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1
Introduction

1.1
Background to the evaluation

The Teachers’ International Professional Development Programme (TIPD) was developed in 1998 in response to the Government’s proposals in the Green Paper Teachers: Meeting the Challenge for Change
.  An additional £3 million per financial year from 2000 to 2004 has been provided by the Department for Education and Skills (DfES) to support the programme, which consists of both existing and new provision and aims to provide up to 5,000 opportunities each year (including 2,500 TIPD opportunities).
The purpose of the TIPD programme is to provide teachers with opportunities to:

· experience international education systems, through study visits or exchanges

· share good practice, and develop international educational links with other schools

· carry out research, and to share information with a network of other participants.  

The programme was designed according to the underlying principles of:

· the learning set concept

· a main focus on teacher, rather than headteacher, development

· clearly defined outcomes relating to the impact upon improvements in teaching and learning in the classroom

· short overseas visits of no more than two weeks in duration

· a focus on a list of priority themes matched with countries with known expertise in these specific areas

· limited availability of funding for supply cover from the TIPD budget

· activities wherever possible taking place out of school hours (i.e. during holidays)

· a clear focus on preparation, setting aims and objectives for the visit, and dissemination of good practice

· an evaluation framework, being in place and effectively implemented.  

The programme is delivered by three providers:

· The Education and Training Group (ETG) of the British Council 

· The League for the Exchange of Commonwealth Teachers (LECT)

· The Specialist Schools Trust (SST), formerly the Technology Colleges Trust (TCT).

These three providers will offer TIPD opportunities until 2004.  

The current TIPD programme consists of four strands: 

· Strand One: Short-term study visits for coordinated groups of teachers from different schools led by the LEA (where appropriate).  There are 1,950 opportunities for short term study visits, arranged through all three providers.

· Strand Two: Short-term exchanges offer the experience and the possibility for research into classroom improvement.  There are 50 opportunities provided each year by the ETG.

· Strand Three: School-determined short-term study visits enable schools to set their own agendas within the context of national, school and individual priorities.  Schools taking part in this strand already have established links with the schools they visit.  There are 500 opportunities a year, administered by the ETG.

· Strand Four: Short-term study visits to developing countries, jointly funded by the Department for International Development (DFID) and the DfES.  This strand provides teachers with the opportunity to visit countries that have developed innovative solutions to the challenges teachers face and from which, in some cases, countries from which a number of ethnic minority pupil groups are drawn.  There are 80 opportunities to participate in this strand, administered by the ETG.

1.2
Methodology

The TIPD programme included an evaluation element.  This included a requirement that participants contribute to an evaluation report upon their return to the UK and complete an online evaluation questionnaire, designed by the NFER, four to six weeks after the visit had taken place. 

The NFER evaluation began in August 2002.  Its purpose was to provide the DfES with clear judgements on the effectiveness of the programme based upon the evidence collected during the study regarding:

· how far Phase Two (2002 – 2003) of the programme had achieved its four desired outcomes in relation to:

1. its contribution to the development of teacher skills and knowledge

2. raising teacher morale

3. raising pupil standards of attainment

4. developing the wider life of schools

· which models of delivery appeared to be the most effective

· recommendations for future programme delivery.

The evaluation had three main approaches to data collection and analysis: 

· participant and coordinator
 online questionnaires 

· action plans provided by individual participants, their schools and LEA coordinators

· case studies of a sample of schools and LEAs.

Questionnaires

Questionnaires received between August 2002 and April 2003 were collated and analysed.  An interim report of the statistical analyses was submitted to the Department in June 2003.  

Of the 2467 participants involved in the programme, 416 responded to the online questionnaire, giving a response rate of 17 per cent.  Of the 271 coordinators involved in the programme, 66 responded to the online questionnaire, giving a response rate of 24 per cent.  There are a number of reasons for the low response rate for this element of the evaluation.  These include
: 

· an amendment to the evaluation process

· a delayed request from the DfES in contacting participants requesting that they complete the survey

· the lack of defined procedures for contacting participants to complete the survey

· the lack of clear procedures to follow-up participants who had not completed the survey within the specified time scale 

· a backlog of participants from February – August 2002 who were not asked to complete the survey until the autumn term of 2002, some of whom had already completed the previous evaluation questionnaire  

· a lack of funding and time given to participants for post-visit dissemination and evaluation activity.

Due to the low response rate for this evaluation, the findings reported may not be representative of all participants and coordinators of the programme.  

Case studies

The purpose of the case study element of the evaluation was to provide illustrative examples of the impact of the programme upon the desired outcomes.  The statistical analysis of the questionnaire data enabled the project team, in consultation with the DfES, to identify a sample of case studies.  A total of 15 case study schools were visited from May to September 2003.  All case study participants were selected from the online database of survey respondents.  Participants represented a geographical and phase spread, gender, range of experience, themes and strands.  See Appendix 1 for a table of case study teacher participant characteristics.  

A total of 34 semi-structured interviews were conducted:

· 22 interviews with participant teachers

· 6 interviews with participant headteacher or deputy headteacher  

· 6 interviews with members of the SMT that did not participate in the visit.  

All but one interview was conducted face to face with participants.  Where it was more convenient for the participating school, a telephone interview was carried out.  All interviews were treated in strict confidence and no schools or participants are identifiable in this report.  

At least one case study school participated in each of the four strands.  Nine of the case study schools were from the primary sector, five were from the secondary sector and one was a special school.  One interview was conducted with an advisory teacher
 and one with a teaching assistant from a primary school. 

LEA case study participants were selected to represent a sample of the LEAs that the case study schools were from.  Five telephone interviews were carried out with LEA advisors, most of whom had participated in at least one visit.  The LEA case study participants we spoke to had a wide range roles within their LEA, including International Links Officer, Primary Numeracy Consultant and Modern Languages Advisor.  See Appendix 2 for a table of case study LEA participant characteristics.

Action plans

The purpose of the action plans was to provide evidence of impact of the programme in line with the desired outcomes.  We received a total of 60 action plans from individual participants, schools and LEA coordinators or group leaders.  See Appendix 3 for the table of analysis of the action plans received.  
In addition, we interviewed representatives from the three providers of the programme.  
Collectively, the data collection was designed to provide the DfES with an overall picture of the programme from the perspective of both organisers and participants.

1.3
About the report

This report presents the findings from the:

· questionnaire data from both the teacher participant and the coordinator surveys

· action plans provided by individual participants, their schools and the LEA coordinators

· qualitative data from case study schools (i.e. from participants and from the schools’ senior management) and LEAs.  

Throughout the report, we present the findings from our analysis of the data collected from participants, their schools, LEAs and the providers.  We present both the survey data and qualitative interview data in each chapter.  Chapter 2 describes the characteristics of participants in this evaluation.  Chapter 3 focuses on issues before the visit and Chapter 4 examines views on the visits.  Chapter 5 looks at the impact of the visits and Chapter 6 discusses post-visit dissemination activities.  Chapter 7 presents issues for consideration and the report concludes with a discussion and recommendations in Chapter 8.

Throughout the report, where numbers are stated in brackets, for example (1), this refers to the number of respondents.  

2
Characteristics of participants

This chapter describes the characteristics of participants in this evaluation.  We begin with the characteristics of the teacher participants then report the characteristics of the LEA coordinator participants.

2.1 Participants

Survey respondents

Of the 416 participants that responded to the online questionnaire, 76 per cent (315) of respondents were female and 22 per cent (93) were male, and the gender of the remaining 2 per cent (8) was unknown.  The majority of respondents, 56 per cent (232), did not have any dependants.  Only one of the participants who responded reported being registered as disabled.  

The following table shows the nationality
 of respondents.

Table 1   Respondents by nationality 

	Nationality
	      %
	Number

	English
	67
	278

	British or mixed British
	20
	81

	Welsh
	2
	10

	Irish
	2
	9

	Scottish
	1
	4

	Other
	<1
	1

	No response
	8
	33

	N = 
	100
	416


A single response item.

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.

Over half the respondents, 55 per cent (229), said that they were from a White background.

The following table shows the percentage and number of respondents by the number of years in teaching.  

Table 2   Respondents by years teaching

	Years
	      %
	Number

	  0 – 10 years
	42
	173

	11 – 20 years
	24
	98

	21 – 30 years
	25
	106

	30 + years
	6
	23

	No response
	4
	16

	N = 
	101
	416


A single response item.

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.

The number of years respondents had been teaching ranged from two years to 39 years.

The majority of respondents were from primary education.  Table 3 reports the percentage and number of respondents by type of school.  

Table 3   Respondents by type of school

	School type
	      %
	Number

	Nursery
	1
	3

	Primary
	61
	253

	Middle
	1
	6

	Secondary
	28
	116

	Special
	4
	17

	No response
	5
	21

	N = 
	100
	416


A single response item.

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.

The following table shows the percentage and number of respondents by role.

Table 4   Respondents by job title

	Job title
	      %
	Number

	Class teacher
	54
	224

	Deputy headteacher
	15
	61

	Head of department
	11
	46

	Headteacher
	8
	32

	Teaching assistant
	8
	31

	No response
	5
	22

	N = 
	101
	416


A single response item.

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.

Forty one per cent (172) of respondents went on the visit with one other member of staff from their school.  Twenty seven per cent (113) were the only person from their school to participate in the visit, and twenty nine per cent (119) of respondents participated in the visit with three or more colleagues from their school. 

A total of 68 LEAs are represented in the quantitative analysis.  Only very small numbers of participants from each LEA completed the questionnaire, and therefore participant LEAs will be reported by LEA type in this report.  The following table shows the percentages and numbers of survey respondents from the types of LEAs that were involved in the visits.

Table 5   Respondents by type of LEA 
	Type of LEA
	      %
	Number

	Counties
	41
	170

	Metropolitan Boroughs
	25
	103

	Unitary Authorities
	14
	57

	London Boroughs
	13
	53

	No response
	7
	31

	N = 
	100
	416


A single response item.

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.

A range of destinations was visited.  The most frequently selected countries are listed below, together with the percentages of respondents that visited them.

USA

–
16 per cent 
(65)

Australia 
–
16 per cent
(61)

South Africa
–
13 per cent
(56)

Canada

–
13 per cent
(55)

Mauritius
–
  6 per cent
(24)

Other destinations included (most frequently selected first): 

· Ukraine (20) 

· Hungary (17)

· Norway (10)

· Sweden (10)

· China (8)

· France (7)

· India (6)

· Latvia (6)

· Malta (6)

· Peru (6)

· Denmark (5)

· Jamaica (5)

· Poland (5)

· Turkey (5)

· Czech Republic (4)

· New Zealand (4).

The least frequently visited countries are listed below together with the numbers of respondents that went to them.  Fewer than one per cent of respondents visited the following:

Ghana (3)


Russia (3)
Gambia (2)


Taiwan
 (2)
Uganda (2)
Finland (1).

Four per cent (18) of respondents did not indicate the country they visited.

Participants from all three providers completed the questionnaire.  For 46 per cent (192) of respondents, their programme was provided by the ETG, 33 per cent (135) had their visits arranged through the LECT and the SST arranged 17 per cent (71) of respondent visits.  Four per cent (18) of respondents did not indicate their programme provider.  

The following table shows the number of participants that responded to the survey from each of the four strands.  

Table 6  Respondents by Strand

	Strand
	      %
	Number

	Strand One – Study Visits 
	94
	391

	Strand Two – Exchanges 
	2
	7

	Strand Three – Developing Countries
	1
	4

	Strand Four – School Determined Bids
	2
	7

	No response
	2
	7

	N = 
	101
	416


A single response item.

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.

As there are such small numbers of respondents from Strands Two, Three and Four, their responses will be reported with those from Strand One.  Where responses differ between the four stands, these are noted throughout the report.  

2.2
LEA Coordinators

Survey respondents 

Of the 66 coordinators that responded to the survey, 58 per cent (38) were LEA coordinators, the remaining 42 per cent (28) either did not state what type of coordinator they were, or were another type of coordinator, for example a headteacher coordinator.  Ninety five per cent (63) of coordinators who responded participated in the visit themselves, and 79 per cent (52) were group leaders.  

Of those responding to the questionnaire, 55 per cent (36) were female, and 36 per cent (24) were male; the gender of the remaining six respondents was not indicated.  Forty one per cent (27) of respondents had caring responsibilities for children or other dependants.  No respondents reported being disabled.  All the respondents were British, with the largest proportion being English (39).  

In total, 44 LEAs are represented in this analysis.  In many instances, there was only one respondent representing a particular LEA.  In addition there were six respondents from educational organisations other than LEAs, such as an International Schools Network.  The following table shows the number of coordinators from different types of LEA as well as those classified as ‘other’ educational organisations.

Table 7  Number of respondents by LEA type

	Type of authority
	        %
	Number 

	Counties
	32
	21

	Metropolitan Boroughs
	32
	21

	Unitary Authorities
	14
	9

	London Boroughs
	14
	9

	Other educational organisations
	9
	6

	N =
	101
	66


A single response item.
Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.
A range of destinations was visited.  The following table shows the number of respondents visiting each country.

Table 8  Number of respondents by country visited

	Country visited
	%
	Number 

	USA
	        17
	       11

	Australia
	11
	7

	South Africa
	11
	7

	Canada
	9
	6

	Hungary
	6
	4

	India
	5
	3

	Sweden
	5
	3

	China
	3
	2

	Czech Republic
	3
	2

	Mauritius
	3
	2

	Russia
	3
	2

	Brunei
	2
	1

	Cuba
	2
	1

	France
	2
	1

	Latvia
	2
	1

	Norway
	2
	1

	Peru
	2
	1

	Poland
	2
	1

	Turkey
	2
	1

	Uganda
	2
	1

	No response
	12
	8

	N =
	    106
	      66


A single response item.
Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.

Of the 66 coordinators who completed the survey, 52 per cent (34) were involved in visits arranged by the ETG, 23 per cent (15) were arranged by the LECT and 20 per cent (13) by the SST; four respondents did not state who their provider was.  All except two of the respondents participated in Strand One.  One respondent participated in Strand Three, and one respondent participated in Strand Four.  No respondents participated in Strand Two.  Therefore the results of all four strands are reported as one in the following chapters.
3
Before the visit

Survey respondents and case study participants were asked to comment on pre-visit organisation and preparation.  This chapter examines their views on involvement in the programme, the themes and objectives of the visits, and the planning and organisation of the programme.

Involvement in the Programme

Publicising the programme  

All three providers advertised the programme on their websites.  Providers noted that they uploaded post-visit reports on their websites.  In addition, they also publicised the programme in the following ways:

· regular newsletters sent to LEAs (SST)

· promotion at organisation events (ETG, SST and LECT)

· occasional mail shots to LEAs and schools (ETG and SST)

· advertisements in the press (ETG).

One provider thought that the DfES should advertise the programme to a greater extent than they currently do.  They said that they used ‘… every channel available.  That said, anything that the DfES could do in terms of promoting it [the programme] themselves would be very welcome.’  

Even though providers promoted the programme to LEAs they felt that it was the responsibility of the LEA to publicise the programme to their schools.  However, the SST expressed concern that:

‘..there can be issues with information being sent to schools as it does not always filter down to the teachers, it does not get past the LEA or headteachers.’

One participant also noted the importance of having a headteacher or CPD coordinator that would actively promote professional development opportunities within school, otherwise teachers may not find out about the opportunities that the programme could provide them.

Where LEAs were not fulfilling their allocated number of places, the SST would offer help to the LEA to get schools on board.  They noted that this year, as a result of contacting schools and offering the LEA TIPD coordinator support, two more LEAs had been involved in the programme.  The SST felt that they were able to offer this level of support and assistance as they only dealt with a few hundred places and acknowledged that it would not be possible for all providers to offer this service.  Providers were also mindful not to contact LEAs and, in particular, schools too much, so as not to bombard them with information.  However, one participant was pleased that the providers advertised the programme: ‘The SST publicised the visit, so I’m very grateful, because the LEA didn’t.’

Interviews with LEA representatives highlighted different strategies they used to advertise the programme.  A few LEAs sent a flyer to every school within their authority, sometimes this was followed by articles in a newsletter via email and in paper form.  Most of the LEA representatives we spoke to said the programme was advertised in LEA materials that were sent to schools.  One LEA noted that they targeted schools or clusters of schools that had not been involved in the programme previously, thus ensuring a geographical and a phase spread.  Another LEA advertised the programme on an ad hoc basis.  For one visit, another LEA coordinator approached the Education Action Zone (EAZ) coordinator and asked her to put a team together of EAZ schools as he was unable to recruit participants.  Thus, we can see that LEAs use a number of strategies to promote the programme to schools.

Teacher participants noted a number of different ways in which they found out about the programme.  These included:

· advertisements on provider websites

· one secondary headteacher saw the Green Paper; ‘Teachers: Meeting the Challenge for Change’ and alerted local schools

· SMT in schools informed teachers, for example an invitation to express interest came into school either via email or letter (usually from the LEA) and was often announced at a staff meeting

· posters on the staff notice boards.

Teachers who had participated in the programme also alerted others within the school to become involved for as one stated: ‘By bringing back the benefits of an experience outside of school, this has made others more aware of [professional development] opportunities.’

In two instances, case study participants were specifically targeted by the LEA TIPD coordinator and invited to be involved in the programme.  One participant described how: 

‘The [LEA] advisor phoned [the headteacher] and said ‘… I know the schools’ commitment to PHSE and environmental issues, and I think that [participant’s name] personally will get a lot out of it and she will bring a lot back and I know she will disseminate it.’
Another headteacher said ‘If we didn’t have a leading maths teacher we wouldn’t have had the chance.’ as only leading mathematics teachers were invited to participate.  
It became apparent from the interviews that there were no clear or consistent strategies in place by the DfES, the providers or LEAs to publicise the programme to schools.

Themes and objectives

Themes

Participants focused their visits upon a range of 19 predetermined themes.  The following list shows the themes most frequently chosen by survey respondents:

· focused on teaching and learning strategies (24 per cent (101))
· focused on thinking skills (19 per cent (79))
· focused on the productive use of ICT (18 per cent (73))
· focused on citizenship and civic education (16 per cent (65))
· focused on gifted and talented pupils (14 per cent (60)).

The themes that were least frequently chosen (by only one per cent of survey respondents) were as follows:

· turning around schools in challenging circumstances

· a theme other than the 18 predetermined themes, these included looking at small schools and social inclusion  

· benchmarking of school performance.

The following tables show the themes most and least frequently selected by phase of education.  

Table 9  Most frequently selected theme by phase of education

	Phase
	Primary
	Secondary
	Special
	Total number of respondents

	
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No
	

	Teaching and Learning Strategies
	9
	(63)
	28
	(32)
	–
	–
	95

	Thinking Skills
	22
	(56)
	14
	(16)
	24
	(4)
	76

	Productive use of ICT
	18
	(47)
	21
	(24)
	6
	(1)
	72

	Citizenship and Civic Education
	15
	(38)
	20
	(23)
	12
	(2)
	63

	Gifted and Talented
	17
	(44)
	10
	(11)
	–
	–
	55


A series of multiple response items.

Respondents could give more than one response.

Table 10  Least frequently selected theme by phase of education

	Phase
	Primary


	Secondary


	Special


	Total number of respondents

	Benchmarking School performance
	5
	–
	–
	5

	Turning around schools in challenging circumstances
	3
	1
	–
	4

	Other
	4
	–
	–
	4


A series of multiple response items

Respondents could give more than one response. 

It became apparent from the interviews we conducted that most of the case study LEAs decided the theme for the focus of the visit.  Themes most often arose from the Education Development Plan (EDP).  One LEA coordinator noted: ‘We have to justify contribution and justify staff participation to schools.’
One participant noted that in their LEA, themes were open to everyone to subscribe to, they were not restricted to focus on one theme, whereas another LEA advertised the programme as a single focus programme, with the focus changing annually.

Objectives

Participants decided on specific objectives for their visit.  Case study LEA coordinators and participants noted that even though the theme for the visit was pre-determined by the LEA, participants were still able to explore their own objectives.  Participant objectives most often related to their schools’ School Development Plan (SDP), School Improvement Plan (SIP), the teachers’ own area of interest or an area for professional development.  For example, in one group the overall theme decided by the LEA was ICT, however one school wished to promote distance learning so participants explored this specific aspect on the visit.  

In addition to the specific themes and objectives of the visits, case study participants also became involved in the visit for the following reasons:

· ‘to see different places, countries and experiences’ (primary school teacher)
·  ‘to try to help me become a better class teacher’ (primary school teacher)
· ‘a good networking opportunity’ (primary school teacher)
· ‘a chance to see environmental work in another country’ (primary school learning support assistant)
· ‘I wanted to see how they taught without as many resources’ (secondary school teacher)
· ‘to broaden horizons’  (secondary school teacher)
· ‘I wanted to evaluate, adapt and use (nick [sic]) their teaching and learning styles’ (secondary school teacher).
School senior management teams also explained the reasons why they encouraged staff to become involved in the TIPD programme:
· ‘I knew that the school didn’t have international links and I was keen to encourage that dimension.  I wanted to reward staff for their hard work, enable them to work smarter rather than harder.’ (Secondary school SMT)
· ‘OFSTED recommended TIPD as a logical extension, because the school only has pupils from one race.’  (Secondary school SMT)
The survey asked respondents to list three of their school’s main objectives with regards to the TIPD programme.  The following table illustrates the objectives most frequently indicated by phase of education.

Table 11  Most frequently selected objective by phase of education

	Phase
	Primary
	Secondary
	Special
	Total

	
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.

	Develop theme
	89
	(232)
	89
	(103)
	65
	(11)
	88
	(346)

	Evaluate teaching and learning strategies
	36
	(94)
	38
	(44)
	29
	(5)
	36
	(143)

	Learn in an international context
	24
	(55)
	18
	(21)
	82
	(12)
	22
	(88)


A series of multiple response items.

Respondents could give more than one response.

Survey respondents were also asked to indicate if their objectives related to the following:

· improving teaching skills (selected by 75 per cent (311)) 

· improving pupil learning (selected by 66 per cent (274)) 

· improving pupil attainment (selected by 56 per cent (232)). 

This suggests that the main reason participants became involved in the programme was to improve their professional practice.  

Planning and organisation

Perspectives of the teacher survey respondents

Almost all respondents, 92 per cent (382), agreed that their visit had been successful.  

Of the respondents who agreed their visit was successful, the majority thought that the visit was well organised.  In particular they identified the following points:

· the visit provided opportunities to observe, discuss and reflect upon teaching and learning (selected by 92 per cent (352))

· interesting and effective practice was observed (selected by 80 per cent (304))

· the visit was well organised (selected by 89 per cent (340))

· appropriate types of schools were visited (selected by 82 per cent (312)) 

· appropriate numbers of schools were visited (selected by 80 per cent (304)).

Fifty-two per cent (200) of survey respondents noted that appropriate levels of information about the host’s education system were provided prior to the visit, and 47 per cent (179) disagreed.  This is an area of the programme that still requires some development (see Chapter 7).

Of the seven per cent (29) of survey respondents who felt their visit was not successful, two-thirds (19) did not think that they visited appropriate types of schools and about half (15) did not think that the practice observed was interesting or effective.  Again, about half (14) of the respondents who felt that their visit was not successful did not think that adequate levels of information were available to them prior to the visit.  However, the majority of this group (26) indicated that the visit had nevertheless provided opportunities to observe, discuss and reflect upon teaching and learning.  

Perspectives of the coordinator survey respondents

Participants

The majority of participants’ visits took place with colleagues from their own LEA.  In 33 per cent (22) of cases visits took place in partnership with another group.  When this was the case, about three quarters (15) of respondents worked in partnership with another LEA.  

Participant selection

The data showed that teacher participants were chosen in a number of ways.  Thirty- eight per cent (25) of respondents stated that information was sent to all schools across the LEA/group/partnership and teachers were selected on the basis of who would benefit most from the focus of the visit.  Twenty four per cent (16) stated that the ETG sent information to specific schools matching the requirements previously established by the LEA/group/partnership, with an invitation to apply, however respondents from the LECT and the SST cohorts did not choose teacher participants in this way.  The remaining 23 per cent (15) of respondents, (the majority on visits provided by the SST), stated that the visit was open to all.

Organisation

Eighty three per cent (55) of coordinators who responded felt that the visit was well organised, and 62 per cent (41) agreed that they received appropriate levels of information about the host country’s education system before the visit.  Seventy per cent (46) of the coordinators who responded said that they were able to carry out efficient pre-visit planning for the programme.

Perspectives of the case study participants 

Overall, the case study participants were very positive about the general organisation of the visits.  However, they all emphasised the need for good organisation and planning prior to the visit and raised a few issues of concern.  

Almost all case study participants would have liked to have received more information about the visit earlier.  Most received details about their visit between two to four weeks before the visits and they felt that this was insufficient time to prepare.  For example, one teacher was concerned about the destination country of her visit as she was unsure if she would have clothes appropriate for the climate.  Another found out that she was going on the visit just three weeks prior to the departure date as she was replacing a colleague who could not go.  This participant was very positive and enthusiastic about the programme, and felt she gained a great deal from the visit, however, she still noted ‘I would have got more out of it, if I had known sooner.’  There was a general consensus amongst participants that more information provided earlier would have been more beneficial, as this would have enabled them to research the school/s, country and contact the schools/hosts so that the hosts were also clear about the needs of the group.  On the other hand, a very small number of participants noted that receiving the itineraries/programmes three to four weeks prior to departure was in fact sufficient time to prepare for the visit.  They were aware that they would be participating in a visit some months beforehand, but it was only later that they found out the destination.  

All of the LEA representatives we spoke to had organised a pre-visit meeting for their group.  Pre-visit meetings were commonplace for most of the case study participants.  They enabled participants to get to know one another, to discuss their aims and objectives and clarify what they expected from the visit.  In some instances, the LEA TIPD coordinator organised these meetings, in others it was the group leader.  Either way, all case study participants felt that these meetings were particularly useful.  Many LEAs would invite previous participants to initial meetings to talk about their experiences of the programme.  Participants seemed to value the opportunity to talk to other teachers who had experienced the programme first hand.  The number of pre-visit meetings held varied, depending on the LEA.  

Perspectives of the providers

The three providers stressed that they attempted to send visit information to participants at the earliest opportunity.  Ideally, the SST sent participants information about the destination country of the visit, two to three months before the visit.  The LECT said they send notification to participants between two and seven months in advance of departure but in one or two cases programmes were sent out later.  Normally, where they can, ETG confirm the destination country ‘a couple of months prior to the visit’.   

The itineraries/programmes for the visits, which provide specific details about, for example, school/s to be visited, contact details for the host representative/s etc., are usually sent two to four weeks prior to departure.  The providers realised that this is not ideal as participants wanted to know exactly where they were going as soon as possible.  However, they explained that there were a number of reasons for delays in information being sent to participants.  As they noted:

· ‘When information is not sent out in time this is because local agents
 have been busy, but more often it’s where teachers have been late in sending applications…flights cannot be book until the whole group has applied.  One person can hold up a whole group, which is a shame.’  [SST representative]
· ‘When we have huge rush periods in February and April, 75 per cent [of participants] want their visits in the same week – early applications are essential for suitable placements to be made.’  [ETG representative]

· ‘A lot of them [participants] ask for the programme earlier, but I don’t think they understand the amount of work that is involved in the host actually getting the programme together.’  [LECT representative]

All three providers encouraged participants to be proactive prior to the visit and to research their destination country.  They also encouraged group leaders to contact host representatives.  Providers hoped that communicating with host representatives would help them to explain the aims and objectives of participants and confirm what the hosts could offer.  It would also enable any misunderstandings or discrepancies to be dealt with prior to departure.  Providers strongly discourage participants from changing itineraries/programmes whilst on the visit unless the visit was not meeting the aims and objectives of the group.  

One provider suggested that a successful visit depended on good planning and organisation on the part of the provider in making arrangements, together with clear, focused objectives that were shared by all members of the group.

Funding

All providers arranged and funded the cost of Strand One visits; this included the costs of accommodation (bed and breakfast), insurance, flights etc.  The ETG purchased air tickets for Strand Four visits, giving each participant £245 for short haul or £445 for long haul visits.

In terms of funding whilst on the visit, the ETG gave participants a subsistence contribution of £50 for a one week short haul visit or £100 for a ten day long haul visit.  They noted that prices had increased since the programme began and as a result they were now unable to cover all costs of the visits.  

The SST ensured that participants were provided with transport in the destination country, either as a hire car or additional funding to cover public transport costs.  The SST required participants to collect receipts for their purchases of food and drink so these can be reimbursed on return to the UK.  They noted that ‘This is the most unpopular part of our programme’ but had found this to be the most cost-effective way to deliver the programme as people are reimbursed for their actual expenditure incurred rather than receiving an allowance which may or may not be used in full.  The money saved on people claiming actual expenditure is then spent elsewhere, for example on finding better flights/accommodation etc.  In addition, the SST noted that the alternative to collecting receipts would be for participants to be booked into half board accommodation.  However, this would be restrictive for participants as they would not be able to get a taste of the local culture in the evenings as they would be tied to a hotel.  The SST do try to be flexible; for example, it is very difficult to obtain receipts in Hungary so now the local agent will pay for the participants and she will be reimbursed instead.  Participants are given a daily allowance based on the cost of living in their destination country so, for example, the equivalent of £5 in South Africa would pay for a meal whereas to get the same meal in Denmark people would need to spend £30.  The SST aim to reimburse participants within three weeks of returning to the UK but they note that there were some problems with this in the past due to internal issues at the finance office, but these have now been resolved.

In terms of covering the cost of supply cover, the three providers follow the criteria as set out by the DfES.  The SST stated that 95 per cent of their visits take place in holiday time, however, some visits require one or two days of term time.  When this occurs, the SST make a generous contribution to the costs of supply cover.  
4
The visit

This chapter looks at the activities participants took part in on their visits and the role the group leader played in coordinating them.

4.1
Needs and expectations

Many participants stated that they had no expectations prior to their TIPD visit, and those who did often felt that the visit exceeded them.  Some participants had low expectations of the education system in the country they were visiting:  ‘I went and thought that we would have an education system that was better than theirs and I was so wrong’.  One of the providers also commented on people’s expectations, saying that some people thought that ‘TIPD is based on assuming that everywhere else in the world is doing better than us, and I do not think that they are.  I think that we are one of the best systems.’  Whilst these views indicate the range of pre-conceptions that might exist, participants clearly need to be as open-minded as possible, whilst at the same time being informed about the education system in the country of their visit.

Participants identified a clear difference between needs and expectations: even when expectations were exceeded, their needs were not necessarily met: ‘[The visit] exceeded our expectations, but it didn’t necessarily meet our needs – the education system was so different’.  The desirability for flexible needs and expectations was highlighted by a large number of participant and SMT interviewees.  One participant commented:

‘Some of the things we planned for we met, others were a little frustrating because we saw less of them than we would have liked to, and some were pure by-products.  You have got to have an open mind because you can’t nail everything down.’ 

However, others felt that even though their needs were not met, they still found the visit extremely valuable and enabled them to gain many ideas that later had impact in their school.  
4.2
Group leaders

The role of group leader was assigned to a range of different people including:

· LEA coordinators

· LEA consultants

· School Improvement Service advisors

· headteachers.
Liaison was the key responsibility of the group leader, ensuring that their group members, LEA and host all had common goals.  One participant commented: 

‘[The group leader] had a very clear idea of what was expected; she linked very well between the authority and the participants.  She made sure everyone saw what they wanted to – excellent, a real leader.’
The group leader was responsible for coordination of their group before, during and after the visit.  As one participant put it, the group leader ‘was the driving force behind the visit’. 
Before the visit the group leader often arranged meetings with their group where themes and objectives were decided, practical arrangements made and participants had the opportunity to get to know one another (Chapter 3, section 3).  The relationships formed during the visits were often cited by participants as one of the most beneficial aspects of TIPD: ‘It worked well taking a group of teachers who all had something in common; it helped on the visit and in the dissemination and implementation.’ 

Whilst on the visit, the group leader was the main point of contact for the host; ensuring themes and objectives were adhered to, giving presentations and speeches, dealing with changes to the itinerary and acting as the representative and advocate of the group.

After the visit, the group leader ensured that the post-visit report was written and submitted to the DfES.

4.3
Activities

Schools
The activities groups participated in whilst on the visit depended on the strand they chose.  The majority of participants interviewed visited a range of schools, as one described: 

‘We visited a range of schools for different ages; having been only in an infant school here it was really nice to see how children were progressing at every level.’
It was evident from the interviews that providers needed to strike a balance in the numbers of schools visited.  Some participants who had only visited one school explained that they had wanted to see more schools so as to gain a greater experience of the other country’s education system: 

‘Two of my colleagues visited the USA this year and visited a range of schools, they had a broader knowledge of what was happening in America whereas I knew what was happening in [the school I visited] but not anywhere else.’
However, at the other extreme, many participants who visited a wide range of schools complained that they saw too many: ‘We visited millions of schools, some of which were really useful and some were no help at all’.  Visiting too many schools led to some participants feeling that their visit was superficial (see Chapter 7, section 7.1).
Other Activities

The range of different activities that participants were involved in during their visit included:

· tours of the school

· discussions with: school councils; teachers; technicians; senior members of staff

· observations of both regular and demonstration lessons

· opportunities to examine pupils’ work and teachers’ schemes of work

· opportunities to assist in and/or teach classes, to shadow pupils and to talk to teachers/pupils informally over lunch

· opportunities to make and attend presentations.

The level of activity within particular schools depended on a number of variables, including host school, pupil and teacher knowledge of the English language and the amount of time participants spent in school.  Participants who had visited different countries made the following comments:

· ‘We actually became the teacher if you like and worked alongside the host teacher’ (South Africa – 3 days in same school)

· ‘It was an observer role – it wasn’t a hands on role’ (Canada – visited 4 different schools)

· ‘We got to speak to some pupils and teachers through interpreters, but it was more that shows were put on for us’ (Russia – visited one school each day)

Participants also had a range of experiences outside the schools they visited, including:

· after-school clubs

· teacher training centres 

· central resourcing centres

· administrative centers

· conferences 

· local tourist sites

· local countryside/rural villages

· a range of cultural sites/events, such as libraries, museums, art galleries, churches/temples, recitals, weddings.

The majority of participants thought that the out-of-school activities were extremely informative and helped to reduce language and cultural barriers.  Participants often spoke very highly of such activities as the following remarks from three different teachers highlight:  

‘We went to teacher training colleges and talked to the people who were training to be teachers because they had a very broad view of Jamaican education as it was really was…it gave you an insight into the whole education system.’
‘They set the context, did the cultural bit; if we hadn’t done that, setting the schools in context would have been more difficult.’
‘Other things were organised – cultural things; we went to the hills to see small villages, this gave a better dimension, we could see how the local area had impacted upon the school and vice versa.’
The participants also met a range of educationalists including:

· Directors of Education 

· Ministers for Education

· LEA officer equivalents

· British Council representatives

· teacher representatives

· High Commissioners

· dignitaries.

Meeting with educationalists was also viewed positively by participants, as shown by the following remarks:

‘We had a county reception to talk about the curriculum…we saw the structure of the education system; that was very, very important because it made sense of a different educational culture and put Veseros in context with the rest of Sweden.’
‘We met the education authority, the education director, the HIV director and the curriculum director.  This gave an excellent overview of what was happening in South African education.’
‘The Director of Education gave a talk, it put everything into context, then we could make comparisons with our own education system.’ 
However, while participants clearly valued local information that gave them a clearer understanding of the local education system, they were not as positive about some of the less focused activities.  For example, a few participants felt that time spent visiting a library could have been better spent visiting a school.  Overall, participants indicated that it was helpful if itineraries balanced education-oriented activities with those that gave a broader impression of the local culture. 

Table 12 shows the extent to which respondents from each of the three providers felt that their objectives had been met by the visits.

Table 12
Percentages of respondents who indicated that their objectives  

       had been met by the visit organised by the provider
	Extent to which objectives were met
	ETG
	SST
	LECT
	Overall Total

	
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.

	All objectives were met
	23
	(43)
	10
	(7)
	17
	(22)
	18
	(72)

	Most objectives were met
	38
	(71)
	44
	(31)
	48
	(63)
	42
	(165)

	Half of objectives were met
	20
	(37)
	24
	(17)
	21
	(28)
	21
	(82)

	Less than half were met
	16
	(30)
	13
	(9)
	12
	(16)
	14
	(55)

	None were met
	4
	(8)
	9
	(6)
	2
	(3)
	4
	(17)

	N =
	
	
	
	
	
	
	99
	391


A single response item.
Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.
There were 25 missing cases for this question.
The majority of respondents indicated that all or most of their objectives for the visit were met.  There were no statistically significant differences between provider models of delivery in terms of respondents feeling that their objectives were met by the visit.

The majority of respondents, 76 per cent (314), thought that their objectives were realistic and only two per cent (8) felt that their objectives were unrealistic.  Twenty- one per cent (88) of respondents agreed that their objectives were partly realistic.  

Respondents were asked whether there were any aspects of the visit that significantly hindered them in meeting their objectives.  Fifty-five per cent (229) of respondents did not think that any aspect of the visit hindered them in meeting their objectives.  Where respondents thought that their objectives had not been met, the most frequently highlighted reasons were due to a mismatch of schools (as noted by 19 per cent (35) of respondents) and a mismatch of education systems (as noted by 13 per cent (24) of respondents).

Importantly, only eight per cent (33) of respondents thought that similar benefits to those gained on their visit could be gained by other means.  Of these, about one third (10) thought that visits to other schools within the UK would have similar benefits and another third (9) thought that visiting matched or comparable schools would have been more beneficial.  

Clearly, programme providers and visit hosts need to try to ensure that the itinerary for TIPD participants helps them to derive maximum benefit from their visit and meet their specific objectives.  
5
Impact

Participants were given the opportunity to comment upon the impact of the visits.  This section will examine the impact of the visits upon:

· participants, both personally and professionally

· the whole school, specifically school development, school staff and sharing practice

· pupils 

· the LEA.  

Evidence of impact was collected from the online questionnaire surveys, case study interviews and a textual analysis of action plans and other documentation (for example, copies of school newsletters) submitted as part of the evaluation.

5.1
Impact of the visit upon participants 

Nearly all participant survey respondents, 92 per cent (381), agreed that the visit had led to a sense of professional refreshment.  Seventy-one per cent (297) of respondents agreed that the visit had improved their morale and 53 per cent (219) of respondents felt a greater sense of being valued having participated in the visit.

During case study interviews, similar sentiments were expressed by nearly all participants as the following quotes illustrate:
· ‘it renewed my energy for the job’

· ‘I suddenly had this great enthusiasm’
· ‘I came back with a higher self esteem as an educator’

· ‘this is one of the most exciting things that I’ve done in my life in teaching’
· ‘it definitely raises your esteem and you feel that there’s a bit more to education’

·  ‘I found it a great boost to morale and confidence’

· ‘my trip…was truly an experience of a lifetime, one that will continually affect my career and view of education’  

· ‘we don’t [often] get opportunities like that in this profession and I think it’s very valuable’.
A small number of participants interviewed also revealed that they had or were planning to change their role within the school or move to different positions in different schools as a result of the visit.  For one participant, involvement in the programme gave her to impetus to complete her Advanced Skills Teacher (AST) application.  
Professional Development 

A large majority of participant survey respondents, 85 per cent (354), agreed that the visit had developed their teaching skills in some way.  Respondents who thought that the visits had developed their skills reported:

· new ideas being introduced into the curriculum (70 per cent (160)) 

· an increased knowledge of  teaching and learning skills (61 per cent (139))

· providing greater opportunities for pupils to take responsibility (52 per cent (118))

· increased confidence in their own teaching skills (51 per cent (117)).

The majority of respondents from each of the three providers thought that their teaching skills had been developed as a result of the visit:

· 87 per cent (167) of respondents from the ETG
· 86 per cent (61) of respondents from the SST 

· 85 per cent (111) of respondents from the LECT.  

During the case study interviews, participants identified a range of ways in which their teaching skills had developed including:

· a greater understanding of pupils cultural background
· an improved use of resources

· new methods of planning and teaching lessons

· adoption of new pedagogies, for example ‘Six-hat thinking
’.
Some of the participants interviewed felt that their whole approach to teaching had been transformed by their visit.  One participant commented that, ‘Just having the opportunity to watch different teaching strategies…has changed my approach towards teaching,’  another reflected:  ‘It’s made me more aware that whilst you think you are a good teacher in some respects…you are quite blinkered because your experience of teaching is within one system.’
This said, a minority of participant survey respondents, (13 per cent (53)), thought that the visit had not developed their teaching skills in any way.  These respondents were spread between all three providers.  The reasons these respondents gave as to why the visit had not developed their teaching skills were due to (in descending order of frequency):

· an insufficient match between the schools visited and the theme chosen 

· difficulties in applying what was observed during the visit because of differences in education systems internationally 

· the host’s lack of informative practice on the theme

· an insufficient focus on the specified objectives during the visit.

In the case study interviews, some participants stated that whilst they felt the visit was valuable on a personal level, the impact at school level was negligible due to a mis-match of schools and/or cultures.  As one interviewee noted,
‘Unfortunately, the visit will have no impact at all in my school…The Gambia could offer little in the way of matching my objectives…the visit was quite simply a mismatch.’
And another said that:
‘Cultural influences inevitably shape the delivery of curriculum areas and so for visitors to extract good practice in a way that would work in another cultural setting can be challenging.’
Other reasons given by case study interviews to explain why their visit did not impact on their teaching practices included:

· lack of support within their school to make changes

· lack of time after the visit to implement change.

Of the 60 action plans that participants submitted, 42 per cent (25) identified an impact on curriculum planning as a result of the visit.  Twenty per cent (12) identified impact on their teaching skills; one participant wrote: ‘This experience has made me re-evaluate my own attitude…I have relaxed my approach.’  Very few teachers, only two, identified an impact upon their own subject knowledge.  

Most of the LEA coordinator respondents felt that the visit would have a wide-reaching and positive impact within schools.  Survey respondents who had been on visits organised by all three providers thought that the greatest impact would be on teachers’ skills and knowledge.  Respondents who had been on visits organised by the LECT and the ETG also identified teacher morale as an area that the visit would positively impact upon.  An interview with one of the providers gathered some evidence to support this.  The provider explained: 

‘There are some groups that come back and say ‘I didn’t really look at anything in citizenship that I can use over here, but it was eye opening and I feel all the better for going’ – and that is the most valuable thing that they can gain … actually coming back and feeling glad that you are a teacher and you are good at your job.  I think that is what a lot of teachers come back like.  And it reaffirms their faith in the UK system as well, quite a lot of the time …. I am sure TIPD has kept teachers in jobs who would not have stayed.  I [now] know of two teachers (I didn’t know when they applied) who were actually planning to leave the profession, but after coming back they changed their minds.’
During the case study interviews, LEA coordinators agreed that the visit had impacted upon individuals, one stated: ‘… the evidence seems to be that some of the things that they experience when they are abroad become embedded in their own teaching.’
Many case study participants and LEA coordinators mentioned how the visits had introduced an international dimension to participating schools, for example through follow up work and email exchanges (see Chapter 6).  In one case study school, OFSTED had suggested that the school apply to TIPD as it was a logical extension for school development as it only had pupils from one ethnic group.  Others commented that ‘Schools look for links around the world which are purposeful and meaningful.’  
5.2
Impact of the visit upon the school as a whole

The coordinator survey asked whether or not respondents thought the visits would have potential impact upon teachers, pupils, the wider life of the school and the LEA.  The table below shows the areas in which the coordinators identified different levels of potential impact.
Table 13  Potential impacts identified by coordinators from visits organised by 
     different providers
	Area of impact
	ETG
	SST
	LECT
	Total

	
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.

	Teachers skills and knowledge 
	94
	(32)
	77
	(10)
	100
	(15)
	86
	(57)

	Teacher morale
	91
	(31)
	69
	(9)
	87
	(13)
	80
	(53)

	Pupils’ attainment
	79
	(27)
	69
	(9)
	80
	(12)
	73
	(48)

	The wider life of the school 
	62
	(21)
	62
	(8)
	87
	(13)
	64
	(42)

	The LEAs EDP priorities
	56
	(19)
	39
	(5)
	60
	(9)
	50
	(33)

	Teacher recruitment and retention
	32
	(11)
	23
	(3)
	33
	(5)
	29
	(19)

	N =
	
	
	
	66


A multiple response question.

Due to rounding errors, percentages may not sum to 100.
Coordinators were also asked to identify the likely impacts of the visit on their LEA and within schools.  Respondents indicated that they thought that the visit would improve the following within their LEA:

· curriculum planning (77 per cent (51) of all respondents, and 100 per cent of respondents whose visit was arranged by the LECT)

· working relationships (76 per cent (50) of all respondents, 100 per cent of respondents whose visit was arranged by the SST) 
· use of resources in schools (68 per cent (45)) 
· links between cluster/feeder schools (68 per cent (45)) 
· school development planning (59 per cent (39)) 
· whole school morale (55 per cent (36))

· LEA education development planning (44 per cent (29)) 
· school management (42 per cent (28) – in particular respondents whose visit was organised by the SST or the LECT).

Whole School Development
Overall, participant survey respondents did not think that the visit had considerable impact upon whole school development.  Only 39 per cent (161) of respondents thought that their visits had improved curriculum planning within their school.  Fewer respondents, 32 per cent (134), thought the visit had improved approaches to school development planning, and only 26 per cent (107) thought that the visit had improved school management.

Fifty-five per cent (33) of action plans identified effects of the programme upon the wider life of the school, of these around two-thirds (20) identified an impact on communication, about one quarter (9) identified an impact on the whole school community and only a small number (4) identified an impact on school management and resources.
In the case study interviews, participants identified a range of different ways in which the visit had impacted upon whole school development, including:

· use of resources, for example, improved and increased use of resources which had led to two new subjects being introduced in one case study school

· curriculum or whole school development, for example whole school development looking at thinking skills, which led to a number of INSET days that focused on increased use of visual, auditory and kinesthetic learning styles as part of Accelerated Learning

· school or department management, for example, policies and procedures were revised and rewritten in consultation with all staff, and in one case study school pupils and parents were also actively consulted.  

Participants were often interested in the way their host country used resources both in developed and developing countries.  For example one participant stated: ‘… in Jamaica they don’t have many resources, yet they seem to do a lot with them,  whereas we have a lot of resources and don’t do a lot with them.’
Many participants had introduced ‘motivational posters’ to their own classes and across their school having seen them used in the host school/s.  Participants strongly believed that these posters reaffirmed the ethos of the school towards learning.  In one school, these posters also encouraged students to be good citizens.  

Impact on school management depended on the number of members of staff who participated in the visit and their roles within their school.  When a senior teacher participated in a visit, there seemed to be a greater likelihood of whole school impact.  There was also considerable impact when visit participants were strongly supported by the school’s SMT.  Impact was greatest when two or more participants went from one school, as one participant said: ‘… because we were together we could bounce ideas off each other because it’s no good discussing it with someone from another school as they have a completely different environment.’  This view was supported by a headteacher who commented that: ‘It worked well having someone from Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 because that introduced the ideas right through the school.’
Impact of the visits upon other staff

Participant survey responses suggested that there had been some limited impact on other staff within participants’ schools.  Almost half of the respondents, 46 per cent (190), thought that the visit had improved working relationships within their school.  About one third of respondents thought that the visits had improved communication between staff.  Fewer respondents, 21 per cent (89), thought that the visit had improved morale and only 17 per cent (72) thought that the visit had led to a greater sense of feeling valued amongst support staff.  

Participants interviewed during case studies often felt that although there had been little direct impact on colleagues’ morale, the opportunity provided by the visit resulted in all teachers in the school feeling more valued: ‘Staff morale does go up when they are ‘allowed’ to go on visits… just being invited made them feel more valued’, another participant noted ‘… [the TIPD programme] raises self-esteem in school because staff realise that they have the opportunity to do these things if they want to.  It’s the concept ... the whole concept is good for staff.’  In some case study schools, participation in the programme often led to more teachers applying to go on future visits.
Participants that NFER researchers interviewed were also asked whether the visit had had any impact on teamwork.  Most participants did not feel that there had been great impact on teamwork across the whole school; however, a small number commented that ‘… we are developing as a team’.  Others noted that collaboration with the colleagues they had been on the visit with had improved.  One group of participants from different departments within the same school admitted that they did not often work together, but that the visit had impacted on their teamwork: ‘… before this trip we hadn’t even had a conversation.’
Even though the visits did not appear to have had a direct impact on participants’ colleagues teaching practices, one participant noted that as a result of the visit most teachers within her school now allowed pupils to drink water in lessons.  This had resulted in improved pupil concentration levels.  

Impact of the visits upon sharing practice

Seventy-two per cent (298) of participant survey respondents thought that the dissemination throughout their own school of information and good practice associated with the visit had led to improvements.  However, 41 per cent (170) of respondents thought that the dissemination of information and good practice to other schools had not improved the wider practice within their own school.  

Case study interviews highlighted areas where good practice was shared by participants through dissemination (see Chapter 6).
‘You come back with so many things.  It was a question when I returned of prioritising what could have an impact on me and my teaching, and I have disseminated [to others] through that way.  We’ve tried not to go too quickly, to give colleagues the confidence to change.  It’s about bringing the best points and introducing those over time.’
Another participant said: ‘It is about being reflective and sharing that with staff as a whole – it makes staff reflect on their own practice, and that’s where the impact is really.’  In addition, one participant noted: ‘I’m enthusiastic and have a spark in what I do, so it has inspired a couple of other people to take that on board as well.’
Case study participants also explained how the visit had built links with other schools within their LEA:

‘One of the things it’s helped is that it’s created a group of colleagues within the authority, and we’ve done quite a bit of work together since.  We’ve formed quite a close working relationship from very diverse schools.  The group was a really good mix from that point of view, a good geographical mix in terms of where the schools are and the background of the schools and the kids.’   
One participant held a training session in the school of a colleague who participated in the same visit as her.  One provider also noted that in some cases, schools in different areas of the country continue to share practice after the visit: ‘I think the best one I’ve come across is where we paired a London authority and a Yorkshire authority and they continued communicating on return.’
5.3
Impact of the visit upon pupils

Views on potential future impact on pupils
Participants who responded to the survey anticipated that the visit would have future impact upon pupils in terms of:

· improving the learning ethos of the school (45 per cent (185))

· improving their motivation to learn (44 per cent (183))

· improving the quality of their work (43 per cent (178))

· improving their independence as learners (41 per cent (170)).

Overall, 82 per cent (339) of participant respondents (85 per cent from primary schools, 83 per cent from secondary schools and 59 per cent of respondents from special schools) thought that the visit would contribute to raising pupil attainment to some extent.  

Two areas that were most frequently cited by respondents as areas in which they did not expect the programme to have an impact upon pupils were improved behaviour and improvements to pupils’ use of resources, cited by 54 per cent (223) and 39 per cent (164) of respondents respectively.  

Only six coordinators who responded to the online survey felt that the visit would contribute to raising pupil attainment a lot, none of whom were involved in visits arranged by the SST.  However, 79 per cent (52) of all coordinators who responded to our survey felt that pupil attainment would be increased to some extent.  Six respondents stated that they did not think that the visit would contribute to raising pupil attainment, none of which were involved in visits arranged by the LECT.  The following table shows the areas in which LEA coordinators thought that pupils might most benefit.

Table 14   Potential benefits to pupils identified by LEA coordinators
	Area of impact
	ETG
	SST
	LECT
	Total

	
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.

	Improve the learning ethos of the school/classroom
	85
	(29)
	69
	(9)
	100
	(15)
	80
	(53)

	Improved enthusiasm for an aspect of the curriculum
	65
	(22)
	69
	(9)
	80
	(12)
	65
	(43)

	Improved motivation to learn
	68
	(23)
	69
	(9)
	80
	(12)
	67
	(44)

	Improved use of resources
	56
	(19)
	62
	(8)
	73
	(11)
	58
	(38)

	Improved understanding of new approaches to teaching or learning
	56
	(19)
	77
	(10)
	60
	(9)
	58
	(38)

	Greater independence as learners
	62
	(21)
	46
	(6)
	53
	(8)
	60
	(40)

	Interest in a new area of learning
	53
	(18)
	62
	(8)
	53
	(8)
	51
	(34)

	Improved quality of work
	47
	(16)
	31
	(4)
	60
	(9)
	44
	(29)

	Improved behaviour
	41
	(14)
	23
	(3)
	53
	(8)
	38
	(25)

	Improved test/examination results
	27
	(9)
	23
	(3)
	40
	(6)
	27
	(18)

	N =
	
	
	
	66


A multiple response question.
Early impact 
A minority of respondents to the participant survey thought that the impact of the visit upon pupils was already evident.  The impacts they noted were:

· improved pupil enthusiasm for an aspect of the curriculum (31 per cent (127))

· improved learning ethos in the school/classroom (30 per cent (126))

· created an interest in a new area of learning (29 per cent (122))

· improved motivation to learn (25 per cent (105)).

The case study interviews with participants revealed that some teachers felt that the visit had already had an impact upon pupil behaviour.  Participants gave a number of examples of this:

· ‘My expectations were raised, because of my higher expectations their behaviour rises towards them.’

· ‘I almost feel that I have wasted years that I didn’t consult them as much because of this assumption that they couldn’t do things …behaviour has improved ten-fold.’
· ‘You can see the change in the kids, they are involved and interactive all the time – the impact has been enormous.’
A small number of respondents (three per cent) to the participant survey indicated that there was already evidence that the visit had improved test/examination results, and a further 31 per cent (130) of respondents thought an improvement would be evident in the future.  

When interviewed, some participants supported the perception held by survey respondents by noting that there was evidence that the visit had improved test/examination results.  One school claimed that their National Curriculum mandatory assessments results had been raised by five per cent as a result of the visits that they had participated in.  However, one participant at a different (primary) school felt that the visit had moved her focus away from test results:

‘One thing that we all felt was to think about the whole child and not to get hung-up thinking of SATs [National Curriculum assessment] results.  It was a good reminder that they are children and you’ve got to think of the whole child and maybe if they came away doing something and they are more confident and they feel better about themselves and they’re willing to have a go, that’s more important than improving their SATs results from a 2C to a 2B.  That will come naturally; you don’t have to worry about that so very much.’
When interviewed, many participants found it difficult to attribute changes in pupil behaviour to one specific initiative such as the TIPD visit, however as one participant pointed out, ‘It’s easier to say how it would not raise standards if you didn’t do it.’  A number of participants commented that, due to their own feelings of professional refreshment and enthusiasm, there had been a direct impact upon pupils.  One of the headteachers interviewed who did not participate on a visit commented that her team:
‘…have come back refreshed in a spiritual sense, rejuvenated, inspired.  Staff are our most important resource at the school, so if it can do that to some of the staff, then it’s got to impact on the children.’
This sentiment was echoed by an LEA coordinator who said, ‘It changes attitudes of the teachers and as a result changes the children’s expectations of education.’  

Our analysis of the action plans submitted by participants showed that 42 per cent (25) of action plans indicated that the programme had already had an impact upon pupils.  Of these:

· about half  (12) said that pupil behavior had improved

· about one quarter (6) said that pupil participation in lessons had increased

· about one sixth (4) of respondents said pupil performance had improved.
5.4
Impact of the visits upon the LEA

From the case study information, little impact was noted at an LEA level.  However, all interviewees felt that involvement in the visits had impacted upon them personally, for example in terms of increased awareness of different education systems and had broadened their views, reflecting upon their own practice.  As one LEA coordinator stated ‘… there is not a day goes past when I don’t think about at least one aspect of the trip’.  
Of the impact that was noted, the LEA recognised greater communication and sharing of practice between schools following the visits and improvements to teacher recruitment and retention.  

6
Dissemination

One of the conditions for participating in the TIPD programme is that those involved actively disseminate their experiences arising from their visits.  The survey of coordinators revealed that eighty five per cent (56) of respondents had been involved in coordinating the dissemination of information and good practice associated with the visit to schools across their LEA.  Of those who had been involved in this dissemination, the main forms taken are shown in Table 15 below:

Table 15   Dissemination activity by number of coordinator respondents
	Form of dissemination
	In some schools
	In all schools

	
	%
	No.
	%
	No.

	Displays/exhibitions
	52
	(29)
	14
	(8)

	Written information/newsletters
	43
	(24)
	34
	(19)

	Website information
	21
	(12)
	29
	(16)

	Follow-up seminars/course/workshops
	66
	(37)
	13
	(7)

	Information sent to non-participants
	21
	(12)
	23
	(13)

	Guidance to help future groups gain more from a visit
	43
	(24)
	23
	(13)


A multiple response item.

Based on responses from 56 coordinators who indicated they had been involved in dissemination following the visits.
During the interviews with participants and LEA coordinators, NFER researchers asked about the dissemination that had taken place following the visits.  The analysis showed that there were three main ways in which dissemination took place: activities within participants’ own schools; activities at LEA level; and activities independent of the school/LEA structure and operation.  These are discussed in the following sections.

6.1
Within school

Participants reported that a wide range of dissemination activities had taken place within their own schools.  The two types of activity that were mentioned by the largest number of interviewees (about half of the participants we spoke to) were:

· Feedback to colleagues within their own school, such as an oral report at a staff meeting.  Some participants mentioned presentations to school governors as well as to the SMT.  A few participants reported that they had  prepared a PowerPoint presentation, and three had used videos of their visit.  

· Displays/exhibitions focusing on the visit which could be seen by a wider cross-section of people, including pupils and visitors to the school.

In some instances, there was evidence that feedback was having a whole-school impact: ‘There have been a total of four days of staff development to date on learning styles since, and as a result of, the visit.’

Other activities mentioned were:

· An assembly/class event focusing on the visit, which might include watching a video made by the participating teacher, these generally provided information to pupils.  Participants in primary and middle schools and one sixth form college had all shared information in this way.

· Demonstration lessons given by the participant teacher; these provided opportunities for other teachers to observe particular approaches/practices to teaching and learning.

Both of these activities were reported less frequently than feedback to colleagues and presentations on their visit.  A few participants indicated that they had contributed information about their visit to a school newsletter which was available to teachers, pupils and parents.  

Several interviewees described some of the follow-up activities between the schools involved that had taken place after the visit, such as video-conferencing, email contact between teachers and plans for a return trip or student visit.  One participant reported that she and the host teacher for her visit exchanged emails from time to time, to:

‘…share ideas, talk about what we have been doing in school, etc.  I know that …because we want to change the structure of the school council to broaden it out a bit, she is the very person to ask because she does it at group and year level in her school, so she has a great deal of expertise coordinating this.’
Another participant explained that: 

‘…six pupils had the opportunity to host a Peruvian student when they came across.  Being a primary school they don’t usually have the opportunity to host foreign visitors.  This has been a whole new dimension.’

The above examples illustrate some of the positive impacts that TIPD visits had at school level, and are consistent with the participant survey findings, in which 72 per cent of respondents (298) thought that the dissemination of information and good practice as a result of their visit had led to improvements within their own school.

However, some interviewees reported that there had been little dissemination activity since the visit: one commented ‘We came back full of it, then we just had to get back on [with] managing our classes – there wasn’t time to set up new things.’  

6.2
LEA facilitation

Interviewees with LEA coordinators suggested that there was some variation in the extent to which the LEA facilitated dissemination activity.  For example, in one LEA, group leaders were expected to make a presentation to the advisory service, and the LEA was working on disseminating information more widely via its website.  In another LEA, all participants had to carry out some form of dissemination in their own schools, and part of a leadership conference had been allocated to feedback from TIPD visits.  Contributions to conference programmes were also reported by two other LEAs, as well as features in an LEA magazine/bulletin.  The coordinator in one LEA indicated that the arrangements for dissemination were:

‘ … very firmly structured.  Copies of all the reports are available to anyone for a fiver.  A summary of each report goes to [the DfES] and on the website.  A newsletter and post-visit reports are on the [LEA] intranet.  These reports are working documents for people to see and use.’
The interviews with participants confirmed the role of LEA conferences and/or in-service training sessions to disseminate information about their visits.  Participants reported contributing to LEA conferences/courses on: citizenship; leadership; provision for gifted and talented students; and a headteachers’ conference.  One participant described giving a presentation to the headteachers within a local Education Action Zone (EAZ).  Not all dissemination was so structured: one participant referred to an informal discussion with the Chair of Education, and another mentioned a display at the local teachers’ centre.  

There were also indications that some LEAs were trying to use the experiences of teacher participants to enable future (beneficiaries under the TIPD programme) to get a clearer idea of what to expect: in one LEA a participant reported emailing future participants about their visit, and in another participant gave a talk to future participants from across the county (see Chapter 3).

Overall, these findings are in line with the results from the TIPD programme coordinators’ survey, which found that follow-up seminars/courses, displays/exhibitions, newsletters and guidance to help future groups gain more from a visit were dissemination strategies used relatively widely.  

6.3
Outside school/LEA

Many of the dissemination activities reported by participants took place either within their own schools or at events/venues restricted to others working within the education sector.  Clearly, some of the activities were driven by the LEA guidelines for appropriate methods of dissemination after visits, such as requiring activities based within participants’ own schools, and contributions to LEA-organised events.  However, our interviews with participants revealed that some became involved in dissemination activities that were able to reach a wider audience.  Participants in three different LEAs had cooperated with journalists who wrote articles for the local press to share details of their visits with the community, and one of these had also been interviewed on local radio.  The same participant, a primary headteacher, had also contributed to an international conference.
Section 6.2 has already indicated how some LEAs were using their local grid for learning
 to make participants’ reports available to others.  At the same time, a small number of schools chose to post information about teachers’ TIPD visits on their own websites, which could be viewed by anyone with internet access, as opposed to material on LEA intranets which could only be viewed by people in institutions connected to the local network. 

Another dissemination strategy that was reported by one participant was a presentation to a group at the local University of the Third Age (U3A), which would have reached a cross-section of mature (50 years or older) adults.

With the wider dissemination of the TIPD programme in mind, representatives from each of the three providers were asked about dissemination.  All providers use their websites and organisation conferences to disseminate information about the programme (see Chapter 3, section 1).  The LECT also invite participants to dissemination meetings held for forthcoming study visit participants.  The ETG use their journal Learning World for dissemination.  The SST planned to include a feature on follow-up visits and dissemination in its magazine TIPD News
, although the interviewee also commented that they received less feedback from participants since the arrangements for the evaluation had changed.  As a result, the SST has produced their own evaluation form so that they are able to get a feel for the positive and negative aspects of the visit.  The evaluation form focuses on organisational aspects of the visit, and not impact of the visits.  The SST noted that this has had a very good response rate, i.e. over half, to date.  
7
Issue for Consideration

Participants were given the opportunity to raise issues that they thought might improve the programme.  Overall, participants were extremely positive, however, they did raise some areas for consideration.  This chapter will highlight the areas that teachers and SMT, LEA coordinators and provider interviewees suggested might improve the programme.  First of all, it should be noted that the majority of interviewees from each of the three groups suggested that the programme should offer more places for teachers to participate.

7.1
Participants’ Perspectives

Case study teacher participants and SMT interviewees thought that the programme could be improved in the following ways:

· In terms of the aims and objectives, a small number of participants felt that the needs of the participating schools should have a higher priority than the needs of the LEA, i.e. that School Development Plans (SDP) should be considered as well as Education Development Plans (EDP).  

· Planning and organisation was highlighted as an area for improvement.  Participants particularly wanted to know in advance the schools that they would be visiting so they could make early contact with the hosts.  It was also felt that when planning the visits, greater attention should be focussed on finding out what people’s needs were and ensuring a match of theme and schools.  One participant said: ‘I think they need to make sure that everything that you do there is relevant as you are there for such a sort amount of time.’
· Many interviewees suggested that participants should visit schools that have similar characteristics (i.e. size, levels of social deprivation) to their own.  In particular, small schools and special schools for students with severe learning difficulties felt slightly excluded from the programme as they did not visit schools in similar circumstances.  

· Headteachers noted the importance of having at least two people from the same school participate in the programme.  They felt that this increased the level of impact on the school as a whole and on individuals.  It allowed participants to share ideas and experiences during and after the visit: ‘… it’s not the same when you come back if there is not someone else to discuss it with … it would be a waste of money if two people did not go.’

· The headteacher of a school, whose teaching assistant participated in the programme, felt that teaching assistants should be encouraged to become involved in the programme: ‘… she has the time to devote to these issues so I would very much back that classroom assistants go on the programme in the future.’ 
· Several participants and SMT interviewees thought that time should be written into the programme for participants to disseminate findings more widely.  It was felt that this would increase also levels of impact: ‘[The headteacher] gave us some release time so we could meet together so we could put together some of the ideas to carry them through so we did actually get something out of it.’  Another SMT participant interviewee noted: ‘it was difficult to be thrown back into UK school life.  Time was the main restrictor, it’s a bit short sighted, they should put a bit more money into teacher release time either side of it [the programme]. You’re left in limbo.’.

· The cost of involvement in the programme was noted by a small number of headteachers and LEA coordinators as an area for improvement.  One headteacher noted that the provider funded 40 per cent of the cost of supply cover but this was not enough, and as a result she would not be able to allow teachers to participate in a visit next year as the school did not have the funds to cover the costs.  An LEA coordinator raised the issue that small schools are excluded from the programme because £60 towards supply cover is not enough: ‘Small schools are practically excluded from the programme.  There is an issue of equal access here’.  

· As mentioned in section 4.2, providers need to strike a balance between too few and too many schools being visited.  Comments made included: ‘Fewer schools but more quality time in the school.’ and ‘Perhaps visit another school too.’

· Many participants felt that visits were extremely tiring and that some free time should be given to participants so that they would be able to relax and/or reflect.  One participant noted: ‘We saw too much, we were programmed from morning to night.  It was too intense – exhausting.’  Another said: ‘I think they learnt that they needed to do less and give more time.’ Another participant suggested: ‘… more reflection in the last few days, perhaps time to sit down and reflect on the experiences in the different schools.’  This also has implications for teachers who, upon return to the UK, go straight back to their own school without time to prepare for the term or recuperate from the visit.  

· A small number of participants noted that the timing of the visits could be improved.  It was noted that going in the school half term break was very tiring.  In addition, the timing during holidays can act as a barrier for teachers who have dependants.

· Participants felt that the programme required a higher profile than it currently had.  One teacher, who said she regularly looked for CPD related activity, but had not heard about the TIPD programme and felt that information was not circulated to schools as readily as it should be.  Another participant noted: ‘The TIPD programme as a whole requires a higher profile.  I am fortunate that the head makes us aware of all CPD opportunities, but I know that not all headteachers are like that.’

· A better match of schools and country was highlighted by many participants as a way to improve the programme: ‘It’s very important that the country does have evidence of what you’re looking for.  I understand that you shouldn’t be picking your country, but I think there are benefits in the choosing of countries.’  Another participant said: ‘More openness about where the school would like to visit – nobody wants a free holiday, but it would be quite purposeful to have some discussion about the location.  I think that would facilitate greater development.’  Other comments included: ‘I would like to go to a more culturally stimulating country, although I would like to see a wide diversity of things.’  ‘Make sure they visit the right place for the focus of the visit.  If the provider knew more about the school they could offer more appropriate visits.’  For example, participants from one case study school in a deprived area in the Midlands visited one the richest schools in the wealthiest state of America.  Although the participants gained a great deal from the visit and it had substantial positive impact within their schools, they felt that visiting a school in similar circumstances to their own school would have been more beneficial to them.  

7.2
LEA Coordinators’ Perspectives

LEA coordinators recommended that the programme could be improved in the following ways:

· A small number of participants thought that LEAs should have more control over the programme.  They believed this would ensure that participants had their needs and expectations met as these would be decided and organised at local level.  In addition, one coordinator suggested that this would save the DfES money: ‘The DfES are throwing money away.  If it went direct to the LEA they would save a fortune.’

· It was suggested that some providers were more flexible in their approach than others:  ‘If with the wrong provider, the visits are often restricted ... the themes need to be open to interpretation.’  Another coordinator said: ‘The organisational and administrative constraints that were being placed on us by the ETG were impossible to meet.
’  Another noted: ‘The deadline that is set for the applications if very off-putting, a barrier.
 ’  

· Most LEA coordinators felt it was difficult not knowing where and visits would take place: ‘It is very difficult to market something saying “Would you like to go on an international visit, but we don’t know when it will be and we don’t know where it will be”.’  Another LEA coordinator felt that if providers could tell participants where they were going, it would be helpful.  

· More negotiation and contact with the hosts would be desirable.
  

· Having two people share a room whilst on the visits was not popular with teachers. This was true for the Strand Three participants we interviewed. Participants should be provided with their own room.

· In terms of dissemination, one LEA coordinator thought that there should be an agreement to disseminate the programme and the outcomes of the visits much more widely.  

· Of the LEA interviewees we spoke to, no funding was available for the TIPD programme from the LEA.  However, the programme does have cost implications in terms of paying for coordinator time.  In most of the case study LEAs, the TIPD coordinator has many roles and responsibilities within the LEA (see Chapter 2, section 2), organising TIPD is one of these, and therefore coordinator responsibilities have to be incorporated into diverse work schedules.

7.3
Providers’ Perspectives

Providers suggested that the programme could be improved in the following ways:

· SST felt that they would be able offer a great deal to Strand Four – the school determined visits: ‘… for the school determined programme, if we were involved in that, we would be able to do a lot more in terms of following up after the visits and encouraging them to keep them going, so to speak.’  There may be some benefits to re-considering which provider(s) offer Strand Four, especially given that the SST has established school contact/support strategies in place.

· The ETG noted that Strand Two – teacher exchanges – was the least popular of the strands: ‘we would not recommend the continuation of the exchanges strand – Strand Two –  it’s very unpopular because if there are options where teachers can have hotel accommodation rather than staying in the homes of people they’ve never met who they are then under obligation to have back in their homes, we would rather see that money incorporated into one of the other strands.’  This view was not supported by the case study participants we spoke to.

8
Discussion and Recommendations

The NFER evaluation of Phase Two of the TIPD Programme (2002–03) has collected data from participants, schools’ senior management, LEA coordinators and from the programme providers.  The previous chapter highlighted some of the main issues emerging from the analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data.  This chapter presents recommendations arising from the analyses that could be used to improve the operation of the TIPD programme.  Some of the recommendations, if adopted, would incur additional costs.  The Department may therefore like to consider the potential benefits, not only to participants in the programme, but also to their schools, if any/all of these recommendations were to be adopted, and compare these benefits with the potential costs.

1. There should be a closer match between the characteristics of participants’ own schools and those that they visit.  This could maximise potential benefit from observing practices in other schools with a view to adopting them in participants’ own schools.  Currently, the school details collected via the TIPD application form cover the following information:

· Type of school (primary/middle/secondary/special/nursery/specialist)

· Location of school (urban/suburban/rural)

· Total number of pupils.

In the light of some participants’ comments on the mis-match between the catchment area of the school(s) they visited overseas and their own schools, which reduced the potential for taking ideas/approaches back to their own schools, it would be beneficial if the application form could be amended to collect some socio-economic data.  This could ensure complementarity between the schools involved in the visits.  

2. Itineraries should be structured so that during their visit, participants visit a minimum of two and a maximum of three schools for short haul visits and a maximum of four schools during long haul visits to allow them to develop a broader picture of methods used in the overseas country.  A further issue to consider here is whether all schools visited should be within the same phase (e.g. primary schools) or from different phases, which would allow participants to gain a better view of the whole education system.

3. Providers should try to ensure that their own practices for making arrangements for visits allow details to be confirmed with participants not less than four weeks before the visit is scheduled.  By reducing (in some instances) the number of schools visited (in line with recommendation 2) and allowing some time during the visit for whole-group discussion/reflection (in line with recommendation 7), the administrative burden on providers in terms of setting up itineraries for the visits could be reduced, which may enable them to confirm details with participants somewhat earlier than some providers currently do.

4. Consider allowing LEAs that wish to arrange their own visits to utilise existing contacts they may have, as this could allow a closer match between the stated visit objectives and outcomes.  Whilst for the majority of LEAs, the existing arrangements via programme providers are probably the most efficient, allowing LEAs the flexibility to make their own arrangements (if they so wished) could be beneficial.

5. Consideration should be given to appropriate strategies to raise the profile of the TIPD programme for teachers, without burdening LEAs, so that the highest numbers of teachers are able to benefit from the opportunities the programme offers. A possible method would be to advertise the programme in teacher journals and, for example, the Times Educational Supplement (TES). 

6. Small schools (usually primary schools) experience particular problems relating to the adequacy of the school budget to provide supply cover for any absences during term time.  This means that any activities relating to the visit that are scheduled during term-time place particular pressure on the school budget, and consequently, staff from small schools may be less likely to participate in the programme than colleagues in larger schools.  Consideration should therefore be given to the desirability of making additional funding available to support the participation of teachers in small schools.

7. The itineraries for visits should include one half-day towards the end of the visit which could be used for group discussion/reflection about the schools/practices the participants have observed, and to allow them to assess the implications for whole-school practice within their own schools on their return.

8. The Department may like to consider the provision of one day of supply cover funding for each teacher participant within their own school in the term following their visit.  This would allow them greater opportunity to take forward the ideas/approaches they observed during their visit in order to develop teaching and learning practices and policies within their own school.  At present, the lack of any non-contact time to plan how to implement new approaches within the school restricts the potential for whole-school impact.



Clearly, the Department will want to consider the potential benefits that would accrue from implementing the above recommendations.  In addition, it would be beneficial for the DfES, as the source of funding, and the TIPD programme providers as their agents, to consider the feasibility of implementing any/all of these recommendations.  Overall, those involved at national, LEA and school level were positive about the programme: by making some relatively minor amendments to the programme as outlined above, we believe the potential for longer-term whole-school benefits to larger number of schools could be increased.

Appendix 1

Table of Case Study Participant Teachers Characteristics


	
	Gender
	Job title
	Years Teaching
	Phase
	Participants from school
	Region
	Country visited
	Provider
	Theme/s
	Interviews

Conducted
	

	Strand One
	1
	M
	Head of Art & Senior Sixth Form Tutor
	29
	Secondary 
	3+
	Midland

County
	Sweden
	SST
	SEN, other – Arts
	1 SMT

2 Teacher Participants

	
	2
	F
	Headteacher
	29
	Primary
	1
	Midland

New Authority
	South Africa
	SST
	KS3, Teaching & Learning, SEN, Professional Development, Citizenship, Thinking Skills & Early years
	1 Headteacher Participant (also group leader)

	
	3
	M
	Head of Science
	32
	Secondary
	3+
	Midland

Metropolitan

 
	USA
	SST
	ICT
	3 Teacher Participants

	
	4
	F
	ICT Coordinator
	5
	Primary
	3+
	Outer London Borough
	Jamaica
	ETG
	Literacy, Teaching & Learning, Boys Under Achievement
	4 Teacher Participants

(2 SMT)

	
	5
	F
	KS Coordinator
	5
	Secondary
	3+
	North 

Metropolitan 
	South Africa
	LECT
	Teaching & Learning Other –  EAL
	1 Headteacher Participant

3 Teacher Participants

	
	6
	F
	KS2 Coordinator
	15
	Primary
	2
	South East

New Authority 
	India
	LECT
	Literacy, Numeracy, Teaching & Learning, SEN, Citizenship, Social Inclusion – Ethnic Minority
	1 Teacher Participant

	
	7
	F
	Senior Teacher
	5
	Special
	2
	East Anglia

County
	Poland
	ETG
	SEN
	1 SMT Participant


	Strand One
	8
	F
	Deputy Head/

SENCO
	20
	Primary
	2
	North East

New Authority
	USA
	ETG
	Literacy, Numeracy, SEN, G&T, School Performance, Professional Development, Social Inclusion, Behavioural Management
	1 Headteacher 

2 Teacher Participants

	
	9
	M
	Maths Coordinator
	12
	Primary
	1
	North West

Metropolitan 
	Hungary
	ETG
	Numeracy, Teaching & Learning, G&T, SEN, Management
	1 SMT Participant

	
	10
	M
	Head of Year 7
	6
	Middle
	3+
	South East

County
	Russia
	ETG
	G&T
	3 Teacher Participants

	
	11
	F 
	Head of Sixth Form
	20
	Secondary
	3+
	East Midlands

New authority
	Canada
	LECT
	Citizenship
	2 Teacher Participants

1 SMT 

	
	12
	F
	Teaching Assistant & Governor
	-
	Primary
	1
	North West

Metropolitan
	Sweden
	ETG
	Citizenship
	1 Participant

	Strand Two
	13
	F
	Class Teacher
	4
	Primary
	1
	North East Metropolitan
	Peru
	SST
	Thinking Skills
	1 Teacher Participant

1 Headteacher 

	Strand Three
	14
	M
	Headteacher
	30
	Primary
	1
	South East County
	Uganda
	LECT
	Other – School Link Strategy
	1 Headteacher Participant

	Strand Four
	15
	F
	Raising Achievement Support Teacher
	20
	Secondary
	3+
	Midlands

County
	Canada
	LECT
	SEN & Inclusion
	1 Headteacher Participant

	


Appendix 2

Table of LEA Interviewee Characteristics

	Region
	Roles and responsibilities
	Gender
	Provider/s
	Participated in visit/s
	LEA’s TIPD coordinator



	North East
	Advisor with  responsibility for KS3 strategy, the education of children at home, foundation music
	Female
	SST
	Group Leader for one group
	No

	Greater London
	Art and Design Advisor, provides courses, teacher training and curriculum development
	Male
	First with ETG, then LECT
	Group Leader for one group
	No

	South East County
	International Development Officer: injects and promotes international dimension within authority
	Male
	LECT 
	Yes – many 
	Yes

	North West Metropolitan
	Primary Numeracy Consultant
	Female
	ETG
	Yes
	No

	Midland New Authority
	Advisor for modern languages, oversees international dimension, NQT induction programme coordinator
	Male
	First ETG but model of ETG is more appropriate for LEA’s needs
	Yes
	Yes

	South East Country 
	International Links Officer
	Female
	ETG
	Yes
	Yes


Appendix 3

Table of Action Plan analysis

	School type
	Type of evidence
	Effects of the programme upon teachers’ skills and knowledge
	Effects of the programme upon teacher morale
	Effects of the programme upon pupils
	Effects of the programme upon the wider life of the school
	Little or no impact
	Researcher Judgements

	Primary
	Action plan
	Curriculum Planning – modify and augment curriculum
	CPD – staff to explore GandT through research


	-
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a particular pupil cohort

	Primary
	Letter
	Teaching skills – 6 hat thinking
	-
	-
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a particular pupil cohort

	Primary
	Letter
	-
	-
	Behaviour and participation – set up chat room
	Community and communications – chat room will have a “very positive effect on behaviour, staff/student relationships and whole school ethos”
	-
	Significant effects upon relationships with school community

	Primary 
	Letter
	-
	-
	Behaviour and participation – set up “self esteem groups”
	Community and communications – “build up a trusting relationship… promotion of citizenship… share news, school information”
	-
	Significant effects upon relationships with school community

	Primary 
	Action plan
	-
	-
	-
	Community – involve parents in their children’s learning
	-
	Significant effects upon relations with school community

	Primary 
	Letter
	Teaching skills – hands on projects.  “This experience has made me re-evaluate my own attitude…I have relaxed my approach”
	-
	Participation, behaviour – “a growing atmosphere of mutual respect”
	“the trip…has benefited me and the school enormously.  It has encouraged us to try different approaches, to involve pupils more in decision-making processes, to introduce new projects to encourage their creativity and self-esteem and to boost their self-reliance and confidence”
	-
	Innovative development, significant effects upon relationship with school community

	Primary 
	Presentation
	-
	-
	-
	-
	How can we be involved?  Links, sending resources/ funding
	Little discernible impact

	Primary 
	Analysis of action plans
	-
	Relationship between teachers and SMT
	-
	School management – sought parents, governors and staff views to guide action plan
	Learning from visit not appropriate
	Limited impact

	Primary 
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	Reflection
	-
	Communication, community  
	-
	Sustainable development

	Primary 
	SDP
	
	
	
	Communication, resources
	
	Limited impact

	Primary 
	Action plan
	-
	-
	Motivation  - dream tree
	-
	-
	Innovative development, sustainable development

	Primary 
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	-
	Participation, encourage pupils to take responsibility for their learning/ well being
	Communication
	-
	Sustainable development

	Primary 
	Letter
	Curriculum planning
	Confidence, reflection
	Participation 
	Communication 
	-
	Significant effects upon teacher morale (participant)

	Primary 
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	CPD
	-
	Communication
	-
	Limited impact

	Primary 
	Letter
	-
	-
	-
	-
	School closing shortly
	Little discernable impact

	Primary 
	Action plan, minutes
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Little discernable impact

	Primary 
	Letter
	Curriculum planning
	CPD
	Performance 
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Primary 
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	CPD, encourage other staff to participate in future LEA travel schemes to other countries
	Behaviour
	Community 
	-
	Innovative development, sustainable development, significant effects upon relationships with school community

	Primary 
	SDP
	-
	CPD
	-
	-
	-
	Limited impact

	Primary 
	SDP
	-
	-
	Attendance – breakfast club
	Community
	-
	Limited impact

	Primary 
	Letter
	Curriculum planning
	“It was great self development”

Career development
	Improved quality of school life
	Community
	-
	Significant effects on teacher morale (participant)

	Primary 
	Report
	Teaching skills
	-
	Participation, ownership, 
	Communications  
	-
	Sustainable development

	Primary 
	Report
	-
	-
	Improved primary-secondary transition
	-
	-
	Innovative development

	Primary 
	Action plan
	Teaching skills, curriculum planning
	-
	Performance 
	Communication 
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Primary 
	SDP
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Little discernable impact

	Primary 
	Action plan
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Little discernable impact

	Primary 
	Report
	Teaching skills
	-
	-
	Communication
	-
	Limited impact

	Primary 
	Letter
	Teaching skills, curriculum planning
	Career development – deputy head at different school.  “My trip…was truly an experience of a lifetime, one that will continually affect my career and view of education
	-
	Community 
	-
	Significant effects upon teacher morale (participant)

	Primary 
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	-
	-
	Communication
	-
	Limited impact

	Primary 
	SDP
	Teaching skills
	CPD “observations of teaching styles and methods have developed my own professional development and broadened my experiences within the teaching profession”
	-
	Communications
	-
	Significant effects upon teacher morale (participant) “I have added breadth to my knowledge and experience within the ever-changing educational spectrum”

	Primary 
	Letter
	-
	-
	Behaviour – implemented noise control strategy
	-
	-
	Little discernible impact

	Primary
	Report and action plan
	Curriculum planning and subject knowledge
	
	Standards
	
	
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Primary
	Letter
	Curriculum planning
	
	
	Communication
	
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Primary 
	Action plan 
	Curriculum planning and teaching skills
	
	
	Communication
	
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Primary
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning and teaching skills
	
	
	Communication 
	
	High quality curriculum development for a particular pupil cohort

	Primary 
	Letter
	
	
	
	
	
	Little discernible impact

	Primary
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	
	
	
	
	High quality curriculum development for a particular pupil cohort

	Primary
	Action plan
	
	
	Behaviour
	Communication
	
	Innovative development

	Primary
	Action plan
	
	
	Behaviour
	
	
	Little discernible impact

	Primary
	Report
	Curriculum planning
	Raised morale
	
	Communication
	
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Middle 
	Letter
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Low priority
	Limited impact

	Secondary
	Letter
	-
	Negative – “The whole experience was valuable in terms of personal developments but did little for professional development”
	-
	-
	“Unfortunately the visit will have no impact at all in my school…The Gambia could offer little in the way of matching my objectives… the visit was quite simply a mismatch”
	Little discernible impact

	Secondary 
	Action Plan
	-
	Other – staff facilities to reflect higher status.  Staff reflection time to  create less stressful working environment
	Behaviour – involve student council in behavioural issues and in “agreeing sanctions and rewards”.  Bullying/peer counselling
	Communications – displays and performance areas.  Community – give more importance to the teaching environment for reinforcing learning
	-
	Innovative development, significant school organisational and management development, significant effects upon teachers morale, significant effects upon relationships with school community

	Secondary 
	Presentation

Teachers’ lesson plan
	Teaching skills
	-
	-
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Secondary 
	Letter
	-
	“the opportunity to visit schools and speak to other teachers was invaluable”
	-
	-
	-
	Limited impact

	Secondary 
	Report
	Teaching skills
	-
	Behaviour  
	Resources 
	-
	Sustainable development

	Secondary 
	Evaluation form
	Curriculum planning
	-
	Motivation and standards
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Secondary
	Action plan
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a particular pupil cohort

	Secondary 
	Report
	Curriculum planning
	“Life changing”
	-
	Communication
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	Secondary 
	Report
	-
	“Life changing”
	-
	-
	-
	Little discernible impact

	Secondary
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Limited impact

	Special 
	Report
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Learning from the visit not appropriate
	Limited impact

	Special 
	Action plan
	Teaching skills and curriculum planning
	-
	-
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	LEA
	Letter
	-
	-
	-
	Communications – co-ordinated display and presented INSET
	-
	Too little information

	LEA
	Report
	Subject knowledge, curriculum planning
	CPD
	-
	-
	-
	Innovative development, high quality curriculum development for a large number of pupils

	LEA
	Report
	Curriculum planning
	CPD
	-
	Resources 
	-
	Limited impact

	LEA
	Report
	-
	Relationship with students
	Relationship with teachers, behaviour,  ownership
	-
	“cultural influences inevitably shape the delivery of curriculum areas and so, for visitors to extract good practice in a way that would work in another cultural setting can be challenging”
	Limited impact

	LEA
	Leaders feedback sheet
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Learning from the visit not appropriate, visit not successful
	Little discernable impact

	LEA
	Report
	Curriculum planning
	- 
	Behaviour
	-
	-
	Limited impact

	LEA
	Action plan
	Curriculum planning
	-
	-
	-
	-
	High quality curriculum development for a particular pupil cohort


� DEPARTMENT FOR EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT.  (1998) Teachers: Meeting the Challenge for Change (CM.4164).  London: The Stationery Office


� ‘LEA coordinator’ also refers to LEA representatives and others, i.e. headteachers, who were group  leader and who organised one or more visit/s.  


� The categories of nationality and ethnic origin are as determined by the DfES


� Local agents are educationalists local to the region visited.  They help SST organise the visits as they have in-depth knowledge of local schools.


� Six hat thinking is a tool devised by Edward De Bono to improve decision making.  See DE BONO, E. (2000). Six Thinking Hats. London: Penguin.  


� A local grid for learning is a way of sharing information, resources and knowledge between schools within the LEA via the internet.  


� TIPD News is a magazine produced by the SST.  It provides information about the programme, informs reader of the current political climate, features a profile on local agents, and a report about a recent visit.  





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Explain this


�Effie: please format the bullet points





Sue & Karen: any other points to raise?
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�Would this be better placed in (impact section) chapter 5?


�West Sussex 


�Shropshire – which provider?


�Which provider? Newham LEA
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