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1. Introduction

This research report results from a project developed in collaboration with SWECON as a response to their request for UWE to carry out an evaluation into the impact of the National Professional Qualification for Headteachers (NPQH) in the SW.

The research sought to investigate the impact of the National Professional Qualification for Headteachers on successful primary participants who have achieved the qualification through NPQH South West and on the schools in which they take up headship.

The research had the following intended outcomes:

i. improved understanding of the development needs of NPQH participants;

ii. improved knowledge related to the nature of the impact of NPQH on successful candidates in their roles as new primary heads in the early stages of headship;

iii. the identification of aspects of the NPQH programme that were particularly significant for participants in the context of moving into headship;

iv. case studies of impact of the programme on participants that illustrate the ways in which the benefits of the programme can be of greatest value to new heads and their schools;

v. the development of specific ‘tools’ that can be used to collect data related to the impact of NPQH on future participants;

vi. insights into the different ways in which successful NPQH candidates can be supported by local authorities and governing bodies.

2.
Methodology 

The research involved a case study approach within an interpretavistic methodological framework. 

A sample of fourteen successful graduates from 5 local authorities was identified, in consultation with local authorities (LAs) and NPQH SW to provide case studies. The LAs were Bristol (2), Devon (4), Plymouth (2), South Gloucestershire (2) and Wiltshire (4). The sample comprised graduates that have taken up headships in schools after or whilst completing the programme. They were identified by LAs as effective new heads. The respondents were drawn from a range of different school settings – large and small; successful and underachieving; community and church; rural and urban. The respondents included graduates from all three NPQH routes.

Data collection resulted from a series of semi-structured interviews conducted in each school. 

The respondents were

	Respondents
	Length of interview

	Headteacher (successful NPQH candidate) – generally referred to as graduates in this report
	45 minutes

	Deputy headteacher  or senior teacher
	30 minutes

	Subject leader identified by the headteacher
	20 minutes

	School administrator or similar role
	20 minutes

	Chair of Governors or parent governor
	20 minutes


Additionally, the researcher(s) scrutinised relevant documentation such as NPQH portfolios, School Evaluation Frameworks (SEFs) and Ofsted reports (where available and/or appropriate). Data was collected during the spring of 2007.

Aspects of impact explored included:


graduates’ confidence;


understanding of leadership / leadership styles / ethos / culture;


career progression;


school improvement and capacity to lead and manage change;


culture, ethos and approach to leadership evident in the school;


pupils’ achievements and well-being;


community leadership.

In every case, supporting interviews achieved their purpose of validating the headteachers’ perspectives and views. There were, perhaps inevitably, examples where headteachers’ and colleagues’ views were slightly at odds. In drawing out key messages from the cases, we have concentrated on factors and examples where the validation by others was evident.

The data were used to generate a ‘case’ of each participant’s experience and the perceived impact of the programme on their current role and school. This case was shared with the headteacher and other respondents, as appropriate, to validate it. Thirteen of the fourteen cases are provided as a separate appendix.

The research was conducted within the Ethical Guidance provided by the British Educational Research Association. 

3.
Context and respondents

3.1
The National Professional Qualification for Headship (NPQH): background

The importance of high quality leadership in schools is uncontested and well supported by evidence (for example, Ofsted 2003). Consequently, effective professional development for aspiring headteachers has long been as aspiration in England. Bright and Ware (2003) discuss an extensive national survey of headteachers conducted in 1999, by Male, into how well prepared they felt they had been for headship – it was the last large set of data where the beginning headteachers had had no formal programme of preparation for headship. Its findings signaled the need for more systematic leadership development for those seeking to be headteachers.

The NPQH, was, in fact, born in 1996, and was the first national professional development programme for aspiring headteachers in the UK.   It has changed considerably over the years, in response to feedback from stakeholders.  The next revised model is due to be launched in Spring 2008. The current research was conducted, including the analysis of cases, before that model was announced.  Many of the concerns raised later in this report have been addressed by ongoing revision of the model to which it refers, or will be addressed by the next revised model

The model referred to in this report was the result of an extensive revision and re-launch of the programme as one of the national school leadership programmes then provided by the National College of School Leadership (NCSL) in April 2001.  

Earley et al (2002) provide a wide-ranging report on the state of school leadership in England at the time of the new programmes being implemented. 

Hartle and Thomas (2003) offer a different perspective, focusing on the challenges of, in their terms, ‘growing tomorrow’s school leaders’ in the context of what they describe as the demographic time-bomb caused by the aging teaching population.

On 1 April 2004 it became mandatory for all first-time headteachers in the maintained sector to hold the qualification or to have secured a place on the programme.   

Features of the programme referred to in this paper were:

Application

Applicants applied for one of 3 routes through the qualification: 

Route 1 was assigned to those whose application forms demonstrated limited experience in senior management roles.  Applicants on this Route entered at the Access Stage and spent 6 or 12 months completing the Access Stage before moving into the Development Stage.

Applicants whose evidence demonstrated greater experience of schools leadership followed Route 2 through the programme, starting at the Development Stage, and were expected to complete the qualification within a year of starting.

Applicants who demonstrated considerable experience in their application were assigned to Route 3.  This Route included minimal development opportunities and was designed to meet the needs of those very close to headship, for whom the qualification could be regarded as a verification of their experience.  

In all cases, applicants were required to complete a paper or online application form which was assessed against strict nationally-agreed criteria.  The match of the Route assigned to the applicant’s needs depended to a great extent on the applicant’s ability to select evidence appropriate to the criteria – a key skill in headship.  Telephone feedback was offered to all candidates who were not awarded their preferred Route.

Candidates’ experiences of development and assessment

Candidates on Routes 1 and 2 took part in face-to-face skills development days and were expected to access written study units and online activities to meet their development needs.  They worked in tutor groups (typically one tutor to 12 candidates) and shared their learning via the NCSL’s online community for NPQH candidates, Virtual Heads.

The last opportunity for candidates to gain entry at the Access Stage was in September 2005.  Since then the Access Stage has been discontinued and the Routes through the qualification are limited to Standard Route (Route 2) and Accelerated Route (Route 3).  The Access Stage was replaced in the NCSL’s leadership development framework by a new programme, Leadership Pathways

At the beginning of the Development Stage a tutor agrees a learning contract with the candidate and his or her headteacher or line manager.  Standard Route candidates spend approximately 7 months on the Development Stage before concluding with school-based assessment.  Accelerated Route candidates move from the contract to school-based assessment in a matter of weeks, since their development needs are minimal.  

All candidates, having completed the Development Stage of the programme with school-based assessment, proceed to the Final Stage.  The Final Stage starts with a 48-hour non-assessed residential, focused on skills development, and concludes with Final Skills assessment, a day of leadership exercises using assessment centre techniques at venues across the region.

In the discussion below, routes are referred to by their number.

3.2
Respondents

The following table lists the headteacher respondents (graduates) and their professional and NPQH experience. All of the respondents completed their NPQH in the SW. Nine respondents (n=14) were female. Two had previous Higher Education (HE) teaching roles and two previously had advisory roles. The research team sought clearance from all respondents for the case studies to be made available publicly (with permission from copyright holders). Where permission for public use has been withheld, comments in the report have been anonymised and the case study has not been included in the publication (Volume 2).

	Case Study
	School
	Head
	Last Ofsted
	Experience
	NPQH Exp

	Bristol 1
	Wansdyke Primary

(Suburban

186 on roll)


	Cathy Hamilton
	12/06

L&M 3
	DH until 1995 when she moved into HE

Seconded as HT in another school Autumn 04

Took up headship 09/05 
	Started Route 1 01/05

Completed in 2006

	Bristol 2
	St Werburgh’s Primary

(Urban

188 on roll)
	Claire Jeffries
	12/06 

L&M 2
	Teaching 12 years

DH at school

Appointed HT 09/04
	Started Route 1 2003

Finished after she became HT

	Devon 1
	Sampford Peverell CoE (VC) School

(Rural

111 on roll)
	Paul Walker
	Oct 2005 (requiring SM)
	Teaching for 4 years in a Junior school which became a primary school. He became assistant head

Took up headship 09/05
	Started Route 1 in 2003

Completed in 2005

	Devon 2
	Erme Primary

(Suburban

178 on roll)
	Simon Hall
	05/06

School causing concern (LA)
	Became DH in 1997

Took up headship 09/05
	Route 2 

2002

	Devon 3
	Topsham Primary

(Suburban

208 on roll)
	Claire Browne
	09/06
	25 years teaching

Took up headship 09/05
	Route 3

Completed in 2001

	Devon 4
	Blackawton Primary

(Rural

139 on roll)
	David Strudwick
	
	Ex advisory teacher

Worked in a variety schools including as an acting HT

Took up headship 09/05
	Started on Cohort 6 (pre 2001)

Route 2

Didn’t complete and rejoined when acting head.  Completed 2005

	Plymouth 1
	Stuart Road Primary

(Urban 

231 on roll)
	Mitch Frame
	11/06


	10 year Nursing before teaching

DH after 4 years

Appointed HT 09/05
	Started in Barnsley, Yorkshire and Humber

Route 2 (Final Stage) - in SW

Finished 12/03

	Plymouth 2
	Hyde Park Junior

(Urban

360 on roll)
	Bernie Evans
	n/a
	15 yr as DH at school

Acting HT 01/05

HT 05/05
	Started Route 2 04. Completed 12/05

	South Gloucest-ershire 1
	Elm Park Primary

(Suburban

304 on roll)
	Helean Hughes
	03/06
	19 years experience

DH at school from HE role in 2000 HT 2003
	Started Route 2 Completed 2003

	South Gloucest-ershire 2
	Marshfield CE VA Primary

(Rural

168 on roll)
	Kay Pettifer
	10/02
	20 years experience 

4 years as DH in another school

Appointed HT 01/06
	Started Route 2 Completed 2004

	Wiltshire 1
	Margaret Stancomb I & N 

(Suburban

126 on roll)
	Julie Knock
	02/05
	6 years in advisory role

Trained Ofsted inspector

AHT 01/05, HT 04/05

Also AHT Juniors from 06
	Started 04 when advisory teacher

Route 2

	Wiltshire 2
	Southwick CoE Primary

(Suburban

151 on roll)
	Julia Bird
	09/02
	Several years as a teacher, then moved to become DH, then AH and finally head 05
	Route 3

During acting headship 2004

	Wiltshire 3
	Primary

(Rural

less than 120 on roll)
	W3 HT
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Wiltshire 4
	Forest and Sandridge CoE Primary

(Rural

181 on roll)
	Anna Coombs
	
	Ten years experience

Acting head from 09/05 (seconded from DH elsewhere) 

Appointed 04/06
	Route 1

Started 2004

Completed 2006


Coding below relates school then role – eg CS P1 HT is the headteacher from Stuart Road Primary School.

4.    Issues related to aspirations for and application to NPQH 
4.1 
Applicants’ roles when applying for NPQH

Many of the respondents, when applying for and beginning a route leading to NPQH, were deputy headteachers and, in the main, these respondents made positive comments about the programme and assessment experience. A (then) local authority advisor (CS D4 HT) was unsuccessful at the first attempt some years previously and found many of the school-based tasks were difficult to address unless participants were based in one school.  The most critical comments were made by three headteacher respondents who, were at the time, applying for and beginning their NPQH: an advisory teacher (CS W1 HT); a HE ITT Programme Leader and part-time acting head (CS B1 HT); and an Assistant Head (CS D2 HT).

One respondent (a chair of governors) argued that experience as a deputy head was vitally important before beginning headship.  Furthermore, the NPQH programme should depend upon experience as a deputy headteacher to “genuinely enable new headteachers to have the vision to know what to do and how to do it” (CS D3 CG).

There is some evidence to suggest that the NPQH experience from application to final assessment is thought of more highly by candidates who are deputy headteachers.

4.2
Reasons for applying for NPQH

There were three discernible reasons why respondents applied for NPQH.  The first and main reason given was that respondents viewed headship as the next obvious step. Either they had always wanted to become a headteacher (CS D2 HT; CS W4 HT; CS D4 HT) or had some experience in a leading role in the school which now led them to seek headship (CS D1 HT).  One (then) advisory teacher wanted to put experience into practice (CS W1 HT). Three others talked about encouragement to do the NPQH from supportive and inspirational headteachers who had themselves completed the training and now encouraged (CS D3 HT) or ‘sold’ NPQH (CS P2 DH), and who gave the time needed (CS P1 HT).

4.3
Experience of the application process and outcomes of the application process

One respondent considered the application process “challenging and too restrictive” (CS B1 HT) and another benefited from their then headteacher’s support “to fill in the 1000-page form (sic)” (CS D2 HT).  Little more was said about the application process.

Some concern was expressed about the outcomes of the application process.  One Headteacher (CS W3 HT) made two “failed” attempts to be accepted for the level of entry he wanted, so declined the access part of the programme and finally undertook the development route during his first year of headship (CS W3 HT).  Another applied for Route 2 (because she felt she did not have the skills that she needed) but was put on Route 3 and felt that it “was a waste of time” and she “was jumping through hoops” (CS W2 HT).  A third said she was disappointed and irritated to be put on Route 1 – it felt like a retrograde step. She reported that others known to her had “fallen foul of the system” like advisory teachers and several assistant heads (CS B1 HT). Finally, one respondent on Route 3 was concerned that she was not given the reading materials because, she was told, it was the “cheap route” (CS W2 HT). It should be noted that reading materials would not, within NPQH, be provided for those who have already met their headship development needs.

We also note that in the next revised model (post 2007) the complete application process will no longer merely be a paper exercise and will involve face-to-face assessment-centre techniques.                                                                                                                                                                   

5.    Issues related to NPQH programme and assessment 

5.1 Aspects found useful or interesting

5.1.1 Face-to-Face Skills Development Days

Almost all respondents found the face-to-face elements of the training the most useful (e.g. CS SG1 HT) and had the biggest impact on professional practice (CS P1 HT; CS P2 HT; CS W3 HT).  It was noted that face-to-face elements developed skills that became embedded when used back in school (CS B2 HT).  However, it was also reported that the value of face-to-face elements varied depending on the quality of presentations and inputs, for example, the session led by a retired headteacher on staff dismissal was found particularly useful (CS SG2 HT). The Development Stage face-to-face sessions were considered more engaging and challenging than those in the Access Stage (e.g. CS B1 HT) and that in good training experiences, pre-session tasks were used and valued during the contact sessions (CS B1 HT). 

Many respondents did not like or were not keen on the simulations (or role-plays) included, which, according to one, do not show people “in their true light” (CS P1 HT) but understood why they are important  (CS P1 HT). Others valued simulations highly as the following indicates, “One of the best aspects of the NPQH was building confidence in role-play situations to rehearse the skills that were needed” (CS D4 HT). Another noted that role-plays “…had helped the most”, with similar situations “happening two or three times a week when I’m in school” (CS D2 HT).

5.1.2 Printed materials 

Materials were adjudged rich (CS B1 HT), excellent (CS P1 DH), helpful (CS W4 HT), good to dip into (CS B2 HT), very useful and still referred to (CS B1 HT). One respondent thought the NPQH books were good because they “made you think” (CS W3 HT) and whilst “some reading was dull,…’Strategic Planning’ blew my head away.” (CS W4 HT).  Particular note was made of links provided to other materials, especially the internet links (CS B2 HT) and how the materials sign-posted readers to other research and resources (CS P1 HT). Lastly, one candidate used materials to help put the portfolio together but “didn’t go through them religiously” (CS SG1 HT).

5.1.3 Topics 

The following topics are listed in order of how many respondents referred to them when recalling aspects of the training they felt most useful to them during their first years of headship.  Many respondents spoke of insights gained related to  leadership styles (CS W4 HT; CS P1 HT; CS P2 HT; CS D2 HT; CS SG1 HT) or deciding what kind of leader you want to be (CS D4 HT).  One thought the material about leadership was thought-provoking (CS W3 HT) and another that discussing elements of leadership was useful (CS W3 DH equivalent).

Our attention was drawn to the importance respondents attached to elements of the programme dealing with vision (CS W1 HT; CS P2 HT; CS D2 HT; CS D3 HT; CS D4 HT; CS SG1 HT), values and future thinking (CS B2 HT), dealing with the press and public relations (CS P2 HT; CS D2 HT; CS D3 DH; CS D4 HT; CS W3 HT; CS SG1 HT), school governance (CS W1 HT; CS W4 HT; CS SG2 HT; CS P2 HT) and working with parents (CS W4 HT; CS B1 HT; CS P2 HT; CS D3 DH).

Evident is the importance respondents attach to the use of assessment data for pupil targeting and tracking (CS D2 HT; CS D3 HT) and how this has been central to the school improvement measures they have taken in the first years of taking up their posts. Also recalled were supporting materials on budget and financial planning (CS SG2 HT; CS D2 HT), health and safety (CS SG2 HT), prioritising and time management (CS B1 HT; CS D2 HT) and identifying key people as drivers for change (CS B1 HT; CS D4 HT) (see 7.3). Specifically, respondents referred to “Dealing with staff, motivating staff and getting them on board” (CS SG1 HT) and under-performing teachers, behaviour issues and exclusion because “ you knew what your values were and you knew why you were doing it” (CS SG1 HT).

5.1.4 Tutors 

Many respondents spoke with warmth of the support offered by the tutors and facilitators. The facilitators were thought brilliant (CS P1) and excellent (CS P2 HT; CS D4 HT) and the face-to-face sessions could not be faulted (CS P1 HT). Discussions with tutors (CS W4 HT) and feedback from tutors and assessors (CS D3 HT) were considered keys to success.  Some speakers were referred to as inspiring tutors, in part, because they were current Heads (CS B2 HT; CS P2 HT) and were thought particularly inspiring when they went off-script (CS D2 HT). It was felt important to match tutors to the sessions. Some tutors (experienced heads) were thought responsive and added perspectives and critical challenge to sessions when “tutors were correctly matched to the material” (CS B1 HT). 
5.2 
Aspects found less useful or interesting

In response to questions about the less useful or interesting topic, some respondents referred to materials and discussions relating to budgets and financial planning.  One headteacher already had experience of setting budgets and linking to the school development plan (CS W4 HT) and two others wondered if NPQH dealt sufficiently well with the management of finances and financial planning (CS D4 SA; CS SG1 HT). Another asserted that “…the finance aspects of NPQH didn’t really prepare him” (CS W3 DH equivalent).  Also mentioned were the pre-training day activities, “people gave up doing them” (CS W4 DH). Some Access face-to-face sessions repeated material from the reading, did not extend thinking, and were not challenging or flexible enough (CS B1 HT). 

5.3 
Major Aspects of the NPQH Provision

5.3.1 Residential

The residential parts of the programme were considered “very valuable” (CS W4 DH), enjoyable (CS W1 HT), “very hard work” (CS W1 HT), put trainees in real-life situations (CS SG2 HT) and were considered “really useful…it did make you look at yourself” (CS SG2 HT).  Residential sessions were “arduous and taxing in a positive way. It pushes you, testing how much you know and how far you are willing to go to get it right” (CS P1 HT).  Respondents also referred positively to the group structure of primary and secondary colleagues being together (CS W1 HT; CS B1 HT) and one specifically mentioned the high quality of the venue (NCSL, Nottingham) which changed her view of her status as a potential head (CS P2 HT).  Tasks during residential sessions were felt “Really good for understanding team building, intense and tiring. The task [blue-sky school] was really, really good” (CS B2 HT). The same task “helped to focus on basic beliefs about education” (CS P1 HT) and, overall, “the three day event was good especially the opportunity to design a new school” (CS W3 HT).

Some less positive experiences were reported by a minority of respondents, who considered some aspects of the residential provision  a mixed experience “… the way we were challenged by the tutor…some people were really put on the spot and made to feel they were wrong” (CS SG1 HT).  One respondent on Route 3 also felt uncomfortable that “everyone knew everyone else” (CS W2 HT).   Another considered the aims and outcomes of the event were neither sufficiently clear nor achieved. It was a “missed opportunity” (CS B1 HT). The presentation task was not clearly explained and candidates were unprepared for the audience.  Furthermore it was it was adjudged “…the feedback I received was unfair” (CS SG1 HT).  In contrast with comments in the last paragraph, one respondent considered the blue-sky schools task to be “unrealistic and unnecessary” (CS D3 DH).

Two others reported negative comments, one reporting the experience as “horrendous” due to a “negative and dysfunctional group” (CS B1 HT) and another described it as  “one of the worse aspects of the experience” (CS B2 HT).  

5.3.2 On-line Learning

Some respondents commented that they did the tasks because they felt they should, rather than because they found them useful (CS W1 HT). Others found it was really useful “putting key learning points on-line” (CS W4 HT).  There was evidence of good feedback from the tutor and no technical problems for one (CS B2 HT). Another respondent enjoyed the on-line activities and used chat lines to find schools with similar problems  (CS P1 DH) and another “…enjoys on-line learning but disappointed that others are not active” (CS B2 DH).

There were more negative than positive comments about on-line provision but most were balanced and mindful of the common weaknesses of on-line learning.  One respondent considered the web site “is sprawling” but had no technical problems logging on (CS P2 DH).  However, technical difficulties did prove a barrier for many of the respondents.  One reported that the web site was not at all useful as the system went down whenever she attempted to use it (CS SG2 HT).  It was “..a bit of a nightmare and took me six months to get my head around” (CS B1 HT).  Another respondent found it “…frustrating due to proving highly unstable and was too often down.  The log–in didn’t work early on and so I was put off using these facilities” (CS P1 HT). 

Two respondents tried to network but mentioned technical difficulties (CS SG2 HT; CS W3 HT) and reference was also made to a lack of involvement by other group members (CS B1 HT; CS W3 HT).  One  “used the Internet but no-one else did  - so it was a waste of time” (CS W3 HT).  One deputy head felt put off doing NPQH by the use of on-line forums (CS W2 DH) and two candidates had tried the on-line chats but felt there was “artificiality” to it (CS P2 HT; CS W3 HT).  “ Some of the web site activities are not perhaps as helpful as they could be…. sometimes it just meanders along without getting there” (CS W3 DH).  Lastly, one respondent “didn’t get on with” the online learning.  She did not use it and tutors did not comment on her lack of use (CS SG1 HT).

5.3.3 Learning Circles and Networking

The ‘Learning Circle’ structure and opportunities for networking were considered: “brilliant”, the group met regularly during the access stage for discussion and support (CS W4 HT); “invaluable”, the group is still in contact (CS W4 HT; CS P2 HT); and “very powerful and I am still in touch with colleagues” (CS B2 HT).  Further detail was provided by one respondent who considered his learning circle  “…very supportive.  We met frequently in the pub. Members would take sections of the materials or lead a discussion based on something that happened at their school.  This brought the modules alive” (CS D2 HT).  It was thought useful to talk to people in different circumstances (CS D3 HT; CS W4 DH), sharing information, ideas, experiences and interpretations (CS D4 HT).  Many respondents asserted that the biggest benefit of NPQH was the people they met (CS W4 DH; CS SG2 DH; CS B1 HT; CS B2 HT; CS B2 DH), and that working closely with others contributed to confidence (CS D2 HT) Where groups only met a couple of times, those meetings had been useful but did not carry on after NPQH (CS SG1 HT). It should be noted that organization and ownership of the learning circle is the responsibility of participants and this is made explicit.

5.4
Assessment

5.4.1 School-based Assessment: the Portfolio

The production of a portfolio of evidence, the first assessment task,  was thought “….challenging”, particularly ‘pulling it together’ whilst being Acting Head” (CS B2 HT) and “….positive. Anxieties were removed by the assessor who was supportive and helpful” (CS P1 HT) and there was good guidance and support about structure of the file and organising evidence trails (CS B2 HT). One respondent considered that, in hindsight, the collection of data was useful to understand the importance of data for tracking and monitoring (CS P1 HT).  Another respondent considered the portfolio “….the most useful thing” because feedback boosted confidence (CS W2 HT). The exercise was also thought “very useful” for fulfilling requirements for performance management review with her head (CS SG1 HT) and was “good to clarify the process we had been through” (CS SG1 HT).

However it was also considered…”horrendous, it took hours to put the files together, felt incredibly bureaucratic and neither supported nor supportive” (CS P2 HT).  One respondent “…would have appreciated a file with appropriate subsections”.  She saw no value in working this out as a group and neither, she reported, did the group. (CS P2 HT).

The exercise was also considered “…very onerous…very paper chase…just paper chasing and labelling the paper work to match against the Standards was “horrendous” (CS SG2 HT), “...exhausting and took ages,” (CS B1 HT) and not flexible enough to acknowledge different work situations (CS B1 HT). The mapping of evidence was arduous and a nightmare, not knowing how much evidence was needed was a problem (CS P1 HT).  

It was felt that some evidence could be ‘signed-off’ rather than having to produce it.  It takes “weekends and evenings and it shouldn’t be like that”. (CS W4 DH). Tutors should look for impact of work rather than requiring so much paper evidence (CS SG2 HT). The portfolio was  “evidence rather than outcomes driven” (CS B1 HT).  One respondent asserted that “Deputies couldn’t possibly do their school jobs properly whilst they were spending so much time doing NPQH” (CS SG2 HT) and one deputy head was put off doing NPQH by the amount of evidence you had to produce (CS W2 DH).

5.4.2 Final Skills Assessment Day

On the Final Skills Assessment Day, there was “a lot of pressure” (CS W4 DH), the assessments were considered “rigorous” (CS P2 HT) and really challenging (CS P2 HT) but tasks were appropriate and useful (CS B1 HT).  Although the final assessment interviews were “interesting …they didn’t challenge” (CS W4 DH) and elements of the assessment that were kept secret did not bother one respondent  (CS B2 HT).

The written task was difficult – like sitting for an exam (CS B2 HT) and the same respondent did not see value in the assessment (CS B2 HT). More particularly, respondents could not see why the final assessment was kept secret from the candidates or why candidates cannot be told more in advance about the modes of assessment (CS P1 HT; CS P2 HT).  Others were unhappy about the amount of time taken for results to be given (viewed as a common concern) (CS P1 HT),  complained that the award of the qualification was far too long after the final assessment (CS P2 HT), and felt disappointed that there was no feedback on the day (CS D3 HT).

5.4.3 Simulation as part of the Final Skills Assessment Day

Simulations in the assessment (and in the face-to-face sessions) were considered “hair-raising” (CS W4 DH) and “traumatic” but one learnt a lot and could apply role-plays into real examples (CS B2 HT).   One respondent who had not enjoyed the role-play during the Residential commented that she “did like the role-play during the assessment … it was explained better and the purpose was there” (CS SG1 HT). “The session with the actor was the hardest – it was artificial but it stretched me” (CS P2 HT).

5.4.4 In-Tray Exercise

One respondent thought it would be easy but was the “hardest thing to do” (CS W2 HT) but the exercise was still considered as very useful (CS SG2 HT) and remembered as important in developing an awareness of prioritising (CS D2 HT).
5.5 Attitudes towards NPQH

General comments were made by respondents about their experience of NPQH.  On the positive side, the experience was “hugely valued” and made one head become the leader she was (CS W4 HT). This respondent would recommend NPQH to anyone wanting to become a leader (CS W4 HT). “It had a massive value…taught me loads and it definitely prepared me for headship” (CS W4 HT). 

More specific comments included that NPQH taught the bigger picture and broadened horizons (CS P1 HT) (CS P1 DH), had already proving extraordinarily helpful  (CS P1 DH) and was “The best training” … ever received (CS P2 HT).  For one respondent, NPQH is about building confidence and giving access to people who can support the headteacher. “NPQH highlights who and what is out there” (CS D4 HT).  One Chair of Governors commented that governors felt more confident knowing that the candidate was undertaking the NPQH before appointing her (CS SG1 CG). Other Chairs approved of a qualification like NPQH for new heads (CS B2 CG), particularly in developing the ability to take a long-term strategic view (CS D2 CG).  A school administrator thought that NPQH must help Heads “even if it only gives [them] an insight” into the range of work that goes on in a school (CS SG2 SA).

NPQH was “only a little part of equipping her for the role…[but it is] a good start” (CS W1 DH). One respondent considered that rather than prior to headship, there were many advantages to doing NPQH alongside starting headship, providing materials and dialogue that impacted on daily practice. However, doing NPQH and starting headship was hard to manage (CS B1 HT). For another respondent, NPQH provided an awareness of the bigger picture of the role – “more than just the curriculum side” (CS SG2 HT).

More negative comments included that NPQH was not helpful other than clarifying the roles of governors (CS W1 HT), was “…all a bit tame and irrelevant.” (CS W3 HT) and that one respondent was “...not convinced NPQH helped at all” with regard to daily issues, e.g. building matters, health and safety, writing bids, dealing with child protection issues (CS P2 HT).  More specifically, a Route 3 candidate had not found NPQH helpful because she had not received any training or reading materials from the programme. However, Route 3 is not designed for participants with significant development needs.

One headteacher had engaged in the ‘New Visions’ programme which was considered better at developing leadership rather than management “What got lost in NPQH for me was the reason [leadership role] I came into headship” (CS W1 HT). Other respondents thought there was “nothing in NPQH…to draw on to help [them] through challenging circumstances” (CS SG2 HT), and NPQH does not prepare you for the “quirkiness of headship”, or the unexpected (CS B2 HT). One senior teacher remembered his head saying “As a head, you just get bombarded with things all the time and NPQH didn’t really prepare you for that” (CS W3 DH equivalent).
5.6 
Challenges and Ideas

Respondents had ideas and challenges to improve the NPQH experience.  These included:

· to provide ‘refresher activities for Year 2 and 3 Heads or for those who have a gap between NPQH and taking up Headship (CS B1 HT) (although, of course ‘early headship provision’ funded by NCSL should be available for those in the first three years of headship in all local authorities.);

· to offer more about coaching as a means of dealing with resistance to change for school improvement;

· to give clearer guidance and examples for mapping evidence against the Standards (CS P1 HT);

· more face-to-face, more visits to other schools and opportunities to shadow good heads;

· a greater emphasis on leading change (CS D3 HT) (CS D2 HT) and working with the Unions (CS D2 HT);

· exploring the differences in expectations of a headteacher held by different communities (e.g. village and town) (CS D2 CG) (CS D3 HT);

· more information on Personnel issues, particularly termination of staff contracts (CS D3 HT); and

· training to be more flexible so participants could do more parts of the training experience when it was needed. (CS D4 HT).

6.
Impact of NPQH 

Clearly, it is difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish the direct impact of NPQH on candidates as distinct from other influences, for example, the respondents often cited the significance of their recent experience (as say deputy heads) on their new roles as headteachers.

However, there is evidence from the respondents themselves which indicate the positive impact of NPQH, in particular, in terms of:

6.1 During the programme

Impact on participants during the programme that were cited (see 5) included:

· access to materials to support their learning 

· access to experienced leaders

· access to peers

· access to new ideas

· opportunity to validate and challenge own ideas  

· time to reflect 

· rigorous approaches to school improvement, including use of assessment data 

6.2 After the programme

Reported impact as a result of the programme included:

· confidence on taking up headship; 

· understanding of the importance of ‘the big picture’ and vision;

· capacity to deal with specific issues related to, for example, dealing with the press;

· on-going learning;

· materials for reference ;

· networks which they continue to use after NPQH is completed. 

The case studies provided examples of successful new heads, as anticipated, since local authorities were asked to select effective new heads. Their successes in role are considerable. The impact of NPQH on that success cannot, however, be separated from other factors.

6.3
Graduates’ confidence on taking up headships

Confidence for most was sufficient at the beginning to allow others to view the new heads as confident and for them to do what was needed. However, several expressed the view that, whilst appearing confident, they were in reality less confident (the metaphor of the swan, swimming gracefully on the surface whilst working hard below was used by one). Two referred to feeling “terrified” (CS P1 HT; CS SG1 HT), whilst colleagues (in their view) viewed them as confident from day one. Another started confident but it “lasted about a week” (CS D2 HT). One cited early lack of confidence as the reason for not dealing with a competency issue (CS W1 HT). Various aspects of NPQH were given as having a positive impact on confidence. For example, one commented on how useful the NPQH materials had been in the early phase (CS W4 HT). For Paul (CS D1 HT), it was the face-to-face elements and the networking as he realised “he could hold his own”. Dave (CS D4 HT) referred to the value of simulations in improving his confidence. Kay (CS SG2 HT) regarded the knowledge she gained from NPQH a factor in making her feel confident. The head teacher of case study W3 was one of several who saw their previous experience as the source of their confidence rather than NPQH.

For most, confidence grew over time, although particular circumstances sometimes provided a ‘blip’ in confidence (CS B2 HT). Colleagues generally saw the graduates as confident from day one (e.g. CS W4 DH & SL) and others recognised the improvement in confidence over time (e.g. CS P1 SL, SA and CG). 

There was evidence that the confidence graduates showed early on impacted positively on their colleagues’ confidence (e.g. CS W4 DH; CS W3 DH equiv). A head in Devon (CS D4 HT) suggested that the building of confidence in others was “one of the most important things you do as a headteacher”.

Several found the role initially more challenging than anticipated (e.g. CS D2 HT).

In several schools, there were other colleagues currently doing NPQH who had been encouraged and supported by the graduates to do the programme (CS B2; CS D3; CS P1 (2); CS P2; CS W1; CS W3).

In some cases, the governors have recognised and praised the impact of NPQH (CS P1 CG).
7.    New headteachers leadership styles and approaches to change 
 

Overall, the cases show evidence of all graduates of NPQH gaining insights related to the nature of leadership and leadership styles.

7.1 Leadership styles and approaches

Reference to the need for flexibility and the use of different styles in different situations was common (CS B1 HT; CS B2 HT; CS P1 HT;  CS SG1 HT; CS W3 HT). Cathy (CS B1 HT) referred to becoming more flexible after NPQH but recognising “the non-negotiables”.

There was evidence of some new heads using styles other than those they would choose as preferred styles, for example, being more coercive (CS SG2 HT) or pace setting (CS P1 HT) than they would choose. This was sometimes to do with external factors like Ofsted (CS P1 HT; CS W4 HT). In some cases ‘tell’ rather than ‘ask’ (CS D1 HT) became the mode of leadership to achieve the necessary results. In the school referenced (D1), the scenario resulted from a poor Ofsted. Simon (CS D2 HT) also referred to feeling “democracy wasn’t going to work” after another poor Ofsted but, by the time of the data collection, things had improved and he was able to develop more distributed approaches that he favoured.

There is evidence that some graduates considered that NPQH helped them understand that, at times, they needed to put aside preferred leadership styles to deal with particular situations. 

Distributing leadership (Bennett et al, 2003; Ritchie and Deakin-Crick, 2007) more than was currently the situation was an aspiration of several (CSs B1; B2; D1; D2; P1; P2). This involved, for example seeking to empower others (CS W1 HT).

It was common for new heads to be aiming to establish more colleagic styles of leadership and more collaborative approaches than the previous heads they had taken over from. Supporting evidence of their successes at achieving this was evident in many cases (CSs B1; B2; SG1; W4). Several were clearly more democratic than the heads they took over from and were good at involving others in decision making (CSs B1; P1; P2), where ‘building consensus’ and ‘openness about decision making’ were cited. Julie was democratic when appropriate and makes decisions as necessary, a balance her staff feel is right (CS W1 DH & SL).

Coaching was a style at least one was explicitly seeking to further develop (CS P1 HT).

Some had a clear preference for particular styles, for example, Anna (CS W4 HT) saw herself as predominantly affiliative. There was evidence of another experimenting with styles as a result of the NPQH programme (CS B2 HT).

7.2 Leadership qualities

The data provided evidence of the new heads’ leadership qualities being varied and well-recognised by colleagues.

For example, in CS B1, the new head’s leadership qualities cited by others included:

· recognition of others as leaders;

· provides opportunities for others and shares of responsibilities;

· energetic;

· has lots of ideas;

· adaptable and flexible;

· supportive

· positive about change;

· has vision; 

· enthusiastic;

· well-organised.

Other case studies provided similar lists of positive qualities recognised by colleagues. 

Additional qualities and skills referred to included, for example:

· knowledgeable (CSs P2; W1);

· focused (CS W1);

· communicative (CS s P2; W1);

· makes expectations clear (CS  W1);

· charismatic (CS  W4);

· well-organised and prepared.

The importance of vision to graduates and other respondents was evident in many cases (CSs B1; B2; D2; P1; P2).

It was clear that interpersonal skills were seen as important by the graduates themselves as well as by their colleagues. For example:

· listening skills (CS B1);

· open and honest (CS B2 SL);

· trusting (CS B2; CS W1);

· approachable (CS B2).

The well-being of colleagues was also prioritised by some (CS B2 HT). A safe environment (for staff) was referred to in CS P2 (SL).

In several schools, the new heads were positive role models for others as leaders (e.g. CS B1 SL).

7.3
Leaders as learners

Most of the graduates saw themselves explicitly as lifelong learners (CSs B1; B2; P2; W1; W3) and this was recognised by the colleagues and contributed to their aims for their schools to be ‘learning-centred’. One of these maintained a learning log which he shares with others including the children (CS W3 DH equiv). The heads were often seen by colleagues as ‘learners’ (CS B1 SL; CS D2 SA) and as reflective, self-critical leaders (CS B2 DH; CS P2 SL). 
At least one was reticent about seeing themselves as learners (CS P1 HT).

Examples of heads taking their own professional development seriously were cited by colleagues as evidence of them as learners and that included valuing international visits (CS P2 HT).

Admitting to mistakes, for example, to the governors and allowing others to make and learn from mistakes was relevant in this context (CS P1 HT). Sometimes, ‘fallibility’ was made explicit by the candidate (CS P2 HT). Taking risks was also seen as a quality of a head who sees themselves as a learner (CS P2 SL).

7.4
Leading change and school improvement

Drivers for change, identified through the cases, included:

· Ofsted (CSs B1; P1). The inspection sometimes came within weeks of taking up a headship (CSs D1; W1). In the case of CS D1, the school was identified as requiring special measures which clearly meant the new head faced an enormous challenge.

· New headteachers own audit / analysis of school situation (CS P1 HT)

· Analysis of achievement data (CS D2 HT)

· Annual review day (CS SG1 HT)

· Need for new approaches to positive reinforcement behaviour policies that lead to a better focus on learning (e.g. CSs B2; P2)

· Need to focus on learning (e.g. CS D2 where a ‘learning charter’ was established)

· Lesson observations and scrutiny of work (CS SG2).

Data were collected relating to approaches to school improvement and the evidence suggested:

· Increased and more sophisticated use of assessment data (CS s B1; P1), although NPQH was not always the stimulus for this and local authority training was cited as more useful (CS P2 HT). In some schools, it was a priority to get others using data (examples include B2 & D1). It was evident that previous use of data had been limited in some schools, for example, in D3, staff had not seen a PANDA report.

· Increased use of monitoring and classroom observation data to inform priorities

· Use of feedback from pupils (CS B1 HT).

Some graduates faced some resistance and conflict in implementing changes (CS B1 HT; CS D2 HT). Others were more fortunate and found staff generally willing to embrace change (CS P1 HT; CS W1 HT).

Sometimes, the challenge and resistance was from parents as opposed to colleagues (CS P1 HT).

The cases did not concentrate on success of schools in terms of pupils’ achievements although evidence from Ofsted reports and data reported by heads indicate that these heads were at least maintaining the standards of previous heads and, in many cases, exceeding these. CS D1, as an example, includes clear evidence of significant progress under the new head.

8.
Community leadership and involvement (RR)

 

Community leadership was acknowledged as important by a majority of graduates although it was often an area where they felt they had made limited progress and needed more attention (for example, CS D3 HT).

NPQH helped some with this aspect of headship but others were less positive about impact in this area (CS W1 HT). Dave (CS D4 HT) saw the NPQH preparing him ‘theoretically’ for the community dimension of his role.

Relationships with the parent community were prioritised and examples of positive improvement in the ways parents engage with and relate to school staff was reported  by heads and validated by others (CS B1 HT). 

In a couple of schools, the heads were seeing their deputies as taking lead roles in community leadership and parental involvement (CS B1 HT; CS B2 HT) as part of an NPQH project where they were on the programme.

Links with other schools (for example, through extended school partnerships) were cited as examples of the ways graduates viewed their involvement in the community (CS P1 HT). Networks were important for support in the early stages of headship and some saw this as an ongoing strength of the community dimension (CS W4 HT).

Links with the local church was seen as a key part of community involvement for the church schools (e.g. CSs P2; W3; W4).

Particular episodes highlighted other ways in which new heads found themselves taking a prominent and leading role in their communities. For example, a pupil death early in one graduate’s headship (CS P2 HT); the death of the much-liked previous head in another (CS W1 HT); a case of financial mismanagement that led to legal proceedings in another (CS B2 HT); the proposal for a new telephone mast near the school (CS SG1 HT).

Not all saw themselves as community leaders (e.g. CS SG2 HT).

There was some concern expressed about extended schools and the extent to which policy may be taking responsibilities away from parents (CS P2 HT)  and “pushing families further apart” (CS W4 HT). 

A Plymouth head (CS P2 HT) also gave a good example of how a school initiative (healthy schools) was impacting in a variety of ways on the local community as shopkeepers and others got involved.

Several graduates reported the usefulness of NPQH sessions dealing with the media (CSs D2; P2; SG2). 

CS D1 offers an interesting example of a community issue related to what was in some ways ‘withdrawal’ from community involvement to concentrate on the core purpose of the school – pupils’ learning.  The construction of a fence (to protect pupils from a busy road) offered a physical manifestation of what some community members saw as the school’s attitude, although the head, Paul, did organise a successful community day to involve the parents in developing the SEF drawing, he said, on ideas from NPQH.

There is, indeed, a suggestion of a pattern in the Devon cases that the schools, in the early stages of the new heads’ terms of office became a little more ‘inward looking’. This may be to do with the sample in that three of the four schools chosen by that LA were on their ‘risk register’ and subject to local authority intervention. 

9.    Preparedness for the future 

 

Most of the graduates indicated they felt confident about dealing with the future they face and accept the inevitable changes ahead (CS s B1; B2; D1; SG1; SG2). NPQH gave them time and opportunities to consider new possibilities and challenges. The task during the residential related to a ‘new school’ was valued by most (eg CS W3 HT) and less so by others.

Some graduates had radical views of how schools needed to change (CS P1 HT).

For one, the impact of global citizenship was seen as a key driver for change (CS P2 HT). For another, changes to the curriculum will be significant (CS SG1 HT) and others saw changes in the use of ICT as likely to be significant (e.g. CS SG2 HT).

A few did not regard NPQH as impacting on their preparedness for the future (CS W1 HT). 

For some, significant changes lay ahead such as amalgamation (CS W1 HT); new buildings (CS W4 HT).
10.  Other issues related to early headship 

 

10.1
Timing of NPQH

Doing NPQH alongside being a new headteacher was seen by some as an advantage providing opportunities (CS B1 HT) and, for others, an unnecessary requirement that added to the demands on them during a challenging period in their professional lives (CS W3 HT).

10.2
Pace of change

In the sample, there were a number of very enthusiastic, dynamic and driven individuals who recognised that the pace at which they worked was not that at which others could engage (CSs B1; B2; P2; SG2). In some cases, deputies were seen as key to providing feedback on whether others were ‘keeping up’. DHs were also used as a sounding board for checking new ideas (CS B2 HT). 

10.3
Impact of previous experience

Experience as a deputy was sometimes given as a reason for confidence on taking up headship (e.g. CS P2 HT; CS SG1 HT). In one case, a long standing and very successful deputy had to be persuaded by colleagues and governors to apply for the headship (P2). Her reservations were to do with work-life balance. However, on taking up the headship, she proved very successful and provides one of the strongest cases of a successful head internally promoted from being a deputy. She does still, however, refer to missing some of her work as a deputy and with her class as ‘bereavement’. In CS D3, the CG acknowledged the value of the new head’s experience as a deputy.

Moving from non-school-based roles to headship, for example, from HE (CS B1) or advisory work (CS D4) was not easy, but those making such moves are clearly capable of being effective heads although NPQH did not necessarily support their change particularly well.

10.4
Dealing with the school’s recent history

The impact of the situation the graduates inherited was of significance in many of the cases. New heads were often unaware of the ‘history’ they were going to have to deal with (CS B1 HT).

One Devon school had had five acting heads before the new head took over (CS D3 HT). In that context, Claire felt she had to assure others she was “there for the long haul”.

Helean (CS SG1 HT) took over a school subject to significant remodeling.

In several cases, comparison with previous heads were made explicitly and the new heads were in the majority of cases seen as better. For example, Bernie (CS P2 HT) was regarded by one colleague as ‘head and shoulders above’ the previous four heads for whom she had worked (CS P2 SA).

10.5
Support during early headship

Lack of appropriate local authority support and mentors for new heads was cited by some as a concern. For example, Mitch (CS P1 HT) had to rely on his own networks of support in the absence of LA-identified mentor in his first few months.

10.6
Appointing new deputies

The opportunities for new heads to appoint deputies early in their headships seemed to have a positive impact in at least one school (CS P2 HT). 
 
11.  Conclusion 

This research has provided evidence of the positive impact the model of NPQH, being offered at the time, had on graduates. It is a study which, unlike many evaluations of leadership programmes, has concentrated on the experience of graduates in their first headship and the impact of their actual practices. In this way it is similar to the ongoing work (across nine countries) of Cowie and Crawford (2007).

Overall, it is clear that graduates valued the professional development provided by the programme. It is successful in a number of ways discussed above, for example:

· helping participants ‘see the big picture’ and think about the future;

· providing participants with opportunities to reflect critically on themselves as leaders;

· building participants’ confidence for leadership and the challenges they will face;

· increasing awareness and understanding of different leadership styles and the ways in which these need to be used flexibly;

· supporting individuals’ needs in meeting all aspects of the National Standards for Headteachers (DfES, 2004);

· fostering the notion of leader as learner;

· helping participants understand what changes might be needed in schools and how these changes might be led and managed.

The research offers insights into the graduates’ experiences and perceptions of early headship and indicates the challenges and opportunities involved. The selected graduates were regarded as successful headteachers and by the local authority officers who identified them so there is inevitably a bias in the sample. However, the cases and the above analysis provide insights into the aspects of NPQH that graduates regarded as significant in having an impact on them as leaders. Validation through interviews with their colleagues and governors has ensured the accounts are based on more than merely an individual’s perspective.

As the NPQH model was revised and the next revised model announced nears the point at which this report was completed, it is pleasing to report that the majority of the concerns expressed by graduates have been potentially addressed in the revisions.

The research highlights a number of issues which are summarised below as questions which future providers of NPQH and local authorities might find helpful:

1. How best can the individual training needs of participants be met through the new programme – the cases reinforce the idea that there are no ‘typical’ candidates and each needs a personalised learning route? Participants with considerable previous experience of leadership other than headship (for example in a local authority or higher education institute) need their experiences to be valued and treated as the basis for further development.

2. Confidence building is essential for graduates entering headship. NPQH already, on the evidence in the cases, supports confidence building – how can this be further enhanced?

3. Currently, there is no systematic attempt to ‘measure’ the impact of NPQH on graduates as they enter headship. Work on impact has been done in the context of initial teacher education (TDA’s NQT survey) continuing professional development (Kinder and Harland, 1997; TTA, 2003) and postgraduate professional development (TDA, 2007). Leithwood and Levin (2005) discuss how impact of leadership programmes on pupil learning might be tackled methodologically by researchers which also potentially offers insights for programme providers. The key question is, how can NPQH providers gain valid evidence of impact and ensure monitoring and evaluation of provision is based on longer term feedback not merely that received during the time participants are on programmes?

4. Support for early headship within local authorities and through NCSL programmes exist but appears to be inconsistent across LAs. The case studies provide rich examples of the early experiences in headship of NPQH graduates in a range of schools. How might these cases be used as resources for leadership development programmes and activities related to the early stage of headship?

5. Governor support (especially from the chair of governors) is important in the early stages of new heads’ careers. How can governors be made more aware of the complexity, including professional and personal factors, that impact of the early stages of headship? For example, some of the cases provide interesting narratives about the changing ‘fortune lines’ of new heads – how might that inform governor training so governors are more aware of possible patterns of new heads’ confidence levels over time?

6. The unique context of every school and the significant impact the recent history of a school can have on new inexperienced heads is evident in several of the cases. Would coaching (Hobson, 2003) provide an approach to leadership development in the early period of headship which was more context-specific and personalised? ( we note that this is now being addressed through Early Headship Provision (formerly the Heads’ Induction Programme) which funds coaching as part of the training opportunities available to heads in their first three years of headship and the question is how can that coaching be best implemented). 

7. Community leadership is an increasingly important policy driver (West-Burnham et al, 2007) and there is evidence that it is an area in which NPQH graduates lack confidence. How could community leadership be given a higher priority in programmes?

The research team hopes that this report and the linked case studies support the process of enhancing and improving the quality of leadership development in the South West.
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