” “shared vision of what can be achieved,” and “willingness ...o f  

staff to compromise and to try out new schemes [and] ideas...” all denote that collaborative work cultures/practices 

appear to be the reality in schools.

A more comprehensive insight into the culture o f the schools surveyed was generated by a subsequent 

question which was specifically designed to elicit information on the prevailing school culture from both the 

principals’ and the teachers’ perspective.^ Both groups of respondents were presented with a list o f statements 

pertaining to various aspects o f school culture and requested to indicate the extent to which they agreed or 

disagreed with each statement. Table 9.7 below presents the principals’ responses to this question while Table 9.8 

illustrates the teachers’ responses.

' Ibid.

2
P rincipals’ Q uestionnaire, Section  Five. Q uestion  2; T each ers’ Q uestionnaire, Section Four, Q uestion  2.
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Tahle/9.7 iTxeyPre^fcUlCn^Schocl/Culture': PrCncCpaly’ PerSp&cti /̂e/

%

Strongly

Disagree

%

Disagree

%

Agree

®/o

Strongly

Agree

%

Non

Response

Virtually all staff members are involved in 

establishing school goals and visions. 1.9 19.2 76.9 1.9

In this school, teachers work primarily in 

isolation from their colleagues. 86.5 7.7 3.8 1.9

Teachers meet together regularly to 

discuss aspects of their work and share 

ideas

28.8 69.2 1.9

Resources for school development are 

specifically allocated towards the issues 

prioritised in the SDP.

1.9 59.6 36.5 1.9

Teachers are actively involved in initiating 

change and supporting development work. 5.8 42.3 44.2 7.7

The staff in our school shares a clear 

vision related to improving the quality o f 

teaching and learning.

3.8 44.2 46.2 5.8

School goals and priorities are helpful in 

screening external initiatives for change. 3.8 59.6 32.7 3.8

Teachers are encouraged to engage in staff 

development activities directly related to 

their individual needs and preferences.

1.9 3.8 50.0 38.5 5.8

Opportunities are provided for teachers to 

visit, observe, and share expertise with 

colleagues in other classrooms.

1.9 21.2 55.8 15.4 5.8

SDP would be very difficult to implement 

in the absence of external support. 7.7 25.0 42.3 17.3 7.7
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Tahle/9.8 The^Pi^(ulCi^Scho6iCtAlture< Teachers PerSpecXX\fe/

»/o

Strongly

Disagree

%

Disagree Agree

%

Strongly

Agree

%

Non

Response

The principal is the driving force for 

improvement in this school. 3.3 10.0 30.0 55.0 1.7

Virtually all staff members are involved in 

establishing school goals and visions. 10.0 26.7 61.7 1.7

In this school, teachers work primarily in 

isolation form their colleagues. 66.7 23.3 5.0 3.3 1.7

Teachers meet together regularly to discuss 

aspects of their work and share ideas. 6.7 36.7 56.7

The principal regularly seeks ideas and 

suggestions from individual staff members. 1.7 3.3 48.3 45.0 1.7

Vision building in this school is the 

responsibility o f the principal. 8.3 46.7 31.7 11.7 1.7

Leadership in this school comes primarily 

from those with formal administrative duties. 8.3 28.3 48.3 5.0 10

The staff in our school shares a clear vision 

related to improving the quality o f teaching 

and learning.

1.7 8.3 46.7 43.3

Resources for school development are 

specifically allocated towards the issues 

prioritised in the development plan.

5.0 58.3 31.7 5.0

Teachers are encouraged to engage in staff 

development activities directly related to their 

individual needs and preferences.

1.7 3.3 55.0 36.7 3.3

Senior management staff make the most 

important decisions in our school. 5.0 21.7 38.3 33.3 1.7

Opportunities are provided for teachers to 

visit, observe, and share expertise with 

colleagues in other classrooms.

11.7 25.0 43.3 20.0
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As adduced above, a significant finding emanating from both groups of respondents is that overall, the 

schools included in the research conducted in the course of this thesis appeared to be charactCTised by a 

collaborative work culture. Ninety four percent of principals and ninety percent of teachers disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with the statement suggesting that teachers work primarily in isolation from their colleagues. Rather, 

ninety-six percent of principals and eighty-eight percent of teachers agreed or sfrongly agreed that virtually all staff 

members are involved in establishing school goals and visions. Likewise, as the above tables indicate, ninety-eight 

percent of principals and ninety-three percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that teachers meet together 

regularly to discuss aspects of their work and share ideas. The majority of the respondents were also in agreement 

that the staff in the school share a clear vision related to improving the quality of teaching and learning and that 

opportunities were provided for teachers to visit, observe and share expertise with colleagues in other classrooms. 

[Tables 9.7 and 9.8 above].

It was also apparent that despite the collaborative focus permeating the schools, individual teacher’s needs 

and opinions were not overlooked. Approximately ninety percent of both groups of respondents agreed or strongly 

agreed that teachers were encouraged to engage in staff development activities directly related to their individual 

needs and preferences. In addition, the majority of the teachers surveyed (93%) were in agreement that the 

principal regularly seeks ideas and suggestions from the staff -  a factor which makes teachers feel their experience 

and expertise is valued and also enables a principal identify what an individual teachers’ professional needs might 

be.

Notwithstanding the fact that a culture of collaboration permeated the majority of schools in this study, it 

was also apparent that the principal as the collaborative leader played a pivotal role in facilitating the development 

planning process - a factor which will be further delineated on in the following section. Eighty five percent of 

teachers agreed (30%), or strongly agreed (55%), that the principal was the driving force fo r  improvement in their 

school {Table 9.8). The majority of teachers (72%) were also in agreement that senior management staff made the 

most important decisions in the school while over half agreed (48%), or sfrongly agreed (5%), that leadership in the 

school comes primarily from those with formal adminisfrative duties.

Interestingly, opinion was divided with regard to the principal’s role in defining and articulating a vision for 

the school. While fifty-five percent of the teachers disagreed that vision building was the responsibility of the 

principal, forty-three percent were in agreement with the statement that vision building in this school is the
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responsibility o f  the principal. The acceptance by forty-three percent of teachers that vision building is the 

responsibility of the principal echoes Nias et al.’s findings that despite the collaborative culture pervading the 

schools, teachers accepted and expected guidance and direction from the principal in relation to the school’s 

development.' However, the fact that ninety-three percent of teachers were in agreement that the principal regularly 

seeks ideas and suggestions from staff, and eighty-eight percent confirmed that virtually all staff members are 

involved in establishing school goals and visions indicated that even in schools where the principal was regarded as 

being responsible for providing a vision for their school, teachers’ voices and opinions were part of the 

collaborative mix.

The finding that the schools included in this research, were, in the main, characterised by collaborative work 

cultures was also reported by Cotter, Guinan,^ MacGilchrist et al., Cuckle et al., and by Southworth.^ Indeed, this 

latter author suggests that the traditional organisational cultures of primary schools that tended to support class 

teacher individuality, autonomy and privacy are now being transcended by collaborative school cultures where 

professional debate and challenge occur in a climate of trust and openness.'* Moreover, Southworth contends that 

this transmutation in the organisational cultures of primary schools is presently providing “a window o f opportunity 

for promoting the development of learning schools.”  ̂ He also maintains that the advent of development planning 

has been a major contributory factor in facilitating this cultural shift and promoting collaborative work practices in 

schools;

It appears that the introduction of the National Curriculum, plus the requirement for annual school 
development plans, have encouraged more collaborative planning. This suggests that a new occupational norm 
is being established. Primary teachers, more than ever before, are now expected to work with their colleagues. 
Teacher independence is now being supplemented by norms of interdependence.*

A similar finding was reported by Cotter in relation to the schools surveyed in the course of his research. He 

alleged that “one of the major findings emerging from this data is the collaborative nature of the development

‘ Ibid., 2 4 4 -2 4 5 .

^ Mar> E. A. Guinan, “School Development Planning at Second Level: A Case Study,” Unpublished M.Ed. Thesis (Dublin, Trinity 
College: 1996).

 ̂ G eoff Southworth, “ Improving Primary Schools: shifting the emphasis and clarifying the focus,” School Organisation 16, No. 3 
(1996): 2 6 3 -2 8 0 .

'' Ibid. 272 - 273.

^ Ibid., 273.

* Ibid
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planning process it describes and that collaborative planning is a reality.” ' He also indicated that collaboration and 

a sense of team “are sustained and developed through the cultivation o f partnership and feelings o f being involved, 

through regular staff meetings...regular evaluation and monitoring and through realistic aims and goals,” activities 

all associated with the development planning process.^ Likewise, in her case study o f  school development planning 

at second level, Guinan declared that

The outcome that has benefited the school most, as a result o f this project has been the gradual but influential 
change in school climate and the willingness o f the staff to become involved in whole staff issues. This [the 
author] attributes to total staff involvement in the planning process.^

Clearly, the research findings reported in this chapter - including, research conducted by the aforementioned 

authors - endorse Hargreaves and Hopkins contention that development planning has the potential to change the 

cultuial infrastructure - the underlying structures and cultural conditions in the school - at the same time as the 

curriculum or other priorities the school has set itself “

It is also apparent that such changes became manifest in two interrelated ways. Firstly, as indicated above, 

for many schools, particularly those already working collaboratively, the school culture was enhanced as a ‘by

product’̂  o f engaging in the process itself Secondly, in schools where the prevailing school culture was not 

appropriate for engaging in the development planning process the infrastructure was “deliberately built in ways that 

optimise the educational purposes.”* As revealed in Table 7.2, fifty-two percent of the principals surveyed 

identified teamwork and collaboration as a priority in its own right in the development plan thus indicating that they 

embraced a deliberate focus on improving the internal conditions of the school. In addition, nine of the principals 

interviewed indicated that while good working relationships permeated the school they also used the opportunity 

provided by the advent o f development planning to further enhance professional interaction and learning. As

' Cotter. “ Facilitating School Development Planning.” 108.

^ Ibid., 161.

3
Guinan, “ School Development Planning at Second Level,” 146.

4
Hargreaves and Hopkins, The Empowered School. 122 -  123 and 16 -  17, Hopkins et al„ School Improvement in an ERA o f

Change. 104.

 ̂ DES, Development Planning. 12.

^ Whitaker, Managing Change in Schools. 93.
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CHAPTEn TEN

The' WriXtew 

lYxtrodAAxXUyrv

In a covering letter forwarded to all the principals who received principals’ questionnaire, the author 

requested a copy of their most recent school development plan. The purpose of this request was to supplement the 

information garnered from the questionnaire instruments and the interview schedules, and to facilitate triangulatitm 

between the aforementioned research instruments and the written school development plans.

The following questions were developed to facilitate the analysis of the written planning documents:

What is the format of the document? (Level of detail / structure / presentation).

What components are included?

• Are priorities expressed and, if so what is the focus of these priorities? Are short, medium and long-term
priorities included? Are the main aims of the school reflected in the chosen priorities?

• What criteria are used for prioritising?

What are the arrangements for implementing the plan? Are action plans, success criteria, time-scales and 
resource implications included?

• Are arrangements for monitoring and evaluating the plan included?

• Who wrote the plan?

• Who is the audience for the plan?

• Is the plan a working document?

The purpose of these questions was to enable the author examine the documentary evidence relating to the plans 

themselves and to elicit further information on the planning processes underlying the construction of the 

documents.

The analysis of the planning documents is encapsulated in six main sections. The first section presents an 

overview of the components included in the written development plans, including, the introductory statements 

(Section 10.1.1), the school aims and aspirations (Section 10.1.2) and the school development planning document
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(Section 10.1.4). The format of the action plans and the components included are also focused on (section 10.1.5). 

This is followed in section two by an examination of the arrangements for monitoring and evaluation encapsulated 

in the planning documents. Information elicited from the written documents in relation to who is involved in the 

planning process is considered in section three. A brief outline of the resource implications included in the 

development plans is the subject of section four. The Chapter concludes with an overview of the main findings 

arising from the analysis of the written documents.

10.1 Jl\e/C<>mp<>rie^^Iyiclu<ied/ii^th^WritCe/rvpla/riy

Thirty of the fifty-two principals who returned a questionnaire also enclosed a copy of a recent school 

development plan. This return represented fifty-eight percent of the principals surveyed. However, the quality of 

these planning documents varied considerably. Eighteen of these schools submitted a relatively comprehensive 

planning document that was well structured, well presented and comprised a number of interrelated components:

(a) An Introduction;

(b) A statement of school aims;

(c) Criteria for Prioritising;

(d) A School Development Plan/Development Plan Summary; and

(e) Action Plans.

An example of a school development plan that includes the aforementioned components is presented in 

Appendix V. Other components were included in a small number of these plans. Two schools included a report on 

the evaluation of the action plans conducted at the end of each year of the planning cycle. One school presented a 

proforma for evaluating the School Development Plan (Appendix VI). Another had drawn up an amended 

development plan summary for year two, while another school included a section entitled The Role o f  the School 

Management Team.

In contrast, two principals presented a development plan, which was, in essence, a list of tasks to be 

accomplished for each year of a three-year cycle. No other components (for instance, school aims or criteria for 

prioritising) were included in these two plans. It was difficult to discern how these plans were to be managed given 

that targets, success criteria, time-scales, and arrangements for monitoring and evaluation were not identified. Two 

other schools had produced a one-page, spreadsheet type planning document which embraced priorities for years
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one, two and three, and time targets and success criteria for year one. !n essence, these development plans also 

comprised a list o f “things to do” with no indication given o f how these would be accomplished and who would be 

responsible. As the plans were condensed into one page the documents also appeared cluttered and unattractive. It 

is also difficult to see how these plans could be used as working documents as they lacked sufficient detail to 

support implemaitation.

The eight other schools submitted partial development plans. For example, one school furnished an 

introduction, school aims and a development plan summary. In another, an introduction, school aims, criteria for 

prioritisation and a list o f priorities were proffered. Three schools submitted a development plan summary only, 

while three other principals presented their development plan summary and a number o f action plans.

10.1.1 T%e/Iv\troxiAA<Myiy StCite4i'ie^ îty

The following analysis o f  development planning documents is based on the eighteen well-structured and 

detailed development plans mentioned above. All o f the plans included a short introductory section that included 

some combination of the following;

• The purpose(s) underpinning the school development plan;

•  The process underlying the construction of the plan;

•  Who is involved in the planning process;

• The audience for the plan;

• How often the plan will be updated and reviewed.

An example of an introductory statement is presented in Appendix V. All eighteen documents indicated the 

purpose(s) underpinning the school development plan. Statements of purpose included:

• To improve the quality of teaching and learning in the school;

•  Provide a sense o f direction for the school;

• Control, manage and facilitate our school’s growth over the next three years;

• Provide a planning framework to enable the school outline priorities for action and help identify
staff development needs and resource targets.
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In the majority of plans the introductory statements also recounted the process underpiiming the construction 

of the plan. The overall trend that emerged was that the school development plan was the result of a series of 

meetings focused on three interrelated activities; a review of the schools’ aims, a school-based review and the 

establishment of priorities. This finding was also reported in section 7.4 following an analysis of data presented in 

the principals’ questionnaire in relation to the key elements entailed in the process. These three activities 

culminated in a one or two page document entitled the School Development Plan or School Development Plan 

Summary. Regardless of the designated title, this central plan constituted an overview of the priorities to be carried 

out over a three-year period. All the plans emphasised that whole-staff participation was intrinsic to the process of 

constructing a plan. Most of the schools also indicated that a Field Officer from the NEELB’s Management 

Development Unit assisted staff in the aforementioned activities. For example, school fifty-eight noted in the 

introduction to its development plan that during two consortia days, senior management team meetings and staff 

meetings were conducted with the assistance of two NEELB Management Officers. During these meeting, staff

1 Reviewed and updated the aims of the school in order to meet the needs of the children and the 
requirements of the Education Reform Order;

2. Undertook a school review focusing on the areas of the curriculum, teaching and learning, staff 
organisation and development and school management. From this, a picture of the school’s strengths and 
weaknesses emerged;

 ̂ Agreed priorities on the basis of this evidence and the staff then drew up a plan outlining what it intends to 
do next year and sketched an outline of what is to be considered over the following two years.

Similarly, school fifteen recounted;

The School Development Plan was initiated in the spring term 1994 when two officers from the NEELB’s 
Management Development Team conducted a one-day inservice attended by all staff. At this stage, all the 
staff were invited to record the strengths and weaknesses of the school in various areas (e.g. curriculum, 
resources, buildings etc.) and to consider the school aims and aspiratims for its pupils/teachers/community. 
The staff also agreed that a School Management Team be formed....The SMT received further training on 
how to prioritise the needs of the school and how to draw up a phased plan for a period of three years.

Only one school mentioned the involvement of Governors in the process. School forty-eight disclosed that “this 

school development plan... is the result of the combined efforts of all staff members and governors of the school.” 

In all other plans governors were mentioned only in relation to the audiaice for the plan. In general, it was asserted 

that the plan should be invaluable to Governors in planning budget expenditure, in reporting to the Annual Parents’ 

Meeting and in familiarising themselves with the school.
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A number of school development plans mentioned that the findings from a recent inspection had also been 

taken into account. Only one plan clearly indicated the personnel responsible for compiling and writing the 

document. School fifteen stated that following whole-staff participation in school-based review and consideration 

of the school aims and aspirations (previous quote above);

...the Saiior Management Team proceeded to draw up the following school development plan taking into 
account the aims of the school, the legal requiranents of the Education Reform Order (1989), the pupils’ 
education and welfare, whole staff pricrities, resources available (e.g. staff time and expertise; finance; 
external help) and the expectation(s) of meeting goals.

10.1.2 Ai^^a^nd'Aipircituytiy

All the planning documents presented a statement of school aims and aspirations. These aims were child- 

centered and focused on the provision of a high quality educational experience within the school. They were 

concerned with providing a broad and balanced curriculum in accordance with statutory requirements and pupil 

needs; giving each child equal opportunity to develop his/her potential, spiritually, intellectually, socially and so 

forth; ensuring that a happy caring atmosphere prevails throughout the school; inculcating Christian values; 

developing personal qualities such as self confidence, independence and self-discipline, and enabling children 

cooperate and interact with their peers. The school aims also focused on the need to nurture and sustain good 

relationships between home, school and community and to encourage parents to be involved in their children’s 

work and in the life of the school.

10.1.3 C ritje^ i^fbr pruyritViatvoi^

Criteria for prioritisation were recounted in all eighteen documents and also in one of the ‘partial’ 

development plans. An examination of these criteria was presented in the discourse pertaining to prioritisation in 

Chapter 7.7

1 0 . 1.4  The^Sch/yol'Ve^elopmevitPla/n/

A School Development Plan/School Development Plan Summary was included in fifteen of the eighteen 

documents. In addition, nine of the twelve schools who furnished a partial planning document had also submitted a 

development plan summary (An example of this document is included in Appendix V). The summaries emanated
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from the perusal o f school-aims, the school-based review and the subsequent consideration of priorities for 

development. They comprised an overview o f the proposed way forward for the school in the forthcoming three 

years. Priorities to be addressed for each year of the three-year cycle were highlighted. The development plan 

summary also indicated that many priorities would be ongoing across two/three years thus indicating a predilection 

to maintain good practice and to sustain the implementation of recent developments. In the majority o f  the 

summaries, each priority was aligned with a particular school aim(s) and with the criteria for prioritisation that 

influenced its selection. In this manner, schools aims were linked to outcomes by priorities.

While many similarities prevailed, the priorities selected were unique to each individual school and reflected 

a range of curricular and organisational concerns. Curriculum areas were included in all school development plans. 

In general, curricular priorities related to the drafting/updating of a whole-school policy and/or scheme of work. 

Priorities pertaining to school buildings and environment (for example, re-decorating classrooms, tree planting, 

developing the school garden, and marking the playground for games), were also included in all development plans. 

Other universal priorities included school organisation and management issues. These concerned, among others, 

staff roles and responsibilities, communication among teachers, time management, assessment and record keeping, 

parental access/involvement, and school discipline and ethos. Resources relating to curricular and organisational 

priorities were also targeted; for example, increased storage space and display areas for historical artifacts/science 

equipment, purchasing reading materials, new/updated library facilities, office extensions and the development of 

an information technology suite.

A further analysis o f the development plan summaries indicated that in general, the greatest number of 

priorities (as many as twenty in some instances), were presented in the first year of the planning cycle, a lesser 

number (approximately seven or eight), in the second year and as few as three or four in the third year. The plans 

also indicated which priorities were short-term and which priorities would be developed over two or three years. It 

was clear that schools were anxious to embark on as many priorities as possible in the first year of the planning 

cycle. Indeed, one o f the principals interviewed in the second phase o f the research recounted that in the initial 

planning stage a plethora of priorities were encompassed in the development plan. She continued by stating, “but
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then we were aware in the initial stages that we had a lot to do. At this stage (first year of second development 

plan), we feel we can consolidate a lot o f things and take on a smaller number of issues.” '

An examination o f the nature of these priorities revealed that many could be activated and easily achieved 

without incurring great time or financial costs. For instance, priorities such as job descriptions for co-ordinators, 

costumes for role play, an agreed format for teachers’ notes, playground markings, an information evening for 

parents regarding a particular curricular area and the production o f a school logo could be achieved in a relatively 

short time-span. Moreover, their achievement would be readily observable and would boost staff morale and 

generate a sense o f achievement as staff realises that the development plan is now in progress and yielding results.

Nevertheless, the inclusion in the written plans of a significant number o f priOTities is at variance with the 

advice proffered in the literature to limit the number o f priorities which they aspire to implement in any academic 

session (Chapter 2.6). However, as related in section 7.7.2, in advising schools to limit the number of priorities 

included in the development plan, the literature fails to recognise the complexity o f schools and of educational 

change. In view o f the multifarious demands impacting on schools, both internal and external, schools may need to 

focus on a significant number of developments simultaneously in order to ensure high quality educational 

provision. Moreover, as mentioned above, although a significant number of priorities were included in many o f the 

plans, a number of these priorities could be easily activated and achieved, thus generating a feeling of success 

which may boost staff motivation and morale.

10 .1 .5  A cticnvployriy

Having elucidated the proposed way forward for the school in the school development plan, the next stage in 

the process was the establishment of action plans to facilitate implementation. In a booklet entitled ^Preparing 

Action Plans, the NEELB’s Management Development Team suggest that action plans should include the:

•  Selected priority issue;

•  Objectives o f the programme to resolve the issue stated in the form o f clearly specified targets;

•  Success criteria against which to evaluate the results obtained;

' School F, 39-50.

^ NEELB, Preparing Action Plans, 2.

355



• Tasks and details o f how they will be undertaken in order to realise the objective;

•  Allocation of tasks;

•  Resource implications;

•  Means of evaluating the programme.

An analysis o f  the writtai plans revealed that most schools followed a similar format and included some but 

not all o f the above components. In general, the action plans clarified for each priority the nature o f  the issue, (i.e. 

tasks/targets), the expected outcome(s), (success criteria), who was responsible, (allocation of tasks), the time-scale 

by which the tasks should be implemented and resource implications. The excerpt below is typical o f the manner in 

which these components were presented.

Tahle/10.1 Clcu^Cftcatlon/ o f  Y&a  ̂1 prLoriXiei'

P riority
Issues

N ature o f  Issue E xpected
Outcome

B y Whom? B y
When?

£

English Preparation of a whole An agreed policy giving Whole staff / NEELB End of No

school policy. guidance to teachers. Curriculum Support Oct.'94

Devise programmes K.S. 1 A clear graded structure Whole staff/NEELB End of No

and K.S.2. for the teaching of Curriculum Support Ju n e’95

English PI-P7 No

Identify appropriate Appropriate resources Whole staff End of

resources. listed and sourced. June ’95 Yes

Provide necessary Resources in use and Whole staff June ’95

resources. effectiveness monitored and on

in classrooms. going

Assessment & Formulate an agreed policy An agreed whole-staff Whole staff+ Dec. ’94 Yes

Recording policy giving outline to J. Me Kinney ?

teachers. (Management Support)

Devise appropriate Implement procedures Whole staff Ju n e’96 Yes

procedures for recording for recording and ?

and reporting on children reporting in K.S.I and

K.S.2

Review assessment Implement review Whole staff June ’97 No

procedures
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The selected priority issue was stated in ail action plans. An explication of the nature of the issue i.e. what 

developing this priority entailed, was then presented. None of the action plans, however, included a specific 

category for either targets or tasks. It would appear instead, that the identification of targets and tasks was 

subsumed under the category ‘nature of issue.’ For example, to quote from the excerpt above, issues such as 

Preparation o f  a whole school policy; Identify appropriate resources; Devise appropriate procedures fo r  recording 

and reporting on children; could be perceived as either a target or a task. This was the case for the majority of the 

written plans submitted.

For most schools, therefore, the ’’Nature o f  Issue' category indicated the targets or tasks that needed to be 

achieved in order to implement the priority. However, for all but two schools no indication was given of how these 

targets/tasks were to be achieved. This oversight may hinder implementation as staff could have difficulty in 

figuring out what they were required to do in order to realise these targets/tasks. In one school - as advocated in 

Preparing Action Plans a how category was included in the action plan and details provided of the activities to be 

undertaken in order to realise the priority. For example, in order to write a special needs policy, the school planned 

one staff meeting for whole school discussion followed by consultation between the special needs co-ordinator and 

the remedial support teacher. Final compilation was the responsibility of the special needs co-ordinator. Similarly, 

KSI and KS2 meetings and staff meetings were planned in order to formulate a mathematics policy. Final 

compilation of the document was the responsibility of the mathematics co-ordinator. A contrasting action planning 

format was presented in the second school whereby the spreadsheet type action plans selected by the majority of 

schools was eschewed in favour of the format presented below. For each priority three components were included;

(a) Areas for Consideration (i.e. targets/tasks to be achieved):

For example:

• English Policy Statement

• Continued revision of school scheme for English writing

• Promotion and raising awareness of books and reading within our school community.

(h) ,\ lelhod o f  Development (including allocation of tasks);

For example:

• English Curriculum Group to review and revise policy statement;
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• English Curriculum Group to formulate a draft proposed for content o f writing scheme; Draft to be 

circulated for full staff consultation;

•  Book Fair (9'*'-16"' November) School to receive 55% o f proceeds in books;

• Book Week (Spring term) Visits by local writers and storyteller;

•  Regular visits from local librarian to share books and stories.

(c) Costing.

•  Writers in Schools Scheme (subsidised by The Arts Council) £30;

•  Additional resources as agreed by staff £1000.

Apart from the aforementioned action plan (where expected outcomes are implicit in the activities detailed 

under the heading ‘Method o f Development’), all the action plans included a column citing the expected outcome(s) 

for each of the specified targets/tasks. In the main, expected outcomes were clearly and precisely stated so that their 

achievement would be readily observable. Examples include, an agreed policy/scheme o f work, job descriptions for 

co-ordinators, graded spelling lists, classrooms painted, and an agreed procedure for identifying children with 

special educational needs. However, the accomplishment o f the expected outcomes expressed for some priorities 

would not be so readily discerned. Unlike the development of a policy, scheme of work, or job descriptions, 

outcomes such as:

• evidence of increased practical mathematics in teaching programmes and in children’s learning and 

teaching tasks;

• progressive implementation of the programme of study for English; or

•  a greater appreciation by parents of the value of oral discussion of pictures in a child’s formative years,

are not self-evident, and more explicit evaluation strategies may be required to ascertain the extent to which these 

proposed outcomes had been achieved.
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10.2 ArrcLvig^m^ewCyftyr Evoiucttum/

The Achilles heel of the majority o f the written development plans was the absence o f procedures for 

monitoring and evaluation. Although the majority o f  the plans included a category entitled ‘expected outcomes’ 

against which the priorities plan could be evaluated, none o f the written plans stated how progress in tackling the 

issues would be monitored, who had responsibility for monitoring, or to whom and in what form they should report. 

Procedures for evaluation were explicitly referred to in only four o f the written plans. One school stated in the 

introduction to the development plan that an annual review would be undertakoi. Apart from this statement no 

further reference to evaluation was manifest in the plan. Another school related that the plan would be evaluated at 

the end of the three-year cycle. It also indicated that items currently planned might be amended in the light o f the 

review and future developments such as revised curriculum proposals. Once again, however, no indication was 

given as to how the review would be conducted, who would be involved, or the audience to whom the result o f the 

evaluation would be reported.

Only two development plans embraced explicit evidence that a process o f  evaluation had been devised and 

was being implemented. In one school, the principal and the staff undertook reviews o f year one and year two. A 

summary o f each review was presented in the development plan. Each priority issue was examined and the extent to 

which progress had been made in achieving this recounted. The reports also indicated where future action was 

required in order to further enhance/sustain the development of a particular priority. It was revealed that some 

priorities had been deferred and would be developed in future action plans. Additional work, which was undertaken 

but not originally planned for, was also included in each report. The evaluation culminated in an amended 

development plan summary for the following year. This was also included in the plan [See Appendix V].

Evidence that an explicit evaluation process had been developed was manifest in the development plan 

submitted by one other school. The principal had developed a proforma (Appendix VI) to facilitate staff in the 

evaluation of the first year o f the planning cycle. At a whole staff meeting the proforma was used to discuss the 

progress o f each priority. A summary o f  this evaluation was compiled by the principal and included in the 

development plan. This summary indicated which priorities were complete/incomplete/partially complete, detailed 

reasons why certain priorities had/had not been achieved, and indicated which priorities needed to be modified or 

fijrther developed in subsequent action plans.
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Although evaluation wfas not specifically referred to, in four other schools thwe was evidence to suggest that 

the plans themselves were used as a means o f evaluating progress. In three schools, for instance, expected outcomes 

cited in the action plans were ‘ticked o ff  as they were achieved. In addition, in one of these schools, comments 

acknowledging the achievement of the priority, (e.g. “great plan from Mary for INSET”) or specifying future action 

(e.g. “now need schemes implemented”) were written on the development plan summary. Additional achievements 

not included in the list o f priorities were also penciled in. In another school, evaluation was built into the action 

plan under the heading “present status.” For each priwity, comments such as ‘completed,’ ‘in progress,’ ‘partially 

in place,’ ‘carried over,’ ‘completed in P I ,’ and so forth were written in. In this manner, these four plans were open 

working documents and revealed that progress in implementing the priorities was being evaluated even though 

arrangements for evaluation were not specifically referred to.

In the first planning cycle, however, schools had a plethora of issues to contend with (not least the 

establishment of the development planning process -  a new innovation for many schools) and did not apportion the 

same degree of consideration to evaluation as they did for the school-based review and prioritisation. 

Notwithstanding, the interview data revealed that reflective experience o f development planning made schools 

more aware of the need to clearly specify procedures for evaluation prior to implementation and to include these in 

the action plans. There was also evidence to suggest that in the second planning cycle arrangements for monitoring 

and evaluation were addressed in greato" detail (Section 6.3). For instance, three principals indicated that they had 

developed a proforma or questionnaire to facilitate the evaluation o f the school development plan in the second 

planning cycle (Section 7.5). Principal 1 remarked that in the first planning cycle staff found it difficult to evaluate 

the success of the plan. On reflection, she maintained that “the problem was that we didn’t have in-built evaluation 

procedures.” She now believed that such procedures are necessary - “you need to plan for evaluation as well,” -  and 

relayed that evaluation procedures had been built-in to the action plans developed during the second planning 

cycle.’ As Fullan asserts, knowledge, understanding and an awareness of what the change really entails cannot be 

achieved in advance, but only comes to light through the learning that arises from full engagement in the change 

project.^

' Principal I, 188-197.

2
Fullan, Change Forces. 31.
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10.3 Iyw ol\/e^ yie^  iyvtheyVlcuivvirig^Prox:.e^

All actirai plans included a category detailing who had responsibility for implementing the priority in 

question. The overall trend was that all staff were involved in the development o f curriculum related priorities. All 

action plans relayed that the relevant co-ordinator and/or the whole staff were responsible for the achievement of 

the specified targets/tasks. The majority o f  action plans also related that the assistance o f NEELB Curriculum 

Support Staff would be engaged to suppwt teachers in the formulation of curricular policies and schemes. In some 

schools curricular plans were also developed under the direction o f the principal. All action plans indicated that the 

whole staff was involved in priorities pertaining to assessment and recording, staff roles and responsibilities, the 

format of teachers’ notes, special educational needs, health education and differentiation.

The written plans also revealed that staff sub-groups had responsibility for implemaiting a priority/target in 

nine schools. In these schools, the priority/target in question was specifically related to the pCTSonnel involved. For 

instance, structured play is primarily focused on in Key Stage One. Therefore, the KSl co-ordinator and KSl 

teachers undertake reviewing and updating current policy, schemes and practice with regard to structured play. Two 

action plans indicated that an assessment policy for P4 and P7 classes was developed by P4 and P7 teachers while 

in another school the science co-ordinator and P6 and P7 staff addressed changes to the programme for 11+. 

Likewise, in another school, the development of a resources room for mathematics and science was the 

responsibility of a sub-group comprising the mathematics and science co-ordinators.

In general, school management personnel were responsible for priorities relating to school organisation and 

management. Thus, issues concerning time management, the school prospectus, defining the role and purpose o f the 

senior management team, structural alterations to the school building, establishing structures to improve 

communication amongst staff and devising a timetable for stafl7curriculum meetings were all executed by senior 

management personnel including the principal. School m anagem ait and wganisational issues which also concerned 

the whole school staff - for instance, discipline, staff development needs in relation to the development plan, or 

procedures for parents visiting the school - were undertaken by the Senior Management Team in consultation with 

the staff. While the principal shared responsibility for certain priorities with other management personnel, in the 

majority o f schools s/he was also directly responsible for a number of targets, in particular, the acquisition of 

resources.
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In eight schools the Board of Governors had a role to play in implementing pricrities relating to school 

management and organisation. They were involved in issues such as clarifying the role of the Senior Management 

Team, security, formulating a health and safety policy, the development of the school grounds, drawing up a school 

salary policy and library provision.

Other members o f the school constituency - paraits, pupils and parait/teacher associations - were mentioned 

in a small number o f action plans. Increased parental involvement in school life and/or in their children’s learning 

was a designated priority in four schools. Accordingly, parents were to be involved in activities such as Harvest 

assemblies, the Partnership in Reading Scheme and the development o f the school grounds. Pupils were identified 

in two schools as having a role to play in the implementation of a priority. In one school, this involved developing 

good manners and respect for themselves and others, while in the other school, pupils were to be involved with 

parents and teachers in the development of a school pond and wildlife conservation area. The parent/teacher 

association was mentioned in three action plans in relation to the acquisition of resources. Overall, the 

aforementioned findings confirm the data elicited fi'om the principals and teachers surveyed in relation to the 

personnel involved in the planning process (Section 7.6).

1 0  A  Ke^ot^ce/Im plCc4Xtt(>YW

Sixteen action plans embraced a column pertaining to resource implications. However, in most cases this 

involved stating “Yes,” resources will be required to implement this priority/target or “No,” resources will not be 

required. Only three action plans actually specified the required resources. All three indicated the anticipated 

financial cost o f implementing the priorities and two o f these plans noted additioial resource implications such as 

time, staff development and substitute cover.
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10.5 StAm/yyucuy CLvui'Ohieyrvatixyn/y

Eighteen schools proffered a clearly defined school development plan which comprised a mumber of 

interrelated components: an introduction, a statement o f  school aims, criteria for prioritisation, a school 

development plan summary and action plans.

In general, action plans followed a similar format across the eighteen schools. They were column-based and 

detailed for each priority, the targets/tasks to be achieved, the expected outcomes, time scales, individual/collective 

responsibilities and resource implications. Skelton et al. denote that this format has the advantage of simplicity. 

Staff can see at a glance what needs to be done, how achievement of the various priorities can be judged, who 

should be involved, and the deadline by which the priority should be achieved. Furthermore, separate sheets can be 

completed for each priority and, whwe necessary, continuatirai sheets can be used.'

However, the guidance proffered to schools in Northern Ireland in relation to the development of action 

plans highlight a number of dimensions, which were not identified in the majority o f  development plans:

• details o f activities to be undertaken in order to realise the targets or tasks, and

• a means o f evaluating the plan.

The action plans clearly defined the responsibilities o f individuals, teams and the whole staff in relation to 

each priority. As a result, all staff was aware o f what was expected of them and the headteacher also knew who 

should be doing what, and by when. This makes it easier for the principal to monitor progress and to ascertain the 

state of development of each priority. It was also apparent that the nature of the priority in question had an 

influence on the personnel involved in its implementation.

The action plans revealed that in the overall, curriculum priorities were a central feature of the development 

plans. In addition, the ‘by whom’ category revealed that some combination of whole staff, small group and 

individualised involvement was required to realise the priority issues. The involvement of class teachers in the 

development o f  curriculum related priorities is particularly important as research has shown that when there are 

priorities in the plan that will serve teachers’ purposes in the classroom they are more likely to be committed to

* Skelton et al.. Development Planning for Primary Schools, 111-114.
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their implementation.' As mentioned in section 9.5, MacGilchrist et al. stated that the focus of the plan proved to be 

a critical factor in ensuring that priorities were implemented successfully. They contend that those plans, which 

have improving pupil progress and achievement as a central focus, are more likely to engender commitment from 

teachers and have the most significant effect.^

Likewise, Biott et al., assert that there needs to be congruence between whole-school planning and what 

teachers do in their classrooms (a factor also discussed in section). They relate that teachers’ involvement in formal 

whole-school planning is more likely to be a powerful force in supporting educational improvement whai it is 

focused on the curriculum and domestic matters.^ These authors also mention a recent Australian management 

reform known as the ‘Better Schools Project’ that aimed for a system of self-determining schools, which would 

provide more democratic workplaces for teachers. Teachers, however, found the outcomes to be unconvincing 

because the focus was on school management rather than curriculum. In contrast, teachers affirmed a parallel 

curriculum reform project, ‘First Steps’ as its values and aspirations to improve teaching and learning were 

considered to be legitimate.^ Clearly, classroom issues - the curriculum, teaching and learning - should be central 

to any development plan. As Hargreaves and Hopkins allege, “if these elements are ignored, then thwe are few 

rational grounds for teachers to be interested in, or committed to, development planning.”^

in the author’s opinion, an added dimension indicating how the priority/target should be activated would 

enhance the clarity o f the actiwi plans by outlining the activities to be undertaken in order to realise the priority. As 

Hopkins and MacGilchrist relate, “vague statements of intent result in unfocused action.”  ̂ Tightly defined targets, 

on the other hand, would clarify for the individuals/teams involved exactly what they were required to do in order 

to achieve the priority. In addition, it would mean that the action plan could be engaged as a basis for monitoring as 

regular progress checks could be carried out to establish which activities had been/had yet to be undertaken with 

regard to implementation.

* MacGilchrist et ai.. Planning Matters, 213.

 ̂ Ibid., 202.

 ̂ Biott et al., “W ritten Planning and School Development,” 85 and 89.

'' Ibid., 85.

 ̂ Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning for School Improvement, 9.

^ Hopkins and MacGilchrist, “Development Planning for Pupil Achievement,” 418.
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More explicit arrangements for evaluation and monitoring also need to be encompassed in the action plans. 

The foregoing perusal of the planning documents revealed weaknesses in relation to monitwing and evaluating 

planning processes and priorities. The inclusion in all the action plans of a column for expected outcomes reveals 

that schools are conscious of the need to evaluate the success of the plan. Indeed, as mentioned above, in the 

majority of plans these success criteria were clearly stated and were the means by which the achievement of the 

stated issues could be judged. In the first plarming cycle, however, sdiools had so many issues and tasks to focus on 

that it was impossible to accord the same level of attention to all aspects of the process. Nevertheless, there was 

evidence to suggest that having gained experience of the process, the participants in the research were aware of 

aspects of the planning process that needed to be ameliorated and they intended to focus on these issues in 

subsequent cycles in order to improve the development planning process in the school.

Overall, however, the written plans were clearly and concisely written, and could be regarded as open 

working documents to aid teachers in the process of school improvement. An outline of the processes underlying 

the construction of the school development plan and the strategies devised to operationalise this document were 

also included. It was clear that development planning was regarded as both a process (i.e. reviewing, envisioning, 

prioritising, implementing and evaluating), and a product. Both components - process and product - interlinked to 

comprise a comprehensive planning system. It was also clear from the written documents that the school 

development plan provided an accountability trail (i.e. an outline of the process of school improvement from 

inception to implemaitation), which would facilitate the school in evaluating its own development in addition to 

enabling external evaluators such as the Inspectorate to evaluate the school.

An overview of the process of development planning predicated on the information gathered from the 

written plans, the questionnaires and the interview schedules is presaited below in the final chapter of this thesis. 

On the basis of this overview, a number of conclusions and recommendations are suggested in the hope that the 

advice proffered will be of some value to practitioners in the Republic of Ireland who are preparing to embark on 

school development planning.

To conclude this thesis, it remains for the author to summarise the main themes emanating from the research 

presented in the preceding chapters and to present a number of conclusions and recommendations predicated on 

these findings for those who work in primary schools and are concerned with their development.
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CHAPTEH €L€V€N

Coticluiiom'
lv\tr<ydAAxM/yn/

Schools face many challenges and planning to meet these challenges is a vital part o f  the school’s work^

This final chapter is organised into four sections. The first section presents an overview of the thesis. It 

reiterates the rationale underpinning the study, the overarching aims and the research methodology engaged to 

elicit information pertinent to the main themes in the research. Section two summarises the main findings of the 

research in relation to the three key themes underpinning the empirical research i.e. what is involved in 

establishing the process, the impact of the plan and the school-level factors facilitating the operaticKialisation of 

the process in the Northern Ireland primary schools included in the study. Section three considers the 

conclusions that can be drawn from the research findings and presents a number of shortcomings that the 

schools would need to take cognisance o f This is followed by the recommendations and implications of the 

study for practitioners and for policy. Suggestions relating to areas for further study are included in section four. 

A brief epilogue concludes the chapter.

11.1 An/OvervCew ofth&'The^iy

At the time this study commenced the concept of school development planning was emerging as a 

significant policy issue in Irish education. The Green PapCT, Education fo r  a Changing World, the Report on the 

National Education Convention and the White Paper, Charting Our Education Future all emphasised that 

“establishing a formal planning and reporting procedure can greatly assist schools to implement and manage 

change and improve the quality of education being offered to students.”  ̂However, the whole issue of school

' M jcheal M artin . “ Forew ord .” D evelop ing  a School Plan: G uidelines for Prim ary Schools. 4. 

2
C harting  O u r E ducation  Future. 157.
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based planning in Ireland was characterised by a dearth o f research and the writer believed that a comprehensive 

analysis o f  the issues involved in the process o f creating and implementing school development plans was 

essential to provide practitioners and policy-makers with valuable insights into the process, impact and internal 

school conditions necessary for transmuting the notion of school development planning from inception to praxis 

at the reality o f school level. Moreover, this study is timely in the context o f the 1998 Education Act (the 

formulation of a school development plan is now enshrined in legislation) and the publication of the 

Government Guidelines for Primary Schools: Developing a School Plan.

Concomitant with the current research a number o f other studies in relation to school development 

planning were conducted. In England, MacGilchrist et al. and Broadhead et al., both carried out an empirical 

investigation of the implementation and impact of school development plans in primary schools, while in the 

Republic o f Ireland, Cotter conducted research in primary schools in relation to the concept o f school 

development planning and the factors facilitating the process. However, as development planning was an 

emergent issue in Irish education at the time Cotter’s research was conducted (1995/’96), it is likely that the 

process described by many o f the principals in his research related primarily to the traditional concept of 

planning - the ‘Plean Scoile’ - rather than development planning. Notwithstanding, Cotter’s research yielded 

valuable information oti the process o f developing a school plan and oti the factors facilitating the planning 

process. Indeed, where appropriate, information from the aforementioned studies is threaded throughout the 

current study to substantiate and enhance the information garnered.

The significance o f the current research is that in focusing on schools grappling with the formulation and 

implementation o f school development plans, it elicited valuable information to disseminate to policy-makers 

and practitioners. At the time this study was conducted, schools in Northern Ireland were at the stage schools in 

the Republic are now at i.e. in the initial stages of embarking on the concept o f school development planning. 

Moreover, the planning model engaged by the Northern Ireland primary schools included in this study closely 

matches the planning process espoused in the White PapCT and in the Government Guidelines. Thus, lessons 

learned from our Northern Ireland counterparts should be o f value to practitioners as they embrace the concept 

o f  development planning advocated in the aforementioned documents - it is not necessary for schools to 

reinvent the wheel o f development planning from scratch.
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The study was predicated on the following overarching aims:

•  To present an analysis and critical evaluation of the theory and research which underpins the concept 
of school development planning;

•  To contribute to the evolving theory and practice of school development planning by examining the 
process involved in translating the rhetoric of development planning into action at the reality of school 
level; and

• To assess the impact of these plans for the whole school, for teachers, and for pupil learning and
achievement.

Structurally, the thesis consisted of two parts. Part one reflected the first aim cited above and comprised 

three chapters. These three chapters encapsulated a comprehensive overview of the literature pertaining to 

school development planning and related fields of research. Essentially, they elucidated on the rationale 

underpinning the concept of development planning, outlined the purpose of development planning and provided 

an insight into the activities involved in the planning process and the internal school conditions considered 

necessary to operationalise the process. Part two of this thesis presented the design and analysis of the empirical 

research. It was concerned with establishing whether the rhetoric of development planning could be realised at 

the level of practice and was predicated on the remaining two aims. Comprising seven chapters, it presented an 

analysis of the actual experience of devising, implementing and evaluating school development plans at the 

level of practice.

The research design and methodology was presented in chapter four. This section also detailed the 

three key research themes that comprised the focus of the empirical research:

•  What is involved in translating the rhetoric o f  development planning into practice at the reality o f  
school level?

•  Does development planning make a difference? What is the impact o f  development planning as 
experienced by practitioners on

(a) School-wide improvement?

(b) Teacher professional development?

(c) The enhancement o f  pupil learning and achievement?

• The significance o f  the internal conditions o f  the school in formulating and implementing a 
development planning process.

In addition, on the basis of the many auspicious claims for development planning propounded in the 

literature, the writer suggested that the concept of development planning could be the rejoinder to Fullan’s
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invocation for “a powerful usable strategy fo r  powerful recognisable change"^ and proffered the hypothesis that 

school development planning is a potentially powerful usable strategy for achieving substantial change in 

schools.

The research conducted to gamer information on both the hypothesis and the key research themes 

comprised two phases. Firstly, two questionnaire instruments were devised - a principals’ questionnaire and a 

teachers’ questionnaire - to elicit a comprehensive overview of the ‘state-of-the-art’ of development planning in 

relation to the three themes. In addition, each principal was requested to furnish a copy of their current school 

development plan to supplemait the information obtained from the questionnaire instruments. In the second 

phase of the empirical research, semi-structured interviews were conducted with eleven of the principals who 

responded to the first phase of the research. These interview schedules were devised to complement the data 

yielded by the questionnaires and to enable the author probe significant issues in greater depth.

The subsequent six chapters furnished a summary and analysis of the data elicited from the participants 

in the research in relation to the three themes cited above. Chapter Five presented general background 

information pertaining to the participants involved in phase one of the research and a brief background note on 

each of the eleven schools included in the second phase of the research. The initial phase of development 

planning was the focus of Chapter Six.

Chapter Seven presented a comprehensive overview of the development planning process (including the 

purposes underpinning the concept, the planning model engaged by schools, the key elements entailed in the 

process and the involvement of the various interest groups), based cm the information garnered from an in-depth 

analysis of the questionnaire instruments and the interview schedules. Chapter Eight described the 

implementation process and discussed the processes of monitoring the progress of the plan and evaluating the 

outcomes. The salient issue of time for planning and the major constraints when establishing a development 

plan were also explored in this chapter.

Chapter Nine focused on two significant facets of school development planning - the outcomes 

associated with the process and the school-level factors facilitating both the operationalisation of the plan and

* Fullan , T he N ew  M eaning , xiii.
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the generation of successful outcomes for the whole school, for teachers and for pupils. The Written Plans 

comprised the focus of Chapter Ten.

The following section summarises the main findings emanating from the research conducted in the 

course of this thesis. A number of critical comments and conclusions are also presented. The information is 

ftimished in two sub-sections. The first of these considCTs the findings pertaining to the first key research theme: 

what is involved in translating the rhetoric o f  development planning into practice while the second examines the 

impact o f  development planning and the internal school conditions that facilitate the process, i.e. the second and 

third research themes.

It should be noted, however, that in examining these findings a number of limitatiais in relation to this 

research must be borne in mind. Firstly, the research was predicated on a small number of schools in one of five 

Education and Library Boards in NorthoTi Ireland. Secondly, although the writer ensured that the schools 

included in the research represented a variety of school sizes and location, the research sample was not a random 

sample; all schools included in the research were known to have embarked on development planning prior to the 

commencement of this study. Thirdly, the study is heavily reliant « i data provided by the principals. Although 

information was also garnered from teachers in the questionnaire instruments, it is conceivable that the findings 

would have been expanded on by focused interviews with teachers. In addition, the aggregation of information 

from other sources - governors or NEELB personnel - would have further validated the data and facilitated more 

extensive triangulation in relation to the key research themes. A fourth caveat is that to a large degree, the 

findings pertain to schools who were embarked on or had just completed their first development planning cycle.

Notwithstanding, as indicated throughout the thesis, the findings of this study find much support in the 

literature on development planning and related fields of research. Thus, although it was not a generalisable 

study, supporting evidence from other recent research, including, MacGilchrist et al., Broadhead et al. and 

Cotter suggest that it is legitimate to highlight both the findings and the implications of the findings for others.
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11.2 Mcu4^ f i n d i n g  a^\d/CoYu:ltA.&uy^

1 1 .2.1 Tra4^4la/t^>l^tKc'KiKe^<>rt^(>f D evelop
Procttce'

(oy) The'PurpOie'Crf^Sc}uyoVVe^elopme*\tPlcuiniAxg^

This study confirmed that development plans are multipurpose in nature and can be used for what ever 

purpose best serves the individual school. It also established that the purposes promulgated for development

planning can - to a greater or lesser degree - be realised at the level of practice in schools. Overall, both

principals and teachers agreed that the most significant purposes of school development planning were to:

• Improve the quality of teaching and learning throughout the school;

• Enable the school to realise its stated aims and objectives;

• Enable the school evaluate existing practice and performance;

• Enable the school manage change more eflFectively.

TTie principals’ and teachers’ responses were, in the main, commensurate with the purposes advocated 

for development planning in the literature. However, purposes pertaining to the implementation of the Northern 

Ireland Curriculum and the integration of external and internal initiatives both regarded as key purposes by 

proponCTits of development planning, were not included among the primary purposes of development planning 

by the principals and teachers in this study.

As outlined in section 7.3.1, it may be that the purposes posed in the questionnaire instruments overlap to 

a considerable degree and therefore the respondents considered the aforementioned purposes to be subsumed 

within the purpose to enable the school manage change more effectively. On the other hand, however, the 

interviewees intimated that development planning - although desirable - was not necessary for implementing 

national policy initiatives such as the Northern Ireland Curriculum as they were aware of this agenda and would 

have planned for its implementation anyway. The research also indicated that in the process of development 

planning, curriculum initiatives that emanated from government legislation were used to serve the schools’ 

educational purposes and became part of teachers’ own thinking and practice. The writer suggested that as a 

result, the content of the development plan was believed to be school-focused, a factor which may account, in
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part, for the relatively low percentage o f principals and teachers regarding the process as a means o f responding 

to external initiatives. Notwithstanding, the research indicated that the implementation of the Northern Ireland 

Curriculum and the integration of internal and external demands were significant outcome o f the process - a 

detail that will be returned to at a later stage in the chapter.

Overall, the teachers surveyed believed their school was ready for development planning when it was 

initiated. The need for a framework to enable the school organise what needed to be done in the light of new 

demands and curricular requirements was the most pervasive readiness factor identified. Development planning 

was regarded as a structured means o f organising school improvement. In addition, the majority o f teachers 

embraced a positive attitude towards development planning when it was first introduced. Nevertheless, a 

significant proportion of teachers expressed reservations or had negative feelings towards development 

planning. They were unsure o f what was involved, were anxious about the greater workload and time 

considerations involved or sceptical o f  its value. Moreover, the majority o f these teachers indicated that 

although they themselves were not predisposed towards the process, they believed that the school as an 

organisation was ready for development planning.

This highlights the fact that organisational readiness is not necessarily synonymous with individual 

teacher readiness. While the collective staff group may agree that planning is relevant and necessary, on a 

personal basis individual teachers may be apprehensive at the prospect. Thus, although development planning is 

a whole school approach to school improvement individual learning is also involved. Development planning 

may thus involve the slow difficult process o f persuading some teachers to change. Moreover, it reinforces the 

message proffered in the literature that clarity in the initial stages is important.’ Staffs need to understand what 

development planning entails, what it means in practice and to be aware of the benefits associated with the 

process. Such awareness and understanding may engender staff commitment to and confidence in the process. 

To this end, it is essential that principals ensure that all staff is aware o f  what is involved at the outset. This may 

entail the principal disseminating information to the staff or altanatively engaging an external consultant to 

explain the process and to guide and support the staff in the initial stages o f the process.

’ Fullan, The New Meaning. 70.
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On the other hand, it is not possible to mandate understanding or commitment to development planning. 

Everybody is not going to be committed at the outset. Change is developmental and takes place over time and is 

implemented by individual people who will only take it on board at their own pace. Thus, the key message is to 

‘get started’ as a school waiting for ideal conditions may never commence development planning. As Louis and 

Miles proclaim, “schools can and must move forward without everyone on the train.” ' Indeed, the current study 

confirmed that judicious engagement with the planning process fosters a process of clarification whereby 

teachers establish personal meaning and gain greater ownership of the plan. For teachers who were originally 

sceptical or unenthusiastic about the process, reflective experience of development planning made a difference. 

Having gained tangible experience of the planning process sixteen of the twenty-two teachers who were not 

predisposed towards development planning or who were apprehensive at the prospect, acquired a greater 

understanding of what development planning entailed and began to embrace a sense of ownership of the 

process.

Notwithstanding, the research also confirmed the admonition in the literature that development 

planning if badly executed will demoralise teachers and weaken further attempts to improve forward planning. 

Eight teachers recounted that their views had changed since its inauguration in their school and they had, in fact, 

become less positive towards the process. Over-ambitious plans, mandated curriculum revisions and a surfeit of 

new demands engendered a sense of overload and rendered committed teachers disenchanted with the process.

A significant finding emanating from this study is that the rhetoric of development planning can be 

realised at the level o f practice - school development planning is a ‘usable’ school improvement strategy. The 

research confirmed that school development planning enables a school gain an overview of its development 

over a period of several years and moves a school, through action planning, towards policy formulation and 

implementation. It is a holistic modus operandi that offers a comprehensive and co-ordinated approach to all 

aspects of planning. Accordingly, various ‘doors to school improvement’ can be opened simultaneously.

When establishing a school development plan, the majority of the schools in this study recoursed to the 

planning process advocated by the NEELB. Accordingly, while inter-school variations prevailed, in general, the

* Louis and Miles, ImprovinR the Urban High School, 237.
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schools embraced the following stages - aims; review; prioritising; action plans; and evaluation. 

Notwithstanding, there were no universalities with regard to the content o f the plans or how the plan was 

organised and managed - the planning process was adapted to meet the particular needs and circumstances of 

the school. Moreover, the principals mentioned disparate learning experiences, indicating that as planning 

cycles succeed one another each school discovers its own planning strengths and weaknesses.

The study also indicated that the aforementioned planning stages could be categorised under two discrete 

yet interrelated phases: The Focusing Phase, and The Operational Phase. These two phases are elucidated on 

below.

T i k e / p K c u s e '

The focusing phase encapsulates the processes o f clarifying school aims, envisioning, school-based 

review and prioritisation. This phase represents the comingling o f two separate issues; “where are we now? ” 

and “where do we want to be? ” and results in decision-making with regard to priorities. In the course of the 

focusing phase some combination of the following is undertaken:

•  The aims and values o f the school are agreed;

• Current school functioning and available resources are reviewed in the process of school-based review;

•  A focused review o f a key-area of school functioning is undertakai;

•  Staff concerns/priorities are identified;

• Cognisance is taken o f the Government policy agenda and timetable - in particular, curriculum and 
assessment requirements; and

•  Where appropriate, inspection reports are reviewed.

The culmination of these activities is a resume of what the staff hope to develop/improve/sustain in the 

forthcoming three years - The School Development Plan. This central plan constitutes a focused overview o f the 

way forward for the school, and enables staff co-ordinate a series of more detailed sub-plans or action plans. 

The document is, in essence, the staff’s shared vision o f the best way forward for the school in the forthcoming 

three years. In general, the principal assumed responsibility for drafting the school development plan which, in 

most instances, was subsequently refined and agreed by the whole staff.
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The/ OperatUyncii P h a^

The operational phase of development planning is concerned with the implementation and evaluation of 

the various priorities encapsulated in the school development plan. The formulation of an action plan was the 

favoured strategy for implementing priorities -  a finding confirmed by the written plans. In general, the action 

plans clarified for each priority the nature of the issue (i.e. targets/tasks), the expected outcomes, who was 

responsible, the time-scale for implementing the priority and resource implications. The inclusion of these 

elements was also confirmed by the written planning documents. However, the writer suggested that the 

inclusion of a how category giving details of the activities to be undertaken in order to effect the targets/tasks 

would clarify for the individuals/teams involved exactly what they were required to do in order to implement 

the priority.

Fifty-five percent of the principals reported that arrangements for monitoring were also included in the 

action plan, while fifly-seven percent noted that evaluation procedures were included (Table 8.1). Moreover, 

eighty-two percent of principals specified procedures established for monitoring a specific priority in their 

school development plan while seventy-six percent indicated how evaluation of intended outcomes was/would 

be undertaken (Section 8.2). This confirmed that some form of monitoring and evaluation was intrinsic to the 

school development plan in the majority of the schools in the study.

However, the inclusion of arrangements for monitoring, and procedures for evaluation could not be 

affirmed by the written planning documents. Although evaluation activities were built into the action plans in 

the form of expected outcomes thus indicating that schools intended to evaluate the success of the plan, none of 

the writtai documents actually stated how progress in tackling the issues would be monitored, and procedures 

for evaluation were referred to in only four of the plans. Thus, in this aspect of development planning, practice 

in the schools surveyed was not commensurate with the literature.

However, it must be remembered that development planning was a relatively recent innovation for the 

majority of the schools included in the study. Accordingly, staff had to learn how to integrate the process into 

their practice. As Hargreaves and Hopkins relate, “school development planning is an innovation like any other. 

It needs not only to be initiated, but also implemented and finally incorporated.”* Moreover, development

* Hargreaves and Hopkins, Development Planning for School Improvement. 95.
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planning is subject to the vagaries and uncertainties associated with any change effort. As Fullan posits, “Even 

well developed innovations represent journeys for those encountwing them tor the first time. With skills and 

understanding at stake - never acquired easily - it could not be otherwise.” ' Indeed, schools that had completed 

the focusing phase and embarked on the action planning process had achieved a tremendous amount and it is 

not surprising that arrangemaits for monitwing and evaluation were generated orally and not encapsulated in 

the documents. In fact, Wallace and McMahon’s advice to schools is “don’t gaiCTate more written plans than 

are needed for coherence; much may be kept in the head and communicated orally.”^

Clearly, a significant finding emanating trom this research is that it is not possible to get everything right 

in the first plaiming cycle. Development planning is an evolutionary process. Indeed, the research indicated 

that experiential engagement with the development planning process comprised a formative learning experience 

which illuminated refinements and ameliorations that could be made to render subsequent planning cycles more 

effective.

(d/) PeriOtu\el/Iiw<y^e4i^i^the/pl(M'V¥iCvi^Proceiy

A significant feature of this thesis is that in addition to highlighting who was involved in the process, it 

provided an insight into the nature of that involvement and indicated the stage(s) in the planning process where 

these participants are primarily involved. The general trend emanating from the information garnered was that 

the principal and staff of the school were the main participants in the process of formulating and implementing a 

school development plan. NEELB personnel also played a major role in the planning process. Apart from these 

two groups, however, development planning had a limited constituency.

CO S to j ( f I n A /o b i /& m e n t

The principal was identified by both groups of respondents as having a consistently high level of 

involvement across all stages of the process. Apart from the monitoring stage - where the principal, co-ordinator 

or senior management team had particular responsibility - staff also had a high level of involvement in the 

process. In fact, the research confirmed the emphasis in the literature that staff commitment and involvement is 

a sine qua non of development planning. Ninety-eight percent of both principals and teachers regarded the

' Fullan. Change Forces. 25.

^ Wallace and McMahon, Planning for Change in Turbulent Times, 188.
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involvement of all teaching staff as the most important variable in establishing a school development plan 

(Table 9.4, section 9.7). Likewise, in their assessment of factors contributing to successful implementation, the 

principals surveyed reported that staff involvement in the planning process was a crucial factor in facilitating 

successful outcomes (Table 9.6, section 9.7).

The general trend was that the whole staff worked together as a team in the initial stages of establishing 

a school development plan. By working together on the review process, the school aims and aspirations and the 

selection of priorities (i.e. The Focusing Phase), all staff were learning together and were gaining practice in 

engaging in teamwork and collaborative decision-making, thus improving their expertise as a community. 

However, as schools became more confidait and familiar with the process they felt less of a need for 

reassurance and group clarity. Indeed, the interview data and the analysis of the action planning documents 

revealed that staff sub groups (senior management team; key stage groups; interest groups) and individualised 

involvement (class teachers; co-ordinators; the principal) complemented whole staff participation in 

development planning, particularly in the Operational Phase. The written documents also disclosed that the 

personnel involved in the implementation of the action plans were determined by the nature of the priority in 

question.

Moreover, the interview data revealed that school size had an influence on the degree of whole staff 

involvement in development planning. In smaller schools it was easier for staff to work as a collective team. 

Staff could gather informally at break or lunch times and balkanisation was less likely to occur. In larger 

schools - generally, schools with eight teachers or more - whole staff participation was more likely to be 

complemented by small group and individual contributions; it is not feasible or practicable for the staff of a 

large primary school to collaborate as a whole school unit on an ongoing basis.

Individual staff members, in particular, the principal and the co-ordinator(s) also played a key-role in 

the development planning process. The principal had a pivotal role to play in all aspects of the process. This 

role included disseminating information to staff, modifying the organisational infrastructure, generating 

opportunities for staff to work together in relation to planning issues, organising time for planning, supporting 

and encouraging staff, eliciting their concerns and organising staff development. The research also revealed that 

the principal had a major role to play in monitoring the implementation of the action plans - a finding that 

would be expected given their role. Notwithstanding, the research highlighted that leadership and collaboration
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go hand in hand and emphasised the importance of the principal as both leader and member. Purposeful 

leadership by the principal needed to be set alongside collaborative work with the staff and delegation o f some 

o f the responsibilities relating to the development plan to curriculum co-ordinators and various task groups. 

Indeed, the study reported that the curriculum co-ordinator(s) played a key role in the management and 

organisation of the school development plan, particularly in larger schools. In view of the multifarious demands 

impacting on schools it was deemed impossible for one individual, namely the principal, to be an expert on all 

aspects o f curriculum and pedagogy. By empowering staff to become the ‘in-house expert’ in a particular 

curriculum area the principal enabled them to assume a leadership role, demonstrated that teachers’ professional 

expertise was valued, fostered teachers’ professional development and demonstrated that school improvement 

was characterised by combination o f ‘top-down, bottom-up’ influences. Clearly, leadership and collaboration 

aie pivotal - and interdependent - facets o f  the school development planning process.

(a) Ext&^T'va^lKvvolvemen/t

A key finding of this study is that external advice and assistance was a significant factor in enabling 

schools establish a development planning process. Approximately, fifty-percent of the principals and forty-five 

percent o f teachers surveyed indicated that NEELB personnel were involved in the process.' The NEELB 

provided schools embarking on development planning with an external infrastructure of support which greatly 

enhanced the schools’ ability to successfully engage in the development planning process. Indeed, a significant 

proportion (60%) of the principals surveyed agreed or strongly agreed that school development planning would 

be very difficult to im plem oit in the absence o f external support (Table 9.7).

As mentioned above, however, apart from the involvement of the school staff and the NEELB, 

development planning had a limited constituency. The support o f the school board was considered 

important/very important in ensuring implementation of the school development plan by sixty-seven percent of 

the principals and teachers surveyed. In additicHi, almost eighty percent o f the principals recounted that the 

outcomes o f the development plan would be communicated to the Board. However, only a small number of 

principals indicated that the Board of Governors was actually involved in the process o f formulating the plan.^ 

The involvement o f parents in policy formulation was the least significant variable in establishing a school

' A ppendix V II, T ab le  13; A ppendix  V III, T ab le  6.

^ Table  9.4 , S ection  9 .7; A ppendix  V II, T ab le  17 and  13; A ppendix V III, T ab les 6 an d  14.
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development plan; they were rarely involved in the development planning process and only forty-two percent of 

principals indicated that the outcomes o f the plan were communicated to parents.'

These findings are particularly significant in view o f the central role for the parents and the Board of 

Management advocated by the White Paper, the Education Act and the Government Guidelines on development 

planning. The White Paper states that “this process o f  planning offers an excellent opportunity for engaging the 

board o f management, the principal, the staff and parents in a collaborative exercise aimed at defining the 

school’s mission and putting in place policies which will determine the activities of the school.”  ̂ In a similar 

vein, the Government guidelines recount that

An important dimension in this process o f planning is the collaborative effort and co-operation that takes 
place between the principal, the teachCTS, the Board of Management and the parents of the pupils attending 
the school. The involvement o f all the partners in this collaborative exercise enables each to make its own 
special contribution which in turn is complemented by the contributions of the other partners.^

There was evidence, nonetheless, that having become familiar with the process some schools were 

opening up to include and take account o f the views o f parents. As mentioned above, development planning is 

an evolutionary process. Staff needed to gain experience of the process themselves and understand what 

development planning entailed in order to feel confident about consulting with parents and others with a view to 

validating and augmenting the professional judgment o f staff. This observation was substantiated by Skelton et 

al., who intimated that staff may need to ‘practice’ on their own prior to involving others in the process."*

' Appendix VII, Tables 13, 16 and 17; Appendix VIII, Tables 6 and 14. 

^ Charting our Education Future. 157.

 ̂ Developing a School Plan: G uidelines for Primary Schools. 9.

4
Skelton et al., Development Planning for Primary Schools. 35.
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11.2.2 T he/lifipa<:t^ofV e^/elopine^PlcM \^^ii^^(M ^th^fa<M >ry
fcuy(XiXxiLti¥î  tJie' P ro ce^

A significant finding of this research is that development planning has the potential to achieve 

substantial change in schools. Both the teaches and principals surveyed indicated that development planning 

generated a wide range of outcomes for the school. It promoted greater consistency of practice among teachers 

throughout the school, enabled the school to realise its stated aims and objectives, generated opportunities for 

staff to work together and enabled staff generate new and/or amended school policies.

In addition, development planning was regarded as an effective change management strategy that enabled 

a school respond to both internal and external demands for change. It was regarded by principals as a means of 

empowering the school to take charge of its own development within a framework of national policies and 

initiatives and was particularly important in enabling schools to plan the implemaitation of the Northern Ireland 

Curriculum in a manner tailored to school needs and circumstances. The research revealed that in the process of 

development planning, curriculum initiatives that emanated from government legislation were used to serve the 

schools’ own educational purposes and became part of teachers’ own thinking and practice. Moreover, the fact 

that many of the improvements cited in the school development plan represented the schools’ translation of 

national policy into their internal agenda for action, indicated that despite the constraints on school autonomy 

imposed by government legislation, schools have considerable operational power with regard to the ‘how’ of 

educational delivery and school management. These findings are particularly significant in view of the 

requirement on schools in the Republic to implement the revised primary curriculum.

The research also revealed that the introduction of development planning had an impact on both the 

underlying structures and culture - the cultural infrastructure - of the school. In fact, the concept of school 

development planning is itself a significant structural change. It provides a framework for organising school 

improvement and affects how staffs work together. The research indicated that it provided staff with ‘a new 

way of doing things around here’ particularly in relation to curriculum development. The process created a 

focus for staff discussion in relation to a range of curricular and organisational issues, thus generating 

opportunities for staff to collaborate and learn from each other and fostering a shared sense of direction and 

vision. The introduction of development planning also necessitated modifications to the schools’ organisational 

infrastructure. In turn, these structural changes modified the values and behaviour of those in the school thus
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contributing to further changes in the organisational culture. Indeed, it would seem that development planning 

is the paradigm case of a school improvement strategy that transforms the organisational culture while 

simultaneously enabling staff implement the changes necessary to realise school aims and improve the quality 

of educational provision (Section 9.5).

The research also confirmed Southworth’s contentiwi that a new occupational norm is being 

established, namely, collaborative school cultures. The schools included in this research were, in the main, 

characterised by collaborative work practices. Moreover, the research revealed that for schools ateady working 

collaboratively the culture was further enhanced as a ‘by-product’ of engaging in the process. In schools where 

the school culture was not appropriate for development planning a deliberate focus on improving the internal 

conditions of the school was evident.

This study also highlighted that teachers cited enhanced professional expertise, improved professional 

relationships and a greater sense of corporate identity as a consequence of engaging in development planning. 

These benefits emanated from the opportunities for the staff to collaborate and learn from each other in the 

context of the school development plan. Teachers also noted that in highlighting alternative styles and ideas that 

they become aware of, and from which they can select, the development planning process has the potential to 

enhance classroom practice and consequently student learning. It was also emphasised that as many teachers 

had already developed a range of teaching styles and methods from which to select, they had not experienced a 

need to change their existing teaching methodologies, thus concurring with Fullan and Hargreaves that 

“tradition is as important as change.” '

The finding that development planning has the potential to enhance teachers’ professional expertise is 

important as the litCTature asserts that increased professional expalise has an impact on students’ learning and 

achievement. In fact, Hargreaves et al. relate that a major goal for school improvement is “to help teachers 

become so professionally flexible that they can select fi-om a repertoire of possibilities, the teaching approach 

most suited to a particular content area and their students’ ages, interests and aptitudes”^

* Fullan and H argreaves, W hat’s W orth  F igh ting  For In  Y our School? 113. 

2
Hopkins et al.. School Improvement in an  ERA o f  Change. 52.
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Participants’ opinion on the impact o f development planning on pupil learning and achievement was 

mixed. Principals perceived development planning as having a greater impact on teaching and learning than 

teachers have perceived it to have. While seventy-nine percent of the principals indicated that development 

planning was significant/very significant in improving the quality of teaching and learning throughout the 

school, only sixty-three percent o f teachers identified this variable as a significant/very significant outcome o f 

development planning (Table 9.1). On the other hand, a high proportiwi of teachCTs (75%) recounted that 

development planning made a difference - albeit some difference in fifty percent o f cases - to pupil learning and 

achievement in their classroom.

The majority o f these teach es noted a clear link between a well designed, high quality curriculum and 

enhanced professional development, and pupil learning and achievement. As a result o f engaging in 

development planning, teachers were more familiar with curriculum content, had acquired an overview o f the 

subject in question and were more aware of new ideas and alternative teaching strategies. The implication was 

that this enhancement o f the quality o f  both curriculum provision and teachers’ teaching benefited pupil 

learning and achievement in the classroom (Section 9.3). This finding is endorsed by Hopkins et al., who claim 

that “the quality o f what is taught, in terms o f the curriculum, is obviously related to what students learn and 

achieve.” '

Nevertheless, the writer emphasised that it is not sufficient to assume that pupil learning and 

achievement is enhanced because teachers have focused on the formulation o f a high quality curriculum or have 

access to a repertoire o f teaching possibilities. It is essential that the principal and teachers gather evidence with 

regard to the pupils’ learning and their achievement in relation to the priorities in the development plan in order 

to assess the amount of value added. Only in this way can a school begin to determine its own effectiveness. 

Changes in organisational and instructional practices must be followed down to the level o f  effects on pupils, 

otherwise schools are essentially engaging in staff development rather than in the improvement of pupils’ 

abilities. As Huberman maintains:

'  Ib id ., 51 .
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And by not addressing the impact on pupils, we will have indulged in the same magical thinking as before: 
that adoption meant implementation...that implemaitation meant institutionalisation...that enhanced 
teacher capacity means enhanced pupil achievement or development.'

Notwithstanding, twenty-five o f the teachers stated that development planning made little difference to 

pupil learning and achievement in their classroom. This finding is significant given that improving the quality 

o f teaching and learning was identified as a primary purpose o f development planning. In addition, there is 

general agreement in the literature that the ultimate aim o f school development planning is to improve the 

quality o f pupils’ learning.

The question arises, however, as to why a relatively high proportion o f teachers was not convinced that 

development planning made a significant difference to pupil learning and achievement in the classroom. A 

number of reasons for this were outlined in section 9.3 including the possibility that as implementation occurs 

developmentally, sufficient time had not elapsed for new initiatives to be embedded into classroom practice and 

pupils’ learning.

It is also likely that an emphasis on policy and programme development rather than pupil learning and 

achievement reduced the impact o f the plan in terms o f pupil outcomes. Indeed, the action plans submitted to 

the writer substantiated this postulate. Priorities and targets related to the development o f policies and 

programmes of work rather than pupil progress and achievement. While carefiilly planned policies and schemes 

are likely to improve classroom practice, development plans can be used to improve pupil achievement and 

progress in a more explicit way; namely, by focusing on the quality o f teaching and learning in classrooms. As 

Hopkins and MacGilchrist assert, it is essential that the school “establish a development plan that integrates 

targets for student learning and achievement with improvements in the quality o f  teaching and general 

management arrangements.”  ̂ Schools need to establish a set of targets directly focused on pupil learning and 

achievement in classrooms in relation to the subject area prioritised for development. The school can then 

address any changes in the school’s curriculum and assessment policies, schemes of work, and teaching 

strategies necessary to achieve the targets. If required, it can also modify the organisational infrastructure to 

support the proposed changes. An approach to development planning that focuses on student learning and

* H uberm an. “C ritical In troduction ,” in F ullan , Successfu l School Im provem ent., 1 1.

2
H opkins and M acG ilchrist, “ D evelopm ent P lanning for Pupil A ch ievem ent,”  416.
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achievement is also advocated by Hopicins and MacGiichrist. They relate that:

As distinct from previous approaches that focused on the management of external change and the 
development of school-wide policies, this approach begins with the learning needs of students and moves 
out from there. After setting targets for student learning, progress and achievement, the plan focuses on 
developing a strategy for enhancing teaching and creating powerful learning expCTiaices and then on the 
management arrangements required to support such changes in classroom practice. In reality, both these 
aspects of the school’s development plan coalesce in practice.'

The research reported in this thesis also affirmed the emphasis in the literature that the 

operationalisation of the planning process and the implementation of the priorities in the plan are predicated on 

an assemblage of interrelated factors. The majority of these have already been adverted to in the course of this 

chapter. Overall, it was revealed that varying pamutations of factors such as staff involvement and 

collaboration, priorities that address salient needs, purposeful and participatory leadership by the principal, time 

for planning and appropriate external support appeared to be generic across the majority of the schools.

The research also highlighted a number of constraints that impeded the planning process in the 

schools. Two constraints in particular were noted; the perennial problem of time for planning and the number of 

demands on the school. While development planning is purported to counteract the ‘too much to do’ syndrome, 

paradoxically, the dynamic complexity of school organisations coupled with too many demands - some of 

which are outside the schools’ control - can result in over-ambitious plans that generate overload and 

disenchantment. TeachCTS and principals also noted that they had set unrealistic time-scales and were unable to 

achieve the priorities in the time available.

11.3 Over(iWCoticlu/iuytiy, Rec<>1nme♦uiatu>n4'a4^<i/Imf)l<kx3U^<>n4'

1 1 .3 .1  O vercM fC cn tc lu iu yy iy

Overall, the research conducted in this study endorsed the hypothesis that school development planning 

is a potentially powerful usable strategy for achieving substantial change in schools. By and large, the study 

affirmed the propitious claims for development plaiming cited in section 4.1 and confirmed that the process has 

the potential to generate a wide range of outcomes for the school. A key message is that school development 

planning makes a difference. FurthoTnore, many of the outcomes reported in this research to be associated with 

development planning are also regarded as characteristics of an effective school and as factors that facilitate

' Ib id ., 4 2 1 .
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school improvement (see Appendix IX). The implication, therefore, is that school development planning is a 

potentially powerful strategy for enhancing a school’s effectiveness.

In view o f the fact that development planning was a relatively new initiative for the majority o f schools 

in this study, the principals and teachers involved in the research had achieved a tremendous amount in the first 

planning cycle. However, the success o f  the development planning process and the benefits experienced by the 

schools, are due to a large extejit to the considerable amount of time, effort and hard work invested by the 

participants in the research in establishing the development planning process in their schools. External advice 

and support from the NEELB particularly in the initial focusing phase was also significant in clarifying the 

concept o f  development planning for staff and enabling them establish the process.

Staff worked together collaboratively, embraced a positive attitude towards development planning and 

although a number of teachers had reservations about embarking on the process, overall, participants believed 

their school was ready for development planning when it was initially introduced. Indeed, the pCTceived need 

for a framework such as development planning (particularly in the light o f the requirements of the Northern 

Ireland Curriculum), coupled with the existence of collaborative work practices - a planning prerequisite - 

certainly contributed to the successful introduction of development planning and may explain why participants 

experienced little difficulty in establishing the process in their school.

It was also apparent that the various stages in the process comprised an ‘important crutch’ for those 

embarking on the process for the first time. In systematically following the planning stages set out in the 

guidance or advocated at NEELB inservice courses, the schools began to understand and become familiar with 

the operationalisation of a new process. Indeed, the first planning cycle was an important learning experience 

for the schools. Therein were the foundations laid for whole staff participation, nurturing skills, developing 

common values, improving programmes and policies and enhancing the organisational infrastructure and 

culture. Moreover, the experiaice and understanding gained in the first planning cycle formed the basis for 

improving the development planning process in subsequent planning cycles.

However, the research also highlighted the polyphonic nature of development planning and indicated 

that the planning process is more complex and dynamic than is conveyed in the literature. It confirmed the 

contention purveyed in section 2.4 that the complexity o f development planning cannot be encapsulated in the
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rationalistic diagrams and explications o f the process promulgated in the literature. While schools may recourse 

to the various planning stages for guidance, in reality, all aspects o f the development planning process operate 

simultaneously. Moreover, shifting circumstances may necessitate other priorities to be addressed, with 

consequent adjustment o f priorities within the development plan. Thus, at any one time schools are dealing with 

a multiplicity o f issues, concerns, and tasks. Such is the reality for schools. As Fullan contends, “complexity, 

dynamism, and unpredictability...are not mCTely things that get in the way. They are normal!” '

The principals played a major role in facilitating the planning process in the schools. In particular, they 

either consciously or intuitively modified the school’s organisational infrastructure to facilitate the 

operationalisation of the development planning process and to meet the demands of the agreed change or 

priority. In this manner, the school’s change capacity was increased and the groundwork laid for future 

development planning initiatives; a virtuous cycle o f change began to be established.

Clearly, the schools included in the research had established a comprehensive planning process in their 

schools and could identify a significant number of benefits to be gained from engaging in the process. 

Notwithstanding, it was also apparent that the schools needed to take cognisance of a number of shortcomings 

in order to improve the planning process;

(a) Development planning did not appear to have had a significant impact on pupil learning and 
achievement in the classroom. In addition, a focus on teaching and learning was not a significant 
feature o f the action plans.

(b) School development plans tended to be over-ambitious. Schools were not always realistic with 
regard to what can be achieved in the time-scale available.

(c) The development planning process was characterised by a lack o f involvement o f the partners, 
particularly, parents and the Board of Governors.

(d) Monitoring and evaluation were not accorded the same attention as the processes of school-based 
review, prioritisation and action planning.

(e) Action plans lacked a clear indication o f how the targets were to be achieved - clearly defined 
targets direct teachers’ efforts and make clear the criteria for success.

However, the aforementioned shortcomings are not a cause for pessimism when one considers the 

enormity o f  the tasks and the constraints under which schools operate. As discussed above, development 

planning was a new initiative for the majority o f  the schools included in the research. This, coupled with the

'  Fullan. Change Forces. 20.
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introduction of the Northern Ireland Curriculum comprised a major change agenda for schools. Thus, it is not 

surprising that all aspects o f the development planning process had not been addressed to the same degree. 

Neither is it surprising that the partners were not involved: teachers had enough to contend with in grappling 

with the process themselves. This conclusion is endorsed by Hopkins who states:

The first cycle serves to generate shared expCTiences, teamwork, ownership of the process and confidence. 
Realistically, it is in the second and subsequent cycles that one would expect increased rigour in 
procedures....greater openness with consultants and others and a readiness to cope with external pressures 
and accountability.’

Indeed, the research indicated that teachers and principals were aware of these shortcomings and were planning 

to address these in forthcoming planning cycles.

As mentioned in the introduction to the thesis, this study is particularly timely in the light o f the current 

changes in the education system in the Irish Republic. At the time this study was undertaken, the Northern 

Ireland primary schools were in the process o f  embarking on the concept o f development planning while 

simultaneously embarking on the implementation o f the Northern Ireland Curriculum. Analogous to Northern 

Ireland and England, the government guidelines issued in the Republic regard the development planning process 

as a means by which schools can subscribe to the overarching aims of the education system as expressed by 

statute and in curriculum guidelines.^ Thus, schools in the Republic are now at the stage that the schools 

included in the research were at whoi this study commenced i.e. establishing the development planning process 

and organising the implementation of the revised primary curriculum.

The significance o f  this study is that it provides a valuable insight into what is likely to happen as 

schools in the Republic embark on their first development planning cycle. It is probable that the introduction of 

school development planning will have many similarities with the establishment o f this initiative in Northern 

Ireland. Thus, the findings of this study are likely to be of benefit to practitioners about to embark on school 

development planning. To this end the writer presents a number o f implications and recommendations for 

practitioners predicated on the main findings, conclusions and shortcomings cited above.

' Hopkins, cited by Hodgson et al., “School Development Planning: A Place for Partnership,” in Hargreaves and Hopkins, 
Development Planning For School Improvement. 125.

^ Developing a School Plan: Guidelines for Primary Schools. 7.

387



Moreover, the benefit for schools is that the recommendations are predicated on the ‘good practice’ 

exhibited by the schools in the study rather than theoretical assumptions. In addition, they are based on the 

experience o f teachers and principals in the Irish primary school context. Accordingly, while not a blueprint or 

panacea, the following recommendations may ‘chart the route’ for practitioners as they embark on the process 

o f  school development planning. To reiterate Hargreaves and Hopkins, “at best it is informed advice that 

schools may wish to test out in their own settings.” '

11 .3.2 Iii^lUxiUloni'Ci^^Ke^omnvefuiaXXotii'fcnr practXtX/yyiery

•  It is important that all staff are aware o f the rationale underpinning the concept o f development planning 

and understand ‘in theory’ what the process entails. It is also helpful if  the staff is aware of the potential 

benefits o f development planning for the school organisation, for teachers and for pupil learning and 

achievement.

Be aware that conceptual knowledge is not enough in itself to generate mastery, ownership and 

commitment. A full understanding o f the planning process and a strong sense of ownership and 

commitment may not emerge until staff has experienced at least one full planning cycle. Indeed, the 

research indicated that experiential engagement with the development planning process comprised a 

formative learning experience which illuminated refinements that could be made to render subsequent 

planning cycles more effective.

•  A productive experience o f development planning in the first planning cycle is paramount. Accordingly, it 

is important to avoid, where possible, taking on too many changes in ordo" to preclude innovation overload 

and to set realistic time-scales for the achievement o f priorities. While it may be difficult to limit the 

number of priorities in view o f the significant number of external demands on schools, it nevertheless 

seems worth holding on to the notion of prioritising and avoiding, where possible, taking on too many 

changes. Indeed, this message was repeatedly emphasised by the principals and teaches in their advice to 

practitioners about to embark on the process [Appendix VII, Table 18; Appendix VIII, Table 15]. One 

principal recounted, “set achievable targets within a sensible timetable. Adopt the ‘Rome was not built in a 

day philosophy.’ Likewise, another advised, “Do not aim to do too much too quickly as this can lead to 

disappointment and disenchantment. Don’t try to change the school overnight.”  ̂As the NEELB guidelines

* Hargreaves and Hopkins. The Empowered School, 122.

2
Principals’ Questionnaire No. 10, Section Five, Question 3. 

^ Principals’ Questionnaire No. ! I , Section Five, Question 3.
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advocate, “part of the skill in long-term planning comes at the prioritising stage when a delicate balance 

must be struck between what is desirable and what is possible.” '

•  Tangible experience of success in the initial planning stages is likely to engender greater ownership and 

commitment and to boost staff confidence and morale. To this end, embrace Fuilan’s “start small, think 

big” philosophy. In addition to longer-term priorities, embark on a number o f small-scale projects/priorities 

that are likely to succeed and can be achieved in a relatively short time-scale in order to enable teachers’ 

experience success and gain a ‘feel’ for the process o f  change. This was also endorsed in the advice

proffered by principals’ to school staffs about to embark on development planning. For instance, one

principal advised, “have some short term project which can be achieved quickly -  feel good faster!”  ̂while 

another recommended, “decide initially on achievable goals/priorities as this will generate success and help 

build confidence.”^

•  Principals need to monitor how individual teachers are coping with the change, to elicit their concerns and 

to identify any inservice training needs or other support that they may require in order to successfully 

implement the plan. It is also essential that the principal fmd opportunities to talk to and listen to teachers, 

to provide encouragement and to acknowledge good practice.

• External assistance can be invaluable, particularly in the initial planning stages.

• All staff should be involved in school development planning particularly in the initial focusing stage, when 

school aims are formulated, the school-based review conducted, priorities selected and the school planning 

document written. As it is not always practicable for the whole staff to be involved at all times, staff sub

groups can work on aspects o f the process and subsequently report back to the full staff group. The key 

message is that while all staff need not be involved in all issues or at the same level o f intaisity as each 

other, it is important that all are included in some aspect o f the process so that a shared sense o f direction 

and vision permeates the school.

•  The finding that development planning is predicated on a combination of whole staff, small group and 

individual involvement has implications for the management o f development planning. Working groups 

need to be established, terms of reference for group operation need to be agreed by the staff, 

communication structures need to be established to ensure that information generated at group meetings is 

communicated to the whole staff group, time needs to be set aside for groups to meet and resources/support 

provided where necessary.

* NEELB, Preparing School Development Plans, 2.

2
Principals’ Questionnaire No. 46, Section Five, Question 3.

 ̂ Principals’ Questionnaire No. 56, Section Five, Question 3.

389



• As unanticipated problems, delays and opportunities will be encountered, the ability to live with ambiguity 

and the flexibility to respond to spasmodic changes in circumstances will be necessary. Accordingly, the 

school development plan needs to be a flexible adjustable document. To this end it is advisable to include a 

lesser number of priorities in the third year of the development plan, so that priorities that are incomplete, 

need modification or are deferred in the first two years of the plan can ‘roll forward’ into the final year of 

the plan. Alternatively, priorities can ‘roll forward’ into the subsequent planning cycle.

» Regular progress checks built into the school calendar facilitate the adjustments necessary to keep the 

planning on target and on schedule and to respond to new needs or changed circumstances. They also 

provide opportunities to celebrate accomplishment. To ensure that progress checks are not overlooked, the 

principal and staff need to clarify who has responsibility for monitoring what, in which ways and when.

• Keep the focus on the learning experiences, achievement and progress ofpupils. Time in school is precious 

and for pupils it cannot be repeated. Accordingly, it is essential that development planning makes a 

difference for the pupils as soon as possible. To this aid, it is important that a focus on pupil progress and 

achievement and an improvement in the quality of teaching are central tenets of the school development 

plan. Furthermore, in order to promote pupil achievement, the classroom should be the main focus for  

improvement in the action plans.

• Action plans should include clearly defined targets related to pupils’ learning, progress, and achievement. 

Target setting is a clear, direct way for a school to declare what it intends to do to promote improvement. 

The importance of clearly defined targets is also emphasised by MacGilchrist et al., who contend that 

“ ...vague statements of intent result in unfocussed action. In contrast, tightly defined targets make clear the 

criteria for success.” '

• Pay close attrition to the organisational conditions necessary to facilitate the operationalisation of the 

school development planning process. Discussion and decision-making structures, communication 

networks, a clear structure for writing policies, a planned approach to the time-table and job descriptions 

are among the internal school conditions that facilitate the planning process. As Hopkins related, “powerful 

learning...is contingent o i powerful teaching...which is set within the context of the organisational 

conditions of the powerful school.”^

• It is also important that teachers have a means of translating whole school policy into classroom practice. 

The six weekly planner system described by a number of the principals in this study is one possible means 

of achieving this.

* Hopkins and MacGilchrist, “Development Planning for Pupil Achievement,” 418.

^ David Hopkins, Powerful Learning, Powerfiil Teaching and Povyerful Schools. An inaugural lecture given in the University o f  
Nottingham on 25“’ February 1997.
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• Take account of the views of others, particularly parents and Board of Management members as soon as 

possible. Use Board of Management members as a source of information about perceptions in the 

community served by the school and to represent the ideas of the school within the community.

• It is not necessary for principals to shoulder the management of school development plarming alone: 

curriculum co-ordinators, special duties teachers, and senior management personnel can play a major role 

in the organisation of the planning process and the content of the plan.

11.3.3 IrnpUc<tti4ytii'ai^Ke<xnnme^^uiatX/>ni'fc^

• School development planning provides schools with a potentially powerful strategy for implementing the 

revised primary curriculum. However, the findings of this study reveal that the success of development 

planning in the Northern Ireland primary schools was due in no small measure to the infrastructure of 

support provided by the NEELB. While inservice education is presently being provided for both initiatives 

in the Republic, it is much more limited in the case of development planning. Schools in the Republic are 

being allocated a number of planning days - exceptional closures - to enable them plan the implementation 

of the revised curriculum. However, practitioners may not make the best use of these days in the absence 

of an adequate knowledge base pertaining to the development planning process. Accordingly, one major 

recommendation is that the two support systems be synchronised so that schools can acquire the skills of 

planning concomitant with information pertaining to curriculum content and teaching methodologies. This 

would also help reduce the overload on the system whereby schools have inservice days for development 

planning and further inservice days in relation to the implementation of the revised curriculum. Indeed, the 

synchronisation of inservice pertaining to both initiatives would be an excellent opportunity for policy

makers to ensure that the implementation of the curriculum is a significant focus of the school development 

plan.

• This study has highlighted that development planning is an evolutionary process and it would be unrealistic 

to expect a perfect implementation in the first, or even second planning cycle. It is virtually impossible to 

establish the development planning process, establish a partnership between the school, the parents and 

Board of Management and at the same time to implement major reforms in curriculum and pedagogy. Thus, 

it is essential that schools be afforded sufficient time and resources such as adequate supply cover and 

sufficient financial resources to enable them to target resources to priorities, to take on board the national 

agenda for change. As Wallace contends, “The most effective way of promoting the improvement of 

schooling may be for governments to guard against the imposition of too many innovations in too short a 

time-scale, with too few resources.” '

* Wallace, “Towards a Contingency Approach to Development Planning in Schools,”  159.
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11A Svi^^e^Cioyii'for further Keiearch/

A  replication of this study in primary schools in the Irish Republic who have embarked on 

development planning is one possible focus for further research. It would be interesting to observe how the 

outcomes of such an investigation would compare with the current research and whether similar purposes, 

constraints, benefits and facilitating factors would be in evidence.

This study intimated that differences prevailed between larger and smaller schools in relation to the 

organisation of the planning process. Thus, research is also required with regard to the progress and impact of 

development planning in primary schools of different sizes. Is it more difficult to engage in whole school 

development planning in a larger school, or does a large school allow staff to be less vulnerable to crises caused 

by staff change or staff unwillingness to be involved? Is a sense of team and shared goals and vision easier to 

achieve in a smaller school? These and other issues could generate an interesting study that would also be 

particularly significant in view of the variety o f schools sizes in the Irish Republic.

Another interesting study would be to use detailed case studies to trace schools’ progress in using the 

school development plan to organise the implementation of the revised curriculum. A detailed study of schools 

in Northern Ireland that have completed at least two planning cycles to ascertain whether development planning 

has had an impact on pupil learning and achievement in classrooms and to elicit whether priorities completed in 

the initial planning cycles have been sustained would also be worthwhile.
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11.5  'Epdo^iAje^

There is nothing so theoretical as good practice'

The conclusion that school development planning is a potentially powerful strategy for achieving 

substantial change in schools is good news for practitioners in the Irish Republic who are currently required to 

establish the process in their schools. As Joyce et al., proclaim “school improvement depends not only on good 

ideas about goals, content and models o f teaching, but also on the development o f structures for school 

improvement, structures that could generate the implementation of initiatives from within and without the 

school.”  ̂ This study has affirmed that development plarming comprises such a structure. It must be borne in 

mind, however, that despite the substantial benefits associated with development planning in this study, these 

benefits are not axiomatic. Hard work and dedication on the part o f  the participants in the research coupled with 

an external infrastructure of support contributed to a large degree to the success o f the planning venture in these 

schools.

In conclusion, it must be stressed that development planning is not a matter of following a blueprint or 

prescription. Each school must discover for itself the planning process that harmonises most favourably with its 

state of development, its pupils and its staff - schools learn through experience what is needed to make 

development planning meaningful for them. As propounded by Hargreaves and Hopkins,

Every school has to find its own unique approach to development planning; this is essential if  there is to be real 
progress in making the school a more effective and rewarding place for teachers and students.^

Fullan. The New Meaning. 8.

2
Joyce et al.. The New Structure o f  School Improvement: Inquiring Schools and Achieving Students (Buckingham: Open 

University Press, 1999), 226.

^ Hargreaves and Hopkins, “The Empowered School.” viii.
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Section One: Background Information

Please 'tick' or fill in information as appropriate.

1. (a) Total number of teachers in your school (including the principal)?____________

(b) Total number of pupils on roll?_________________________

2. Position presently held: Administrative principal. [ ]
Teaching principal with reduced teaching hours. [ ]
Teaching principal. [ ]

3. Number of years in your current position? [ ]

4. How did you acquire the knowledge and skills necessary to establish the process of 
development planning in your school?

5. If you attended an inservice training course on development planning please indicate:

(a) Who organised the course? _______________________________________________________________

(b) The number o f teachers in your school who also attended the course? ___________________________

(c) Duration of course? ______________________________________________________________________

(d) Benefit o f course?

No Benefit Some Benefit Significant Benefit Very Significant Benefit
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

6. How frequently do formal staff meetings occur in your organisation?
Tick one category only and also indicate the number of meetings held.

Monthly [ ] Termly [ ] Yearly [ ]

Number of Meetings [ ] [ ] [ ]

7. Are staff meetings held predominantly

(a) during normal school opening hours? [ ]
(b) outside normal school opening hours? [ ]
(c) combination of (a) and (b)? [ ]

8. Apart from formal staff meetings, are there other occasions when staff meet to 
discuss issues pertaining to school development?

2



Section Two: Formulating the School Development Plan

1. When did your school first engage in the process of formulating a development plan?

95/96 94/95 93/94 92/93 91/92 Prior t o ’91
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

2. Has your school a written development plan? Yes [ ] No [ ]

If yes, who was responsible for writing this document?

3. H o w  lo n g  is th e  p la n n in g  cycle  in  y o u r  sch o o l?

lYear, 2 Years, 3 Years, 4 Years, 5 Years.
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

4. H a v e  y o u  c o m p le te d  a t  le a s t o n e  p la n n in g  cy c le?  Yes [ ] No [ ]

5. P le a se  r a n k  in  o r d e r  o f  im p o r ta n c e  th e  fo u r  m o s t im p o r ta n t  p u rp o s e s  u n d e r p in n in g  
d e v e lo p m e n t p la n n in g  in  y o u r  schoo l.
(Place 1, 2, 3 and 4 in the appropriate spaces where 1 is the most important purpose).

(a) to enable the school to realise its stated aims and objectives....................................[ ]
(b) to improve the quality of teaching and learning throughout the school...................[ ]
(c) to formulate school policies..........................................................................................[ ]
(d) to respond to Northern Ireland Curriculum and Assessment requirements.............[ ]
(e) to enable the school evaluate existing practice and performance.............................[ ]
(f) to enable the school manage change effectively.........................................................[ ]
(g) to increase the school’s accountability to governors and others.............................. [ ]
(h) to enable the school to respond to both external and internal demands for

change............................................................................................................................ [ ]
(i) to enable the school consider the most effective use of available resources...........[ ]
(j) to provide a framework for guiding teachers in formulating their schemes of

work................................................................................................................................[ ]
(k) other(s), please specify

[ ]

  [ ]

6. Was there any planning model, which you found particularly helpful in guiding the 
development planning process?

Yes [ ] — If yes, proceed to Q. 7.
No [ ] “  If no, proceed to Q. 9.

7. Please specify the model concerned.
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8. Was the model adapted in the course of the planning process? Yes [ ] No [ ]

Proceed to Question 10.

9. If you did not avail of or modify a particular planning model, please indicate what 
guided the process in your school.

lO.(a) Were any of the following activities undertaken in the process of developing your school 
plan? Tick as appropriate, and 

(b) Indicate the sequence in which these activities were undertaken by placing 1, 2, 3...etc. in 
the appropriate spaces.
Please Note: I f  a particular stage was not relevant, please do not include this in your response.

U ndertaken Sequence

Examined the sciiooi’s aims and objectives .......................................  [ ] [ ]
Conducted a whole school review...........................................................  [ ] [ ]
Conducted a review of a key-area(s) of school functioning...............  [ ] [ ]
Selected priorities for developm ent....................................................... [ ] [ ]
Implemented action p lan s......................................................................... [ ] [ ]
Evaluated outcom es................................................................................... [ ] [ ]
Monitored the progress of the action p la n ............................................  [ ] [ ]
Identified a vision for the school.............................................................  [ ] [ ]
Other(s), please specify.............................................................................  [ ] [ ]

11. When conducting a school-based review in your school
(a ) Which of the following interest groups are consulted? Tick as appropriate.
(b ) Which evaluative approaches are used to elicit information from those consulted?

CONSULTED EVALUATIVE APPROACHES USED

Questionnaire Interview/ 

Formal Discussion

Informal

Discussion

Staff...........................................................  [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Support Staff...........................................  [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Parents....................................................... [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Pupils........................................................ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
School Board..........................................  [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Education and Library Board..............  [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Parent Associations...............................  [ ] [ ] t ] [ ]
Others, (please specify)......................... [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

12. Are any other evaluative approaches used when conducting the school review?

Please specify briefly ____________________________________________________________________
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13. Which of the following areas have been focused on / prioritised in your school 
development plan?
Tick as many as are appropriate

] N. 1. Curriculum Subjects 
] Pupil Performance 
] Teaching Styles and Methods 
] Collaboration and Teamwork 
] Resources and Equipment 
] Extra Curricular Activities 
] Finance
] Roles and Responsibilities o f Staff

] School Discipline 
] Assessment and Recording 
] School Management and Organisation 
] Home School Links and Liaison 
] School Buildings and Environment 
] Staff Development and Training 
] Special Needs
] Other, please sp ec ify ______________

14. Which of the following are involved in
(a) Conducting a school review?
(b) Selecting priorities for action?
(c) Implementing action plans?
(d) Monitoring progress?
(e) Evaluating outcomes? Tick as appropriate

Conducting a 
Review

Selecting
Priorities

Implementing 
Action plans

Monitoring
Progress

Evaluating
Outcomes

Principal

Vice-Principal

All Staff

Some Staff

School Board 
Members
Parents

Pupils

Support Staff

Inspectorate

N.E.E.L.B.

15. With regard to those who are involved in developing your school plan (Q.14 above),
please indicate the extent to which they are involved on a scale of 1 - 3 where 1 = very little 
involvement; 2 = some involvement; 3 = very involved. Circle the appropriate number.

Principal................................................ 1 2 3
Vice Principal...................................... 1 2 3
All Staff.................................................1 2 3
Staff Group........................................... 1 2 3
School Board Members......................1 2 3
Parents...................................................1 2 3
Pupils.....................................................1 2 3
Support Staff........................................ 1 2 3
Inspectorate.......................................... 1 2 3
N.E.E.L.B............................................. 1 2 3

5



16. Please indicate the number of short-term (1 year) priorities for action in your 1994 - ’95 
development plan? (Tick as appropriate)

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

17. How many of these short-term priorities (Q. 15 above) were:

(a) related to National policy initiatives? [ ]
(b) school generated? [ ]
(c) school generated but were closely related to

National policy initiatives? [ ]

18. Please rank in order of importance the five factors which have created the greatest 
difficulty in establishing a development plan in your school. (Place 1 , 2 , 3 , 4  and 5 in the
appropriate spaces where 1 is the area creating most difficulty).

too many demands on schoo l....................................................
lack of staff development .........................................................
culture of isolation in school......................................................
lack o f financial resources .........................................................
time constraints .........................................................................
unrealistic time sca les.................................................................
lack o f understanding of the development planning process.
developing teamwork and collaboration..................................
staff change...................................................................................
lack of necessary sk ills ................................................................
staff unwillingness........................................................................
other(s), please specify

19. How is time for planning generated and organised in your school?
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______________Section Three: Implementing the Development Plan___________

Please answer questions 1 - 8  based on a specific priority/issue which was implemented in your 
school. I f  your school plan is not yet at the implementation stage, please proceed to Section Four.

1. Specify the particular priority/issue.

Was an action plan formulated for implementing this priority/issue?

Yes [ ] Proceed to Q. 3.
No [ ] Proceed to Q. 4.

When formulating the action plan,
(a) were any of the following factors included? and
(b) how important were these factors in promoting effective implementation of the action 

plan? Indicate your response on a scale of 1 - 4. (1 = unimportant; 2 = of some importance;
3 = important; 4 = extremely important). Circle Mie number on each line.

Note: I f  a particular factor was not relevant please do not include this in your response.

Included Importance

(a) Specific targets / objectives for the priority
(b) Success criteria
(c) Tasks which specify what needed to be done
(d) Specific roles and responsibilities for staff
(e) Resource implications
(f) An outline of staff development needs
(g) An indication o f how financial resources will be

allocated
(h) Arrangements for monitoring progress
(i) Arrangements for evaluation of intended outcomes
(j) Reasonable time-schedules

Proceed to question five

2
2
2
2
2
2

2
2
2
2

4(a) Briefly indicate how this priority was implemented.

(b) Were any of the factors (a) - (j) in Q.3 above included when implementing this 
priority/issue? Tick as appropriate.

(a )[ ] (b )[  ] (c )[ ] (d )[  ] (e )[ ] ( 0 [  ] (g )[ ] (h )[  ] ( i)[  ] G )[ ]
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5. Briefly state your role in implementing the priority/issue.

6. Did you need any inservice training to enable you to implement the priority/issue.

Yes [ ] No [ ]

I f yes, did you receive this inservice training?

Yes [ ] No [ ]

Please specify briefly_______________________________________________________________________________

7. Specify the procedures put in place for monitoring progress in implementing the priority.

8. Briefly specify how evaluation o f intended outcomes is/will be undertaken.
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Section Four: Outcomes

1. How significant has school development planning been in generating the following 
outcomes for your school? Indicate your response on a scale of 1 - 5.
(1 = very insignificant; 2 = insignificant; 3 = undecided / unsure; 4 = significant; 5 = very significant).

(a) Improves the quality o f  teaching and learning throughout the school. 1 2 3 4 5

(b) Generates opportunities for staff to work together. 1 2 3 4 5

(c) Encourages staff members to engage in leadership activities. 1 2 3 4 5

(d) Enables the school implement and manage change more effectively. 1 2 3 4 5

(e) Promotes a shared sense o f direction and vision. 1 2 3 4 5

(f) Enables staff generate new and/or amended school policies. 1 2 3 4 5

(g) Fosters greater links between the school staff and the school board. 1 2 3 4 5

(h) Promotes greater involvement of parents. 1 2 3 4 5

(i) Enables school to report on existing practice and performance. 1 2 3 4 5

(j) Enables school to integrate external and internal demands for change. 1 2 3 4 5

(k) Increases the school’s accountability to governors and others. 1 2 3 4 5

(1) Increases the school’s internal capacity to contend with ongoing change. 1 2 3 4 5

(m) Enables the school implement Northern Ireland Curriculum requirements
in the context of school needs and circumstances. 1 2 3 4 5

(n) Promotes greater consistency o f practice among teachers throughout the
school. 1 2 3 4 5

(o) Enables the school to realise its stated aims and objectives. 1 2 3 4 5

(p) Other, please specifV 1 2 3 4 5

2. Which of the above (a) to (p) are the two most significant benefits of development planning 
in your school?

First [ ] Second [ ]
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3. To whom are the outcomes of the plan communicated? Tick as appropriate and indicate what form 
this communicated involves.

Verbal W ritten
Report Report

(a) Teaching staff [ ] [ ]
(b) Non-teaching staff [ ] [ ]
(c) School Board [ ] [ ]
(d) Education and Library Board [ ] [ ]
(e) Parents [ ] [ ]
(f) Pupils [ ] [ ]
(g) Inspector [ ] [ ]
(h) Other, please specify [ ] [ ]

4(a) Please give an example of a priority for development, which was implemented successfully.

(b) To what do you attribute the school’s success in implementing this priority?

5(a) Were any priorities not implemented as successfully as intended?

Yes [ ] No [ ]

(b) If yes, what in your opinion accounted for this?

6. Has the school development plan been externally evaluated by

(a) The Board of Governors? [ ]
(b) DENI Inspectorate? [ ]
(c) The Education and Library Board? [ ]

10



Section Five: Conditions Affecting Development Planning

1. How important is each of the following in implementing a development plan in your school? 
Indicate your response on a scale of 1 - 5. (1 = unimportant; 2 = not ver>' important; 3 = uncertain / undecided;
4 = important; 5 = very important). Circle one number in each line.

Appropriate staff development

Involvement of parents in policy formulation

Support o f school board

Strong leadership by the principal

Involvement of all teaching staff

Having a flexible plan

Teamwork and collaboration

Shared goals and values

Short-term goals

Time for planning

Shared leadership

Financial resources

Regular reviews o f progress

Indicators and criteria by which improvement can 
be recognised

A clear focus on improvement in the classroom 

Having advance knowledge o f the change process

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4
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2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements by 
circling one of these codes; SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree. 
(Note: School Development Planning is abbreviated to SDP in this question.)

1. Virtually all staff members are involved in establishing school goals
and visions........................................................................................................................  SD D A SA

2. In this school, teachers work primarily in isolation from their colleagues  SD D A SA

3. Teachers meet together regularly to discuss aspects o f their work and share
ideas...................................................................................................................................  SD D A SA

4. Resources for school development are specifically allocated towards the
issues prioritised in the S D P .........................................................................................  SD D A SA

5. Teachers are actively involved in initiating change and supporting
development w ork .......................................................................................................... SD D A SA

6. The staff in our school share a clear vision related to improving the quality
o f teaching and learning................................................................................................  SD D A SA

7. School goals and priorities are helpftil in screening external initiatives for
change............................................................................................................................... SD D A SA

8. Teachers are encouraged to engage in staff development activities directly
related to their individual needs and preferences......................................................  SD D A SA

9. Opportunities are provided for teachers to visit, observe, and share expertise
with colleagues in other classroom s............................................................................ SD D A SA

10. SDP would be very difficult to implement in the absence o f external support.. SD D A SA

3. What advice would you give to school staffs about to embark on the process of 
development planning?

Thank you most sincerely for taking the time and effort to complete this questionnaire. Your 
support is greatly appreciated

I would be grateful if  you could return the questionnaire by Friday March 1st with a copy of your 
most recent school development plan if possible. I enclose an addressed envelope and international 
reply coupons for your convenience.

The returned questionnaires and development plans will not be available to any person other than 
the researcher. No individual school or teacher will be identified at any stage in the research. The 
information will be collated and will form the basis o f a report on the process and impact of 
development planning in Northern Ireland which, it is hoped, will be valuable to all teachers and 
principals involved in planning for school development.

Best wishes.

Mairead Hennessy.
12
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Section One: Background Information

Please 'tick' or fill in information as appropriate.

1. (a) Total number of teachers in your school (including the principal)?____________
(b) Total number of pupils on roll? ____________

2. Number of years in your present school? [ ]

3. How did you acquire the knowledge and skills necessary to establish the process of 
development planning in your school?

4. Have you attended an inservice training course on school development planning?

Yes [ ] No [ ]
If yes, please indicate how beneficial the course was:

No Benefit Some Benefit Significant Benefit Very Significant Benefit
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

Section Two; Formulating the School Development Plan

1. Did you feel the school was ready for development planning when it was initially 
introduced?

Yes [ ] No [ ]

Briefly give a reason for your answer____________________________________________________

2. How did you feel about development planning when it was first introduced in your 
school?

3. Have your views on development planning changed since its establishment in your 
school?

Yes [ ] No [ ]

Please comment briefly_________________________________________________________________
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4. Please rank in order of importance tlie four most important purposes underpinning 
development planning in your school.
(Place 1,2, 3 and 4 in the appropriate spaces where 1 is the most important purpose).

5.
(a) to enable the school to realise its stated aims and objectives..................................... [ ]
(b) to improve the quality o f teaching and learning throughout the school................... [ ]
(c) to formulate school policies............................................................................................. [ ]
(d) to respond to Northern Ireland Curriculum and Assessment requirements............. [ ]
(e) to enable the school evaluate existing practice and performance.............................. [ ]
(f) to enable the school manage change more effectively................................................ [ ]
(g) to increase the school’s accountability to governors and o thers............................... [ ]
(h) to enable the school to respond to both external and internal demands for

change................................................................................................................................. [ ]
(i) to enable the school consider the most effective use of available resources............ [ ]
(j) to provide a framework for guiding teachers in formulating their schemes of

work.....................................................................................................................................[ ]
(k) other(s), please specify _______________________________________________ [ ]

[ ]

5. Which of the following are involved in:
(a) Conducting a school review?
(b) Selecting priorities?
(c) Implementing action plans?
(d) Monitoring progress?
(e) Evaluating outcomes? Tick as appropriate

Conducting a 
review

Selecting
Priorities

Implementing 
Action Plans

Monitoring
Progress

Evaluating
Outcomes

Principal

Vice-Principal

All Staff

Some Staff

School Board 
Members
Parents

Pupils

Support Staff

Inspectorate

N.E.E.L.B. 1

6. With regard to those who are involved in developing your school plan (Q. 5 above),
please indicate the extent to which they are involved on a scale of 1 - 3 where 1 = very little 
involvement; 2 = some involvement; 3 = very involved. Circle the appropriate number.

Principal...........................
Vice Principal..................
All Staff............................
Some Staff.......................
School Board Members.,

Parents............
Pupils..............
Support Staff.. 
Inspectorate.... 
N.E.E.L.B.......

2
2
2
2
2
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7. Please rank in order of Importance, the extent to which each of the following
influences the selection of priorities in your school. Place 1, 2 ,3 , etc. in the appropriate spaces 
where 1 has the greatest influence.

(a) The school based review...................................................................................... [ ]
(b) The aims and values of the school.................................................................... [ ]
(c) Policies and initiatives of the Education and Library Board........................[ ]
(d) Recent external reviews o f the school...........................................................  [ ]
(e) DENI policies and initiatives.......................................................................  [ ]
(f) Available resources...........................................................................................  [ ]
(g) Skills of staff members....................................................................................... [ ]
(h) Concerns of class-teachers................................................................................ [ ]
(i) A review of last year’s priorities........................................................................ [ ]
(j) Others, please specify__________________________________________  [ ]

8. Were a number of long-term priority issues (i.e. priorities to be implemented in future 
development plans), outlined in your 1994/’95 development plan?

Yes [ ] Please proceed to question 9.
No [ ] Please proceed to question 10.

9. Have any of these long-term priority issues been prioritised and translated into action 
plans in your current development plan?

Yes [ ] No [ ]

10. Have you revised or updated your schemes of work to take account of curricular 
priorities identified in the school plan?

Yes [ ] No [ ]

11. Please rank in order of importance the five factors which have created the greatest 
difficulty in establishing a development plan in your school. (Place 1, 2 ,3 ,4  and 5 in the
appropriate spaces where 1 is the area creating most diflHculty).

•  too many demands on schoo l..............................................................[ ]
•  lack of staff development......................................................................[ ]
•  culture of isolation in school................................................................ [ ]
•  lack of financial resources ................................................................ [ ]
•  time constraints .................................................................................[ ]
• unrealistic time sca les...........................................................................[ ]
•  lack of understanding of the development planning process [ ]
•  developing teamwork and collaboration........................................... [ ]
•  staff change............................................................................................. [ ]
•  lack of necessary sk ills .........................................................................[ ]
•  staff unwillingness................................................................................ [ ]
• other(s), please specify_____________________________  [ ]

12. Where appropriate, do your monthly reports indicate when priorities and targets 
detailed in the school plan have been implemented in your classroom?

Yes [ ] No [ ]
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Section Three: Outcomes

1. How significant has school development planning been in generating the following 
outcomes for your school? Indicate your response on a scale of 1 - 5.
(1 = very insignificant; 2 = insignificant; 3 = undecided / unsure; 4 = significant; 5 = very significant).

(a) Improves the quality o f teaching and learning throughout the school.

(b) Generates opportunities for staff to work together.

(c) Encourages staff members to engage in leadership activities.

(d) Enables the school implement and manage change more effectively.

(e) Promotes a shared sense of direction and vision.

(f) Enables staff generate new and/or amended school policies.

(g) Fosters greater links between the school staff and the school board.

(h) Promotes greater involvement o f parents.

(i) Enables school to report on existing practice and performance.

(j) Enables school to integrate external and internal demands for change.

(k) Increases the school’s accountability to governors and others.

(1) Increases the school’s internal capacity to contend with ongoing change.

(m) Enables the school implement Northern Ireland Curriculum requirements 
in the context o f school needs and circumstances.

(n) Promotes greater consistency o f practice among teachers throughout the 
school.

(o) Enables the school to realise its stated aims and objectives.

(p) Other, please specify_________________________________________

2

2

2

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

2. Which of the above (a) to (p) are the two most significant benefits of development planning 
in your school?

First [ ] Second [ ]
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3. Ir your opinion, has development planning made a difference to:

(ai your teaching styles and methods?

Little Some Significant Very Significant
Difference Difference Difference Difference

1 2  3 4

Pliase comment ___  ____ ________  ________  ________

(b) pupil learning and achievement in your classroom?

Little Some Significant Very Significant
Difference Difference Difference Difference

1 2  3 4

Please comment

(c) your professional development?

Little Some Significant Very Significant
Difference Difference Difference Difference

Please comment

(d) the level of staff teamwork, and staff collaboration?

Little Some Significant Very Significant
Difference Difference Difference Difference

1 2  3 4

Please comment
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Section Four: Conditions Affecting Development Planning

H ow im portant is each o f  the following in im plem enting a developm ent plan in your
school? Indicate your response on a scale of 1 - 5. (1 = unimportant; 2 = not very important; 3 = uncertain / 
undecided; 4 = important; 5 = very important). Circle one number in each line.

Appropriate staflF development

Involvement of parents in policy formulation

Support of school board

Strong leadership by the principal

Involvement of all teaching staff

Having a flexible plan

Teamwork and collaboration

Shared goals and values

Short-term goals

Time for planning

Shared leadership

Financial resources

Regular reviews of progress

Indicators and criteria by which improvement can 
be recognised

A clear focus on improvement in the classroom 

Having advance knowledge of the change process

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4
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2. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements by
circling one of these codes; SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree.

I.

(Note: School Development Planning is abbreviated to SDP in this question.)

The principal is the driving force for improvement in this school....................  SD D A SA
2. Virtually all staff members are involved in establishing school goals

and visions................................................................................................................ SD D A SA
3. In this school, teachers work primarily in isolation from their colleagues........ SD D A SA
4. Teachers meet together regularly to discuss aspects of their work and share 

ideas........................................................................................................................... SD D A SA
5. Resources for school development are specifically allocated towards the 

issues prioritised in the SD P.................................................................................. SD D A SA
6. The principal regularly seeks ideas and suggestions from the staff................... SD D A SA
7. Vision building in this school is the responsibility of the principal.................... SD D A SA
8. Leadership in the school comes primarily from those with formal 

administrative duties............................................................................................... SD D A SA
9. The staff in our school share a clear vision related to improving the quality 

of teaching and learning ........................................................................................ SD D A SA
10. Teachers are encouraged to engage in staff development activities directly 

related to their individual needs and preferences ................................................ SD D A SA
11. Senior management staff make the most important decisions in our school..... SD D A SA
12. Opportunities are provided for teachers to visit, observe, and share expertise 

with colleagues in other classrooms..................................................................... SD D A SA

3. What advice would you give to school staffs about to embark on the process of 
development planning?

Thank you most sincerely for taking the time and effort to complete this questionnaire. Your 
support is greatly appreciated

I would be grateful if you could return the questionnaire by Friday March with a copy of your 
most recent school development plan, if possible. I enclose an addressed envelope and international 
reply coupons for your convenience.

The returned questionnaires and development plans will not be available to any person other than 
the researcher. No individual school or teacher will be identified at any stage in the research.
The information will be collated and will form the basis of a report on the process and impact of 
development planning in Northern Ireland which, it is hoped, will be valuable to all teachers and 
principals involved in planning for school development

Best wishes.

Mairead Hennessy.
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Rathmoon, 
Baltinglass, 
Co. Wicklow.

2” “̂  February 1996.

Dear Principal,

I  am a primary school teacher currently investigating the process and impact o f  school 
development planning in primary schools as part o f  a doctoral dissertation in Trinity 
College, Dublin. The recent White Paper published by the Department o f  Education 
advocates schools to establish school development plans. However, there is currently a 
paucity o f  research with regard to the formulation and implementation o f  school development 
plans in the Irish Republic. Accordingly, the purpose o f this study is to elicit a 
comprehensive overview o f  the process offormulating and implementing school development 
plans at the levels o f  practice.

It is likely that we in the Republic have much to learn from  our counterparts in Northern 
Ireland where school development planning is at a more advanced stage o f  development. 
Therefore, your contribution in completing this questionnaire would provide valuable 
insights into the actual experience o f  school development planning at the level o f  practice. It 
is envisaged that the information gathered would provide policy-makers and educators in the 
Republic with a pragmatic indication o f  how the policy proposal on school planning can be 
effectively operationalised in schools and classrooms.

Accordingly, I earnestly request your input and co-operation in completing the enclosed 
questionnaire. 1 would be very much indebted to you i f  you would fin d  the time to answer it 
as fully as possible. I  would also be grateful i f  you would please give the enclosed teachers ’ 

questionnaire to a teacher o f  Year 3 and a teacher o f  Year 6 on your staff. Where there is 
more than one teacher fo r  a given class year, you may decide to whom the questionnaire 
should be given.

I would appreciate i f  the questionnaire could be returned by Friday 1̂ ' March. I would also 
be most grateful i f  you could enclose a copy o f  a recent school development plan with the 
returned questionnaire. The returned questionnaires will not be available to any person 
other than the researcher. The information received will be treated in the strictest confidence 
and no reference will he make to individual schools or teachers. I f  you require any 
clarification, further information or assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at school 
(010-353-508-81083) or at my home number after 5 p.m. (010-353-508-81110).

Thank you in advance fo r  your assistance and I  look forward to receiving your feedback.

Yours sincerely,

Mairead Hennessy.

22



Rathmoon, 
Baltinglass, 
Co. Wicklow.

6'^ March 1996.

Dear

I  write to you in relation to the questionnaires on school development planning forwarded to 
your school some weeks ago. I would very much appreciate i f  you could find the time to 
complete the questionnaire and return it at your earliest convenience. My research is very 
dependent on a high response rate in order to provide a valid and comprehensive overview o f  
the development planning process at primary school level. Indeed, your contribution in 
completing this questionnaire would provide teachers and principals with valuable insights 
into the benefits, difficulties, and processes involved in school development planning.

I would be most grateful i f  you could also ask the class teachers to whom you distributed the 
teachers ’ questionnaires to complete and return these as soon as possible. As a practicing 
primary teacher, I  realise that both principals and teachers are extremely busy people and I  
apologise for the intrusion on your precious time.

Again, may 1 stress that the returned questionnaires will be treated in the strictest confidence 
and will not be available to any person other than the researcher. I f  the original documents 
have been mislaid, please contact me at school (010-353-508-81083) or at my home number 
after 5 p.m. (010-353-508-81110) and I will be happy to forward replacement copies by 
return o f post. I  would also be most grateful i f  you could enclose a copy o f a recent 
development plan with the returned questionnaire.

Your co-operation is greatly appreciated and I apologise once again for intruding on your 
time.

Thanking you for your assistance.

Yours sincerely.

Mairead Hennessy.
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Rathmoon, 
Baltinglass, 
Co. Wicklow.

6‘̂  March 1996.

Dear

I  very much appreciate your time and co-operation in completing and returning the 
questionnaire on school development planning. I  was delighted to receive a copy o f your 
development plan and I  thank you most sincerely for taking the time to photocopy and 
enclose this with your questionnaire. Thank you also for including the background 
information and comments clarifying your views on development planning.

I  would also appreciated i f  you could thank the class teacher who returned the teacher’s 
questionnaire - the feedback was gratefully received. While 1 have not yet analysed the 
returned questionnaires, it is clear from a preliminary reading that the feedback received has 
provided interesting and valuable information on the benefits, difficulties, and processes 
involved in school development planning.

It appears that the second teacher’s questionnaire has, to date, not been returned. As my 
research is dependent on a high response rate in order to ascertain a valid and 
comprehensive overview o f the development planning process, 1 would be most grateful i f  you 
could ask the class teacher concerned to complete and return the questionnaire as soon as 
possible. I f  the original document has been mislaid please contact me at school (010-353- 
508-81083) or at my home number (010-353-508-81110) after 5 p.m. and I would be happy 
to forward a replacement copy by return o f post.

Again, may 1 stress that the returned questionnaires will not be available to any person other 
than the researcher, and the information received will be treated in the strictest confidence.

I found your responses to the questionnaire very interesting and at a later stage in my 
research I would appreciate the opportunity to meet you at your convenience, to discuss the 
issues and processes involved in development planning.

Your co-operation and support is greatly appreciated and I  apologise fo r  intrusion on your 
time.

Thank you once again for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,

Mairead Hennessy.
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Rathmoon, 
Baltinglass, 
Co. Wicklow.

6‘̂  March 1996.

Dear

I very much appreciate your time and co-operation in completing and returning the 
questionnaire on school development planning. I was delighted to receive a copy o f your 
development plan and the article “Making a Difference ” and 1 thank you most sincerely for  
taking the time to photocopy and enclose these with your questionnaire. While I  have not yet 
analysed the returned questionnaires, it is clear form a preliminary reading that the feedback 
received has provided interesting and valuable information on the benefits, difficulties, and 
processes involved in school development planning.

It appears that the teachers ’ questionnaires have, to date, not been returned. As my research 
is dependent on a high response rate in order to ascertain a valid and comprehensive 
overview o f the development planning process, I  would be most grateful i f  you could ask the 
two class teachers concerned to complete and return the questionnaires as soon as possible. 
I f  the original documents have been mislaid please contact me at school (010-353-508- 
81083) or at my home number (010-353-508-81110) after 5 p.m. and I  would be happy to 
forward replacement copies by return o f post.

Again, may 1 stress that the returned questionnaire will not be available to any person other 
than the researcher, and the information received will be treated in the strictest confidence.

Your co-operation and support is greatly appreciated and I apologise for the intrusion on 
your precious time.

Thank you once again for you assistance.

Yours sincerely,

Mairead Hennessy.
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APPENVIK IV

Theylnterview Schedule'
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Iii,ue^forVUct^&iuyn/d4Ar(A^g'the/Iyvbsr\/ie\u^ 
Elevefv PrUioCpcCU'

1. Tlrve/Plâ uruM\ĵ PrCfcê .

•• Describe the school-based review process in your school.

•• Was the school development plan evaluated to ascertain whether priorities and targets have been attained?
Describe the evaluation. Who conducted the evaluation?

•• Has the school had a DENI inspection in recent years?

•• To what extent did the DENI recommendations coincide with the issues prioritised by the staff during the
school-based review?

•  What are the main difficulties associated with developing planning?

2. TT Împ( ĉt<yf^Sch<yxyl/Ve /̂elopme p̂lanning .̂

•  What do you consider the most significant benefits o f development planning?
How has developing planning contributed to their manifestation?

•  What is the impact of the plan on school-wide development?
What accounted for any changes that occurred?

•  Has the school development plan had an effect on:
- the quality of teaching / classroom practice?
- pupil learning and achievement?

If so, in what ways? Has any evidence between collected to show that improvement has occurred?

•  Since the introduction of development planning have changes occurred with regard to the level o f staff 
collaboration and teamwork? If so, how are these changes manifested? What do you think contributed to 
change?

•  Has the development planning process had any effect on teachers’ professional 
In what ways? How is enhanced professional development manifested?

•  Has increased professional learning had an influence on classroom practice? In

•  What procedures are in place for communicating information to the staff?

3. fa<X^yryf(M>^l^tat^4^g^th^Playu^Cng^Prox:eiy.

•  What school-level factors/conditions contributed to the success of the school development plan? (Probe - if 
necessary - staff involvement; shared goals; staff development; priorities that address salient needs; co
ordinator; a comprehensive school based review; financial resources).

development? 

what ways?
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•  Were changes made to the school’s organisational structure in order to facilitate the planning process?

•  What was your role in relation to the establishment of appropriate organisational structures?

•  Are there specific procedures for decision-making? (Probe: collective decision-making; school management 
team; principal only; a combination of approaches).

•  Was external assistance necessary? If so, what assistance did the school require? Who provided the school 
with the appropriate assistance and support?

4 . I},M ^e^ArUiA^from /th€/QueitX<ynna^e'Vcutcu

•  One hundred percent of the questionnaire respondents (principals) indicated that greater consistency of 
practice among teachers throughout the school was a very significant benefit o f development planning.

How is greater consistency o f practice manifested in your school? What contributed to this change?

•  The majority of the principals surveyed indicated that development planning enables the school implement 
and manage change more effectively. In what way(s) does development planning enable your school 
implement and manage change more effectively? Why do you think this is so?

•  The questionnaire data revealed that too many demands on the school were the factor creating the greatest 
difficulty in establishing a school development plan. Is your school development plan able to accommodate 
unanticipated changes or new external demands?

•  The questionnaires indicated that parental involvement in the planning process was practically non-existent. 
They also revealed that development planning does not promote greater involvement of parents.

Why do you think this is the case?
Are parents involved in other aspects of the school?
Is parental involvement fostered by other means?
How could greater parental involvement in development planning be cultured?

•  Are the improvements that have taken place in the school attributable to school development planning or 
have other factors been influential in effecting the changes?

5 . T T ^ M a^ n ag^ m e^ ofth e/proceifit:

•  How is work on the school development plan discharged? Do staff work as a collective team? Are working/ 
task groups established? Have any teachers been assigned a co-ordinator role for a particular subject? Is a 
combination of the above approaches engaged?

•  What is the function of the Senior Management Team in relation to the development plan?

•  What is your role in the planning process?
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6 . Q u e ^ i t u y n 4 r ' S p e < U f t o t < > c ^ P a r U a A l c v r  S c h o x y ^  - B a 4 , e d / o n / t h e ^  

PrUxo(pciUy1Ze^on4^ i^th^Que^tX/yruncUrei

•  W hy did you describe the school developm ent plan as a ‘m anagem ent tool’?

•  Why do you think the process o f  developm ent planning was not successfij] in your school?

•  Were there any school-level factors/conditions that impeded the process in the school?

•  W hat were the m ain lessons learned from your first school developm ent planning cycle?

• Have you decided on any procedures to ensure that the targets already achieved will be sustained?
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APPENVIK V 

S(Mrcple/School Vê elcypYviê PhMX/

1994 -199F 

(icvelop meiot: c<>ntix«>iÂ

1. An Introductory Statement.

2. Statement o f school aims.

3. Criteria for prioritisation.

4. The School Development Plan Summary.

5. Clarification of Priorities for Year 1 (Plan o f Action).

6. Review of Year One.

7. Additional work undertaken but not originally planned (Year One).

Source:' SchotyVS
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1. Introduction

Following a series of meetings of principal and staff where the aims of the school were agreed, a 

school review was undertaken. A questionnaire was used for this purpose and was completed by all 

members of staff. The layout of the questionnaire was such that needs could not only be identified but 

could be put into various categories according to how urgent they were considered to be.

In drawing up this School Development Plan the staff o f Primary School have set out what we

believe to be realistic targets for the school over the period of three years. In this process we have 

sought to:

• Provide a sense of direction for the school;

•  Establish priorities;

•  Enable the school manage initiative and change in a professional way;

• Allow for the appropriate involvement of others in the life of the school.

The plan should also prove helpful to Governors when planning budget expenditures and in reporting 

to the Annual Parents’ Meeting. We are indebted to Mr. Jack McKinney from the North Eastern 

Education and Library Board’s Management Unit for his help and guidance.

“I f  we have only vision, we are dreamers; i f  
we merely work we are drudges. We need 

vision and work, hard work and clear vision. "

Dr. Stanley Brown “An Unfading Vision”

“Let a ll things be done decently and in order. ” 
r '  Corinthians Ch. 14 v 40
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2. Statement of School Aims

The aims for------------Primary School are to:

•  Promote the social, cultural, moral, spiritual, emotional, physical and intellectual development of 
children.

• Provide a happy, secure, safe and stimulating environment for children and staff.

• Provide a broad, balanced and relevant curriculum, suited to the needs of all children.

• Encourage in children a sense of responsibility and to promote independence in thinking and 
learning.

• Develop a sense of self-respect and respect for the rights of others.

• Prepare children for adult life.

• Provide opportunities for the development of charitable and co-operative attitudes in children.

• Provide opportunities for all children to achieve success.

• Encourage children to respect the environment.

• Involve parents in the life of the school as partners in the educational process.

• Promote liaison between the school and the local community.
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3. Criteria for Prioritising.

In cx)rsicering those aspects of the school, which should t>e addressed first, the criteria detailed 

Bel(ov\ hcve been applied.

We; consder that priority should be given to those issues which:

• Satisy the requirements of the Educational Reform Orders.

• Comjlete work already under way in a particular aspect of the school.

• Take account of the constraints of time, finance and available expertise.

• A'e Ikely to lead to an improvement in the quality of teaching and learning.

• Take account of the resources currently available and the availability of suitable INSET.

• P'ovde for balance and variety within the Development Plan,

• P'orrote the image of the school in the wider community.
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2 . Tl^te/SchooVVe^/elopmevU^Pla^Si^mmcuy.

YEAR 1 - 1994/95 YEAR 2 
1995/96

YEAR 3 
1996/97

AIMS CRITERIA

Curriculum Policy 1,3,4,5,6,8,10,11. 1,4,5,6.

English Policy and Scheme 1,2,3,4,6,8. 1,2,3,4,5,6.
- Group Novels & Writing

1,2,3,4,6,8. 3,4,5,6.
Assessment - English

Organisation of Music Room and Resources 1,2,3. 1,2,3,4,6,7.

Implementation of IT policy
Development ot 11 buite w 1,2,3,6,8. 1,2,3,4,6,7.

Maths Resources 1,2,3,6,8. 1,3,4,5,6.

Health and Safety -  Policy and Procedure 1,2,5,6,7. 1.6

Classroom Storage ----------------------- ► 2. 3,6.

Homew/ork Policy 1,2,5,6,7. 1,4.

Parental Access / involvement bigns w 10,11. 7.

Prospectus / Marketing ----------------------- ► 10,11. 7.

Re-decorating Rota --------------------------------------- ----------------------- ► 2. 2,3,7.

Inventory 1. 1,5.

Job Descriptions 1. 1,4.

Playground / Gardens ----------------------- ► 2,9. 4,6,7.
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Siunmcuy ofVe^/elopme^Plcvyv

1995 11996

Review of Maths Policy & Scheme & Assessment.

Review of Science Policy & Scheme & Assessment.

PE - Scheme and units of work for Key Stage 2.
PE Equipment.

Structured Play - Review of Scheme and Policy.

Co-ordination of Special Needs 
Special Needs Policy

Principal’s Office

Pastoral Care/Discipline Policy

English Resources (Text/Reference Books/Dictionaries/ 
Thesauri)

Implementation of IT Policy.

Playground/Gardens._____________________________

Redecorating Rota ---------------------------------------------

Parental Involvement -------------------------------------------

Use of Local Environment/Community -----------------------

1996/1997

Geography.

History.

Art & Design.

E.M.U.

Cultural Heritage.

Reference Books for Science.

Liaison with Board of Governors.

Central Resource Area.

Matters arising from Review of Primary Curriculum.

- ►

-> >

-►

-►
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ClcvrifLcatuyyvofPruyritte4<f^ 1 - 1994-/1995

Priority Issues Nature of Issue Expected Outcome By Whom? By When? Cost

Curriculum Policy Write a whole 
school 
Curriculum 
Policy.

Agreed Policy 
offering guidelines to 
staff on significant 
areas of curriculum.

Whole Staff, 
Board Officer 
&BOG.

Nov. ’94 No

English Policy & 
Scheme
Group Novels 
K S 2

Devise a series of 
units of work for 
selected novels in 
use at KS 2.

Appropriate activities 
to develop 
comprehension and 
response to novels.

KS 2 Staff & 
P4 teachers & 
secretarial 
help.

Mar. ’95 Yes
£1000

Reading Scheme 
KS 1

Complete units of 
work for 
KS 1.

Appropriate activities 
for use with GINN 
360.

KS 1 Staff. Dec. ’94 No

Reading Scheme 
KS 1

Integrate existing 
extension reading 
material into KS 1 
scheme.

Effective use of 
existing extension 
materials.

KS I Staff. Dec. ’94 No

AT - Writing Review existing 
practice in this 
AT throughout 
the school.

Information on 
present situation re 
writing and drawing 
up of agreed policy.

Whole Staff & 
co-ordinator.

Easter ’95 No

AT - Writing Plan & Promote 
strategies, 
methods and 
leaning activities.

Practice in classes to 
reflect outcomes of 
review.

Whole Staff & 
co-ordinator.

June ’95

Hand Writing Revision of hand 
writing scheme.

Agreed hand writing 
scheme.

Whole S ta f f*  
co-ordinator

Dec. ’94 No

Assessment of 
English

Review & 
examine
procedures in use 
for assessment 
and record 
keeping.

Agreed standard 
assessment 
procedures and 
records of progress.

Whole Staff & 
co-ordinator.

June ’95 No

English &
Information
Technology

Staff dev. 
Programme for 
training in 
“Writing Tools”

Improved staff 
proficiency in IT 
skills in the area of 
writing.

Whole Staff, 
co-ordinator, 

& Vice
principal

Feb. ’95 No
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Kê /CeM) ofYecLr Oyie/
Kê /LeM) of Year 1 -  ccu^rCed/OvothyprLvuUpcil/aA^itajffoyy/Zd/OS/QS

Priority Issues Review

Curriculum Policy Partially complete -  assistance provided by Mr. J. McKinney (NEELB) some 
issues discussed; other matters deferred.

Action:- To be completed by Dec. 1995.

English Policy & 
Scheme
Group Novels KS 2 Substantial number of novels purchased and activities developed for some.

Action: - Additional copies of some titles to be purchased. More “whole class” 
novels to be introduced.

Reading Scheme KSl Units of work reviewed/devised for each title in Reading Scheme.

Reading Scheme KSl Big Books and other extension materials integrated into reading policy. 

Action:- Final editing of scheme (Nov.)

AT - Writing Practice reviewed throughout school. 
Policy agreed and drawn up.

AT - Writing Range of different forms and purpose o f writing reviewed. Grammar scheme 
drawn up.

Hand Writing Deferred -  to be discussed during “Baker” days in August 1995.

Assessment of English Deferred pending outcomes o f CCEA consultations.

English and 
Information 
Technology

Staff trained in the use of Write On and Caxton Press.
Children in upper classes use software to compose, edit, redraft text, working 
collaboratively and also producing newspapers.

Development o f IT 
Suite

New Suite developed in former Boys’ cloakroom, resourced with suitable 
hardware and effectively integrated into programmes of work.

Music Room Resources effectively organised and staff made aware of facilities available.

Homework Policy Deferred.
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Health & Safety Staff made aware of aspects of health and safety -  asthma, meningitis. School 
health guide provided for all staff. New first-aid boxes purchased. Supervision 
reviewed. Medication policy drawn up. Emergency evacuation procedures 
revised.

Action: - overall policy to be devised.

Playground / Gardens School grounds discussed and staff plans drawn up on “Baker” day. Children’s 
plans sought (special homework). Parents’ meeting held. New seating, flower 
beds, topsoil, window boxes, smooth areas for murals obtained / made. Advice 
fi'om conservation volunteers / Learning through landscapes sought.

Inventory Contents o f each classroom / teaching area documented. 

Action: - final drawings together to be completed.

Job Descriptions Discussed at SMT level.

Action: - discuss with each teacher individually.

Prospectus Promotional leaflet produced and distributed to playgroups. 

Action; - complete glossy prospectus to be designed.

Mathematics Maths resources area set up, resources catalogued and loans system devised. New 
commercial schemes reviewed (at NEELB Centre) and STEPS Maths adopted. 
Protective coverings provided for textbooks.

Classroom Storage/ 
Redecorating Rota

New storage provided for Room 8 and 9. Extensive redecoration and 
refurbishment carried out.

Action: - purchase / make new curtains.

Parental Involvement Partnership in Reading scheme (P.l).
Key Stage 1 Harvest Assembly.
Parent Committee on school grounds set up.
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AdditixyncH \uorh undertak&vv not ovC l̂naU  ̂plccvmed̂ fiyr
(Year One)

A dditional w ork undertaken not originally  p lanned for.

PE Store New PE Store decorated and shelved.
New PE equipment (£1,600) purchased and organised.

Science
Resources

Existing science resources catalogued and relocated in Resource Room.

Property Mat store provided in accordance with Health and Safety regulations. 
New Front door.
Remaining windows replaced with PVC double-glazing.

Science / 
Geography 
History 
Topics

Overview of science topics undertaken in anticipation of new curriculum proposals. 
Skeletal overview o f Geography topics at Key Stage 2.
Overview o f topics at KS 1 undertaken in preparation for new curriculum proposals and 
taking cognisance of “split” classes.

Reading
Record

New form o f Reading Record devised.
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APPENVIK VI

Proforma/fbr Evalaattng^the/ 
SchoohV&i/elopm£^Playv

SourceK S ch o o l 2 5
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PKOfOKMA f O n  n/ALUATION O f  YEAH 1

Nature o f Issue Success Criteria Achieved Benefits fo r  Pupils, 
Staff, and School.

Not Achieved Obstacles to 
Success

Tasks to he 
Completed

Emergency
Tasks

English -  
Revise existing 
Reading & Writing 
Scheme.

Identify sources and 
acquire suitable 
materials for reading.

Agreed school scheme for Reading & 
Writing at KS1 & KS2 taking account of 
the attainment targets in the programme of 
study.

Fiction and reference materials in use in 
classes

Librar\ Pro\ ision 
Provide a main 
school library in a 
suitable position.

A main school library provided.

Music -
Review whole school 
policy.

Revise scheme for 
whole school.

Agreed policy throughout school.

Agreed Scheme of Work for PI -  7 taking 
account of the attainment targets in the 
programme of study.

Art & Design -  
Review whole school 
policy.
Revise scheme for 
whole scheme.

Agreed policy throughout school.

Agreed Scheme of Work for PI -  7 taking 
account of the attainment targets in the 
programme of study.

Storage -  Investigate 
possibilities for safe/ 
convenient storage of 
science materials.

A store where science materials are 
conveniently and safely kept.
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Nature o f Issue Success Criteria Achieved Benefits fi>r Pupils, 
Staff, and School.

Not Achieved Obstacles to 
Success

Tasks to he 
Completed

Emergency'
Tasks

Investigate 
possibilities 
for convenient and 
safe storage of 
historical artifacts.

A store where historical artifacts are 
conveniently and safely kept.

Staff De\ elopment - 
Identify needs for 
staff development 
related to curriculum 
areas.

Find methods to 
extend staff expertise 
in identified 
curriculum areas - 
including related 
training on offer by 
board (NEELB).

List of staff development priorities.

Extended/increased expertise, confidence 
and competency of staff in identified 
curriculum areas.

Time Management - 
By agreement to 
establish realistic 
time targets, for tasks 
to be undertaken over 
a set period - half 
term / term/ year.

Staff will be better equipped / efficient / 
competent in relating tasks to time 
available.

Grounds -
Provide resources for 
science curriculum 
within grounds.

Make grounds more 
attractive.

Extension of pond, wildlife provisions. 

Plant shrubs, flowers and trees.

42



APPEhJVIK VII

ll^v^Appe4\(iL^Pre^entyV(^(^KelcitVn^tiy'the^ 
PrOyioCpciU' Qiwitvon^nalre/
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Tahle/1: Po^CtXoyv Held/ hy PrCncApal/

Section One, Question 2: Position presently held: Administrative principal?
Teaching principal with reduced teachmg hours? 
Teaching principal?

(N = 52)

Principals’ Position No. of 
Principals

% of Principals

Administrative principal 30 57.7

Administrative principal with 
reduced teaching hours 19 36.5

Teaching principal 3 5.8

52 100

Tahle/2: cyf Hecui&hCfD OtvSchod/

Section One, Question 3: Number o f years in your current position?

(N = 52)

No. of Years No. of Principals % of Principals

0 to 5 20 38.5

6 to 10 18 34.6

11 to 15 4 7.7

16 to 20 8 15.4

Over 20 2 3.8

52 100

44



TahleyS: wl^Org<:i4\i4,ed/the'School/Ve\'elopvnent
P lo Y lV \lV \^  COiAThe'

Section One. Question 5(a): If you attended an inservice training course on development planning 
please indicate who organised the course.

(N = 52)

Course Organiser No. o f Principals % o f Principals

NEELB’s Management 

Development Unit

39 75.0

Regional Training Unit (RTU) 8 15.4

School Principal 2 3.8

Missing 3 5.8

52 100

Tahley^: Cycle/

Section Two, Question 3: How long is the planning cycle in your school?

(N = 52)

Length of Cycle No. o f Principals % o f Principals

3 Years 45 86.5

4 Years 3 5.8

2 Years 2 3.8

1 Year 1 1.9

5 Years 1 1.9

52 100
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Table/): Hc^Sch^xyU-Completed/atLe(^Oy\£yPlanru4xg'Cycle/?

Sectioi Two, Question 4: Has the school completed at least one planning cycle?

(N = 52)

la d  school completed 
at least one cycle?

No. o f Principals % o f Principals

Yes 36 69.2

No 15 28.8

Non Response 1 1.9

52 100

Tabli/6: H(^School{^a'WriXten/Sch<yol/Ve\/elopm.e^Play\/?

Sectior Two, Question 2(a): Has your school a written school development plan?

(N = 52)

Written SDP? No. o f Principals % o f Principals

Yes 51 98.1

No 1 1.9

52 100
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T a b le ' 7: Pery<yvvneX/Ue4ip(yn^iihle/for W rC tX n ^ tkeyS V P  V ( y o u v m n t  

Section Two, Question 2(b): Who was responsible for writing this document?

(N = 52)

Personnel Involved No. o f Principals % o f Principals

Principal in consultation with 

staff

24 46.2

Whole staff 8 15.4

Principal 7 13.5

Senior management team 7 13.5

Principal and vice-principal 2 3.8

Vice-principal 2 3.8

Non response 2 3.8

52 100
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Tablets: ^l^eyPuypo^^Uyuie4^^nruA^^Ve^/elopme4^tPlcuu^Xn^

Sec'.tion Two, Question 5, Please rank in order of importance the four most important purposes 
undierpirming development planning in your school. (Place 1 , 2 , 3  and 4 in the appropriate spaces 
where 1 is the most important purpose).

(a) =  % o f principals (b) = Number o f principals. (N =52).

Puirpose js t 2n d - ^ Missing

To enable the school to A 21.2 19.2 19.2 5.8 34.6

realise its stated aims and B 11 10 10 3 18

ob'iectives
To) improve the quality of A 40.4 13.5 17.3 9.6 19.2

teaching and learning 21 7 9 5 10

tliroughout the school
To» formulate school policies A 1.9 1.9 9.6 86.5

B 1 1 5 45

To> resp>ond to N. 1. A 5.8 5.8 9.6 9.6 69.2

Ciurriculum and Assessment B 3 3 5 5 36

Iniitiatives
To' enable the school A 5.8 19.2 13.5 13.5 48.1

evaluate existing practice B 3 10 7 7 25

and performance
To' enable the school A 9.6 15.4 9.6 11.5 53.8

manage change more B 5 8 5 6 28

eflFectively
To increase the school’s A 1.9 3.8 94.2

accountability to governors B 1 2 49

and others
To enable the school to A 3.8 7.7 7.7 7.7 73.1

respond to both external and B 2 4 4 4 38

int ernal demands for change
To enable the school A 3.8 1.9 3.8 17.3 73.1

consider the most effective B 2 1 2 9 38

use of aivailable resources
To provide a framework for A 5.8 7.7 7.7 78.8

guiding teachers in B 3 4 4 41

formulating their schemes
of work
Other(s) * A 1.9 3.8 94.2

B 1 2 49

•  The piurposes cited under the ‘other(s)’ category were (1) Requested by school inspector; (2) Rational planning in 
response to the ERO and LMS; and (3) Health and Safety.
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Tdhle'9: Acti\/(Me^Undertahe^cxrid/the'Sequ^^xcc'they in/which/
they were/ U vuiertcUcen/

Section Two, Question 10.

(a) Were any o f the following activities undertaken in the process o f developing your school plan? 
Tick as appropriate, and

(b) Indicate the sequence in which these activities were undertaken by placing 1, 2, 3 ... etc. in the 
appropriate spaces. Please Note: If a particular stage was not relevant, do not include this in 
your response.

(O') = % ofpru^oC paly (h )  = No-. (N  - 5 2 )

...... . ....... ......... ......

Undertaken / 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Sequence 
not given Missing

Exam ined the A 96.2 50.0 28.8 9.6 1.9 5.8 3.8
schoo l’s aim s B 50 26 15 5 1 3 2

C onducted  a A 96.2 30.8 30.8 26.9 1.9 5.8 5.8
w hoie-school B 50 16 16 14 1 3 2
review
C onducted  a review A 63.4 7.7 15.4 25.0 9.6 1.9 3.8 36.5
o f  a key-area o f
school functioning B 33 4 8 13 5 1 2 19

Selected priorities A 100 1.9 7.7 30.8 36.5 17.3 5.8
B 52 1 4 16 19 9 3

Im plem ented action A 84.6 1.9 21.2 26.9 26.9 1.9 5.8 15.4
plans B 44 1 11 14 14 1 3 8

M onitored progress A 77.0 1.9 15.4 19.2 30.8 3.8 5.8 23.1
B 40 1 8 10 16 2 3 12

Evaluated A 86.5 1.9 1.9 11.5 21.2 19.2 25.0 5.8 13.5
outcom es B 45 1 1 6 11 10 13 3 7

Identified a vision A 53.8 11.5 19.2 7.7 1.9 5.8 3.8 1.9 1.9 46.2
for the school B 28 6 10 4 1 3 2 1 1 24

O ther(s) p lease A 1.9 98.1
specify B 1 51
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Tahlt' 10: Se<:/aenc€/of Develop 4 cttvttl^ /br
each/ o f the' fifty  -two- PrCnoipa^

Abbreiviations; K.A.l. = Key Area Review; Mon. = Monitoring; Eval. =  Evaluation; A. Plans = Implemented Action 
Planss

Q \'aire 
Mo.

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Reviev Vision Priorities A. Plans Eval.

3 Aims Review K.A.R. Vision Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

4 Visioi Aims Review Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

5 Aims Review Vision Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

6 Visioi Aims Review Priorities A. Plans K.A.R. Mon. Eval.

7 Reviev Aims Priorities A. Plans Eval. Mon.

8 Visioi Aims Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Eval. Mon.

9 Visioi Review Aims K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

110 Reviev Priorities A. Plans Eval. Mon. “Other(s)” -  Action Research in 

Key Areas and Re\ iew of A. Plans

III Aims Review Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

112 Aims Review Priorities A. Plans Eval.

113 Aims Review Priorities K.A.R. A. Plans Mon. Eval.

114 Reviev K.A.R. Aims Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

115 Reviev K.A.R. Aims Priorities

U6 Aims Review Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

118 Aims Vision Review K.A.R. Priorities Eval. Mon.

119 Visioi Aims Review Priorities K.A.R. A. Plans Mon. Eval.

21 Reviev Aims EViorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

22 Aims ^  p Review K.A.R. Priorities Mon.

24  Stquence not gj\ en: Aims. Review. Priorities. A. Plans. Mon. and Eval. undertaken.

25 Aims Vision Review Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

28 Aims K.A.R. Priorities Mon. A. Plans Eval.

29 Revie^v Aims Priorities A. Plans Mon.

31 Revie'v Vision Aims Priorities K.A.R. A. Plans Eval.

32 Aims Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Eval.

33 Aims Priorities Eval.

34 Review Aims Vision Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

35 Sequence not given: Aims. Review. K.A.R., Priorities. A. Plans. Mon. and Eval. Undertaken,

36 Vision Aims Review Priorities K.A.R. A. Plans Mon. Eval.
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37 Aims Review K.A.R. Priorities Vision A. Plans Mon. Eval.

38 Aims Vision Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

40 Review Aims K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

42 Aims Review Priorities K.A.R. A. Plans Vision Mon. Eval.

44 Aims Review Priorities A. Plans Eval.

44 Aims Vision Review Priorities Others will follow in time (SDP since ‘94/95)

45 Review K.A.R. Priorities Aims Vision A. Plans Mon. Eval.

46 Aims Vision Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

47 Aims Priorities Vision Review K.A.R. A. Plans Eval. Mon.

48 Aims Vision Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

48 Priorities Aims Review K.A.R. Vision Eval. A. Plans

49 Aims Review Priorities A. Plans Eval. Mon.

50 Aims Vision Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

51 Aims Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Eval. Mon.

52 Review Aims K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Mon.

53 Sequence not given: All acti\ities undertaken.

54 Review Vision Aims Priorities K.A.R. A. Plans Mon. Eval.

55 Review Aims Priorities K.A.R. Eval. Vision

56 Aims Review Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval.

57 Review Aims Priorities A. Plans Mon. Eval. Vision

58 Aims Review K.A.R. Priorities A. Plans Eval. Mon.

59 Aims Priorities Review K.A.R.

60 Review Aims Vision K.A.R. Priorities
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Tahle/11: VeryyŶ M\eX/ Corii,iA}ted/ iyothe/ Coua'}^ Sc}uy<A/-Baj,ed/
'Kê LeM) Oii^tKe/Evalaattve^i4pprc>adke4^Uiec^

Section Two, Question 11: When conducting a school-based review in your school.

(a) Which o f the following interest groups are consulted? Tick as appropriate.

(b) Which evaluative approaches are used to elicit information from those consulted?

EVALUATIVE APPROACHES USED
Consulted Questionnaire Interview Informal

Discussions
Interview & 
Discussion

Questionnaire 
& Interview

Questionnaire 
& Discussion

All
three \

Staff 100 5.8 17.3 15.4 34.6 3.8 3.8 19.2

Support S ta ff 40.4 21.2 5.8 9.6 3.8

Parents 9.6 5.8 3.8 1

Pupils 7.7 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9

School board
1

48.1 21.2 15.4 7.7 3.8

! Education and 

; Library B oard

53.8 30.8 9.6 13.5

i  Parent 

A ssociations

5.8 3.8 1.9

Others, (please
1

specify)

5.8 1.9 3.8
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T a b le '12: p e ry m 4 ^ ^ Iy w o l^ e d /a tE a < ^ S ta ^ o f th e 'P la n n ln g ^ P y 'O c e 4 > i'

Section Two, Question 14: Which o f  the following are involved in:

(a) Conducting a school review?
(b) Selecting priorities?
(c) Implementing action plans?
(d) Monitoring progress?
(e) Evaluating outcomes? Tick as appropriate

N  =52

Evaluating
Outcomes

%

Selecting
priorities

%

Implementing 
Action Plans 

%

Monitoring
progress

%

Conducting 
a re\’iew 

%
Principal 88.5 88.5 88.5 96.2 90.4

Vice Principal 73.1 76.9 75 75 78.8

All Staff 75 80.8 76.9 57.7 94.2

Some Staff 23.1 19.2 25 34.6 97.7

School Board Members 19.2 9.6 5.8 11.5 19.2

Parents 5.8 1.9 5.8

Pupils 3.8 3.8

Support Staff 9.6 15.4 23.1 7.7 9.6

Inspectorate 17.3 7.7 1.9 13.5 17.3

NEELB
i _ _ _  _  _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

15.4
______ ___

17.3 15.4 13.5 15.4
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Tahleyl3: Lcvci/ofIm/c>lvemei^ti>vtK€^Plamv<>vgf^f’rc>ce4^

Section Two, Question 15: With regard to those who are involved in developing your school plan 
(Q. 14 above), please indicate the extent to which they are involved on a scale o f  1-3 where 1 = 
Very little involvement; 2 = Some involvement; 3 = Very involved. Circle the appropriate number.

(N = 52)

Very Involved Some Involvement Very little 
Involvement

Non Response

No. o f  
Principals

%
Principals

No. o f  
Principals

%
Principals

No. o f  
Principals

%
Principals

No. o f  
Principals

%
Principals

Principal
l i

5 2 100

1 V ic e  Principal ; j  41
1
li ii

7 8 .8 5 9 .6 6 11.5

A ll StafF 3 4 6 5 .4 15 2 8 .8 3 5 .8

S o m e  S ta ff  10 19.2 3 5 .8 3 5 .8 36 6 9 .2

( S ch o o l Board  
M em bers !

14 2 6 .9 13 25 25 48 .1

: Parents
i

1 1.9 16 3 0 .8 35 67 .3

1  P upils

■ i  1

1 1.9 14 2 6 .9 - i l 7 1 .2

Support S ta ff  2 3 .8 14 2 6 .9 10 19.2 2 6 5 0 .0

: Inspectorate 2 3 .8 6 11.5 13 25 31 5 9 .6

N E E L B  5 9 .6 21 4 0 .4 12 23 .1 14 2 6 .9
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TaMe/l^: C<>Y\^rcUA^ycm/Sc}uyo^Vevel(ypmeyitplcvyvnAA^^

Section Two, Question 18: Please rank in order of importance the five factors which have created 
the greatest difficulty in establishing a development plan in your school. (Place 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in 
the appropriate spaces where 1 is the area creating most difficuhy).

Constraint I 2 3 4 5 Non Response

Too many demands on school 48.1 28.8 5.8 3.8 3.8 9.6

Lack of staff development 1.9 3.8 5.8 88.5

Culture of isolation in school 3.8 1.9 1.9 78.8

Lack of financial resources 1.9 15.4 21.2 9.6 9.6 42.3

Time constraints 26.9 32.7 17.3 5.8 17.3

Unrealistic time scales 1.9 19.2 17.3 9.6 51.9

Lack of understanding of the 

development planning process

1.9 1.9 3.8 11.5 80.8

Developing teamwork and 

collaboration

7.7 13.5 1.9 76.9

Staff change 3.8 5.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 78.8

Lack of necessary skills 1.9 9.6 7.7 80.8 !

Staff unwillingness 1.9 98.1 1

Other(s), please specify 5.8 1.9 92.3
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T a h le /1 5 :  T K e/Im p a < X o fS ch x y< )l/V e^ el(yp m eyv \tp la /n n ly ig '

Section Four, Question 1; How significant has school development planning been in generating the following 
outcomes for your school? Indicate your response on a scale o f 1 -  5. (1 = very insignificant; 2 = insignificant; 3 = 
undecided/unsure; 4 = significant; 5 = very significant).

(N = 52)
1 ^1 I  ’̂ t 'y1 Insignificant

2
Insignifi

cant

3
Undecided

4
Significant

5
Very

Significant
Non

Response
Improves the quality o f teaching and 
learning throughout the school. 3.8 17.3 50.0 28.8 0

Generates opportunities for staff to work 
together. 3.8 3.8 34.6 S l . l 0

Encourages staff members to engage in 
leadership activities. 3.8 1.9 17.3 44.2 32.7 0

Enables the school implement and manage 
change more effectively. 5.8 55.8 38.5 0

Promotes a shared sense o f direction and 
vision. 7.7 36.5 53.8 1.9

Enables staff generate new and/or 
amended school policies. 3.8 55.8 36.5 3.8

Foster greater links between the school 
staff and the school board. 11.5 28.8 36.5 17.3 3.8 1.9

Promotes greater involvement of parents.
11.5 38.5 30.8 15.4 1.9 1.9

Enables school to report on existing 
I practice and performance. 1.9 13.5 19.2 53.8 11.5 0

Enables school to integrate external and 
internal demands for change. 1.9 1.9 28.8 50.0 17.3 0

Increases the school’s accountability to 
governors and others. 7.7 13.5 17.3 50.0 7.7 3.8

Increases the school’s internal capacity to 
contend with ongoing change. 13.5 55.8 30.8 0

Enables the school implement Northern 
Ireland Curriculum requirements in the 
context of school needs and circumstances.

1.9 7.7 48.1 42.3 0

Promotes greater consistency o f practice 
among teachers throughout the school. 63.5 36.5 0

Enables the school to realise its stated aims 
and objectives

i
1.9 55.8 42.3 0

Other, please specify ! 1.9 3.8 94.2
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Tahle'16: Peryyn4^e^t(>whcnn'the'Outc<ynie^of 
the' PlcLw cwê  Commu.¥\loat!&d/

Section Four, Question 3: To whom are the outcomes o f  the plan communicated? 
Tick as appropriate and indicate what form this communication involves.

(N = 52)

Verbal Report Written Report Both Non Response

Teaching staff 34.6 32.7 30.8 1.9

Non-teaching staff 26.9 1.9 71.2

School Board 23.1 26.9 28.8 21.2

Education and Library Board 13.5 28.8 5.8 51.9

Parents 19.2 15.4 7.7 57.7

Pupils 11.5 1.9 86.5

Inspector 21.2 30.8 21.2 26.9 j

Other, please specify 1.9 98.1
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Tahle/17: fcMMyryfaciUtatU^tKe/Plan^\i/n^Pr(>cej,y

Sectiom Five, Question 1: How important is each o f the following in implementing a development 
plan im your school? Indicate your response on a scale o f  1 -  5. (1 = unimportant; 2 = not very 
importjant; 3 = uncertain/undecided; 4 = important; 5 = very important). Circle one number in each 
line.

(N = 52)

1
Unimportant

2
Not very 

important

3
Uncertain /  
undecided

4
Important

5
Very

Important
Non

Response

Appropriate staff development

1.9 15.4 40.4 38.5 3.8

Involv'ement of parents in policy 

formullation.

34.6 32.7 25.0 5.8 1.9

Suppoirt o f school board. 1.9 11.5 15.4 46.2 21.2 3.8

Strong; leadership by the 

principal.

1.9 19.2 76.9 1.9

Involv'ement of all teaching 

staff.

5.8 92.3 1.9

Having a flexible plan 1.9 9.6 46.2 38.5 3.8

Teamwork and collaboration. 17.3 80.0 1.9

Shared goals and values. 30.8 67.3 1.9

Short-iterm goals. 7.7 44.2 42.3 5.8

Time for planning. 13.5 82.7 3.8

Shared leadership. 1.9 5.8 36.5 51.9 3.8

Financial resources. 1.9 7.7 38.5 50.0 1.9

M onitoring of progress. 3.8 67.3 26.9 1.9

Indicators and criteria by which 

improvement can be recognised.

13.5 55.8 26.9 3.8

A clear focus on improvement 

in the classroom.

7.7 40.4 48.1 3.8 ;

Having advance knowledge of 

the change process.

13.5 53.8 26.9 5.8
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Tahle/1 8 : A d\/ic€/^ fe^hy pri^\oipaXtf^t(>ich^y<A/cdyoutto-e^nbarh
cm/ de^/elopme^^tplcvvu^iri^

Section Five, Question 3: What advice would you give to school staffs about to embark on the 
process o f  development planning?

Advice
Times

Mentioned
% of

Responses
% of
Cases

All staff should be involved. 20 15.6 40.0

Set realistic targets. 17 13.3 34.0

Get external advice/support. 14 10.9 28.0

Set realistic time-scales. 12 9.4 24.0

Assess current reality. 10 7.8 20.0

Ensure all staff see a need. 7 5.5 14.0

Shared goals/vision is essential. 7 5.5 14.0

Foster open honest communication. 5 3.9 10.0

Follow a process/model. 4 3.1 8.0

Promote early small wins/rewards. 4 3.1 8.0

Create quality time. 3 2.3 6.0

Prioritise issues. 3 2.3 6.0

Take development planning on board. It’s worthwhile. 3 2.3 6.0

Draw up an action plan for each priority - steps to 

achievement.

3 2.3 6.0

Keep to time limits. 2 1.6 4.0

Find the right time. 2 1.6 4.0

Reassure staff that development planning is about 

building on good practice.

2 1.6 4.0

Target resources to priorities in school the 

development plan.

2 1.6 4.0

Celebrate success. 1 .8 2.0

Ensure a positive climate prior to commencing. 1 .8 2.0

Resist other pressures if possible. 1 .8 2.0
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Agree procedures for monitoring and evaluation prior 

to implementation.

1 .8 2.0

Review progress regularly. 1 .8 2.0

Strong leadership by principals/senior management 

team is necessary.

1 .8 2.0

Focus should be on efficient learning. 1 .8 2.0

Brief senior management first. 1 .8 2.0

Total responses 128 100.0 256.0
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Tdbley 1: Tea^cher}  ̂reocKi^i^EXjpertence/ itv  th e ir  C urrent School/ 

Section One, Question 2: Number of years in your present school?

No. o f Years No. o f  Teachers % o f Teachers

0 to 5 18 29.9

6 to 10 15 25.1

11 to 15 7 11.6

16 to 20 6 10.0

21 to 25 4 6.7

25 to 30 7 11.7

Over 30 1 1.7

Non Response 2 3.3

60 100

Tahle/2: Tecu:hjerir PercepiXon^of W hether th e ir  Schoxyi/wa^'Recui^ for 
Vevelopvnent Pla^\rur\j^ whew Ct wa^ firy t I vxtrodi^ced/

Section Two, Question 1: Do you feel that the school was ready for development planning when 
it was initially introduced? Yes [ ] No [ ]. (Respondents were also asked to briefly give a
reason for their answer).

Was School 
Ready?

No. o f Teachers % o f Teachers

Yes 56 93.3

No 4 6.7

60 100
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Tahle/3: Whether TecLchery VLewyon/V&i/elopme^Pla^xriCng^hxxd/ 
ChoAxged/SU^ce' ityEsitcilM^lfhme^it Crx/the'SchoxyV

Section Two, Question 3: Have your views on development planning changed since its 
establishment in your school? Yes [ ] No [ ]. Teachers were also asked to please comment 
briefly.

Had Teachers' 
Views Changed?

No. o f Teachers % o f Teachers

Yes 24 40

No 35 58

Non Response 1 2

60 100
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Tahley^: Tl^£yPu4^<yie^Unde4^i¥\ruA^^Ve^elopmev\tPla4X¥tin^

Section Two, Question 4: Please rank in order of importance the four most important purposes 
underpinning development planning in your school. (Place 1, 2, 3 and 4 in the appropriate 
spaces where 1 is the most important purpose).

(a) = % of teachers (b) = Number of teachers (N = 60)

Purpose j s t 2nd Missing

To enable the school to realise its 
stated aims and objectives. A

B
41.7
25

15.0
9

8.3
5

11.7
7

23.3
14

To improve the quality of teaching 
and learning throughout the school A

B
25
15

31.7
19

13.3
8

3.3
2

26.7
16

To formulate school policies.
A
B

10.0
6

1.7
1

3.3
2

85.0
51

To respond to N. I. Curriculum 
and Assessment Initiatives. A

B
6.7
4

6.7
4

6.7
4

5.0
3

75.0
45

To enable the school evaluate 
existing practice and performance. A

B
8.3
5

10.0
6

16.7
10

15.0
9

50.0
30

To enable the school manage 
change more effectively. A

B
10.0

6
8.3
5

18.3
11

16.7
10

46.7
28

To increase the school’s 
accountability to governors and 
others.

A
B

3.3
2

3.3
2

93.3
56

To enable the school to respond to 
both external and internal demands 
for change.

A
B

3.3
2

3.3
2

10.0
6

10.0
6

73.3
44

To enable the school consider the 
most effective use of available 
resources.

A
B

1.7
1

1.7
1

3.3
2

11.7
7

81.7
49

To provide a framework for 
guiding teachers in formulating 
their schemes of work.

A
B

6.7
4

11.7
7

10.0
6

71.7
43

Other(s). *
A
B

1.7
1

98.3
59

• Purpose cited in the ‘other(s)’ category was; requiredfor general inspection.
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Table'S: Per!<m i^yehIywoi\/ed/Cn/E a^chSta^ofthe'P lannln^Proce^^

Section Two: Question 5: Which o f  the following are involved in:

(a) Conducting a school review?
(b) Selecting priorities?
(c) Implementing action plans?
(d) Monitoring progress?
(e) Evaluating outcomes? Tick as appropriate

N = 60

Conducting 
a Review 

%

Selecting
Priorities

%

Implementing 
Action Plans

%

Monitoring
Progress

%

Evaluating
Outcomes

%
Principal 80 86.7 83.3 85 78.3 1

Vice Principal 71.7 80 71.7 71.7 73.3

All Staff 85 66.7 68.3 50 66.7

Senior Management 

Team

15 28.3 33.3 38.3 26.7

School Board 

Members

6.7 8.3 3.3 11.7

Parents 5.0 5.0 8.3 8.3

Pupils 5.0 1.7 8.3 3.3 3.3

Support Staff 18.3 10 30 8.3 8.3

Inspector 6.7 5.0 1.7 25 23.3

NEELB 20 8.3 18.3 15 11.7
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Table'S: Tea ĉher}  ̂Pe^^c^Wyi^iyfthe/Le^ehoflvwoh/emeAntofthe^ 
Va^iOiA^' I  vx te re^  (qroxXpy U v V&i/elopiA^jg^ o/SchxyoV Plxxvx/

Section Two: Question 6: With regard to those who are involved in developing your school 
plan (Q.5 above), please indicate the extent to which they are involved on a scale of 1 - 3 
where 1 = very little involvement; 2 = some involvement; 3 very involved. Circle the 
approipriate number.

N-60

Very Involved Some Involvement Very little 
Involvement

Non Response

No. of 
Teachers

%
Teachers

No. of 
Teachers

%
Teachers

No. of 
Teachers

%
Teachers

No. of 
Teachers

%
Teachers

Principal 49 81.7 4 6.7 5 8.3 2 3.3

Vice Principal 43 71.7 7 11.7 3 5.0 7 11.7

All S ta ff 34 56.7 23 38.3 3 5.0

Some S taff 16 26.7 4 6.7 3 5.0 37 61.7

School Board 
M em bers

1 1.7 16 26.7 22 36.7 21 35.0

Parents 2 3.3 7 11.7 29 48.3 22 36.7

Pupils 2 3.3 7 11.7 28 46.7 23 38.3

Support S taff 3 5.0 20 33.3 20 33.3 17 28.3

Inspectorate 4 6.7 14 23.3 21 35.0 21 35.0

NEELB
■

7 11.7 20 33.3 19 31.7 14 23.3
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Table/7: T^a<XiyryInflMe4^x>Cri t̂l^Sele<:tX<yn/ofPruyr

Section Two: Question 7: Please rank in order o f importance the extent to which each o f the 
following influences the selection o f priorities in your school. Place 1, 2, 3, etc. in the 
appropriate spaces where 1 has the greatest influence.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Non
Response

The school based review
5.0 25.0 10.0 15.0 8.3 3.3 5.0 1.7 26.7

1 The aims and values o f 

the school 35.0 6.7 11.7 13.3 3.3 6.7 1.7 21.7

1 Policies and initiatives o f  

the NEELB 5.0 10.0 1.7 6.7 1.7 3.3 11.7 13.3 13.3 33.3

Recent external reviews 

o f the school 13.3 8.3 10.0 3.3 6.7 16.7 11.7 30.0

1 DENI policies and 

initiatives 15.0 13.3 11.7 6.7 8.3 13.3 5.0 6.7 20.0

Available resources
3.3 15.0 10.0 6.7 10.0 15.0 6.7 5.0 28.3

Skills o f  staff members
3.3 3.3 1.7 11.7 10.0 15.0 10.0 5.0 6.7 33.3

Concerns o f  class- 

teachers 15.0 15.0 18.0 10.0 8.3 5.0 1.7 8.3 1.7

. . .  ...

16.7

A review o f last year’s 

priorities 3.3 8.3 11.7 6.7 11.7 10.0 1.7 3.3 6.7 36.7

Others, please specify
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Table'S: Were^Lovig'-te^m/PruyrLtie^Iyicluded/iAX'the'SchooV 
Ve^ehyp vneY t̂ PloA ŷ?

Section Two: Question 8. Were a number of long-term priority issues (i.e. priorities to be implemented in 
future development plans) outlined in your 1994/’95 development plan?

Number o f  Teachers Percentage o f  Teachers

Yes 48 80.0

No 11 18.3

Non Response 1 1.7

60 100

Tahle' 9: Vo- Lovi^'term/ PrCorVUei' VoU/ forward/ ?

Section Two, Question 9: Have any of these long-term priority issues been prioritised and translated into 
action plans in your current development plan?

Number o f  Teachers Percentage o f  Teachers

Yes 44 73.3

No 3 5.0

Non Response 13 21.7

60 100

Tables 10: Are'WluyleySchoxyVPrLoritC^'RefLected/Cvv 
Teachery Schemes o f Worh?

Section Two, Question 10: Have you revised or updated your schemes of work to take account of 
curricular priorities identified in the school development plan?

Number o f  Teachers Percentage o f  teachers

Yes 56 96.6

No 2 3.3

N on Response 2 3.3

60 100
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Tahleyll: Con^itrai^^tycyn/Schoxyi/Ve^elopme^pla^^MUn^

Section Two, Question 11: Please rank in order o f importance the five factors which have 
created the greatest difficulty in establishing a development plan in your school. (Place 1, 2, 3, 4 
and 5 in the appropriate spaces where 1 is the area creating most difficulty/

1 Constraint 1 2 3 4 5 Non
Response

1 Too many demands on the school 38.3 28.3 16.7 3.3 3.3 10.0

1 Lack of staff development 3.3 5.0 W. l 1.7 78.3

1 Culture of isolation in the school 1.7 1.7 1.7 95.0

1 Lack of financial resources 6.7 8.3 18.3 11.7 8.3 46.7

1 Time constraints 35.0 35.0 15.0 3.3 11.7

1 Unrealistic time scales 1.7 6.7 20.0 21.7 13.3 36.7

j Lack of understanding of the 
development planning process

L7 1.7 6.7 5.0 85.0

I Developing teamwork and 
collaboration

L7 L7 6.7 15.0 75.0

Staff change 3.3 L7 10.0 6.7 6.7 71.7

I Lack of necessary skills 5.0 3.3 6.7 85.0

I Staff unwillingness 1.7 1.7 96.7

I Other(s), please specify 3.3 3.3 1.7 3.3 88.3

Tahle'12: V<y-Tecx,chery Monthly Kep&i^IvuiCcx^e^when/Wh<yle^School/ 
PriorCtt&yhc(A/e'he€4  ̂Achieved/?

Section Two, Question 12: Where appropriate, do your monthly reports indicate when priorities 
and targets detailed in the school plan have been implemented in your classroom?

Number o f Teachers % o f Teachers

Yes 16 26.7

No 36 60.0

Non Response 8 13.3

60 100
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Tahle^lS: jT^Ivyipa<:tofSch(yxyhVe^elopme^Plcuuxiy\^

Section Three, Question 1: How significant has school development planning been in generating the 
following outcomes for your school? Indicate your response on a scale o f 1 - 5. (1 = very insignificant; 2 
= insignificant; 3 = undecided/ unsure; 4 = significant; 5 = very significant).

i.........
yeiy

insigniflcant

2
Insigniflcant

3
Undecided

4
Significant

5
Very

Significant
Non

Response

Improves the quality o f teaching and 
learning throughout the school. 5.0 8.3 21.4 45.0 18.3 1.7

Generates opportunities for staff to work 
together.

6.7 6.7 1.7 45.0 38.3 1.7

Encourages staff members to engage in 
leadership activities.

8.3 8.3 13.3 50.0 18.3 1.7

Enables the school implement and manage 
change more effectively.

6.7 11.7 40.0 40.0 1.7

Promotes a shared sense of direction and 
vision.

10.0 6.7 46.7 35.0 1.7

Enables staff generate new and/or 
amended school policies.

5.0 6.7 50.0 35.0 3.3

Foster greater links between the school 
staff and the school board.

20.0 23.3 35.0 18.3 1.7 1.7

Promotes greater involvement of parents. 28.3 31.7 28.3 8.3 1.7 1.7

Enables school to report on existing 
practice and performance.

5.0 8.3 20.0 55.0 10.0 1.7

Enables school to integrate external and 
internal demands for change.1

1.7 10.0 10.0 60.0 13.3 5.0

Increases the school’s accountability to 
governors and others.

6.7 21.7 20.0 46.7 3.3 1.7

Increases the school’s internal capacity to 
contend with ongoing change.

3.3 1.7 10.0 51.7 31.7 1.7

Enables the school implement N. 1. 
Curriculum requirements in the context of 
school needs and circumstances.

1.7 1.7 11.7 56.7 26.7 1.7

Promotes greater consistency o f practice 
among teachers throughout the school.

1.7 3.3 5.0 56.7 30.0 3.3

Enables the school to realise its stated aims 
and objectives.

1.7 5.0 11.7 50.0 30.0 1.7

Other, please specify. 1.7 1.7 96.7
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Tahle'l^:

Section Four, Question 1: How important is each o f the following conditions in implementing a 
development plan in your school? Indicate your response on a scale o f 1 -  5. (1 = unimportant; 2 
= not very important; 3 = uncertain / undecided; 4 = important; 5 = very important). Circle one 
number in each line.

I
Unimportant

2
Not very 
important

3
Uncertain

4
Important

5
Very

Important
Non

Response

1 Appropriate staff development. 3.3 5.0 53.0 35.0 3.3

Involvement of parents in policy 

formulation.

30.0 33.3 30.0 3.3 3.3

Support o f school board. | 1.7
1

16.7 13.3 51.7 15.0 1.7

Strong leadership by the 
principal.

3.3 20.0 76.7

Involvement of all teaching 
staff.

1.7 13.3 85.0

Having a flexible plan. 10.0 50.0 40.0

Teamwork and collaboration. 20.0 80.0

Shared goals and values. 26.7 73.3

Short-term goals. 8.3 50.0 41.7

Time for planning. 5.0 18.3 76.7

Shared leadership. 16.7 35.0 48.3

Financial resources. 1.7 6.7 36.7 55.0

Regular reviews o f progress. 1.7 6.7 53.3 38.3

Indicators and criteria by which [ 

improvement can be recognised.

13.3 60.0 25.0 1.7

A clear focus on improvement 

in the classroom.

1.7 8.3 51.7 38.3

Having advance knowledge o f 

the change process.

1.7 16.7 51.7 30.0
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Table'15: Ad\/Cce/(^C\/ey\/hy Te<x<:he^^yt(>SchotyVSta^fyAbout:to-Embciyrk/
on/ Ve\/elop m ent PloA^nCn^

Section 4, Question 5: What advice would you give to school staffs about to embark on the 
process of development planning?

Advice Times
Mentioned

% o f
Responses

% of
Cases

All staff should be involved. 27 25.0 49.1

Set realistic targets. 16 14.8 29.1

Get external advice/support. 9 8.3 16.4

Share an overall vision/set of goals. 9 8.3 16.4

Set realistic time-scales. 7 6.5 n.i
Foster communication among staff. 6 5.6 10.9

Go for it - it’s a worthwhile procedure. 5 4.6 9.1

Review plans regularly. 5 4.6 9.1

Asses current reality. 3 2.8 5.5

Plan should be flexible. 3 2.8 5.5

Have a strong lead from the principal. 3 2.8 5.5

Keep to time limits. 2 1.9 3.6

Plan meetings well. 2 1.9 3.6

Don’t expect too much too soon. 2 1.9 3.6

Follow a process/model. 1 .9 1.8

Be prepared for a lot of hard work. 1 .9 1.8

The process is the key issue not the plan. 1 .9 1.8

Focus on the children. 1 .9 1.8

Keep aims and objectives of school in focus. 1 .9 1.8

Decide on a decision-making body. 1 .9 1.8

Formulate a good action plan - steps to reach goals. 1 .9 1.8

Don’t bother! 1 .9 1.8

Look at some other plans. 1 .9 1.8

108 100.0 196.4
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APPENDIX IK

COHPLEMESITARY fACTOKS TOR SCHOOL ETTECTIVENTSS
A N V  IMPROVEMENT

S(yurce': LotAl{^StoU/o^xd/Peter Mortlvyuyre', "Sch<yxyi/Effectt\^e¥\e4fi' 
a^ui'School/1mprovemey\t/’ Crv ViewpoCvyt No-. 2 (Londow: 

Institu te /o f Educati/yyi/, 1995), 5.
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COHPLEMENTAKY FACTORS FOR SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS
A N V  m pR O V E M E N T

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS 
(the final picture)

SCHOOL IMPROVEM ENT 
(facilitating conditions)

1. PARTICIPATORY 
LEADERSHIP

• Firm and purposefiil
•  A participative approach
•  The leading professional

•  Headteacher as motivator and 
guide

•  Teacher involvement in 
leadership roles and decision 
making

•  Teachers as change agents

2. SHARED VISION 
AND GOALS

• Unity o f  purpose
• Consistent practice

•  Vision building
•  Use o f  evolutionary planning 

process
• Working for the whole school’s 

good

3. TEAMWORK • Collegiality and 
collaboration

•  Teacher involvement and 
empowerment

•  Opportunities for collaboration 
and collegiality

4. A LEARNING 
ENVIRONMENT

•  An orderly atmosphere
•  An attractive working 

environment

•  Orderly and secure environment
•  A positive ethos
•  A place where ‘risk taking’ is 

encouraged

5. EMPHASIS ON 
TEACHING AND 
LEARNING

• Maximum learning time
•  Academic emphasis
• Achievement focus
• Efficient organisation
•  C larity 0 f  purpo se
•  Structured lessons
• Adaptive practice

•  A focus central to teachers’ and 
pupils’ concerns

•  Varied and appropriate repertoire
•  Teachers learning and practicing 

new strategies

6. HIGH
EXPECTATIONS

• High expectations for all
•  Expectations 

communicated
•  Intellectual challenge

•  High expectations about adults 
and pupils

•  Aspirations and success criteria 
shared
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7. POSITIVE
REINFORCEMENT

• Clear and fair discipline
• Feedback

• Behaviour policy maintained and 
monitored

• Celebration
•  Appreciation and recognition of 

teachers
• Capturing teacher enthusiasm

8. MONITORING 
AND ENQUIRY

• Monitoring pupil 
performance

• Evaluating school 
performance

• Setting, monitoring and 
evaluating success criteria

• Classroom research techniques 
used by teachers

• Ongoing review and necessary 
adaptation

9. PUPIL RIGHTS 
AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

• High pupil self-esteem
• Positions o f  responsibility
• Control o f work

• Involvement o f pupils in 
management o f learning

• Eliciting pupils’ views

10. LEARNING FOR 
ALL

• School-based staff 
development

• Teachers as continuing learners
• Coaching and mentoring
• Peer observation and feedback
• ‘Critical friendships’

11. PARTNERSHIPS & 
SUPPORT

• Parental involvement • Schemes to involve parents and 
community

• External support
• Developing networks and 

clusters
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APPENVIK X

Tr(^yn&or(pt(yfIy\te4^CeM) wCth/ 
PrivioCpcd/V.
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TrcLvij(Criptoflv\ter\/i&\A) wCthPrinotpcU/V

This appendix presents a transcript o f  a number o f  the issued discussed in the 
interview with Principal D.

What aspect of development frfamiing are you currently engaged in?

We are presently starting our second cycle. We had one meeting in which staff have submitted to me and the 

other two members of the School’s Management Team, what they feel are their priorities so we’ve listed these. 

My curriculum co-ordinators have listed specific priorities for each of their subjects -  e.g. the Science teacher 

has given in three lists, one for each of the next three years of things she would like to see accomplished for 

science. Co-ordinators have to think in terms of where the school will be in three years. These curriculum co

ordinators have their own mini-meetings where they ask maybe Key Stage One Teacher’s to come and discuss 

issues pertaining to that subject.

Are whole staff meetings held for the purpose of de\ elopment planning?

Whole staff meetings are held when there are things that affect the whole school but when things can be settled 

with one or two teachers only one or two teachers attend. Staff meetings wear people down. We need every 

minute in school to teach the ‘wee ones!’ If you have a staff meeting two days a week that’s two days lost for 

the children. You can’t ask all the staff to meet once a week or once a fortnight [to discuss every issue]. You’ve 

got to have someone who will take responsibility.

Are parents in\ oh ed in the planning process?

1 think a good school is one that is part of a community. Where parents have faith in the school knowing it will 

do the best for their ‘wee ones!’

How do you in \ol\e parents?

We have PI meetings each September and Parent Teacher meetings once a year. Social occasions are also very 

important. School traditions are very important. Parents come at Christmas and Easter and join us to celebrate 

the Christmas/Easter story. It’s keeping parents involved -  not just dropping and picking up pupils.

Wliat is the role of the subject co-ordinator in relation to development plaiming?

To co-ordinate the subject for the whole school and that involves not only writing a policy, it also involves 

writing a scheme of work so that their colleagues have something on paper to know what has to be delivered and 

how it is to be delivered.... The English co-ordinator for instance, has to work out with each member of staff, 

what ‘English’ has to be done. That involves an awful lot of man-hours. Luckily, my teachers are very good at 

documentation so I can take you into the staffroom and show you what the PI teacher taught last year so the
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curriculum co-ordinator can take that away and see what the PI teacher has been doing in English or the things 

she hasn’t being doing, or things she has being doing that don’t need to be done. But at the end of the day it all 

boils down to relationships. It’s now good the curriculum co-ordinator is at putting another teacher at their ease 

so they don’t feel intimidated. There are all those unwritten things that are important.

Who has responsibility' for monitoring the development planning process?

The co-ordinator has access to a file containing the six weekly “school work planner” for each teacher. This tells 

the English co-ordinator exactly what is being done and has been done (a tick indicates achievement and what’s 

not achieved is carried on to the next six weeks). She can take this and work out what is being achieved in terms 

o f the school development plan. This has come about as a result o f the planning process. The Inspectors loved it 

-  it means everyone (including substitute teachers) can see at a glance where everything is going.

How do you ensure that all staff gain ownership of the plan?

We have started our second planning cycle. The staff had one meeting highlighting what needs to be done in the 

next three years. At the beginning o f  term I gave staff a little questionnaire saying “would you please write down 

below anything that’s worrying you or anything that you feel we could do better in school in the next three 

years.” That’s how we started it o ff  You’ve got to make the whole staff feel involved in the management of the 

school. You’ve got to give everybody an opportunity and then when that’s done, to speed things up, ‘somebody’ 

has to go (and ‘somebody’ in school usually means the principal) and write down a draft plan of what we’re 

going to do in the next three years. You take that back to your staff at a full staff meeting, and explain to them 

“Look, here’s what the curriculum co-ordinators have told me you need done, here’s what you told me you need 

done. Here’s the way we could possibly do it - and you have a draft plan. Most staff will be very happy. There 

are a lot o f teachers -  and no disrespect to them in the profession -  who are glad for people to make decisions for 

them. They’ll gladly carry out the work but they don’t like making the decisions. So we agree then (and this will 

probably be done in January) our plan for the next three years and then once a year you have to tick with a pencil 

what you’ve done and what you’ve still to do.

Have you evaluated your first three-year plan in terms of benefits for the whole school?

Evaluation is very very difficult because it depends on whom you’re evaluating for. In terms of the Inspectorate 

(who we would fear most because they can make or break your school by their report) our development plan was 

a major success. They saw in the curriculums and they saw in the documentation that we had accomplished what 

we had set out to do.

Personally, our own staff feel good. We have on record now documentation in... all subjects which we might not 

have had had we not had a planning timetable. It’s human nature. If you know you have to have something done 

you’ll work to it. If it just drifts you’ll maybe never get it done. So the one great benefit o f a school development 

plan is that it gives you a date to when you have to have a thing done rather than just letting it drift.
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Now in terms of the pupils...you must assume that since the documentation is there and the staff have co

operated and put into practice what’s in the documents, pupils must be better off. They must be better off than 

children in a school where Maths isn’t planned -  or where a lot o f Maths in PI is being repeated in P2 or P3. At 

least with a School Development Plan the ‘wee ones’ benefit because each teacher knows exactly they have to 

do to have the ‘wee ones’ ready for the next teacher.

A school development plan is a framework to judge what you have achieved... it brings an air o f professionalism 

to teachers’ hard work. Probably in a lot o f cases the work is being done but the development plan sets teachers’ 

work in a clear professional context. In schools where everyone is beavering away, working hard, it would be 

good for them to sell their school in terms of their development plan saying, ‘look, here’s where we are, we 

know where we’re going.’

So would you feel that having the plan improves the qualit>' o f teaching and learning?

1 think it must do. It’s very hard to assess but it must. In the old days, if  some teachers didn’t have schemes of 

work that had continuity. Maths, for example, could be taught in a very disjointed way. You could be teaching a 

maths skill before the prerequisite skills were taught. It’s good for the curriculum that way.

Would you have collected any evidence in classrooms that would indicate that children have benefited?

Again, our general inspection says that when they looked at the children’s workbooks they noticed progression 

through PI -  P7 in all subjects (extract from inspection report read out to me) “lessons are purposeful and 

enjoyable and they strike a clear balance between talking and listening. There is clear progression in the work.”

With regard to this, your second development planning cycle, will you do am lhing differently in the light of 

what you've learned having gone through the process?

We will do everything the same except that we will be careful not to take on too much. The process will be 

exactly the same. By that, I mean several things:

•  All staff will be involved;

•  Deadlines will be set for achieving things; and

•  The Senior Management Team will oversee the plan and its fruition.

You can’t ask all the staff to meet once a week or once a fortnight. You’ve got to have someone who will take 

responsibility.

Having consulted staff are there procedures whereby somebody or some group makes the final decision?

Yes, the School Management Team. After we have collected all our evidence and have heard all the views from 

other staff then somebody has to make decisions because.... Sometimes everything’s nice and everybody agrees.
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but sometimes there may be a couple o f members o f staff who are antagonistic so somebody has to make a 

decision in the interest of all the staff and thats why you need a School Management Team.

What structures are in place for communicating information to and from staff?

The fruition of the development plan is achieving schemes for subjects. So the schemes are there to hand to 

every teacher and there’s the opportunity for teachers to discuss these with the curriculum co-ordinators. Its 

more the curriculum co-ordinators role the delivery o f  the curriculum than the Principal. The Principal is there to 

back them, to provide resources, to call meetings and to be present at those meetings, but the curriculum co

ordinators now have a great freedom and the inspectors know when they come into our schools in the North here 

what they inspect the Principal for is his management skills. If they want to know about the curriculum they 

usually avoid him and go to the curriculum co-ordinators.

What they like is to meet a principal who knows what’s going on. The curriculum co-ordinator now is a very 

crucial member of a school team because the breadth o f the curriculum and the many curriculum changes makes 

it difficult for Principals to be familiar with all aspects o f curriculum content and curriculum implementation.

What do you feel the role o f the Principal is in the whole process o f School Development?

“Leadership. And leadership involves knowledge. Knowledge o f school needs, o f resource needs, o f staff 

development needs. It involves relationship skills, how to get the best out o f people, putting people at their ease, 

respecting people’s workload.

Leadership also means protecting your staff possibly from parents or from inspectors. Leadership involves 

vision. In other words, knowing where you’re going and not just reacting to incidents as they happen. In my case 

leadership to me involves other personal things, like honour and destiny. My ambition is to survive honorably. 

I’m not going to lead in a way that is a bad example to get things done and also there’s a certain destiny in my 

leadership in that I was a past-pupil in this school. I feel I owe the community a very high standard of leadership 

and I feel I have changed this school from a village school...to the leading school.

What is your role in the Development Planning process?

Rather than just giving orders 1 want to be involved in the carrying out o f it. Also taking advice and taking 

council is one of my strengths. I am prepared to go to fellow staff and ask their advice. 1 know that the school 

development plan will fail unless it gets the backing of the entire staff. And the easiest way to get the backing of 

the staff is to play along with them as a team and then they can see that here is a man who is not just telling us to 

do this but is willing to work with us. Staff work very well together and the school development plan has 

brought us together and given us a sense o f direction for our school. Everyone knows what’s happening and has 

a say in school development.
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How has this collaboration or teamwork developed do you think?

I think it reflects my style o f learning. I do not like making single decisions. 1 like making collective decisions 

and then when the staflFhave agreed them 1 like standing over them. It gives you great strength and power if  you 

can say to a parent or an inspector, “but this is not my decision. This is a collective decision.” Also, as secretary 

o f  the Board of Governors. I’ve been in the wonderful position that whenever jobs come up I have been able to 

seek the personnel that would slot into the good Team 1 already have.

From walking around the school with you this morning it was obvious that it wasn’t unusual for you to walk into 

teachers' classrooms. Teachers weren’t surprised to see you coming in. It was obvious that you’re quite familiar 

with teachers in their classrooms, that you wander in and out.

Too familiar! I think the inpectorate feel that we should be more ‘stand offish’ with our children but to me it’s 

very important that the children want to come to school here, particularly the non academic ones. What really 

upsets me most is if  a child doesn’t want to come to school . . .I f  I have to be cross, if 1 have to raise my voice 

then my children know there’s something wrong and 1 think that’s a great way to have it. The rest o f the time 

they know that they can enjoy themselves as long as they’re producing the work their teachers want.

What arc the dow nsides' o f development planning?

One is time. Where does a principal and staff get time? And 4:30 p.m. isn’t the best time to make decisions. 

This is tagged on at the end of the school day when teachers are tired. Another disadvantage o f it is if  you’re not

fortunate l ik e  and have a staff that is pulling together, it’s a great opportunity for discenters in the ranks

to sabotage the whole thing. The school development plan is designed for PI -  P7 on a continuum and if  you’ve 

one member o f staff not delivering their part of the plan it could jepordise it. It’s like everything else in life; it 

works well when people see its value.

When you had your general inspection and you got your report did you find that the inspectors recommendations 

and the strengths and weakness they identified were similar to those you yoursehes had identified in your school 

evaluation?

Yes, they were. They (the Inspectorate) liked this type o f ‘player -  manager’ leadership style with the principal 

in with his shirtsleeves rolled up. They like a principal who is teaching pupils and is aware of pupils’ needs. 

And because he’s teaching he’s in and seeing the classrooms and he obviously has to talk to teachers.

1 suppose a school development plan is one way o f getting a principal involved with all the staff because how is 

he ever going to get his development plan unless he communicates with them? I can’t go to St. Mary’s and get 

their development plan. Each school development plan is an individual tailor made plan.
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Were any issues raised by the inspectorate that they feel need to be addressed that you wouldn’t have identified? 

There’s one. They feel that this school is now ready for self-evaluation (Teacher appraisal regarding how we 

deliver the curriculum and how good the delivery is) and they would like to see that in the plan.

Did you conduct a whole-school review when you initially constructed your development plan?

Yes, but we got great help. The whole staff spent two days with Jack McKinney. This was brilliant because, you

see, that’s an outsider coming in and it’s easier I think to accept things from an outsider. He went through all the

issues involved in school development planning. We had brainstorming sessions for example, in relation to: 

the aims of the school;

• the priorities of the school; and

• the resources of the school.

After two days we had thirty sheets covered with statements and remarks. We used the DENI book “Evaluating 

Schools” as a point of reference regarding good practice and we eventually came up with a list of priorities for 

development.

Were parents involved in any aspect of the school review?

Parents are involved indirectly. We have a Parent’s meeting every year but basically parents are happy!

In the first year of the parents meeting I had eleven parents in attendance, the second year, six, the third two, last 

year zero and this year one. So the governors have written to the Department saying that because of information 

parents are receiving throughout the year and because of the school’s open house policy they don’t want this. So 

we’re saying that parents have evaluated the school and by their non-attendance at a meeting where they can let 

off steam and tell us what we’re doing wrong, they’re happy!

Did structures like the Senior Management Team and co-ordinators come about as a result of the school 

development plan?

The vice-principal and the principal have always had a close relationship. What the SDP brought about was 

bringing in another member of staff, which was to the school’s advantage because now we have three people 

consulting with staff and making decisions.
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