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Executive Summary

their future career aspirations. As a result of the projects, students
developed a commitment to their studies and gained a better understanding
of higher education opportunities.

Impact on parents

+ Although most schools had attempted to notify parents about their
children’s involvement in projects through letters, parents felt that this
method of notification was not always effective as schools often relied on
students to deliver the letters. Parents were particularly impressed with
those project workers who had made efforts to make personal contact,
either by telephone or in person. Parents also said that they would have
liked to have received details about the content of project programmes at
the commencement of projects.

+ Some of the projects sought to enhance students’ self-esteem by raising
their cultural awareness through studying the work of professionals from
minority ethnic backgrounds. Students were also given the resources to
study African and Asian history, an experience which parents felt was
crucial in assisting students’ to gain a sense of identity.

Impact on staff, the school and beyond

+ Project staff had attempted to raise the profile of their pilot projects by
presenting details about project work to teachers at meetings, through
school newsletters, through training and displays of relevant materials.
Interviewees reported that efforts to raise the profile of projects over the
past two years had resulted in more teaching staff taking an interest and
engaging in joined-up working with EiC/EMAG project staff.

+ Project coordinators stressed the importance of the support of school
managers and the inclusion of project aims in school development plans, in
order to raise project profiles.

+ Analysis of the headteacher surveys revealed that in both years of the pilot
projects, project activities had a positive impact on both involved and
uninvolved teaching and non-teaching staff. Most typically, individuals
had benefited from shared learning resources and/or teaching approaches.

+ Case-study visits revealed that pilot projects had made an impact on LEAs
and wider communities, including colleges and non-pilot project schools.
However, interviewees were also conscious of the limitations of what they
considered to be a relatively small scale EiC/EMAG Pilot Project.

Conclusions and recommendations

This evaluation has assessed the EiC/EMAG Pilot Project in terms of its
impact on students and its ability to engage parents, teaching staff and others
in the drive to raise the achievement of minority ethnic students. It has
highlighted many areas of success, such as the level of support that students
had received from project staff. Students have participated in activities which
have directly and indirectly had a positive impact on their confidence and
ability to make a positive contribution towards their learning experiences. In
some cases, teachers also provided examples of raised attainment which they

vil
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partly attributed to the EiC/EMAG work. However, the need to secure the
commitment of senior teaching staff was highlighted by several students, their
parents and other project workers.

The research team made several recommendations for consideration by
schools, LEAs and the DfES, including:

+ there is a need to look at the scope for improvement in the ways that
schools plan, staff and manage projects

+ in many cases, the relatively small grants sometimes facilitated significant
improvements in schools, but more thought needs to be given to the issue
of security of funding and project sustainability: several respondents
stressed that improved government funding of projects is crucial to the
effectiveness and sustainability of projects

+ some schools should raise the profile of their projects: school management
teams should be encouraged to gain a full appreciation of the projects in
their schools through improved communication and training

+ parents need to be included at an early stage of projects and kept informed
about project activities; schools need to be more proactive in involving
parents.
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1.1

1.2

INTRODUCTION

Background

Raising minority ethnic students’ achievement and improving their schooling
more generally are key aims of the Government’s education agenda. Despite
recent improvements, research shows that children of African-Caribbean,
Pakistani and Bangladeshi heritage tend to perform less well than other
groups. The OFSTED publication, Raising the attainment of minority ethnic
students — school and LEA responses, suggested that most LEAs and schools
lacked clarity and direction when it came to addressing inequalities of
attainment between different ethnic groups.?

This report is the main outcome of the evaluation, carried out by the National
Foundation for Educational Research (NFER), of the implementation of the
Excellence in Cities/Ethnic Minorities Achievement Grant (EiC/EMAG) Pilot
Project scheme, launched by the Government to encourage innovative
approaches to raising minority ethnic achievement in schools in EiC areas
(Excellence in Cities is a targeted programme of support serving schools in
disadvantaged areas of the country. The programme focuses on teaching and
learning, behaviour and leadership).*

The £1.5 million EiC/EMAG Pilot Project scheme involving 10 LEAs was
implemented in 35 schools across the country and there was considerable
variety in the forms that projects had taken at a local level. There were
variations, for example, in the objectives of local projects, in the ages,
numbers and ethnic backgrounds of targeted students, and in the types of
schools involved.

The report draws on all the research evidence collected since the evaluation
commenced in August 2002.> The aims of the evaluation and the research
methods used are described in the next section.

Aims of Evaluation
The central aim of the EiC/EMAG evaluation was to assess the effectiveness

of the pilot project at both national and local levels. The specific aims of
the evaluation were to assess:

OFFICE FOR STANDARDS IN EDUCATION (1999). Raising the Attainment of Minority

Ethnic Pupils: School and LEA Responses. London: OFSTED.

DfES Excellence in Cities website: http://www.standards.dfes.gov.uk/sie/eic [12 August, 2004].

> An unpublished Interim Report was submitted to DfES in August 2003: MANN, P., MASSON, J
and SIMS, D. (2003). Evaluation of Excellence in Cities/Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant
(EiC/EMAG) Pilot Project. Unpublished report.
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+ the extent to which EiC/EMAG has achieved its aims and expected
outcomes

+ the difference the programme has made over and above the impact of other
ongoing educational initiatives and policies aimed at increasing
achievement

+ the contribution of EiIC/EMAG to equal opportunities, including its impact
on different types of students.

Since the projects took a variety of forms and addressed a range of different
age and ethnic groups, a flexible, multi-method approach, which covered a
range of different ‘stakeholder’ viewpoints, was required for the evaluation.
The evaluation methods needed to address both ‘global’ (whole programme)
and ‘local’ (project-specific) perspectives. Details of the data sources and the
research methods used are provided in the following section.

Research Methods
Four main research methods were used in the evaluation:

+ visits to LEAs
+ an annual questionnaire survey of headteachers
+ school case-study visits

+ discussion groups with parents.
Further details of the four methods used are given below.

Visits to LEAs

All ten participating LEAs (Birmingham, Camden, Hounslow, Leeds,
Lewisham, Manchester, Nottingham, Rochdale, Southwark and Wandsworth)
were visited by a researcher in the first phase of the evaluation (between
October 2002 and February 2003). A face-to-face interview was carried out
with the LEA officer responsible for the implementation of the EiC/EMAG
Pilot Project in each of these ten areas. Key issues discussed in this session
included:

+ the nature of the project(s) each LEA was involved with

+ whether the launch of the EiC/EMAG Pilot Project had any impact on the
individual LEAs or schools and, if so, the nature of that impact

+ the process by which each project was set up, including the approximate
amount of time spent by the named contact in setting up the project(s)

+ whether any additional funding had been used to supplement the pilot
project(s)

+ the ways in which money was spent on a project-by-project basis.
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In the second phase of the evaluation, in order to track changes and to obtain
an LEA view further into the implementation of the project, a follow-up
telephone interview was completed with each LEA respondent. These
interviews were completed by November 2003. Both sets of interviews were
transcribed and analysed and reference is made to the LEA perspective at
various points in this report (but for an overview of the LEA role, see
Chapter 6).

Annual Questionnaire Survey of Headteachers

The project timescale allowed for two annual surveys of headteachers of
EiC/EMAG Pilot Project schools. The first questionnaire survey was sent out
to 33 schools® in January 2003: 27 of these returned their questionnaire,
allowing the NFER team to build up a reasonably comprehensive picture of
the nature of EiC/EMAG provision in the schools, and of the headteachers’
views on this provision. The questionnaire contained 20 questions (plus
numerous sub-questions), divided into the following sections:

+ Dbackground and aims

+ resources

+ initial perceptions of impact
+ monitoring

+ overview of EIC/EMAG Pilot Project.

The second (2004) annual survey was sent to all of the 35 schools involved in
the EiIC/EMAG Pilot Projects in December 2003. A reminder letter to schools
was sent out in January. Twenty-five questionnaires were returned: this
constituted a school response rate of 71 per cent (somewhat lower than the
response rate of 82 per cent for the 2003 survey, but certainly enough for
meaningful longitudinal comparisons to be made with responses from the first
round of the survey). The second survey included a few additional questions
(23 in all) and similar section headings were used, though the ‘Initial
perceptions’ section was updated to cover ‘Evidence and perceptions of
impact’.

For each of the two rounds of the survey coding frames were devised for the
analysis of both the closed and the open questions. A spreadsheet, based upon
the coding frame, was completed, so that a database of information from
EiC/EMAG schools was put in place. This database provided the research
team with much useful statistical information covering the main period of
implementation of the project and references to this data are made throughout
the report.

6 Staff at two of the 35 schools in the pilot project indicated at this time that they did not wish to
receive a questionnaire.
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School Case-study Visits

Ten case-study visits were set up in order to find out more about the detail of
how the projects were being implemented in the schools and which groups of
students were being targeted. The case-study visits were used to collect
qualitative information to complement the survey data. Each of these case-
study schools was visited twice during the course of the evaluation. The
selection of case-study schools was made with assistance from the DfES
EiC/EMAG team who drew upon their knowledge of the pilot projects. The
main criteria used were as follows:

+ Approach taken (e.g. LEA driven, school driven, working in partnership
with outside organisations, parental involvement).

+ Aims of the project (e.g. entry into FE, improvement in academic grades,
improvement in specific skills such as speaking skills, change in
behaviour).

+ Target group to include a range of groups that are currently
underperforming in schools, (e.g. new arrivals such as refugees and
asylum seekers, African-Caribbean, Pakistani and Bangladeshi students).

In general, each school visit involved semi-structured interviews with:

+ the headteacher or assistant headteacher
+ the project coordinator (usually EiC/EMAG Coordinator)
+ project practitioners (e.g. Learning Mentors/outside tutors)

+ staff not directly involved in EiC/EMAG (class teacher/head of
department)

+ students (approximately four).

This enabled the research team to collect a wealth of interview data, developed
from a range of different ‘stakeholder’ perspectives. In addition, because
there were two visits during the timescale of the evaluation, it was possible to
examine how the EiC/EMAG Pilot Projects were developing and impacting
over time. The case-study findings are used at various points throughout this
report.

Discussion Groups with Parents

Since the EIC/EMAG Pilot Projects had the aims of involving parents and of
raising parental awareness, it was important that the evaluators should obtain a
parental perspective on their children’s schooling experiences.  Past
experience suggests that parents are usually able to make comments on their
children’s experience of school and the classroom, but cannot always link
these experiences with particular educational initiatives. Accessing parents
can also be difficult because of the numerous demands being placed upon
them.
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For these reasons, the NFER team worked closely with school staff (especially
EiC/EMAG Pilot Project coordinators) in order to gain their assistance in
setting up parental discussion groups. School staff were very supportive, but
encountered some difficulties in terms of encouraging parents to participate
and with the practicalities of setting a group discussion up. By the end of the
evaluation, discussions with a total of 26 parents in nine of the schools had
been completed. This was despite the fact that school staff and researchers
were as flexible as possible about times of day for the interviews, e.g. some
attempts were made to set up interviews alongside a parents’ evening.

Two different schedules were used for the interviews with parents, depending
on their degree of involvement in the EiC/EMAG Pilot Project (one for direct
participants and one for non-participants). An overview of parents’
perspectives is provided in Chapter 8.

Structure of the Report

The evaluators drew from all four of the data collection exercises described
above and compared the findings from the different sources in their analyses
of the research evidence. The report presents a comprehensive picture of the
implementation and impact of the EiC/EMAG Pilot Projects. The structure of
the report is as follows:

+ Chapter 2 provides an overview of the characteristics of the Cohort 1 Pilot
Schools.

+ Chapter 3 presents findings on how these projects were set up, what their
aims were, and how they were managed.

+ Chapter 4 develops this theme by examining the different forms of
implementation, including the range of activities delivered, staff roles,
partnership working in these projects and the use of EIC/EMAG resources.

+ Chapter 5 examines, with examples, the extent and forms of monitoring
and evaluation adopted by both schools and LEAs, including the feedback
processes used.

+ Chapter 6 draws upon the LEA interviews, in particular, in order to give an
overview of LEA perspectives and roles in relation to these projects.

+ Chapter 7 is the first of three chapters on the impact of the EiC/EMAG
Pilot Projects: this examines the perspectives of students, drawing upon
the relevant survey and interview data.

+ Chapter 8 examines parental views of the projects along with their
perceptions of the impact on their children.

+ Chapter 9 presents findings on the impact of EIC/EMAG on schools and
school staff.

+ Chapter 10 identifies the main benefits of the pilot projects for schools,
students, teachers, parents and LEAs.
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Chapter 11 looks in some detail at the key challenges and issues for the
project and for project staff, and at some of the ways these were addressed
or overcome.

Finally, Chapter 12 presents the research team’s conclusions, made upon
the basis of all the evidence, along with a number of provisional
recommendations that may help to inform this and related initiatives in the
near future.



Overview and school profiles for cohort 1 pilot schools

2.1

OVERVIEW AND SCHOOL PROFILES
FOR COHORT 1 PILOT SCHOOLS

Introduction

This chapter constitutes a descriptive statistical analysis of the main
characteristics and student performance outcomes of the 27 schools featured in
this pilot project.” The analysis draws from public information on the
characteristics and achievements of the schools, making use of the DfES
Primary and Secondary School Performance Tables, the Office for Standards
in Education (OfSTED) reports database and the NFER’s Register of Schools.

The main descriptive analyses are presented in the next three sections,
covering the contexts of the schools, their characteristics and general patterns
in their performance data.

The main evaluation (as noted in Section 1.3) included a survey of
headteachers in all of these 27 schools and case-study visits, involving semi-
structured interviews with staff, students and parents, to ten of the schools.
The descriptive statistics outlined here provide a quantitative backcloth to the
illustrative, qualitative findings reported in subsequent chapters of this report.

There are several important points, or caveats, about the EIC/EMAG projects
and schools that need to be borne in mind when considering the descriptive
analyses presented below, particularly when discussing the possible impact of
these projects upon student and school performance indicators. These can be
summarised as follows.

+ The nature of the EiC/EMAG projects varied considerably, ranging from
fairly superficial activities (such as a teacher attending a one-off
conference or a parents’ evening) to much more sustained activities (such
as regular meetings of several staff, or repeated instances of lesson
observation, or the regular and active use of evaluation/performance data).

+ The projects had a large range of target groups: they could relate to a
small number of pupils from a specifically-identified minority ethnic
group, to a whole year group, or to a whole Key Stage within the school.
The projects were implemented across the full age ranges of both primary
and secondary schools. In this respect, the EIC/EMAG pilot initiative,
with its built-in freedom for schools to choose their activities, is different
to other, targeted initiatives — and this makes the quantification and
evaluation of outcomes much more difficult.

7

There were 35 schools in the EiC/EMAG Pilot Project. This report, however, is based on the 27
schools for which we have complete information. (The headteachers of these 27 schools returned
the evaluation questionnaire which the NFER sent to them in 2003.)
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+ The qualitative case-study aspects of the evaluation show that the general
nature of EiC/EMAG pilot work and modes of dissemination were
changing as the initiative progressed: for example some pilot schools took
some time ‘to find their feet’, but later adapted and modified their project
as they became more experienced and saw how implementation was
progressing.

+ These schools may well have been involved in other initiatives: for
example, all were, by definition, involved in the Excellence in Cities
programme (which included Gifted and Talented and Learning Mentor
provision), so any patterns in student outcomes could have several
influences apart from the EIC/EMAG work.

+ Finally, it needs to be emphasised that the data presented here covers a
longer time span than the life time of the EiC/EMAG projects. In many
cases the 2002-3 performance data will not reflect any impact or influence
from the EiC/EMAG projects, though they will say something about the
school Year 11 cohort’s general performance at around the time the
projects were being introduced.

For all of these reasons, caution must be exercised when looking at the
schools’ performance data. It is not possible, because of the various
complicating factors outlined above, to identify direct correlations between
EiC/EMAG npilot project activities and student performance outcomes. The
aims of this report are simply to set out the contexts and characteristics of the
pilot project schools and, where possible, to provide some broad illustrative
examples of the improvements in performance that were taking place in some
of these schools.

School Characteristics: Secondary Schools

All of the 22 secondary schools were mixed sex schools, with the exception of
one girls’ school in Manchester. The majority of schools were recorded as
community schools, where the local education authority (LEA) acts as the
admissions authority. Two schools were classified as ‘voluntary aided’ and
one as a ‘foundation’ school: student admissions in these schools are managed
by their governing bodies.

The 2003 Secondary School Performance Tables recorded a varied spread of
numbers of pupils on roll. Almost three quarters of the schools (15 schools)
had recorded in excess of 1,000 students, with the largest school being in
Manchester with 1,918 students. A school in Nottingham, with 361 on their
register, had the fewest students.
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Table 2.1 Secondary Schools: percentage of students from minority ethnic
groups - 2003

Number of students % minority ethnic students
(1) (2)
1 1683 62
2 1012 45
3 1145 42
4 1164 38
5 1355 90
6 501 41
7 1167 20
8 1131 54
9 787 14
10 1285 76
11 361 61
12 1279 48
13 1918 37
14 622 65
15 1617 42
16 962 89
17 1309 63
18 826 49
19 1400 1
20 966 11
21 1199 56
22 1664 77

(1) Number of students of compulsory school age and above.

(2) Total minority ethnic students (excludes White British) expressed as a percentage of the total
students of compulsory school age and above.

Source: Information for January 2003 provided by Schools Statistics Unit, DfES.

Due to rounding percentages may not match official statistics.

It can be seen from Table 2.1 above that the EiC/EMAG secondary schools
featured in this evaluation generally had high proportions of students from
minority ethnic groups. Only one school had a percentage of such students
that was less than double figures. In 18 of the 22 schools, more than a third of
the school population was made up of minority ethnic students, and in 10 of
the schools more than a half of students were from minority ethnic
backgrounds.
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Figure 2.1  Special Educational Needs 2002-3
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The proportions of students recorded by schools as having special educational
needs, with statements (see Figure 2.1 above), ranged from between less than
one per cent at a school in Nottingham and five per cent at a Camden school.
Larger proportions of students, however, had been recorded as having special
educational needs without statements. In almost half (ten) of the schools, at
least one fifth of their students fell into this category, with the highest
proportion (35 per cent) of unstatemented SEN students being situated in a
school in Wandsworth.

Diversity in the secondary schools can be partially indicated by the
proportions of students attending the school for whom English is an additional
language (EAL). Figure 2.2 below shows that Schools 5 and 16, situated in
Hounslow and Camden, had the highest proportions of EAL students, with 81
per cent and 82 per cent respectively.
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Figure 2.2  Proportions of secondary school students with EAL 2002-3
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Figure 2.2 above also shows that in half of the secondary schools at least a
third of students were classified as EAL students. The five schools with fewer
than ten per cent of their students having EAL are all situated in LEAs outside
London (Birmingham, Nottingham and Rochdale).

Figure 2.3 below illustrates the extent of eligibility for free school meals
(FSM) across the pilot secondary schools.

11

100
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Figure 2.3  Pilot secondary schools — eligibility for free school meals 2002-3
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All of the schools had proportions of students eligible for free school meals
that were higher than the national average: an indication that the
implementation of the EiC/EMAG projects was largely involving students
from more socially and economically deprived areas than would be the norm.
This provides a partial rationale for the emphasis, in some projects, on such
issues as student self-esteem and the need to involve parents more in their
children’s education.

The school with the highest proportion of students entitled to FSM (64 per
cent in School 16) can be found in Camden. In four more schools more than
50 per cent of students had entitlement to free school meals. Notably, the two
schools with the highest proportions of students entitled to FSM (Schools 14
and 16), also had high proportions of EAL students and students with SEN
(both with and without statements).

In School 14, situated in Leeds, almost two thirds (60 per cent) of their
students were entitled to free school meals: just under a quarter (24 per cent)
of the students were categorised as SEN, without statements; the school was
amongst those secondary schools with the highest proportion (four per cent) of
statemented SEN students and for almost half of the students in the school
English was an additional language. This provides an example of the kind of
challenging context within which the EiC/EMAG projects were being
implemented. A similar student profile existed for School 16, though here
greater proportions of students fell into each of the categories as outlined
above and in Table 2.2 below.

22
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Table 2.2 Pilot secondary school students’ profiles 2002-3

School Students eligible SEN students | SEN students EAL
for FSM without with Students
statement statement

% % % %
1 21 17 3 44
2 43 15 2 42
3 22 17 1 18
4 51 30 3 7
5 22 30 3 81
6 57 24 1 15
7 30 18 2 4
8 40 15 2 48
9 43 15 1 2
10 22 23 4 63
11 44 21 1 33
12 41 15 3 26
13 18 6 2 24
14 60 24 4 47
15 31 16 4 13
16 64 30 5 82
17 34 35 3 31
18 46 20 1 42
19 22 9 1 1
20 30 15 <1 7
21 42 24 4 38
22 33 6 2 51

Sources: DfES Performance Tables and NFER Register of Schools
Due to rounding, percentages may not match those recorded in the DfES Schools Performance Tables.

The Secondary School Performance Tables also provide details of absences
for the school year 2002-3. Authorised and unauthorised absences from the 22
schools are presented in Table 2.3 below: the national averages (England) are
7.1 per cent and 1.1 per cent, respectively.

13
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Table 2.3 Absences in pilot secondary schools 2002-3

School Authorised absences Unauthorised absences
% of half days % of half days
1 7 2
2 7 2
3 5 <1
4 8 2
5 5 2
6 12 5
7 8 2
8 8 2
9 10 3
10 6 1
11 11 4
12 6 <1
13 6 1
14 11 6
15 8 2
16 9 4
17 8 <1
18 10 2
19 8 1
20 6 3
21 12 2
22 6 <1
England 7 1

Sources: DfES 2003 Secondary School (GCSE/GNVQ) Performance Tables
ONS First Release 2003 — Pupil absence in schools in England 2002-3(revised)
Due to rounding, percentages may not match those recorded in the official statistics.

14

It can be seen that the percentages of authorised absences in six of the schools
stood at ten per cent or more. With respect to unauthorised absences, 15 of the
22 schools had absence rates higher than the national average of just over one
per cent. School 3, a voluntary-aided school, also granted Technology status,
situated in Nottingham, recorded the highest attendance rates for their
students. Of the available half days, students missed five per cent due to
authorised absences and less than one per cent due to unauthorised absences.

In order to gather data relating to the exclusion of students, schools’ Ofsted
inspection reports were analysed. Owing to the fact that Ofsted’s inspections
of the pilot schools took place at various stages between 1999 and 2003, it is
not possible to make meaningful comparisons of exclusion rates across all
schools. Ofsted reports, to some extent, of course, represent a ‘snapshot’ of a
school at a particular point in time and the numbers of exclusions within a
school can vary dramatically from year to year. Table 2.4 below, however,
provides details of the numbers of exclusions for specific schools during the
year of their individual inspections.
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Table 2.4 Student exclusions from pilot secondary schools 1999-2003
School Date of inspection Fixed-term Permanent
exclusions exclusions

1 May 1999 No data available No data available
2 May 1999 30 2
3 March 1999 38 2
4 November 1999 63 4
5 September 2003 49 6
6 May 2003 57 2
7 October 2001 57 0
8 March 1999 38 1
9 November 2003 233 0
10 February 1999 96 5
11 February 2003 65 0
12 October 1999 60 5
13 March 2001 58 2
14 October 2000 57 0
15 November 2002 446 12
16 September 2001 81 2
17 December 2001 56 2
18 October 1999 42 4
19 November 2002 146 4
20 November 2001 105 1
21 January 1999 76 8
22 February 2003 96 8

Source: Ofsted Inspection Reports

It can be seen that, on the basis of these figures, there was considerable
variation in the numbers of permanent and fixed exclusions. Permanent

exclusions ranged from zero to 12 and fixed-term exclusions ranged from 30
to 446.

The quality of teaching at schools was also examined during Ofsted
inspections. This is graded, in most cases, into the categories: excellent, very
good, good, satisfactory, less than satisfactory and poor. Frequently, these
gradings are reduced to three main groups to aid analysis and Table 2.5
displays (where the data is available) the ratings for each of the pilot
secondary schools.
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Table 2.5 Teaching quality at pilot secondary schools between 1999 and 2003

School Teaching quality
Very good or Satisfactory or Less than
better better satisfactory
% lessons % lessons % lessons
1 No data available No data available No data available
2 10 98 2
3 18 94 6
4 11 86 14
5 22 91 9
6 20 99 2
7 25 95 4
8 9 93 7
9 15 92 8
10 21 90 10
11 No data available No data available No data available
12 19 94 6
13 31 98 2
14 20 98 2
15 26 93 7
16 25 93 7
17 28 98 2
18 11 94 6
19 19 93 7
20 29 96 4
21 5 86 14
22 30 100 0

Source:
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Ofsted Inspection Reports

The Ofsted inspection which took place in school 13 (situated in Manchester)
in March 2001, graded almost a third (31 per cent) of all teaching as ‘very
good or better’. Schools 20 (in Nottingham, inspection in 2001) and 22 (in
Manchester, inspection in 2003) received similar ratings with 29 per cent and
30 per cent (respectively) of teaching classified as ‘very good or better’. The
girls’ school (School 22) was the only school with none of its lessons graded
as ‘less than satisfactory’.

Table 2.6 below shows (where the data is available) the student-teacher ratios
for the pilot secondary schools, as reported at the time of their Ofsted
inspections.
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Table 2.6 Student/teacher ratios at pilot secondary schools between 1999 and

2003
School Date of inspection Student/teacher ratio

1 May 1999 17:1

May 1999 No data available
3 March 1999 17:1
4 November 1999 17:1
5 September 2003 No data available
6 May 2003 13:1
7 October 2001 16:1
8 March 1999 16:1
9 November 2003 No data available
10 February 1999 15:1
11 February 2003 No data available
12 October 1999 17:1
13 March 2001 16:1
14 October 2000 12:1
15 November 2002 16:1
16 September 2001 15:1
17 December 2001 16:1
18 October 1999 17:1
19 November 2002 18:1
20 November 2001 16:1
21 January 1999 18:1
22 February 2003 15:1

Source: Ofsted School Inspection Reports
Due to rounding, percentages may not match those recorded in the official statistics.

Table 2.6 above shows that the large majority of schools had a student-teacher
ratio of between 15 and 17 to one. The ratios ranged from 12 students per
teacher to 18 students per teacher.

Overall, the data shows that the characteristics of these EiC/EMAG pilot
secondary schools were not greatly dissimilar for those of secondary schools
nationally, except in that some of the EiC/EMAG schools, as one would
expect of schools in these areas, display some of the characteristics of ‘urban’
schools. Proportions of students eligible for free school meals, for example,
were higher than the national averages, EAL percentages were also higher
than the national average, and absence rates (both authorised and
unauthorised) were slightly higher than the averages. In addition, as Table 2.1
showed, these school populations included high proportions of minority ethnic
students.

The next section summarises the characteristics of the primary schools where
EiC/EMAG pilot projects were being implemented.
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2.3 School Characteristics: Primary Schools

The five EiC/EMAG pilot primary schools included in this analysis are in
London (three schools), Rochdale (one school) and Manchester (one school).
All the schools are of similar large sizes, with the numbers of pupils on roll

ranging from 329 to 467.
Table 2.7 Primary schools: percentage of pupils from minority ethnic
groups 2003
Number of pupils % minority ethnic pupils

(1) (2)

1 313 89

2 329 91

3 275 65

4(3) n/a n/a

5 353 65

(1) Number of pupils of compulsory school age and above.

(2) Total minority ethnic pupils (excludes White British) expressed as a percentage of the total pupils
of compulsory school age and above.

(3) Data for Hopwood Hall College unavailable.

Source: Information for January 2003 provided by Schools Statistics Unit, DfES.
Due to rounding percentages may not match official statistics.

Table 2.7 shows that the EiC/EMAG primary schools featured in this
evaluation had high proportions of pupils from minority ethnic groups. DfES
data were available for four of these five schools, and for two of these
minority ethnic children constituted around two-thirds of the school
population; in the remaining two primary schools they made up around 90 per
cent of the school population.

Considerable variations existed in the proportions of pupils categorised as
having special educational needs (SEN), as shown in Table 2.8 below.

Table 2.8 Primary school pupils with Special Educational Needs

2002-3
School SEN with statements SEN without statements

% %
1 1 23
2 1 15
3 1 21
4 2 14
5 <1 13

Source: DfES School Performance Tables
Due to rounding, percentages may not match official statistics
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The school with the highest proportion (two per cent) of SEN pupils for whom
they had issued statements was based in Rochdale. As would be expected,
larger proportions of pupils had been categorised as having special educational
needs for which a statement was not required. Almost a quarter (23 per cent)
of pupils in School 1 (based in Lewisham) had SEN without statements.
School 5 had the smallest proportion (13 per cent) of pupils categorised as
SEN without statements; this school also had less than one per cent of SEN
pupils with statements.

Even greater variations existed in the proportions of pupils that schools had
recorded as having entitlement to free school meals, or having English as an
additional language. Over three quarters (77 per cent) of the pupils at School
2, based in Hounslow, were recorded as having English as an additional
language. Large proportions of EAL pupils also attended School 1 in
Lewisham and School 5 in Manchester (58 per cent and 43 per cent
respectively).

Figures which show entitlement to free school meals (FSM) provide a proxy
indication of the levels of socio-economic deprivation amongst pupils and
enables examination of pupils’ performances to be analysed within that
context. In two schools (Schools 1 and 3), both in Lewisham, over half (55
per cent and 59 per cent respectively) of the pupils on their register were
entitled to free school meals.

The DfES Performance Tables for 2003 also provide details of authorised and
unauthorised absence rates in primary schools (the national averages were five
per cent for authorised absences and less than one per cent for unauthorised
absences). Table 2.9 below shows high attendance rates at School 4, where
just four per cent of the available half days were missed due to authorised
absence (and there were no unauthorised absences). The school with the
highest absence figures for 2003, both authorised and unauthorised, was
School 3, located in Lewisham.

Table 2.9 Primary Schools: authorised and unauthorised absences 2002-3

School Authorised absence Unauthorised absence
% of half days % of half days
1 7 1
2 4 2
3 7 3
4 4 0
5 6 1
England 5 <1
Source: Source: DfES Performance Tables 2003
ONS First Release (2003)

Due to rounding, percentages may not match official statistics
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Ofsted inspections were carried out in the five primary schools between
January 2000 and April 2002. Since the inspections were conducted at
different points in time, a rigorous comparative analysis of schools’ inspection
data is not possible. It is useful, however, to consider the figures for pupil
exclusions, Ofsted perceptions of teaching quality and for pupil-teacher ratios.

Exclusion figures at schools help to provide a picture of the challenges
experienced at certain schools (see Table 2.10 below), especially as more
recent exclusion figures are broken down by ethnic groupings. It needs to be
borne in mind, however, that there can be very large variations in the
exclusion numbers year by year.

Table 2.10  Pupil exclusions in primary schools 2000-2

School Ofsted inspection Fixed Permanent
date exclusions exclusions

1 November 2001 39 1

2 April 2002 2 0

3 February 2002 7 0

4 January 2000 0 0

5 September 2000 17 1

Source: Ofsted School Inspection Reports
Due to rounding, percentages may not match official statistics

Records for School 4 show that they had no exclusions in 2000. In contrast,
39 fixed-term exclusions and one permanent exclusion were recorded at
School 1 in the following year (November 2001).

Findings relating to Ofsted inspectors’ evaluation of the quality of teaching at
the five pilot primary schools are presented in Figure 2.4 below.
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Figure 2.4  Quality of teaching 2000-2
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It can be seen that in Schools 2 and 4 there were no ‘less than satisfactory’
lessons. According to the 2002 inspection report for School 3 (situated in
Lewisham), 29 per cent of lessons taught at the school were judged to be ‘very
good or better’. Little more than one in ten (11 per cent) of lessons at School
1 (inspected 2001), also situated in Lewisham, however, fell into the same
category, showing that there can be considerable variation in perceived
teaching quality even within the same local education authority.

Pupil-teacher ratios at these schools are shown in Table 2.12 below. In terms
of maximum and minimum ratios, in January 2000, School 4 recorded 26
pupils to every teacher, and the following year (November 2001), School 1
recorded 17 pupils to each teacher.

Table 2.12  Primary school pupil-teacher ratios 2000-2

School Pupil/teacher ratio
1 17
2 20
3 24
4 26
5 24

Source: Ofsted School Inspection Reports
Due to rounding, percentages may not match official statistics

Details of pupil performance in terms of Key Stage 2 test results, in these five
schools, are set out in the following section, which also examines student
performance patterns in the EIC/EMAG pilot secondary schools.
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Performance Data 2002-2003

This section of the chapter looks briefly at the main public pupil/student
performance indicators for the 27 EiC/EMAG pilot project schools for which
the NFER team had complete information. It commences with an examination
of the secondary school indicators (GCSE/GNVQ level), and then considers
Key Stage 2 data for the primary schools. At this point it is worth reiterating
the qualifying comments made in the introduction to this report. Specifically,
it is worth noting once again that:

+ within reason, and within the remit of the LEA action plan, the schools
were free to choose the form and the content of their EIC/EMAG projects,
and consequently there was much variation in the foci of the projects

+ the size and age ranges of the target groups varied considerably, from just
a few pupils or students through to whole year groups or even ‘boys’

+ in some cases, formative evaluation was taking place and the schools were
also learning from each other, so that changes of emphasis could be made
as the implementation of the projects progressed

+ it is unlikely that the EIC/EMAG project was the only initiative that would
have been present in these schools: there are several other initiatives that
could have impacted upon student attainment

+ in addition to the fact that the performance data presented here may not
always be applicable to the EiIC/EMAG target group, it should also be
noted that there may have been time differences with respect to the
implementation of the EIC/EMAG projects: some schools progressed their
project work very quickly, whereas others took time to find a focus and to
adopt approaches for raising minority ethnic achievement.

It should also be noted that there are a number of methodological problems in
terms of using cohort data of the sort presented here. The ideal would have
been to have used individually-matched pupil level data to look at the value
added scores for the recipients of EiIC/EMAG project activities (and to remove
the ‘cohort effect’), but given the various complicating factors mentioned
above, this was not possible.

A useful starting point, when looking at the secondary schools, is to examine
progress over the academic years 2001-2 to 2002-3 (though even this is
limited: the usual ‘school improvement cycle’ is normally three or five years,
and over a period of just two years any cohort effect is likely to be over-
emphasised). Tables 2.13 and 2.14 below, set out details of the schools’
achievements with respect to two of the main public outcome indicators:

(a) proportion of students achieving five or more GCSEs at grades A*-C;
(b) proportion of students achieving five or more GCSEs at grades A*-G.
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Table 2.13  Secondary Schools: GCSE/GNVQ Results 2002 and 2003
Percentage of students obtaining five or more grades A*-C

School 2002 2003 Difference
1 40 43 +3
2 34 34 0
3 53 64 + 11
4 13 20 +7
5 44 51 +7
6 15 15 0
7 37 29 -8
8 31 25 -6
9 16 26 + 10
10 44 52 +8
11 16 16 0
12 34 45 + 11
13 57 63 +6
14 13 13 0
15 30 32 +2
16 32 31 -1
17 27 20 -7
18 26 33 +7
19 42 36 -6
20 27 18 -9
21 14 18 + 4
22 52 46 -6

National average 51.6 52.9 +1.3

Sources: DES 2002 and 2003 Secondary School (GCSE/GNVQ) Performance Tables
Due to rounding, percentages may not match those recorded in the official statistics.

In terms of the traditional ‘academic’ performance indicator, the proportion of
students achieving five or more GCSEs at grades A*-C, there has been much
variation across the 22 schools. Table 2.13 above shows that 11 of the schools
improved their performance in terms of this indicator, four stayed at the same
level as in 2002, and seven saw a decrease. Nationally, the overall average
percentage of the cohort achieving five or more ‘good’ GCSEs increased from
51.6 per cent in 2002 to 52.9 per cent in 2003 (a 1.3 per cent improvement).
The average increase across these 22 schools was slightly more than this, at
1.5 per cent.

The EiC/EMAG pilot secondary schools achieving the highest levels of
improvement, a ten or 11 per cent increase, included School 3 in Nottingham
(which had targeted African Caribbean and dual heritage students), School 9
(also in Nottingham and with the same target group), and School 12 in
Manchester (target group: Somali students). It should be stressed that there is
not necessarily a correlation between the EiIC/EMAG project activities (which
are sometimes, by definition, limited to small numbers of students) and these
improvements: but it can be said that the general backcloth at these schools,
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in the first year of the implementation of the EiC/EMAG pilot projects, was
one of improving GCSE/GNVQ results.

Changes in the proportions of students achieving five or more GCSEs at
grades A*-G provide some indication of how the school has been catering for
the needs of students at all (GCSE) ability levels. Again, as Table 2.14 below
shows, there has been much variation across the 22 schools. Ten of the
schools improved their performance in terms of this indicator and twelve saw
a decrease. Nationally, the overall average percentage of the cohort achieving
five or more GCSE/GNVQs grades A*-G decreased slightly from 88.9 per
cent in 2002 to 88.8 per cent in 2003. The average decrease across these 22
schools was 0.8 per cent. The EiC/EMAG schools achieving the highest
levels of improvement in terms of A*-G grades were Schools 4 (in
Birmingham) and 9 (in Nottingham).

Table 2.14  Secondary Schools: GCSE/GNVQ Results 2002 and 2003
Percentage of students obtaining five or more grades A*-G

School 2002 2003 Difference

1 78 83 +5
93 84 -9

3 96 98 +2
4 72 83 +11
5 96 90 -6
6 61 64 +3
7 79 82 +3
8 88 87 -1
9 58 70 +12
10 87 89 +2
11 69 63 -6
12 85 90 +5
13 87 88 +1
14 63 62 -1
15 87 85 -2
16 93 90 -3
17 90 76 - 14
18 87 78 - 11
19 93 88 -5
20 82 77 -5
21 82 87 +5
22 90 87 -3
National average 88.9 88.8 -0.01

Sources: DES 2002 and 2003 Secondary School (GCSE/GNVQ) Performance Tables
Due to rounding, percentages may not match those recorded in the official statistics.

In the five primary schools, pupils’ test results show that more than half of
the pupils in each school achieved level 4 or above in their Key Stage 2 (KS2)
English, mathematics and science tests in the academic year 2002-3 (see
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Figure 2.5
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Figure 2.5 below). In each of the schools more pupils achieved level 4 or

above in science than for English or mathematics.

Pupils achieving level 4 and above in Key Stage 2 tests 2003
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Source: DfES Performance Tables 2003

In School 4, situated in Rochdale, the vast majority of pupils (96 per cent)
attained level 4 or above in their Key Stage 2 science tests. For each of the
three core subjects (English, mathematics and science), larger proportions of
pupils at this school achieved level 4 or above than in any of the other four
schools: so in this instance, the EiC/EMAG project was being delivered in a
context of relatively high attainment. Figure 2.6 below shows the proportions

of pupils at each school attaining level 5 in Key Stage 2 tests.

Pupils achieving level 5 in Key Stage 2 tests 2003

@ English level 5
W Maths level 5

O Science level 5

e

1 2 3 4
School

Source: DfES Performance Tables 2003
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Using the attainment of level 5 as a sign of high achievement, Figure 4.2
above shows that similar proportions of pupils in Schools 2, 3 and 4 (around a
third) were high achievers in English tests. School 1, in Lewisham, was the
only pilot primary school where less than a fifth of pupils were high achievers
in mathematics tests. Indeed, School 1 had fewer high achievers for each of
the Key Stage 2 test subjects.

Overall, it is difficult to make any clear assessment about the impact of the
EiC/EMAG pilot projects on these broad indicators of pupil/student
achievement. The indicators suggest that the attainment background for these
schools was similar to national patterns, though it needs to be borne in mind
that these 27 schools were, on the whole, operating in more difficult socio-
economic circumstances, than many schools nationally.

At the level of the individual institution, however, there were sometimes
considerable improvements in school performance outcomes, and the average
improvement for the percentage of students achieving five ‘good” GCSE
grades was 1.5 per cent compared to 1.3 per cent nationally. As the
EiC/EMAG projects progress, it would be instructive to look directly at the
attainment outcomes for the actual groups of minority ethnic pupils/students
involved in these projects (as opposed to those for the Year 6 or Year 11
cohort). Consideration of the 2004 performance data should also throw more
light on the achievements and outcomes of this initiative.
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3.1

3.2

STRATEGY AND APPROACH

This chapter gives an updated picture of how the projects were set up, which
target groups were featured, what the project aims were and how these were
changed or adapted, what the perceived barriers to learning were, and how the
projects were managed as they were being implemented.

Key Findings

+ Most of the schools involved used the EiC/EMAG project to build upon
previous work they had undertaken (or were undertaking) in relation to
raising minority ethnic achievement.

+ The most frequently-mentioned aims of the EIC/EMAG projects, according
to the headteachers involved, were in the areas of raising student
achievement and raising self-esteem and confidence. The dissemination
of good practice was also an important aim in the second year of the
projects.

+ It was clear that school staff had put a good deal of thought into the
selection of a target group for the project: this is supported by the fact
that there were only four reported instances of a change in the
identification of a target group between January 2003 and January 2004.

+ The main barriers to learning which were encountered (these were
present in a minority of schools) were: the impact of student mobility, a
lack of language skills, poor staff attitudes, lack of parental support and
the influence of ‘cultural stereotypes’.

+ In terms of the setting up and management of the projects, schools and
LEAs generally worked well together. Some of the issues faced by
project managers at the early stages of implementation of the projects
included: recruiting appropriate staff and setting up monitoring and
evaluation procedures.

Strategies in place before EIC/EMAG

Findings from the first round of case-study interviews indicated that the
EiC/EMAG projects were not being implemented in a vacuum. Projects were
often based upon previous models of good practice or other, smaller initiatives
which had been wholly or partially aimed at minority ethnic students. For
many of the school staff interviewees, the EiC/EMAG project was a natural
progression from the work that had been previously been going on. According
to some interviewees, the project had provided additional funds and more staff
time, and had enabled a particular focus to be identified.
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Not surprisingly, most of the schools already had in place, prior to the
EiC/EMAG projects, some kind of support system for the students. This was
provided, for example, through English as an Additional Language (EAL)
support for students whose mother tongue was not English. In some schools, a
teacher responsible for minority ethnic achievement was already in place prior
to the commencement of the project. Where this was the case, the EIC/EMAG
teacher was able to work with the other teachers to look at ways in which
classes were structured and at how things could be changed to meet the needs
of the target groups.

The schools would also have been benefiting from EiC funding. Furthermore,
the policy strands of EiC, to varying extents, were also being implemented in
the schools. For example, some of the EiC/EMAG schools were either
Beacon or Specialist Schools, and some minority ethnic children were in the
EiC Gifted and Talented programme.

Project Aims

According to the 2004 headteachers’ questionnaire survey returns, for the
school, the main aims of the EiC/EMAG projects were to raise the
achievement levels, along with the self-esteem and the self-confidence, of
minority ethnic groups (see Table 3.1 below for a full list of aims). These
findings are similar to those for 2003, suggesting that, on the whole, the
project aims have not been changed as the projects have progressed.
However, in 2003, improving levels of self-esteem and confidence (and
aspirations) were only mentioned by six schools (but note that the increase in
the number of references to these aims may be partly due to the change in
question format, from an open to a multiple choice question).

It is also worth noting that the dissemination of good practice was mentioned
as a main aim for more than half of the projects, whereas in 2003, only a small
minority of schools referred to this aim. While this may also be due to change
in questionnaire format (it is likely that such a difference in the prominence of
this aim also linked with the fact that schools, by 2004, were considering how
to sustain the project beyond the funding period, one of the ways to do this
being through dissemination of good practice in the area).
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3.4

Table 3.1 Main aims of EIC/EMAG projects in 2003-2004 for the

school
Main aims in 2003-2004 N;‘g})eecrtsof
Improve the achievement/attainment of minority ethnic groups 22
Raise the self-esteem or confidence of minority ethnic groups 22
Disseminate good practice 15
Enhance teaching and learning skills 13
Increase the participation of parents/carers 13
Enhance the language development of EAL students 12
Increase the involvement with the local community
Other 3
No response
N= 25

Base: EiC/EMAG projects for which questionnaires were received in 2004.
More than one response could be put forward.
Source: NFER headteachers’ annual survey, 2004

The improvement of minority ethnic achievement was the most frequently
mentioned aim for the pilot projects in both 2003 and 2004 (19 schools in
2003; 22 projects in 2004). However, other aims were also identified for
sizeable numbers of projects in 2004, including developing examples of
successful practice (19 projects), sharing successful good practice across
schools (17 projects) and removing barriers to learning (13 projects).
Increasing involvement with the local community, was mentioned in relation
to three projects.

Only for a minority of projects (four projects) was there a change in aims over
the period of implementation (2003-2004). The reasons for this were varied
and tended to be project-specific: widening of the scope of the project (two
projects), more focus on raising achievement (one project) and change from
resource development to focused work by different agencies within the school
(one project).

Identifying Target Groups

With respect to the identification of target groups, the evaluation has produced
two main findings. Firstly, it was apparent that the schools put considerable
thought into the identification of the target groups, with a strong emphasis on
choosing students who were most likely to benefit from participation in the
EiC/EMAG project. Secondly, it was found that, on the whole, the school
staff seem to have been satisfied with their initial selection of a target group of
students for the projects. Over the period of implementation of the projects
only a handful of headteachers or EIC/EMAG coordinators reported making
any change to their criteria for inclusion in the target group.
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Responses to interview questions asked during the first phase of the case-study
visits indicated that the target groups were identified through a mixture of
baseline assessments, end of Key Stage tests, and one-to-one interviews with
students. A paramount consideration was the need to ensure that those
students who were selected were those who would benefit most from the
project.

School staff were careful to consider the peer impact of the selection of target
students and the selected group usually included students of mixed ability.
The school staff adopted this strategy because they wanted to avoid these
individuals being seen as part of a group of high profile students with a certain
reputation in the school or being regarded exclusively as being drawn from a
group with poor behaviour or low academic performance (see Section 7.3 for
the student perspective on this issue). As one deputy headteacher explained:

We didn’t want the rest of the students around the school to look at
them and see them as the ones that are always getting in trouble... it
had to be a mixed group where you can have different opinions and
different walks of life, a mix of personalities.

The headteacher survey returns for 2004 indicated that only in four projects
(the same number as in 2003) had there been any change in the identification
of a target group since the action plan for the current school year had been
written. One explanation given for a change in the identification of a target
group was the need, retrospectively, to fine-tune the criteria used for inclusion
of students in the target group (see case study in Figure 3.1). Another
respondent explained that the achievement gap between the initial male target
group and other male students had closed significantly, leading to the
inclusion, in an expanded version of the project, of a/l underachieving boys in
the year group, regardless of their ethnic background.

Figure 3.1  The evolving identification of EIC/EMAG target groups

One EIC/EMAG project was aimed at Key Stage 3 students who had not
attained level 4 in English. The school staff welcomed the opportunity that
EiC/EMAG afforded them to concentrate on students at this level, given that
often it is only those students who are relatively new to English at Key
Stage 3 who receive special support. As part of the EIC/EMAG activities, the
target group received additional support through literacy catch-up sessions
(on spelling, grammar and/or punctuation) according to the students’ needs.

Although the aims, objectives and activities of EIC/EMAG remained
unchanged, in the second year of the implementation, different criteria were
applied to the selection of students. As a result of the process of monitoring
and evaluation of the project, it was agreed that length of exposure to English
would also be a criterion for selection to participate in the project.
Consequently, in the second year of the implementation, refined criteria were
applied: besides the language level criterion, students with less than five
years exposure to English were also targeted.
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3.6

Barriers to Learning

At the interim stage of the evaluation (i.e. after the completion of the first-
round case-study visits) headteachers and other staff were asked to comment
on what they considered to be the main barriers to learning for the target
groups. It should be stressed that these barriers were not necessarily present
across all the project schools; rather they were each identified by a relatively
small number of respondents looking at the situation of students in their own
school. Five main barriers were identified at this stage:

+ Student mobility — i.e. students having to change schools because the
family moved to a different area.

+ Lack of language skills — language was also considered to be a barrier to
learning for some of the target groups, especially in those cases where the
focus of the project was EAL.

+ Teacher-student relationships — in a few instances the main barrier was
perceived to be the difficulty in changing the attitudes of school staff.

+ Lack of parental Support — some teachers highlighted the importance of
parental support in encouraging students to learn. As a deputy head
explained: ‘I think on the whole, what is happening outside the school can
be much more important than what is happening inside the school...for us,
this is a three-way partnership... we need the parental support as well’.

+ The influence of ‘Cultural Stereotypes’ — was also identified as an issue.
For example, an assistant headteacher made the following observation
about how cultural expectations were a barrier to learning faced by a group
of African-Caribbean boys in his school: ‘I think there is a lot of peer
pressure for this cohort not to succeed at school. There is an awful lot of
pressure to play a certain stereotypical role in terms of their masculinity,
but also in terms of their colour as well .

There was no information arising from the second round of case-study visits to
suggest that views about the barriers to learning had changed (but see Chapter
11 on the key challenges to schools, teachers, students and parents).

Management Issues

From the first round of case-study visits it was apparent that the way the
projects were set up depended very much on the LEA and on the action plans
produced by schools. A variety of personnel were involved in establishing the
projects, including EiC coordinators and EiC/EMAG programme managers, as
well as members of schools’ senior management teams.

Relations between schools and LEAs were generally very good. The
challenges and difficulties reported were mainly related to issues of (initial)
staffing and time implications. One LEA officer pointed out that his authority
faced a challenge in that the EiIC/EMAG grant was the same all over the
country and therefore did not take account of higher wage costs in the south
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east, which made it difficult to recruit new staff. There was also a concern
about ‘initiative overload’ in the schools and one LEA interviewee made
reference to ‘initiative fatigue’ being felt among the staff in the targeted
schools.

There were also some monitoring and evaluation issues: different schools had
different methods for tracking the progress of students involved in the projects
and LEAs had varying degrees of involvement in these processes too. One
EiC/EMAG coordinator, interviewed in a second round case-study visit,
suggested that there should have been ‘more guidance’ on this (Chapter 5
provides more detail on monitoring and evaluation processes).

The next chapter presents interim details on the day-to-day implementation of
the EIC/EMAG projects at both school and LEA level.
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4.1

4.2

IMPLEMENTATION

This chapter explores the range of activities implemented in the second year of
the EiIC/EMAG projects, the distribution of roles and responsibilities amongst
EiC/EMAG team members and the partnerships in place, both between
EiC/EMAG and other initiatives in the schools and between the schools and
external organisations. The use of funding and resources and the challenges
which projects faced are also considered.

Key Findings

+ In the majority of projects, target groups of students were aware of their
involvement in the pilot projects. However, the extent to which the
rationale for the project was explored with them varied.

+ A range of changes occurred during the projects’ implementation in their
first year. These included the increased involvement of parents and
changes in external partners.

+ There were benefits associated with the EiC/EMAG coordinator also
being a senior manager in the school, such as increased coordination of
the different initiatives under his/her remit.

+ Partnerships between EiC/EMAG and other EiC strands appeared to be
the most well-developed.

+ Schools tended to be satisfied with the ways in which they had deployed
their EIC/EMAG funding.

+ The challenges to the implementation of the projects which were most
often mentioned related to time and finance.

Range of Activities

The activities carried out as part of the EIC/EMAG projects in 2003/04 were
varied. They included study support, in-class support, work with mainstream
teachers on areas thought to contribute to the achievement of the target group,
casual lunch-time discussions with students and more formal one-to-one
mentoring. There were also poetry and other workshops with external
professionals and events such as a sports competition and visits to the theatre.
This variety of activities reflects the provision presented in the Interim Report
(Mann et al., 2003) which reported on the pilot projects in their first year.

The areas covered by the activities were also varied. For instance, some
sessions focused on transition to secondary school, future plans and
aspirations, and others focused on developing oracy or on drug awareness.
Extra class activities took place both during and after school. Some happened
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on a weekly basis, others monthly and others were one-off events. In most
case-study schools, a combination of approaches was used.

The survey revealed that, in the majority of projects (18), the target groups
were aware of their involvement in the pilot projects. They were made aware
of their involvement by staff who talked to the children (eight projects),
through formal introductory sessions or meetings (six projects), letters,
pamphlets or contacts with parents (six projects), as well as through the
evaluation process (e.g. student questionnaires) and mentoring sessions. As
far as parental awareness is concerned, in most cases, the parents or carers of
the students involved in the pilot projects were informed of their participation
(19 projects, which is relatively more projects than in 2003, when this had
happened in only half of the cases).

The case studies reflected the fact that, although in most cases students were
aware of their involvement in a particular project, not all schools decided to
make the children aware of the fact that they were part of a particular project:

There’s no need to make a big issue of it because we're not asking
anything special of them... We're just asking for more [oral work] than
we would normally... | don’'t know if they [the students] are aware that
they actually get a lot more support... it's just normal for them.
(Project practitioner)

Associated with this, there was variability on how openly staff talked with the
students about the project aims and achievement data. In two schools there
was evidence of a high degree of openness. For instance:

| am quite open with the students and | talk to them about, statistically,
how they’re doing, how we sort of hope themto do...I am quite specific
with the students. | tell themwhat I’'m herefor... | tell that I’'m here to
get them to speak more in the language of the subject and start using
academic English and they know that, and they seem to like it... they
notice me making marks in their groups and talking to them about
punctuation and grammar ... (Project practitioner)

According to the survey, parents had been involved in only nine of the 25 pilot
projects surveyed (a smaller proportion than in 2003, when 12 out of 26
respondents reported that this had occurred). In three of those projects, this
involvement had been developed since the previous year. The projects which
involved parents did so in a wide variety of project-specific ways. For
instance, in some cases this was through the provision of computers for use by
whole families, encouraging parents to read to their children at home by
sending them reading lists and workshops to introduce the project and
generate interest.

Case-study interviews indicated that, in relation to the previous year, there was
a range of changes in the projects’ implementation in at least half of the
schools visited. These were mainly the addition of new activities, for both
target students and their parents, and some concerned practical adjustments to
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the delivery. For instance, one school decided to start running some of the
activities after school hours. This was because some of the students were
falling behind in their school work due to missing lessons. Also, teaching
staff were often unhappy about releasing the students.

In schools where the parents of EiIC/EMAG students were involved in the
projects, staff were planning to maintain the same sort of contact they had in
year one (contacts by letter, newsletters, telephone and home visits) but they
were also seeking to intensify this parental contact. In one school, an evening
workshop was being planned for the early part of the year to help the parents
assist their children. In another, staff were planning to organise monthly
sessions with parents (see case-study Figure 4.1). A school, whose
EiC/EMAG project focused on transition, organised meetings with parents to
support them in this process. Moreover, the school was planning to involve
more parents who were established in the area to support newly-arrived
parents of the same background. This was because, from experience, the
coordinator knew that the latter are more amenable to visiting secondary
schools if accompanied by someone who both speaks their language and has
good English.

Figure4.1  Enhancing Parental Involvement

In one of the schools visited, the EiC/EMAG project aimed to enhance the
achievement of African-Caribbean heritage pupils by supporting the students
through the pastoral curriculum, the provision and development of appropriate
materials and strategies, and parental involvement.

In 2002/03, the focus was on the first two and it was felt that parental
involvement was a weak strand, with contact with parents being merely
through letters. Therefore, in 2003/04, a plan was devised to develop this
strand. It involved organising a monthly, evening drop-in session for parents
of African-Caribbean pupils. The session would take place in a local
community centre, perceived to be a neutral site and which would enhance
the likelihood of parents coming. The need for such a neutral place was felt
because parents may often have had negative school experiences
themselves and may be used to mostly receiving negatively charged
information from schools (e.g. concerns about their children).

Prior to the organisation of the first session, questionnaires were sent out to
parents to find out what parents would like to gain from the sessions and how
formal they would like them to be, to then tailor them accordingly.

Some of the changes to the implementation of the projects were made in
response to feedback received and analysis of monitoring data. In two
schools, students who had been involved in the project were going to be either
mentoring or sharing their experiences with those who were now taking part in
it. In one case this was in response to some of the students’ requests for peer
mentoring. There were also two more schools where changes to the activities,
such as the provision of more drama activities, were made in response to the
feedback of the target groups and/or the suggestions of parents relative to the
previous year’s activities.
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Other changes to activities compared to last year’s projects were more
fundamental, given that they concerned the focus of the activities. In one
school, it was felt that the first year of the project had been a time when efforts
were concentrated on ‘getting started’, whereas in 2003/04 efforts would be
mostly made in the area of dissemination (through staff INSET days, both in
the school and at LEA level). In another school, it was decided that some of
the EiC/EMAG project’s provision, which concentrated on developing
confidence and self-esteem, overlapped with other provision in the school.
Therefore, the school was working on ‘a more rigorous academic
programme’, covering study skills and approaches to examinations.

Finally, in one school there were changes to the content of the curriculum and
the activities, including the integration of more activities in the area of ‘Black
History’, such as asking students to find out about the history of their families.

Staff Roles and Involvement

During the case-study visits, the senior manager with responsibility for the
EiC/EMAG project in each school was interviewed. When this was not the
headteacher, it was someone whose remit covered either the school’s EiC
projects, the student support network in the school/college, or areas which
could affect or were linked to the EIC/EMAG project, such as the curriculum,
timetabling and Key Stage 3 Strategy. Most said that they were kept informed
about what was going on in the project, though only in one case did the senior
manager mention very frequent (daily) meetings with EiC/EMAG staff who
provided information about the activities and the students who were taking
part in them.

The position of EiC/EMAG coordinator was held variously alongside
headship of the Ethnic Minority Achievement department, support teaching,
headship of the EAL Department, coordination of EiC areas, headteacher or
other senior management position in the school.  The overlap of
responsibilities appeared to be particularly beneficial in the case of one
coordinator whose senior management remit included the oversight of the
Gifted and Talented and the Aimhigher strands of EiC. This stimulated close
collaboration between all of those working on minority ethnic achievement,
making the different efforts in the area both effective and efficient. Although
the width of his remit did not enable this coordinator to continuously
concentrate on each of the projects which he oversaw, this did not affect the
implementation of EiC/EMAG. This was put down to the impressive
performance of the EiC/EMAG team: ‘[They] can run it themselves’.

Coordinators tended to describe their role as one of ‘day-fo-day’ management
of the projects. Their responsibilities included making decisions about how to
allocate proportions of funding to different sorts of resources needed, and
liaison with the senior management team, other partner schools, the LEA (staff
and steering meetings) and other external agencies, as well as selection of the
target groups, keeping school staff involved (e.g. through school year or
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faculty meetings) and training staff. In some schools, the responsibility for
attending department meetings to talk about the project or to decide on the
resources to be used was also shared with project practitioners.

As far as monitoring and evaluation were concerned, coordinators mentioned
being involved in setting targets and checking whether these were achieved by
the students, gathering data and keeping records, analysing these and
discussing results with their managers (see also Chapter 5). Some project
practitioners also mentioned being involved in monitoring and evaluation, for
which they gathered data. On the other hand, the senior managers’
responsibilities in this area were not hands-on. Rather, staff on the project,
particularly the EiC/EMAG coordinators, tended to feed information back to
them. In one school, the role of one project practitioner was particularly
developed as far as providing information to senior management was
concerned:

She is there almost as a link person to encourage the children to work
with the rest of the school... Students who work on the project, because
they work so closely with her, they have got to know her, they have a
lot of trust in her, they will go to her for advice... and she will give us
different points of view... if we're looking at an exclusion [of an
EiC/EMAG student]...then I would go and seek out [teacher] and...
she will bridge the gap for us [and give us the larger picture regarding
the student]. (Senior manager)

Hands-on involvement in the project’s activities was reported by two
EiC/EMAG coordinators. For one of them, this constituted a change in
relation to the coordinator’s responsibilities in the first year of the project. She
said that the time spent with the children in the classroom had helped her be
able to see both sides of the project: ‘I am getting to know the students much
better. I am much more hands-on this year, which is good’. One other type of
change in relation to the roles of the EIC/EMAG coordinators surfaced in the
interviews: in two schools dedicated time had been agreed in this second year
for their role, in recognition of the time involved in the coordination activities.
Finally, one coordinator emphasised that her role would be widened this year
as more emphasis would be placed on dissemination of practice (e.g.
organisation of training for other teachers in the school and the LEA).

Partnerships

In the first year of their projects, some case-study schools had established
links with outside partners to help them attain the objectives of their
EiC/EMAG projects. These included contacts with organisations which had
their own programmes and drama groups, and writers who ran workshops with
the children on a variety of topics.
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For instance, one project included an after-school activity in which Black
professionals spoke about their experiences and careers. Drawing on such
community resources was perceived to be valuable by a member of staff:

If you’ve got role models, if you’ve got solicitors, if you've got doctors
that come in and say well, hang on, I drive a Mercedes and I still dress
like this and I still use your kind of slang and I still listen to the same
kind of music. I've got an education, but it’s been hard work...it has to
be a good thing.

At another school, talking about activities with community organisations, a
student said: ‘I would say the most important part is that they tell us about
themselves, especially what they had to go through to get as high as they are’.

There was evidence from the case studies that, in 2003/04, adaptations were
being made to the format of these partnerships. In one school, a new external
partner was found because it was felt that the target group required more
academic input than that provided in the first year of the project. This school
also sought to establish a different relationship with the new partners.
Whereas in the first year there had not been enough monitoring of the
partners’ work and of how it fitted in with the aims of the project, there was
now more dialogue with the new partners to ensure greater mutual
understanding and that work was done in collaboration to produce a
programme which was suitable for the students. In another school where
professional writers had been contracted to run workshops the previous year,
the coordinator was seeking to establish links with a local higher education
college whose drama students might be able to collaborate with the school. It
was expected that this would lead to being able to run workshops more
economically, in a fashion which would be sustainable beyond the period of
funding.

There were links between the EiC/EMAG and other strands of EiC within
many schools, as also found in the first year of the implementation of the
projects when, for instance, it became apparent that linking the two initiatives
could help raise awareness of issues of race and ethnicity in schools. Links
were mainly in the form of EiC/EMAG students and parents attending EiC
activities. In addition, there was evidence that, in some cases, EiC Learning
Mentors staffed EiIC/EMAG activities, which enabled the EIC/EMAG projects
to capitalise on their expertise. Indeed, in one case-study school, the EiC
Learning Mentor who was also working on EiC/EMAG considered that his
EiC training on transition had helped him with his EiC/EMAG work in the
area. Additionally, there were three schools where the support of the Learning
Mentors was made available to EiC/EMAG children, where the need arose. In
a further school it was felt that this would be desirable but it was reported that
the Learning Mentor could not easily give up the time required.

In the school where the EiC/EMAG coordinator was also a senior manager
with responsibility for numerous other initiatives in the school, there appeared
to be very close links between EiC/EMAG and other EiC-related strands or
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LEA 7 (continued)

Science
department staff
and Year 7 pupils
for whom English
is an additional
language.

Isolated learners
for whom English
is an additional
language and key
staff.

Using and embedding integrated
language and learning skills

techniques and strategies to improve

EAL pupils’ achievement in KS3
Science.

Further the inclusion of isolated EAL

learners and improve all aspects of
their English language skills. To

embed techniques and strategies that

promote inclusionary practices.

+ Further developing a structured
approach to data collection,
assessment and monitoring of
pupil achievement.

¢ Using an ILLST partnership
planning proforma.

+ Afocus on EAL methodology:
Integrated Language and
Learning Skills Teaching (ILLST)

+ A focus on fluency and accuracy
in written and oral work
supported by appropriate note-
making tasks.

o Linking with note-making as an
identified priority in the Science
Department and across the
curriculum in the school.

+ Reviewing and working
collaboratively on schemes of
work

+ Sample ILLST lesson plans and
materials demonstrating in
particular a range of note making
strategies.

+ Afocus on CPD in Science both
in class and through
departmental meetings

+ Sharing good practice and
successful language
development strategies and
methodologies.

¢ Using an ILLST partnership
planning proforma

+ Afocus on EAL methodology:
Integrated Language and
Learning Skills Teaching (ILLST).

+ Afocus on key techniques to
develop listening, speaking,
reading and writing skills.

+ A CPD focus with key staff and
departments to embed
appropriate techniques and
strategies.

+ Sample ILLST lesson plans and
materials demonstrating key
techniques and planning for
inclusion.

+ Using an ILLST partnership
planning proforma

+ Further develop the assessment
and monitoring of EAL pupil
achievement and progress.

+ Develop a sample bank of
assessed pupils’ work.

+ Sharing best practice resources
with other schools.
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LEA 7 (continued) Minority ethnic Improve the grades of targeted + Analysis of achievement by
students, identified | students based on last year's ethnicity
as Gifted and assessments. + Afocus on exam technique and
Talented understanding the language of
exams
o Introduction of a mentoring
programme
LEAS African-Caribbean | Improve performance at Key Stage 3 + Developing an inclusive
and ESW boys and 4 curriculum
Years 6-9 + Study skills
Reduce numberg of permanent and + Transition from primary to
fixed term exclusions secondary school
+ Role models and mentoring
LEA9 African-Caribbean | Improved SATS results + Windsor Fellowship school

pupils and those
pupils for whom
English is an
additional
language Key
Stage 3and 4

Increasing the number of pupils
gaining 5 or more grades A*-G at
GCSE

Higher pupil retention in 6t Form

Appropriate curriculum for KS4 EAL
pupils at English Fluency 1

based project

+ Learning/academic mentors and
workshops with role models

+ Afocus on teacher training
«+ Bilingual mentors/befrienders
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