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ABSTRACT 

This research is about the politics and policy processes of education. The focus is 
on central Government policy relating to INSET and the political activity and 
responses of LEAs to new policy developments. LEAs have a statutory duty to 
provide efficient and sufficient schooling. This entails a concern for the 
professional quality of teaching. To meet this responsibility LEAs traditionally 
employed advisers, maintained teachers' centres and secured provision by 
sending teachers on INSET workshops/courses. During recent years, however, 
changes in the funding of LEAs and the introduction of specific grants 
significantly impacted on the organisation and delivery of INSET. This research 
ascertains the INSET provision in a sample of five LEAs; identifies the similarities 
and differences between these authorities in their responses to the changing 
funding mechanisms; and examines the underlying rationale for the variation in 
INSET provision. The research methodology is underpinned by an eclectic ethos. 
Concepts are derived from theories of organisations and policy implementation. 
A range of data collection techniques are employed. The research concludes that 
the responses to change adopted by the five LEAs in the sample are different in 
several important respects. Each LEAs INSET policy greatly depends on the 
authority's size, resources, history, culture, commitment and avenues of 
communication. Even where similar structures have developed, disparities in the 
mode of operation are evident. By way of representing the full range of responses 
to change which characterises each LEA, the researcher uses a spectrum. All of the 
LEAs in the sample sought to establish a 'partnership' with schools in regard to 
INSET. However, in each case, associations are framed according to a distinct set 
of values. At one end of the spectrum is an hierarchical association; at the centre a 
association which is complementary; and at the other end an enterprise association 
with schools. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

This research is about the politics and policy processes of education. The focus is 
on central Government policy relating to in-service education and training 
(INSET) and the political activity and responses of Local Education Authorities 
(LEAs) to new policy developments. Since 1944 LEAs have had a statutory duty 
to provide efficient and sufficient schooling. This entails a concern for the 
professional quality of teaching. To meet this responsibility LEAs traditionally 
employed advisers/inspectors, maintained teachers'/professional centres and 
secured provision by sending teachers on INSET workshops/courses. During 
recent years, however, changes in the funding of LEAs and the introduction of 
specific grants significantly impacted on the organisation and delivery of INSET. 
This research ascertains the INSET provision in a sample of five LEAs across the 
country. It identifies the similarities and differences between these LEAs in their 
responses to the changing funding mechanisms and examines the underlying 
rationale for any variation in INSET provision. The terms 'education policy 
sociology', or 'sociology of education policy', have been used to describe work in 
this vein. As Raab observed, policy sociology rests 'on a somewhat insecure 
theoretical foundation in its nonetheless fruitful synthesis of perspectives'. 'The 
work of education policy sociologists has been characterised by differences in 
fundamental philosophical and theoretical stances concerning the nature of 
politics and the state'. Raab notes that within education policy sociology: 

relationships between policy process and outcome and between motive and 
action are at the heart of many investigations. [Education] policy sociology 
may try to hold both policy and practice (or implementation) within the 
same frame and in some sense map them onto 'macro' and 'micro' 
dimensions, whilst attempting to work out the rules or methods for framing 
and for mapping. (1994: 7) 

Before one could attempt to define the term INSET it was important to address a 
prior question. What does the acronym INSET stand for? The acronym has, along 
with several others, become embedded in the education service. In contrast to the 
majority of the others, however, there are several possible variants over what 
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INSET actually represents. The terms in-service training, in-service education, in- 

service training of teachers, in-service education of teachers and in-service 
education and training have all been used. What INSET stands for can often 

depend on whose book, article or guidelines one is reading. Some may feel that 
highlighting this point is overly pedantic. However, the term which one uses to 
represent INSET can be very significant. This is especially true when considered 
in the wider context of the philosophical differences entwined within the 
education and training debate. As Esland et nl observed, education and training 
have: 

often been linked in everyday usage, but historically they have been 
substantially different. It has been customary for education to be seen as 
being essentially concerned with the broad development and 
understanding of the individual [...I Training, on the other hand, is usually 
construed in terms of the narrow instrumental requirements of the specific 
tasks detached from their wider significance and context. Education 
implied that the learner can engage reflectively and critically with the 
substance of what is being taught. Training on the other hand required 
acceptance by the trainee of the terms and procedures laid down by the 
training programme, and if this necessitated subjecting oneself to low-skill 
tasks because that is what the job required, then so be it. (1991: 18) 

Although education and training might overlap one needs to resist any temptation 
to couple them too closely together. Throughout this thesis the acronym INSET is 
taken to stand for In-service Education and Training. With this clarified it is 
possible to attempt a definition of the term INSET. The researcher was unable to 
find a single definition of INSET within the literature reviewed. Authors tended 
to simply offer their varied opinions of what the acronym INSET stood for. A 

definition can be identified in the Education Acts. The Act of 1994 noted that, 
'references [...I to training, in relation to teachers, include any training or education 
with the object of fitting persons to be teachers, or better teachers'. (s.19 (4)) This is 
a tight legal definition which does not differentiate training and education. The 
following operational definition of INSET has been used throughout this thesis. 

INSET constitutes any formal learning activity organised by others in which 
a qualified teacher participates alone or with colleagues, and which 
encompasses one or more of the following: the development of awareness, 
knowledge and understanding; critical reflection; and/or the acquisition of 
skills directed towards an improvement in the teacher's practice. 
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Some of the INSET activities which a teacher engages in might focus on staff 
development. The latter has been seen as 'job-embedded' and serving school 
improvement. Other INSET activities can focus on professional development 
which is seen as 'job-related' and has as its aim, the teacher's individual 
professional development. Of course, some INSET activities which the teacher is 
engaged upon can serve both school improvement and personal professional 
development. An example of this could be an action research Masters' degree 
looking at effective school management. The editors of the British journal $In- 
Service Education expressed concern that there has been a blurring of the above 
distinction between professional development and staff development. As they 
noted, 'it is all too easy at a time of tight financial stringency, to talk of professional 
development when the focus of the financial allocations is almost entirely on 
improvement in the school system. (Look at the GEST categories for the past few 
years, for example.) Is the 'HEADLAMP' [Headteachers Leadership and 
Management Project] initiative for the benefit of the headteacher qua professional, 
or is it for school and system improvement?' (The Editors, 1994: 3) 

What is an LEA? 

The above commentary observes the differences of opinion over what INSET 
stands for and the lack of a clear definition. There is no such confusion 
surrounding the use of the initials LEA. The LEA remains a construct of the law 
and there is no room for doubt or debate over what it constitutes. Section 12 of the 
Education Act 1996 notes which authority is the LEA in England for the areas of a 

county council, a district council, a London borough and the City of London. The 
LEA 'for a county in England having a county council is the county council [...I; for 
a district in England which is not in a county having a county council it is the 
district council; for a London borough it is the borough council; and for the City of 
London it is the Common Council of the City of London (in their capacity as a 
local authority)'. (s.12 (1-4) Education Act 1996) From 1944, however, the need for 
increased professionalism in educational provision has been recognised. Each 
LEA is required to appoint a Chief Education Officer. The LEA also employs 
specialist staff to help discharge its functions. An education department supports, 
informs and offers advice to the authority's education committee, sub-committees 
and panels. The LEA, therefore, constitutes not only elected representatives 
(members) but also professional experts such as advisers. Having an organisation 
constituted in this way raises a number of questions for consideration. Do officers 
or members represent the LEA in educational matters such as INSET? Whose 
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opinions are validated in local policy? These questions were addressed in the 
study undertaken of five LEAs. 

Why a studv of LEA INSET orovision? 

The researcher's interest in the LEA developed in the 1980s, following completion 
of a course component for a BSc (Hons) degree entitled 'Educational Policy and 
Administration'. During the final year of this degree the 1988 Education Reform 
Act (ERA) received royal assent. This was to have major ramifications for the 
LEA. Although in the years which followed there was no specific policy initiative 
in relation to the LEAs, there were a number of major legislative changes that had 
important ramifications for LEAs so that it began to appear that the aim of central 
Government was to limit the functions and roles of the LEA. This aim was 
manifest with the introduction of the 'Local Management of Schools' (LMS) in 
1988, the point at which the researcher took up a position as a primary school 
teacher. Increasingly, while it was possible to recognise the benefits to education 
which policies such as LMS might bring, the researcher became concerned about 
the possible consequences of what John Patten (Secretary of State, 1992-4) termed 
'the grant-maintained revolution'. (The Guardiafi, 19:5:92) 

While in post, the researcher had growing reservations about the pursuit of the 
privatisation of public services and the establishment of an educational market 
place by Conservative Governments in the early 1990s. He was convinced that in 
relation to enhancing local accountability, improving educational administration 
and, thus, raising the quality of learning for the pupils in his class, the LEA had an 
essential role to play. This opinion was reinforced when the researcher completed 
an MA in History of Education and wrote a dissertation entitled, 'The changing 
role of the LEA since 1944. While writing this he became keen on the idea of 
completing further research on the LEAs and their changing functions and roles. 
Whilst the role of the LEA in relation to financial management of schools had been 
reduced by LMS they, nevertheless, retained other important functions. The 
researcher decided, after discussion with prospective supervisors, to focus on how 
the LEAs had met their responsibilities in terms of INSET and how this provision 
had been affected by widespread legislative and administrative change during 
recent years. 
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The desim of the research 

The overall design of this research can be said to involve 'macro' and 'micro' levels. 
However, the terms are used only by way of 'mapping' the research, so that a 
reader might better understand its shape. It is necessary to make this point 
because within policy studies a distinction has been made between 'top-down' and 
'bottom-up' views of policy processes. The researcher, though, did not consider 
these to be competing perspectives. Sabatier (1986) called for a synthesis of the 
strengths of both approaches. Indeed, 'their complementarity opens up policy 
processes to more sophisticated analysis that is better able to deal with 
complexity'. (Raab, 1994: 9) Therefore, by using the terms 'macro' and 'micro' the 
researcher is not over-emphasising the distinction between policy formulation and 
policy implementation. As will be highlighted subsequently, the researcher 
accepted the view that the different 'levels', 'dimensions' or 'moments' of the policy 
process were 'loosely coupled'. As Raab observes, it is reasonable to construe that 
recent educational policies in Britain are: 

coming from a 'top' which comprises central government and its apparatus, 
including the Conservative Party and its attendant 'think tanks'. However, 

one should not preclude understanding both the wider contexts and factors 
that might help to explain a given policy, and the contributions made by 
those who are located outside the centre, whether in local education 
authorities or in sectors of the professions. Nevertheless, it would be 
desirable to investigate matters from the 'bottom' up, [...I for government is 
by no means certain to achieve its objectives in a system in which resources 
can be mobilised by others at many points for purposes outwith the 
determining constraints of the policy as devised by its 'makers'. This means 
that variations across sites of implementation, such as [...I local education 
authorities, need to be explained, and one path to explanation runs through 
investigating networks at or near the 'bottom', with connections running 
upward and outward. (1994: 10) 

Theoretical auuroaches informinr the 'macro' level of the research 

The methodological issues surrounding the 'micro' case study level of the research 
will be discussed in chapter five. The following three chapters of the thesis are 
historical in nature. As will be noted, they place the empirical work in the wider 
context. However, these early chapters are not simply descriptive. 'Narrative 
without explanation is not vacuous [..I but necessarily incomplete'. (Ranson, 1980: 
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13) A number of theoretical perspectives were to offer insights about the events 
which are outlined in the early chapters. At the 'macro' level the researcher's 
considerations focused on the function of the state and its apparatus in the policy 
process. The researcher considered what Marxist and neo-Marxist perspectives 
might offer in addressing this issue. The definition of the state offered by Dale 
and Ozga proved helpful. As they remarked, it is not simply: 

reducible to government which is the most visible and arguably the 
most important part, but not the whole. The state also encompasses 
publicly financed institutions such as departments of state, the military 
and police, the judiciary, the legal and education systems. It includes 
central as well as local state apparatus [...I The state is not a monolith. 
It is a set of publicly financed initiatives, neither selectively nor 
collectively necessarily working in harmony, confronted by certain 
basic problems which derive from the state's relationship with 
capitalism. (1991: 9) 

Dale and Ozga contend that these problems stem from a need to support the 
process of capital accumulation by assuring the right context for its continued 
expansion. Also the state continues to have to legitimate the capitalist mode of 
production, including its own part in this. Marxists believe that the state acts in 
the interest of the capitalist class because 'it is ultimately dependent on the 
perpetuation, albeit possibly in a modified form, of the capitalist system, and 
because of the dangers in an international competitive system of the flight of 
capital to more amenable regimes'. In consequence Marxists claim that 'the 
economy sets limits to what is possible for any state in any society.' (loc. cit.) One 
can certainly recognise that the elements of the state are not working towards the 
replacement of capitalism in the United Kingdom. However, is everything the 
state does so obviously in support of capitalism? One might suggest that in the 
case of comprehensive schooling this function was not pre-eminent. These 
schools, while trying to redress the negative effects to the economy of a wastage of 
working class talent, have been seen as part of a move to enhance equal 
opportunities for socially disadvantaged sections of the population. This anomaly 
stemming from traditional Marxist theory has been considered by neo-Marxists. 
They offer a solution. Marx viewed capitalist societies as comprising separate 
classes. There are the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. Neo-Marxists, though, 
suggest that 'although the state in capitalist societies is a class state it has 
autonomy from the bourgeoisie.' (Ham and Hill, 1993: 37) This relative autonomy 
allows the state to carry out reforms in the interest of the proletariat. However, 
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Ham and Hill noted that the 'concept of relative autonomy' does not furnish a 

satisfactory explanation of state activities'. Crucially they highlighted that: 

once it is acknowledged that capitalists are a divided group, who do 
not necessarily have interests in common, and that the state has a 
measure of autonomy, it becomes difficult to predict [...I the behaviour 
of the state, by reference to the interests of capital. The question to be 
addressed here is whether this has the effect of reducing what we can 
say about the power of capital to a statement evident to all but the most 
naive, that state action will tend to support the existing economic order 
[...I It must be acknowledged that there are considerable difficulties in 
distinguishing some of the positions taken by contemporary Neo- 
Marxist writers from those who subscribe to a version of pluralist 
theory which stresses group inequalities. (1993: 38) 

This is an important point and demonstrates that while certain theoretical 

perspectives are different enough to be distinguishable, they have several 
elements in common. The researcher found himself agreeing with Coates that, 
'while Marxist analysis of contemporary life is a good place from which to begin 
the pursuit of understanding, it is not always necessarily the best place to end'. 
Marxism can be criticised for being reductionist. The determining influence on all 
education policy tends to be reduced to economic factors only. While these are 
extremely important, attention also needs to be given to 'the autonomous and non- 
economic generation of social, cultural and political change'. (1991: 5) Could 
pluralist theory also be helpful? Traditional pluralists hold that the sources of 
power are unequally though widely distributed among groups and individuals in 

society. Although not all groups and interests have the same degree of influence, 
even the least powerful are able to make their voices heard. Neo-pluralist writers 
question this view. They claim that power can be concentrated in the hands of a 
minority of groups or individuals. The use of the word individuals here 
immediately appealed to the researcher. There seemed t6 be a recognition that 
human agency in the policy process should not be ignored. 

Pluralism was seen by the researcher to be a useful explanatory tool. To give an 
example, he considered the pluralism which exists within the Conservative Party. 
Within the Conservative Party in the 1980s there was a range of views and ideas 
that were in some ways contradictory. 'The first and dominant strand is that of 
liberalism or neo-liberalism, i.e. economic ideas about the importance of free 
markets allied to political ideas stressing the importance of individual freedom 
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and the need to curtail state interference [...I in individual lives.' A second strand 
of Conservative thinking is 'that of conservation and the importance of order, 
traditional values and social hierarchy'. (Dale and Ozga, 1991:41) The 
contradiction between the liberalist and conservative strands concerning the role 
of the state is striking. 'Where liberalism implies a limited government, 
conservatism requires a strong state to maintain social order and authority.' (King, 
1987: 21-25) This contradiction has been implicit in education policy since 1979. 
Johnson related his analysis of the 1988 ERA to factional differences within the 
Conservative movement. He remarked that the ERA worked as a unifying force, 
'harmonising the programmes of neo-liberals, neo-Conservatives and 
traditionalists, and even of Conservative modernisers and LEA Tories'. (1991: 64) 
As will be noted in chapter three, this contradiction was also a characteristic of 
INSET policy in the period 1991-1996. The centrality of power and control in the 
concept of policy' needed to be recognised. 'It is important to consider whose 
values are validated in policy and whose are not'. (Ball, 1990: 3) The relative 
influence of different agendas is important. The election of four Conservative 
Governments from 1979 onwards influenced decisively the action which is 
outlined in the early chapters of this thesis. 

This is not to suggest, however, that it is only economic factors and political 
factions within the Conservative Party that shape education policy. While central 
Government has historically continued to have final political authority in the 
United Kingdom, such a narrow view ignores the ascertion that in practice 
Governments require the co-operation and political consent of other powerful 
economic and social interests in the community. Pluralists believe that central 
Government 'both pursues its own preferences and responds to demands coming 
from outside interests.' (Ham and Hill, 1993: 30) Conservative Governments from 
1979 onwards responded to growing pressures for change from 'outside' the 
education system. Barber (1994) has noted that developments in the education 
service over the last decade cannot be understood without consideration of a 
number of 'causes' for change. Barber provided a list of these causes. The first 
was 'a growing social diversity.' By the 1970s Britain was not a socially 
homogeneous place. There was a wide variety of lifestyles, cultures, religions and 
a range of outlooks. People's perceptions and aspirations had changed and 
'younger generations were demanding as entitlements what had been the 
privileges of the few in previous generations'. 

Second, despite the expansion of the 1960s, there was wide and growing 
dissatisfaction with the outcomes of the education system. Criticism was not 

8 



simply coming from those with an ideological axe to grind. Third, Barber noted 
that economic failure resulted in politicians turning to education 'both for part of 
the explanation and, less worthily, to seek scapegoats'. Fourth, the economic crisis 

meant that public spending had to be controlled. 
demands to know exactly how LEAs were spending their educational budgets. 
There were calls for greater accountability from the mid-1970s onwards. Finally 
Barber observed that 'the least debated but by no means least important' factor 
was that [...I 'the decision-making and implementation process was painfully slow: 
far too slow for a world in which social, cultural, economic and technological 
changes were gathering pace'. Barber gave the example of the GCSE, 'invented as 
an idea in the late 1960s, it took over 15 years to implement'. All these factors 
contributed to a recognition across the political divide that changes were needed 
in the educational world. According to Barber, several options could have been 
imagined, however, 'Thatcherism selected from among them the distinctive 
combination of centralisation and market forces which has characterised education 
policy since 1987.' (1994: 6) It was the Conservatives who responded to pressure 
for change. Their political agenda was the moulding force for the actions taken 
from 1979 onwards. 

The fifth factor comprised 

The organisation of chapters 

The theories discussed above, then, help throw light on the context in which the 

events described in the early chapters of this study took place. As chapter one will 
show, the impact on the LEA of economic and political factors has been profound. 
In particular, an account is given of the effects which reductions in public 
spending and educational legislation have had on LEAs. A further chapter 
outlines developments in INSET policy since the 1972 James Report. In particular, 
these opening chapters highlight a reduction in the discretion and autonomy of 

LEAs and the creation of what has been termed 'an INSET market'. (Harland et nl, 

1993: 9) Chapter three then relates the LEA and INSET strands of the research. It 
considers the effects of a reduction in LEA power and the development of the 
INSET market on arrangements made by local authorities over the last two 
decades. In particular, the impact on LEA advisory services and teachers' centres 
are considered. There have been few studies in this area. Chapter five highlights 
the methodological principles and assumptions which shaped the researcher's 
approach to the study of INSET arrangements in five LEAs and indicates how the 
study was conducted. Chapters six and seven then describe the INSET 
arrangements made by the five LEAs and the changes experienced, as perceived 
by the LEAs key advisers and administrators in the field of INSET over a five year 
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period (1991-1996). Chapter eight explains and offers an explanation for the 
similarities and differences between the INSET policy of each LEA. Chapter nine 
outlines the findings of a survey of INSET co-ordinators and chapter ten draws 
conclusions from the study undertaken. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

The Place and Purpose of LEAs: A Recent History 

The LEA and the post-war educational partnership 

During the post-war years, despite conflicts which arose between a Minister 
anxious to get his/her own way and LEAs who believed that he/she was 
overstepping the boundaries, it was widely agreed that an 'educational 
partnership' existed. The impact of conflict on this partnership was lessened by 
what was popularly termed the 'consensus in education'. The main ingredients 
which it was claimed encouraged this consensus were the determination of both 
the major political parties, Labour and the Conservatives, 'to sustain the impetus 
of the 1944 Act. [...I The importance of the partnership value of the enterprise was 
universally held'. (Gordon et nl, 1991: 62) All partners 'were united by the broader 
objectives of the education service'. (Barber, 1994: 353) In seeking to sustain the 
advances anticipated in the 1944 Act successive Governments proclaimed the 
importance of the partnership value of the enterprise. Collaboration between the 
Ministry, LEAs and the teaching body was regarded as a 'peculiarly British and 
unique way to run education'. (Gordon et al,  1991: 66) This was not to suggest, 
however, that the balance of power and influence between the partners remained 
static. Indeed, by the end of the 1960s the scope of LEA autonomy and discretion 

had increased. Ranson draws attention to the development of comprehensive 
schooling to show the extent of the growing influence of LEAs over the direction 
of education policy. Education policy was increasingly initiated at the local 
government level. In addition, 'LEAs were able to negotiate considerable 
discretion to suit local circumstances'. (1980: 8) Tomlinson remarks that the LEAs 
appeared to have become 'the essential engine of the national/local education 

system': 

Consider any catalogue of significant educational development in this 
country this century and I suspect that you will find LEA involvement - 
often an LEA initiative - even though for much of that time broad 
curriculum policies were centrally directed or were much influenced by 
public examinations subject to central direction. (1993: 147) 

This change in the relative influence of the partners was to result in a situation 
which was unsatisfactory for the Labour Government of 1969. Its circular 10/65 

requested that LEAs reorganise their secondary schooling along comprehensive 
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lines. Four years later, several LEAs were refusing to do so. The Education 

Secretary, Edward Short, came under pressure from groups such as the influential 
Comprehensive Schools Committee. He decided to use his political power and 
introduced a Bill which, if enacted, would have imposed the duty of developing 

non-selective systems of secondary schooling on all LEAs in England and Wales. 
The Bill got as far as its second reading in the House of Commons in February 
1970 before lapsing to the Prime Minister's decision to call a general election. The 
Bill, however, demonstrated the fragile nature of the educational partnership. The 
partners could have conflicting opinions. They could also be internally divided. 
Obviously not all LEAs shared similar views on the future of secondary schooling. 
Most importantly, the Bill indicated that the consensus in education was in danger 
of collapse as there was a growing politicization of the debate over comprehensive 
schooling. 

Following the election victory of the Conservatives in 1970, Margaret Thatcher 
became Education Secretary. She replaced circular 10/65 with circular 19/70. 
This left reorganisation decisions regarding secondary education to the discretion 
of LEAs. The circular noted that it was unwise to impose a uniform pattern of 
secondary organisation on LEAs by legislation or any other means. LEAs were to 
be 'freer to determine the shape of secondary provision in their area'. (DES, 1970: 
1) Given the events which will be remarked upon on the subsequent pages of this 
chapter, one can point to the irony of Thatcher's bolstering the educational 

partnership, and the place of the LEAs within it, in this way. Consensus over 
education, though, began to disappear in the early 1970s. Maclure observed that 
groups of right-wing intellectuals began to print several books and pamphlets 
which in particular sought to compare the standards of achievements of 
comprehensive schools with those of the remaining grammar schools. It was 
argued that standards had fallen because of the move to comprehensive 
education. At the local government level views were becoming equally polarised. 
'Local politics became fiercer'. (1989: vii) When Labour returned to power in 1974 
it 'seemed to be generating few new ideas and concentrated on completing the 
unfinished business of the 1964-70 government'. (Judge, 1984: 164) This included 
comprehensive reorganisation. The 1976 Education Act was introduced 
empowering the Secretary of State to require all LEAs to submit detailed plans for 
comprehensive reorganisation. However, while it seemed that education was not 
a high priority on the new Government's agenda, events were conspiring to give 
it greater prominence. 
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The economic crisis of the 1970s seemed to nourish the criticisms of the education 
system which had been first voiced by the authors of the Black Papers between 
1969 and 1974. The growth of public interest and debate over education could be 
gauged be the interest which the Labour government began to take in educational 
matters from 1976 onwards. Indeed, as Heller and Edwards noted, James 
Callaghan's famous Ruskin College speech could be seen as one of the 'first active 
steps to challenge the sovereignty of the established liberal orthodoxy'. Heller and 
Edwards claimed, however, that despite this challenge following the election of 
three Conservative Governments from 1979-1990 'the ministers responsible for 
education [...I all seemed to accept the conventions of traditional educational 
discourse and dialogue'. As they remarked, 'the very guru of monetarism, Keith 
Joseph, observed the proprieties in his admittedly often maladroit dealings with 
the educational establishment'. Heller and Edwards declared that even Kenneth 
Baker, who was to succeed Keith Joseph and steer through the major reforms of 
the 1988 ERA, 'could still assure a national conference of LEA officers in 1988 of 
the key role and contribution to be made by the LEAs post-ERA'. (1992: 8-9) It was 
important to recognise, though, that the involvement of LEAs in consultations 
over the possible content of educational policy did not necessarily mean that they 
had a decisive effect on the main provisions of any proposed change in legislation. 
Charting developments from 1979 onwards, Cokke and Gosden noted that: 

the over-riding impression was of a government determined to have its 
own way, contemptuous of its 'partners', professing a determination to 
relax controls and decentralise decision-making but in reality doing the 
opposite, unwilling to listen to 'outside' independent expert advice. 
(1986: 137) 

What is beyond doubt is that from the mid-1970s onwards there was a shift in the 
relative power and influence of the educational partners which involved an 
assertion of central department control. As noted, the 1976 Education Act had 
given the Secretary of state new powers although, in the late 1970s, some LEAS 
frustrated the intentions of the Education Secretary in the courts and won. At this 
time the DES also introduced initiatives to review standards and the curriculum. 
Broadfoot (1979) suggested that the centre had, by the end of the 1970s, been more 
or less consciously arrogating to itself more and more responsibility for the 
direction of the education service. However, it was to be measures introduced 
following 1979 that were to give this movement towards central control its most 
powerful thrust. The Conservative Government elected in 1979, and those which 
followed throughout the 1980s, believed that large sections of the British economy 
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were extremely inefficient. In particular, the new Government felt that the public 
sector was much too large and bureaucratic. The Government firmly believed that 
in order to eliminate this inefficiency the public sector should be exposed to what 
had been termed the 'discipline of the market'. (Coates, 1991:ll) The 
determination of several Conservative administrations to achieve this broad aim 
was eventually to see the end of the post-war educational partnership. The 
measures introduced to achieve this aim were to have a profound effect on all 
LEAS. 

The move towards greater central control 

Financial constraints lay at the heart of the 'marketisation' measures taken. 
Government ministers used the language of the marketplace while simultaneously 
increasing their own powers. The first and most potent 'lever of centralism' was 
financial. Here the continuities of central Government policy across the 1979 
general election proved 'remarkably strong'. The Labour Government of the late 
1970s had already started to reduce the annual Rate Support Grant (RSG) which 
local authorities received. It further limited local government expenditure 
through a cut in specific grants. In addition, the capital building programmes 
were reduced and what were termed 'cash limits' were introduced thus enabling 
central Government to control the total level of grant to local authorities. From 
1979 onwards the Conservative Governments 'carried the process much further 
and faster'. (Cooke and Gosden, 1986: 130) Some local authorities had responded 
to the restrictions on their RSG by increasing their rate demands so that planned 
expenditure could be maintained. Central Government objected to this as it 
threatened their control over the aggregate level of rates which was perceived as a 
threat to their policy of reducing public expenditure. 

The 1980 Local Government Planning and Land ( No. 2) Act enabled the 
Government to exert a powerful influence over the level of rates in local 
authorities. The needs and resources element of RSG (around 92% of the whole 
grant) was replaced a year later, in April 1981, by a block grant. Central 
Government could henceforth control the amount of grant-related expenditure 
(GRE) which each local authority could spend on its various services and the 
amount it could reasonably be expected to raise through the rates to support these 
services. If local authorities overspent on the targets set by central Government, 
then they received financial penalties in the form of a reduced block grant the 
following year. A number of Labour-controlled local authorities subsequently 
overspent. In response to the overspend the Government introduced 'rate- 

14 



capping' legislation in 1984. Thus, for the first time since their establishment, 
central Government 'imposed restrictions on the right of local authorities to 
determine the level of local rates at their discretion subject only to local 
accountability'. (Cooke and Gosden, 1986 131) 'Local government expenditure 
had been closed at both ends'. (Tomlinson, 1993:152) 

Decisions on local authority expenditure continued to be greatly influenced by 
central Government. In 1990/91 it introduced Standard Spending Assessments 
(SSAs) which were a way of assessing what they thought each local authority 
should be spending. The amount of money each council received was arrived at 
by central Government subtracting the council's tax income from its SSA. SSAs 
were divided into seven service blocks which related to local authority services, 
one of which was entitled 'Education'. Each November, the Government would 
announce how much of the total amount of funding available was going to be 
given to each local authority. It also stipulated how much of the amount each 
council received should be allocated to each service block. So, 'alongside the 
national totals, the government [told] each local authority what it [was] proposing 
its individual SSA should be for each service block'. These figures were open to 
consultation and usually between November and January, when a final 
announcement was made, councils could submit their views about the amount 
they had been allocated to the Department of the Environment. As the Local 
Government Information Unit (LGIU) pointed out, however, the final figures had 
been 'usually much the same as the November figures'. The LGIU noted that the 
1992/93 SSA education block was divided into five sub blocks including primary, 
secondary, post 16, under fives and other. Five indicators were then used to 
evaluate the amount to be given for each of these sub blocks. These indicators 
were: 

1. an allowance for the size of the client group, eg. secondary education 
is calculated on the basis of the number of pupils aged 11-15. 

2. an adjustment for Additional Needs to take account of social 
deprivation. 

3. an allowance for sparsity (ie. the extent to which the population is 
dispersed) but this is not applied to primary, secondary and the post-16 
sub blocks. 
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4. an allowance for the costs of free school meals in the primary and 
secondary sub blocks. 

5. an 'Area Cost Adjustment' to take account of varied labour costs. 
(LGIU, 1992: 39) 

During the 1980s the Government also redeployed existing resources for education 
with the introduction of a number of specific grants. Education Support Grants 
(ESGs), Local Education Authority Training Grants (LEATGS) and Grants for 
Education Support and Training (GEST) are examined in more detail in the 
following chapters. It is sufficient to note here that, like all specific grants, they 
were to be paid to support services over which central Government wanted to 
have considerable influence. The resources were to be 'earmarked' for specific 
purposes which central Government considered as priorities. Essentially, these 
specific grants and the other financial measures outlined resulted in a considerable 
reduction in the discretion which LEAS had to pursue local initiatives. 

Each year the setting of SSAs has increasingly been accompanied by much heated 
debate about reductions in educational spending. The Report of the National 
Commission on Education (1993) noted that 'for some time, observers of the 
education world have been confused by the discrepancy between apparently 
rising real expenditure and the perception 'at the chalkface' that severe financial 

cuts have been imposed.' In cash terms public expenditure on all levels of 
education for the UK has risen, claimed the Commission, from €1.6 billion in 1965- 
66 to €26.7 billion in 1990-91. Even taking into account the effect of general 
inflation and removing it by using the Gross Domestic Product deflator, the 
Commission found that this still left 'a rise of 84.4 per cent over the 25 year period'. 
This meant 'an average annual increase of 3.4 per cent, a substantial amount. 

Why, then, was there such a divergence of views over educational spending? A 
possible explanation was provided by the National Commission. Essentially, they 
recognised that: 

using the GDP deflator to calculate real changes in education expenditure 
ignores the fact that costs in the education world have risen and continue to 
rise faster than prices in the economy as a whole [...I Adjustments using the 
GDP deflator do not, therefore allow us to examine what the money will 
buy in terms of goods and services, in other words, to view expenditure in 
volume terms. (1993: 370) 
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To overcome this the Commission used their own 'education deflator'. This 
analysed the costs of the different components of educational spending. The 
deflator was specifically related 'to education rather than the general economy 
[and] derived from repricing factors reflecting geographical, sectoral and specific 
price variations'. Hence, for example it took into account the fact that teachers' 
pay or the price of books, equipment etc, may have risen more rapidly than 
general inflation. The Commission claimed that 'in these terms, spending on 
education rose by only 0.4 per cent between 1980-81 and 1990-91' (as compared to 
12.6 per cent when the GDP deflator was used). In other words, resources were 
only made available for a tiny increase in the number of teachers, books, buildings 

and other resources during this period. 

The above helps one to understand subsequent events. In January 1995 the 
Government issued the SSAs for the financial year 1995/96. The Education 
Guardian reported on the 7th February 1995 that 'in England next year the 
centrally approved education spending will be €17.2 billion, nearly €700 million 
less than the local authorities' spending estimates for this year of €17.9 billion. 
They say that they need a billion more next year.' Within weeks of these levels of 
spending being set there was growing opposition to the budget set for education 
from LEAS, teacher associations, parents and governors at what were perceived to 
be enforced cuts. The Government, though, claimed that the amount represented 
a 1.1 per cent rise. Gillian Shephard, the Education Secretary, speaking at the 
North of England Education Officers Conference in January 1995, claimed that 
'local government has been treated fairly and indeed more favourably than many 
central Government services [...I education receives a higher increase than all the 

other services except community care and the police.' A month later, however, 
the independent pay review body recommended that teachers' pay should rise by 
2.7 per cent during 1995/96. The Government accepted this judgement although it 

made clear that it would not provide any funding to help pay for the rise as it had 
in 1992. Some noted that the decision to do so in that year was perhaps not 
unconnected with the imminence of a general election. The Government 
remarked, however, that this time the local authorities had to fund the whole of 
the teachers' pay rise out of their reserves of cash. As the Education Guardian 
noted, the local authorities were to draw €400 million from their reserves, on top 

of the money they raised through the council tax, just to maintain a 'cash 
standstill'. This took no account of inflation, teachers' pay and increases in pupils 
numbers. 
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In addition to financial constraints, the introduction of new educational legislation 
was also responsible for curbing LEA autonomy. An initial phase of legislative 
reforms was designed to enhance 'parental choice'. The Education Act of 1980 
required that parents should receive extensive information about schools with the 
aim of increasing their choice of schools. The 1986 (No 2) Education Act 
strengthened parental representation on school governing bodies and made it the 
duty of LEAs to have a policy in relation to the secular curriculum of county, 
voluntary and special schools in their area. This policy was to be kept up-to-date 
and under review. The 1988 ERA, however, was to result in the most radical 
reshaping of education since the 1944 Act. Throughout the 1980s LEAs had 

become the focus of criticism by right-wing political groups. The Adam Smith 
Institute suggested that the problems facing education were those of 'producer 
capture'. LEAs, as producers of education, were said to be ignoring the consumers 
of education, parents and children. The institute's Omega educational policy 
document went on to note that 'however dedicated they may be as educators, 

however concerned they may be as parents, the cocoon of producer interest keeps 
spinning around them'. (1984: 2) As Maclure observed, the charge of producer- 
domination was not necessarily a new idea. It had been: 

advanced, albeit in muted form, more than ten years earlier by the then 
Prime Minister, James Callaghan, in his seminal Ruskin College 
address [...I He noted the hostility of 'some people' to the idea of a 
Prime Minister intervening in the educational debate: 'It is almost' he 
said 'as though some people would wish that the subject matter and 
purpose of education should not have public attention focussed on it: 
or at any rate, that profane hands should not be allowed to touch it'. 
(1989: vi) 

While views on education had become increasingly polarized, there appeared, by 
the mid-l980s, to be one element of consensus remaining. This was in relation to 
opinions against the 'educational establishment'. This agreement crossed political 

and social divisions to 'accuse the functionaries of the system of subordinating the 
needs of children to their own interests and convenience'. (Maclure, 1989: vii) The 
teachers' pay dispute and the steady deterioration in the relationship between 
central and local government seemed to give the 'producer capture' accusation 
some credence. Later in the 1980s further criticisms of the LEAs came from the 
Hillgate Group (1986) and the Institute of Economic Affairs (Sexton, 1987). The 
former noted that: 
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we believe LEAs should be deprived not only of the power to provide 
education, but also of the power to enforce it. All legal responsibility 
must be returned to Parliament, which is the rightful guardian, until it 
is possible once again to bestow them on institutions which will be 
genuinely answerable for their exercise, and genuinely concerned to 
enforce them'. (Hillgate Group, 1986 13) 

The ERA was, in part, the response of the Conservative Government to this 
analysis. The Inner London Education Authority was abolished, polytechnics 
were taken out of local authority control and through a combination of Local 
Management of Schools (LMS), pupil-led formulae and open-enrolment schools 
were placed in competition with one another for pupils. Through the grant- 
maintained option and City Technology Colleges, the LEA monopoly was broken. 
A diversity of schools was encouraged. The ERA resulted in a fundamental 
restriction on the powers of LEAs to manage the education service both because 
central Government acquired greater control, and because financial control was 
transferred to school governing bodies through LMS and the creation of grant- 
maintained schools. This made it extremely difficult, or impossible, for LEAs to 
continue to provide certain services. It affected, for example, the provision of LEA 
advisory services and teachers' centres, both discussed in chapter four. A direct 
consequence of LMS was the reduction in LEA levels of staffing. 

The dimensable Dartner 

LEAs did survive the ERA. Moreover, while reducing the administrative powers 
of LEAs in relation to schools the ERA did seem, potentially, to leave a significant 
role for them in relation to the curriculum. Wallace even talked about 'the new 
partnership'. As he noted at the time: 

Local authorities may have less control over spending levels and less 
budgetary control through local financial management of schools and 
colleges, but they have been given a much more powerful role in 
relation to the promotion of the new curriculum and monitoring the 
work done in schools and colleges. The new relationship between local 
authorities and their schools and colleges will be based on the need for 
the latter to prepare development plans annually, showing how staff 
are to be deployed, revenue is being spent, in-service training for staff 
is being planned, and academic standards are being monitored and 
raised. (1988: 23) 
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The LEA had apparently been charged with the monitoring and evaluating of the 
quality of learning within schools. They were said to have a new 'strategic role'. 
Ranson (1992) commended an Audit Commission paper entitled Losing an Empire, 
Finding a Role: The LEA ofthe Future (1989). It suggested that the LEA would 'have 
to learn to share power and responsibilities in a more pluralistic environment'. 
The LEA could then 'discover rewarding roles with new responsibilities'. The 
Audit Commission proposed that the new LEA 'was to be a leader articulating a 

vision of what the education service was trying to achieve: a partner, supporting 
schools and colleges and helping them fulfil this vision; a planner, of facilities for 

the future; a provider of information, to the education market, helping people to 
make informed choices; a regulator, of quality in schools and colleges; and finally 
a banker, channelling the funds which enable local institutions to deliver'. (1992: 
15) The Audit Commission Paper was full of metaphor. Morris noted that his 
own 'mistrust of metaphor in the analysis of what LEAs were for' began to 
formulate around the time when the 1988 Education Bill was passing through the 
parliamentary process. By the Autumn of 1988 he 'had become deeply suspicious 
of metaphor as a tool of exegesis'. As he commented, it was the opposite of what 
he had been told at school, that metaphor illustrates. 'Quite as often, it obfuscates'. 
Morris used as an example ministerial use of metaphor in the House of Lords to 
allay fears that provisions outlined in the ERA would not undermine the LEAs. 
Rather, it was suggested that LEAs would have their 'new strategic role'. As 
Morris emphasized, his criticism of the use of metaphor was 'not intended to decry 
the imagery where there is solid and demonstrable activity to which it can refer'. 

However, as he remarked, there was always 'a risk to seek comfort in the imagery 
without identifying the substance'. (1995a: 10) 

Indeed, just as the LEAs were adapting to their new 'strategic role', they once 

again became the focus of critical attacks. Heller and Edwards (1992) noticed 'a 
congruence' of 'insults and derision' from the ministerial team at the DES in 1991. 
Junior Education Minister, Michael Fallon, for example, predicted a bleak future 
for LEAs. 'I don't think we will lose much sleep fretting over the future of the 
LEAs', he noted. Fallon then went on to remark that 'it would be hard to plan the 
present education provision worse than the councils have done since the war'. 
(1991: 16-17) Barber noted that in the immediate aftermath of the ERA there was 
still a 'substantial degree of dialogue between the traditional educational partners'. 
(1994: 356) Importantly, however, Fallon's remarks helped underline that by 1991 
'any facade [by the DES] of continuing collaboration with the educational 
establishment was dead'. (Heller and Edwards, 1992: 11) However, a commitment 
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to the diminution or demise of the LEAs was, as in the late 1970s and 1980s, not 
simply restricted to right-wing politicians and pressure groups. Ranson 
highlighted, 'Schools Charter: A Policy Study for Education in the Nineties', 
published in The Independent newspaper in June 1991. This 'advocated the 
disappearance of local authority control of schools'. (1992: 6) 

The 1988 ERA was not to be the end of the legislative process. In 1992 the LEAs 
lost control of mainstream Further Education with the enacting of the Further and 
Higher Education Act (although they remained responsible for adult education 
and the youth service) and the Education (Schools) Act of the same year created 
the Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED). The LEA could no longer inspect 
schools at will. They had to have good cause if they were to inspect a school. 
Good cause was defined as needing to know something which could not be found 
other than by inspecting. During 1991 there were further attempts to reinvigorate 
the policy of allowing schools to opt for grant-maintained status. When in 1992 
the White Paper Choice and Diversity was published, it was seen by Education 
Secretary, John Patten, 'as the last piece of the jigsaw' to bring about the new 
organisation of schooling which the Government wanted. This was to depend, 
however, on what he termed 'the grant-maintained revolution'. (The Guardian, 
19:5:92) It was expected that, once the new Bill had been enacted, the number of 
schools achieving GM status would increase dramatically. In the same week as 
Choice and Diversity was published, for example, Bob Balchin, chair of the GM 
Schools Foundation, claimed that its publication effectively meant 'the end of local 
authority control of education is now in sight'. (The Times, 30:6:92) The publication 
of a White Paper had, traditionally, resulted in some debate over the content of 
the legislation proposed. However, as Barber asserted, the educational policy- 
making process between April 1992 and the summer of 1993 was characterised by 
a Secretary of State: 

[turning] down invitations to conferences including that of the National 
Association of Headteachers and the North of England Education 
conference, which every Secretary of State for a generation had 
attended. He refused to receive deputations from the teacher unions, 
he described the leaders of parents' organisations as 'Neanderthal' and 
tended to make policy by proclamation rather than consultation'. (1994 
357) 

The proposals outlined in Choice and Diversity became the 1993 Education Act, 
creating the Funding Agency for Schools (FAS). From the point where 10 per cent 
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of pupils in the LEA were in GM schools, the FAS shared with an LEA the duty to 
secure sufficient secondary or primary school places in an area. This was known 
as stage one. Stage two was reached when between 10 per cent and 75 per cent of 
children in the LEA were in GM schools. In stage two both the LEA and a FAS 
funding authority had the power to propose to the Secretary of State a significant 
enlargement of existing schools or the establishment of new schools. Stage three 
was obtained when over 75 per cent of the school children in an LEA area were 
enrolled in GM schools. At this point only FAS could make provision for, and 
open, new schools. With the introduction of the 1993 Act, therefore, the future of 
the LEA looked very insecure. 

OotinP to stav in the club 

By February 1995 only 28 English LEAs out of 109, did not have any GM schools in 
their area. Primafacie, it seemed that the 'GM revolution' was well under way. 
However, opting out was heavily concentrated in a small number of areas. In May 
1995 six LEAs had reached stage two in relation to primary schooling and 47 
LEAs in relation to secondary schooling. Only two LEAs had reached stage three 
in relation to both primary and secondary schooling. These were Bromley and 
Hillingdon, both in London. Brent, also in London, had reached stage three in 
relation to secondary schooling only. (Morris, 1995: 15-16) It appeared that the 
'GM revolution' was not materialising. As some of the effects of legislative 
changes matured, for example LMS, the vast majority of schools across England 
and Wales were deciding to opt-in rather than opt-out of what was being 
described as 'membership of the LEA club'. (Coleman and Riley, 1995: 11) Indeed, 
as early as January 1994, the Times Educational Supplement (TESI indicated that 'the 
number of schools seeking GM status had dropped dramatically', with the level of 
support falling in the previous school term to its lowest since the election of yet 
another Conservative Government in May 1992. The same article highlighted a 
frank admission from Eric Forth, a Junior Education Minister, that 'there are some 
people who see the day when all schools will have gone grant-maintained - at the 
current rate of progress that is still a long way off. This comment was seen by the 
TES as acknowledging a 'sea change of opinion' which was happening among 
schools. As the TES recorded, 'heads and governors now recognise the benefits of 
inter-dependence rather than independence'. Nevertheless, on the front page of 
the same issue of the TES it was reported that John Patten was 'considering 
pushing all secondary schools into GM status and scrapping parental votes on 
opting-out'.(28:1:94) Before he could go any further, though, Patten was replaced 
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by Gillian Shephard. As The Guardian commented, this was to be more than 
merely a change in personnel. It noted that Shephard's speech in January 1995: 

to the masked ranks of local chairmen at the annual North of England 
educational conference was emollient in a way her predecessors' would 
never have been. Instead of conflict and ill-disquised contempt for 
such local worthies, who are after all responsible for more than 90% of 
all state schools, she spoke instead of partnership and working 
together. (71:1995: 12) 

Four months later, in May 95, The Guardian reported that there might well be 
some substance in the new Education Secretary's friendly advances to LEAs. 'In a 
shift of government policy, academics and local government officials are being 
drafted in to help civil servants and the Office for Standards in Education in a task 
group'. This group was to 'help improve schools'. The Guardian highlighted that 
this decision represented a reverse of 'years of attacks' on LEAs 'by ministers who 
blamed town halls' laxity and bureaucracy for educational failure and encouraged 
schools to opt-out of their control'. Indeed, the article pointed out that this move 
was 'bound to alarm some right-wing Conservative MPs'. (26:5:95: 7) 

Gillian Shephard announced that up to a quarter of 1996-97 GEST activity one, 
School Effectiveness, was to be held by LEAs to target help at schools identified as 
having 'serious weaknesses'. GEST 1 made up just under half of the €214 million 
available through GEST in 1996-97. This was to be directed at improving the 
training of school staff or governors, or to support the curriculum. 'Serious 
weaknesses' did not necessarily need to be diagnosed by OFSTED inspectors. The 
LEAs were also to withhold payment of the post-inspection and annual formula 
element of GEST 1 in 1996-97, if they believed that the planned expenditure of any 
LEA-maintained school did not meet the objectives of the GEST scheme or address 
key issues for action identified by OFSTED inspectors. The significance of these 
developments was highlighted by Barber a month after the improving schools 
initiative was announced. He likened LEAs to 'a phoenix rising from the political 
ashes'. He went on to note that 'in the early 1990s many LEA staff - those that 
survived the big clear-outs anyway - were clinging on in the vain hope of a Labour 
election victory to prevent the replacement of LEAs by a network of regional 
offices of the FAS, which appeared to be a real possibility at the time'. Barber 
concluded that opting-out had been reduced to a 'trickle', and observed that LEAs 
'were no longer simply asking: how can we regain control of our schools'? 
Instead, he contended, they are asking what we can do to improve schools'? (1995) 
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Others declared that 'a role in promoting and supporting quality in schools was 
emerging for LEAs'. (Coleman and Riley 1995: 11) Support for this opinion could 
even be found in the Parliamentary Conservative Party. In October 1995, Sir 
Malcolm Thomton, the, then, Conservative chair of the House of Commons 
Education Committee, observed that there was a strong case for the 'new 
revamped LEAs which are emerging'. They should continue giving vital support 
to schools. As he claimed: 

not only is there strong empirical evidence to show that schools want a 
re-vamped LEA but also, increasingly, parents, governors and teachers 
do not believe that severing the links with their LEA is the best way to 
improve educational opportunities for their children. The debate has 
moved on to finding ways of combining maximum self-government for 
schools with effective support services from LEAs. This is particularly 
true for primary schools where budgets, in the main, lack both the size 
and flexibility of their secondary counterparts. (1995: 20) 

However, there was still cause for concern. As noted earlier, a similar role had 
been identified for the LEAs following the 1988 ERA. The Conservative 
Governments which followed had then set about introducing legislation which 
could have left the LEAs withering on the vine. Indeed, throughout 1995 there 
continued to be speculation about the Government providing what was termed 'a 
fast track' to GM status for some schools. The TES produced an article in 
September 1995 entitled, 'Whose Agenda'? It noted that there seemed to be a 

difference in priority between Gillian Shephard and the Prime Minister. The latter 
had given an interview to The Times in which he had 'raised old debates' by 
seeming to suggest a move to make opting-out compulsory. As the TES observed, 
this was rather a contradiction in terms. Shephard had 'distanced herself from 
opting-out coercion, endorsing it only as a manifesto issue, rather than current 
policy'. (1:9:95) A month later Travers claimed that the Government were 'edging 
closer to removing schools' funding from local authority control.' He noted the far 
reaching effects of such a move which would reduce councils' spending 'to little 
more than half of their existing expenditure' and would necessitate 'a new system 
of financial control and oversight.' Also, 'a national funding formula would need 
to be created to allocate the E16bn of school funds to individual schools.' Schools 
would need to employ new staff to meet these new responsibilities and inspection 
and audit arrangements would need to be strengthened. (1995: 11) 
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The continuing commitment of some in the Government to removing schools from 
local authority control was not diminished by reports that after 'a heady dose of 
the market [since 1992]', many further education (FE) colleges were seeking a 
'more rational framework for longer-term planning with more scope for 
responding to local community needs.' (Maden and Hunter, 1996: 26) The LEAs 
were seen by some as having a significant role in a new proposed framework for 
the FE sector. Maden and Hunter remarked that no one in FE wanted to return to 
the days of LEA control. However, FE staff were finding the new funding and 
planning 'hard to live with. Maden and Hunter found that FE college principals 
and corporations were: 

in an uncompromising market where the strong become rich and 
powerful and the weak go to the wall. There is no agency or public 
body, locally, to moderate the market. There are no politicians or 

officers who can strengthen the voice of the local community to argue 
for services which are needed locally but which do not necessarily meet 
the short-term test of financial viability. Colleges have been 
transformed into private companies, charged with fostering their own 
ends rather than acting as a public service. (1996: 26) 

A new educational Dartnershiu? 

Late in 1995, however, the Queen's Speech omitted any mention of changes 
in opting-out procedures. As Barber noted, the improving schools initiative, and 
the new responsibilities placed on the LEAs, had resulted in 'tangible evidence' 
that there was a new emphasis on partnership. 'The DEE has realised that the 
LEAs are not only necessary but desirable'. (1995) A team of educational 
researchers found that LEA relationships with their schools were 'increasingly 
articulated in terms of various versions of partnership'. (Radnor et al ,  1996: 4) 
Coleman and Riley observed that 'new partnerships are emerging between equal 
members, based on a strong assertion of common educational goals and a wish to 
develop collaboration rather than competition at a local level'. They pointed out, 
however, that in some 'LEA clubs' relationships appeared uneasy and the benefits 
of membership were open to question. (1995: 11) Heather Du Quesnay for 
example, the Executive Director of Education in the London Borough of Lambeth 
(and President of the Society of Education Officers) observed that in Lambeth 
'consultation had been inadequate and the spirit of partnership which 
characterises the best LEAs is palpably lacking.' She continued, however, by 
pointing to 'the spirit of change' which abounds in Lambeth.' There would be a 
'drive to raise standards' which was to b the 'focus for the developing partnership 
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between schools, authority and stake-holders over the next year and beyond.' 
(1996: 19) Some, though, were not convinced by all the talk of partnership. 

Headteacher Paul 0' Shea (1995) questioned 'whether real partnership now 
existed'. Professors Tim Brighouse and Michael Barber (quoted above) were 
promoting the concept of 'post-modern and adaptive LEAs'. 'The new LEAs, we 
are told, are committed to school improvement; they will be at the forefront in 
promoting the new modes of teaching and learning necessary for the new 
century'. 0' Shea observed that 'we are told the Chief Education Officers are up to 
this challenge as many of them are busy evolving a new philosophy of local 
administration based on partnership'. 0' Shea, however, in a sceptical tone, noted 
that 'it is my contention that this evolving "partnership" has failed in LEAs which 
did not trust their schools and spent more time trying to secure their declining 
empires'. 0' Shea claimed that effective partnerships were put to the test when it 
came to 'painful [financial] cuts'. He asked, 'was there genuine consultation with 
the heads at this stage or did a form of paternalistic decision-making continue to 
take place'? 0' Shea detected from his 'conversations with local authority heads 
that further divisions arose in the last round of cuts due to a lack of openness and 
real consultations'. Suggesting that LEAs were 'on trial for the forseeable future', 
even if there was a change in Government, he acknowledged that LEAs should 
play 'a positive role' if the pressure for school improvement continued. He 
claimed that the 'acid test' would come in the way a LEA supports a school's 
capacity for self-renewal. He recognised that 'the emerging political agenda talks 
about LEAs providing "pressure and support" for schools' but added: 'perhaps 
these educational spin-doctors should revive some other words such as trust, 
openness, and opportunities for all to learn'. (1995: 17) 

Certainly, by the time of the May 1997 general election, both the major political 
parties made it clear that they saw the LEA fulfilling an important 'role'. The 
Labour party document Diversity and Excellence: A New Partnership for  Schools 
remarked that the operation of LEAs had changed because of LMS. However, this 
was also down to 'the development of a new ethos of public sector flexibility and 
responsiveness'. The Labour party believed that the quality of education available 
to pupils would 'benefit from a partnership between all schools and their new 
LEAs': 

The job of the LEA is to support schools in identifying good practice 
and spreading it and in identifying weakness and rooting it out. LEAs 
need to make further progress in developing their new role as 
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champions of their parents and communities. Their job should be to 
undertake only those tasks schools cannot do for themselves, or where 
it makes sense for the resources and expertise to be combined for 
greater effectiveness. Their focus should be on creating a framework 
which increases the chances of schools succeeding and reduces the 
chances of failure. 

[...]In addition to LEAs having a role in backing up OFSTED 
inspections with support and advice, LEAs will be expected to set 
strategic development plans detailing how standards will be raised. 
[These] plans will form the basis of the national drive for rapid and 
radical improvement in standards and effectiveness. [Plans] will be 
developed in partnership with representatives from education 
networks, bringing together parents, governors, the business 
community, colleges, universities and the voluntary sector in an area. 
(Labour Party, 1995: 14) 

In June 1996 the Conservative Government which once questioned the future role 
of LEAs (in the 1993 Education Act) seemed to formally acknowledge that the 
LEAs were here to stay and that they had a 'significant' role to play. This role, 
according to the White Paper, Self-government for Schools, was 'to provide those 
functions which schools [could not] carry out for themselves and which no other 
agency is better placed to carry out'. The Government gave a list of functions 
which it believed LEAs should, or may, undertake: 

*Organising forms of education which take place outside schools. 

*Planning the supply of school places, handling complaints and other 
regulation. 

*Allocation and monitoring of school budgets 

*Organising services to support individual pupils. 

*Supplying support services for schools to buy if they wished. 

*Promoting quality in schools complementing the responsibility of 
schools for their own performance and the responsibility of the national 
inspectorates for inspecting and reporting on that performance 
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*Co-ordinating school networks and delivering good practice; 
particularly in carrying out national initiatives. (TES, 28:6:96: 9) 

On the eve of the May 1997 election both the Conservative and Labour parties 
supported the idea of OFSTED inspecting the work of LEAs in monitoring and 
supporting schools. Both parties were also committed to increasing the 
percentage of the Potential Schools Budget (PSB) which is delegated by each LEA 
to locally-maintained schools. In May 1997 at least 85 per cent PSB in England and 
90 per cent in Wales had to be delegated. The Conservative Government in Se!$ 
governmentfor Schools proposed that 95 per cent of PSB should be delegated. This 
disappointed Roy Pryke, chairperson of the Standing Conference of Chief 
Education Officers, who noted that 'there was little evidence that schools wanted 
more delegation of finance'. Pryke added that schools 'know it brings 
responsibilities they consider are better handled by the LEA. He suggested that 
further delegation would prevent LEAs from providing some services. (TES, 
28:6:96 7) The AMA was cautiously to welcome Selfgovernment for Schools noting 
its surprise at the extent to which 'the full chapter devoted to an exposition of the 
role of the LEA is in substantial accord with [its own views].' However the 
association regretted the 'grudging' acknowledgement of a role for the LEAs. 
(AMA, 4:796) The requirement on LEAs to delegate a greater percentage of PSB 
could be seen as a way of ensuring that, while they remained an educational 
stakeholder, they were subject to controls. 

Review 

Increased delegation and the proposal for OFSTED to inspect the work of LEAs 
was seen as 'the price' to pay for the new role the authorities had been given. (TES, 
28:6:96: 7) By May 1997 it appeared that the place of LEAs was more secure. 
However, their freedom to determine the range and volume of education services 
within the framework of legislation had been dramatically reduced over the 
previous two decades. Financial controls, delegation requirements and a plethora 
of educational legislation had resulted in a diminution in the discretion of LEAs 
and an increase in central control through the setting of national priorities. 
Chapter three will focus on central Government's interest in exercising control 
over INSET policy in the period 1972-1996. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

The Changing World of INSET since 1972 

A feature of the post-war period has been the 'low status' of policy-making about 
INSET at national level. (Burgess et al, 1993: 1) Indeed, it was not until 1972 that 
the James Report became 'the first occasion on which central Government set up 
an enquiry which included INSET in its brief'. (Tomlinson, 1993: 108) The Report 
made far reaching recommendations for the content, structure and organisation of 
INSET. Its promise, though, was not to be fulfilled. INSET was not to feature 
prominently in central Government thinking over the next two decades. On the 
few occasions that it did, policy on INSET was directed at changing the funding 
mechanisms to provide the Government with the power to define and control the 
priorities and substantive foci of teachers' professional development. The specific 
grants introduced were to be used as tools by central Government to direct its own 
initiatives locally. It was only subsequently that INSET and development work 
with teachers occupied a more prominent place in the thinking of central 
Government. 

The Tames Report and its immediate aftermath 

The James Committee remarked on why it had been necessary for them to conduct 
their enquiries. Considerable changes had occurred since the McNair Report of 
1944 examined the supply and training of school teachers. The James Report 
mentioned some of the 'most important' developments of the 1960s. These 
included an 'extension of the normal teacher training course from two years to 
three'. There had also been 'a massive expansion' in the school population which 
resulted in the number of students in initial training institutions rising from 

around 60,000 in 1961 to 120,000 in 1971. Higher Education (HE) had expanded 
and diversified and demand for it increased. In addition, schools had been 
adapting to 'far reaching changes'. Many new schools had been built and many 
remodelled. Secondary education was being 'reorganised into a great diversity of 
forms'. As the Report remarked 'teachers of the middle and upper age ranges 
often had to take on new roles, for which the traditional kind of post-graduate 

training is not always a suitable preparation'. The Report further noted that 
'curricula and teaching methods in primary schools, already the subject of much 

innovation ten years ago [the Plowden debate] continued to inspire experiment 
and new approaches'. The Report noted that the curriculum development work of 
the Schools Council, the Nuffield Foundation and other bodies had 'stimulated the 

29 



study and reform of the curriculum' and had resulted in further changes in 
teaching methods. (DES, 1972a: paras 1.3-1.8) While INSET had not been seen as 

important by central Government, by some LEAS and by many teachers 
(Tomlinson, 1993: 108), at the start of the 1970s all these changes were making it 
necessary to turn attention to the content, structure and organisation of training. 
During 1969 concern about the education and training of teachers had led to a 
study of the issue by the Parliamentary Select Committee on Education and 
Science. Edward Short, the Secretary of State for Education in the Labour 
administration of 1964 to 1970, also requested that the area training organisations 
should conduct a detailed review of their procedures. Both of these developments 

were prior to Short appointing the Committee of Inquiry of Teacher Education and 
Training under Lord James of Rusholme. 

The committee was to enquire into the arrangements made for the education, 
training and probation of teachers in England and Wales. In particular, however, 
emphasis was to be placed on examining and making recommendations about: '(i) 
what should be the content and organisation of courses to be provided; (ii) 
whether a larger proportion of intending teachers should be educated with 
students who have not chosen their careers or chosen other careers; (iii) what, in 
the context of (i) and (ii) above, should be the role of the maintained and voluntary 
colleges of education, the polytechnics and other further education institutions 
maintained by local education authorities, and the universities'. (DES, 1972a: iii) 
The committee reported to a Conservative Secretary of State, Margaret Thatcher. 
The Report made a number of general recommendations. The first noted that 'the 
education and training of teachers should be seen as falling into three consecutive 

stages or "cycles": the first, personal education, the second, pre-service training 
and induction, the third, in-service education and training'. The Report went on to 
recommend that 'the highest priority should be given to the expansion of the third 
cycle, ie. of opportunities for the continued education and training of teachers'. It 
made six recommendations in relation to this particular cycle. These were in 
connection with entitlement to in-service education and training, professional 
tutors, professional centres, special needs in the third cycle, research and 
development, and degrees, higher degrees and advanced qualifications. (DES, 
1972a: para 2.21-2.36) In December 1972 the Government published the White 

Paper, Education: A Frameworkfor Expansion (DES, 1972b). It was a wide ranging 
document addressing many aspects of the education service. Accepting the James 
Committee's views on teaching it stated the goal of 
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building a body of teachers well prepared, academically and 
professionally, to sustain confidently the formidable task to which they 
are called: to guide each generation of children into full appreciation of 
our culture, to enhance their social and moral awareness, to enhance their 
intellectual abilities to the highest standard of which each is capable, and 
to develop their practical and human skills so that each may be enabled to 
make his or her maximum contribution to the health, wealth and harmony 
of a democratic society. (DES, 1972b: para 57) 

The White Paper noted the widespread support for the James recommendations 
and confirmed that these were 'fully accepted by the Government'. In particular 
the White Paper endorsed the Report's recommendation on the entitlement of 
teachers to INSET: 

The James Committee considered it essential that there would be adequate 
opportunities for the continued education and training of all teachers at 
intervals throughout their careers. It was therefore their leading and most 
widely endorsed recommendation that all teachers should be entitled to 
release for in-service training for periods equivalent to one term in every 
seven years of service in the first instance. They estimated that actual take 
up of such an entitlement would result in three per cent of the teaching 
force being absent on secondment from schools at any one time; this 

involves a four fold increase in present opportunity. [...I The Government 
propose to give effect to the Committee's recommendations in the firm 
belief that expenditure to achieve an expansion of in-service training of 
this order is a necessary investment in the future quality of the teaching 
force. (DES, 1972b: para 60) 

In retrospect, the James Committee's recommendations, and the acceptance of 
them by the Government in the pages of Education: A Framewovkfov Expansion, 
could be seen as the highest water mark this century in the Government's 
commitment to invest in the continuing professional development of school 
teachers. (Tomlinson, 1993: 109) However, the James Committee's proposals were 
never to be implemented. As noted in the previous chapter, the oil crisis of the 
early 1970s was to precipitate a down-turn in the country's economy. The 
expansionist era in education was over and economic factors were to have a major 
influence in shaping future policy in relation to education. It was argued that 
education should be seen as more closely linked to the needs of the labour market. 
Education was to be made as efficient and effective as possible with economic 
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rather than human objectives to the fore. Callaghan's Ruskin speech of 1976 can be 
seen in this context. However, also within this context: 

concern for in-service training survived. Its purposes changed, however, 
to become more specific and instrumental. Interestingly, and 
demonstrating the importance attached to it by government, it also 
became one of the first territories in which government tried to implement 
a policy directly through the Local Education Authorities by claiming the 
right to make grants to LEAS for in-service programmes. (Tomlinson, 
1993: 110) 

What Graham described as 'an inexorable drift to centralised control' was 
beginning. (1986: 5) In July 1977, with a Labour Government in power and Shirley 
Williams as Secretary of State, the Green Paper, Education in Schools: A Consultative 
Document, was presented to Parliament. It was to pull together comment and the 
Government's proposals following the 'Great Debate' on education started by the 
Ruskin speech. The Green Paper devoted one chapter to teachers and, within this, 
ten paragraphs to INSET. Some 13,000 places were to be made available in higher 
education to provide workshops and/or courses. (Tomlinson, 1993: 110) Education 
in SchooIs outlined the Government's four main priorities for INSET. 
Underpinning them was a belief that 'full benefit will only be secured if in-service 
training is focused on specific objectives and problems of individual schools and 
is therefore to that extent school-based'. (DES, 1977 para 6.30) The Green Paper 
went on to announce that the Government had found a way of making specific 
grant available for some INSET. They were developing 'arrangements to channel 
funds through the Manpower Services Commission (MSC) for the first year of 
retraining of teachers of certain shortage subjects'. (DES, 1977 para 6.31) The 
following paragraph warned that 'in the longer term, [all] in-service training might 
be considered appropriate for specific grant'. (DES, 1977 para 6.32) The Green 
Paper was very significant. It represented a fundamental departure from a 
situation where the choice of which INSET to pursue was virtually left to the 
individual teacher to the current situation where INSET is primarily seen as 
having to serve the needs of the school. The professional or personal needs of the 
individual were to become secondary to the institutions' needs. Furthermore, the 
Warnock Report of 1978 recommended that the INSET of teachers should meet a 
wider definition of special educational needs. (DES, 1978: para 19.31) 
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The INSET 'pool' 

By the end of the 1970s 'the complex funding mechanism operative [for INSET] 
favoured the use of long-term award bearing courses as the major form of 
professional development provision'. Thk mechanism was known as the INSET 
'pool': 

At this time, most teachers experienced INSET as a full-time (seconded), 
part-time, or evening attendance at an HE [Higher Education] institution 
to gain a qualification following an extended period of study.[ ...I Having 
gained a place on a course at an HE institution, a teacher would notify his 
or her LEA, which would then claim back 90 per cent of the costs 
(including supply cover and course fees) from the DES through the 
uncapped [...I "pool" [...I Hence while a broad array of types of in-service 
experiences developed during the 1970s and early 1980s (e.g.. on-the-job 
school-based professional development activities, 'twilight' sessions, 
teacher placements in industry, advisory teachers and teachers centres), 
the availability of substantial DES subsidies through the 'pool' for long- 
term HE courses and the approved list of HMI's [Her Majesty's 
Inspectorate] courses ensured that the extended course-type provision 
remained the predominant mode of INSET. (Harland et d, 1993: 4-5) 

Professionally, there was concern that the considerable resource, 'the pool', was 
not necessarily the most effective way to fund INSET. This was reflected in the 
'signs of growth in "school-based'' or "school-focused'' training in the mid-1980s'. 
(op.  cit. 4) In addition, the focus of HE-based 'long' courses was very much on the 
professional development of the individual teacher. There was continuing 
concern that the focus of INSET provision was not directed sufficiently enough 
towards curriculum, whole staff and institutional development. From within the 
education profession there was growing pressure for the LEAS and schools to play 
a greater part in a new INSET framework. (Goddard, 1989: 14) 'Many writers on 

in-service activities under the 'pool' system argued the case for moving beyond a 
view of INSET which too often placed the teacher in the role of passive recipient of 
menu-led "courses" to one which encouraged school-centred, collaborative and 
dynamic approaches to professional development'. (Harland et nl, 1993: 5) 

As Goddard remarked, there were also economic and political factors to consider. 
As noted in Chapter two, all Governments from the 1970s onwards had sought to 
control and reduce the Public Sector Borrowing Requirement (PSBR). 'The pool' 
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could not be tolerated by a Conservative Government in the early 1980s which 
made reducing the PSBR its major broad economic objective. 'The "uncapped" 
element in the 'pool' system, in conjunction with the retrospective claim 
procedure, made it impossible for the DES to control expenditure on INSET. The 
Conservative Government after 1979 'wished to be able to promote its own 
priorities for educational development'. (1989: 14) The Government wanted to 
extend its overall control of the education system, including INSET for school 
teachers. (Harland et al,  1993: 5 )  Therefore, there were two problems facing the 
Government with regard to INSET during the early 1980s. The first concerned the 
'pool'. This had become too unwieldly and expensive for the Government as it 

was at odds with their economic objectives. It had to be replaced: but by what? 
The second, was the problem of ensuring a match of INSET provision to the needs 
arising from the Government's own growing list of policies for education. (Merton, 
1989: 74) These problems were to be addressed in the White Papers Teaching 
Quality (1983) and Better Schools (1985). 

The introduction of specific grants for INSET 

By mid-April 1982 there were already 'twenty-one or so specific and related 
grants' operating in education in England and Wales. These had been introduced 
despite what Morris termed the 'prickly' stance of the local authority associations 

towards them. As he remarked at the time, 'in the theology in central/local 
government relations' at that time, 'the greatest anathema is specific grant'. (1982: 
28) This animosity was also remarked upon by the Cockcroft Committee of 1982. 
The local authorities, it claimed, generally, disliked the concept of funding for 
specific purposes although they had acquired experience of, 'and accepted', it in a 
number of fields. (DES, 1982: paras 765 and 766) The authorities viewed specific, 
'earmarked', funding as a threat to their autonomy and discretion. However, as 

Morris contended, the Cockcroft observation could be verified by several 
examples at the time. He mentioned 'a resolution carried unanimously by the 
Seventh Annual Meeting of Metropolitan LEAs in November [1981]'. The 
'discussion topic' chosen for the conference was 'advanced further education'. The 
resolution demanded a pivotal role for the LEAs in 16-19 education and training 
and concluded that: 

[tlhis will become possible only if finance is made available to local 
education authorities for this particular purpose. This Annual Meeting 
therefore asserts that the local authority associations should reconsider 
their present policy against specific grants so that the crucial needs of this 
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age group can be met by local education authorities in a more 
comprehensive and economic way than is the case at present. (1982: 28) 

Morris (Under Secretary for Education at the AMA in 1981) was quoted at the 
conference as saying that 'although the AMA were in principle not in favour of 
specific grants, they were not opposed to specific grants in particular 
circumstances.' (Education, 1981: 397) Indeed, in a paper one year later, he 
remarked that 'it was 'a matter of public record that, in the autumn of 1981, AMA 
Policy Committee called upon the Government to use specific grant to deal with 
an educational problem'. This problem had been a lack of funding to cover the 
costs incurred by a significant increase in the number of young people staying on 
in education as a result of the growing prospects of unemployment. Calls for 
specific grants were also heard across the political divide. As Morris noted, Neil 

Kinnock, the Labour opposition spokesperson on education in 1982, 'advocated 
both national minimum standards, and national funding in five areas'. One of the 
areas he 'earmarked' for specific funding was INSET. In part, these calls were 

claimed to be 'a response to evidence that disparities in expenditure between LEAS 
is producing unjustified disparities in standards, and that there is some 
unacceptably poor provision'. (1982: 33) Certainly, the Advisory Committee on 
the Supply and Education of Teachers (ACSET) was to highlight the regional 
disparities in INSET provision across the country. (1984: para 58) 

Despite the local authorities half-hearted opposition to specific grants, the grants 
were to proliferate in the field of INSET over the following decade. The 
publication of the White Paper Teaching Quality in 1983 and the launch of the 
Technical and Vocational Educational Initiative (TVEI), in the same year, were to 
have far reaching ramifications for school teachers' INSET. Teaching Quality 
announced the introduction of specific grants for INSET: 

steps are being taken to introduce in 1983-1984 a limited scheme of Central 
Government grants intended both to increase the total amount of in- 
service training and also to concentrate part of that training on certain key 
areas [...I The expenditure will be directed in the first instance towards the 
following priority areas: management training for heads and other senior 
staff; mathematics teaching, with particular regard to the report of the 
Cockcroft Committee; teaching the 16-19 age group; special educational 
needs in ordinary schools; and bilingual needs in Wales. Among these 
priorities the Government attach particular importance to the training 
needs of head teachers and other senior staff. In addition to the grants 
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referred to above, funds have also been earmarked within the 
Department's regional course programme for the provision of relevant 
courses, and the Government will fund from 1983-84 a national project to 

appropriate training courses and activities. (DES, 1983: paras 86-87) 

Aware, perhaps, of the mistrust which LEAs felt towards specific grants, the White 
Paper made the following observation. 'As with induction support, so with in- 
service training: the local education authorities, as the employers of most teachers, 
must bear the primary responsibility for providing in-service training - including 
school-based training - to meet the changing needs of the school system. (DES, 

1983: para 86) As will be shown, this opinion was to change significantly over the 
next decade. A further specific grant scheme was launched a year later. 
Education Support Grants (ESGs) were introduced under the Education (Grants 
and Awards) Act 1984. The Secretary of State was able to make provision for the 
payment of ESGs to LEAs in accordance with regulations made by him/her. The 
latter had the power to direct the grants for educational purposes. These were to 
be what the Secretary of State felt the LEAs should be encouraged to support in 
the interests of education in England and Wales. (DES, 1984: s. 2) Grants were 
made available for 'specific curriculum and professional development initiatives'. 
(Harland et al,  1993: 6) These developments meant that the mechanism of specific 
grants and the notion of directed INSET had been firmly established. 

In addition to the above, TVEI was introduced in 1983. It was run as a pilot 
scheme in its first year of operation. Fourteen LEAs participated in the first pilot. 
In an evaluation of the scheme after one year, Hofkins highlighted the 
'controversy' surrounding it and the 'political objections' of many LEAs to it. 
These were based on a fear of the way in which TVEI was organised. It was felt 
that this would 'lead to increased stratification'. However, Hofkins noted that, 
although LEAs voiced objections to TVEI, the scheme appeared to be 'sweeping 
the country'. In the second round of pilots, for example, 48 LEAs were to become 
involved. (1984: 173) Many LEAs found themselves caught between accepting 
much needed funding through TVEI and their principles. TVEI provided funding, 
through the MSC, to LEAs and schools 'on the basis of a contract and monitoring 
of results'. (Tomlinson, 1993: 114) This was in stark contrast to the 'loose' 
arrangements surrounding the INSET 'pool'. The 'pool' remained in operation, 
however, when TVEI generated the TVEI-Related In-service Education and 
Training (TRIST) scheme, its future looked uncertain. This was because 'in 
essence, TRIST in 1985-86,[ ...I incorporated much DES thinking on the ways of 
developing INSET policy so as to overcome its previous inconsistency and relative 
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ineffectiveness in practice'. (Goodyear, 1992: 4) Indeed, the determination of the 
Government to follow the specific grant model for all INSET became clear with the 
recommendations of Better Schools in 1985. 

The Local Education Authoritv Training Grants Scheme 

Better Schools outlined several proposals, across a wide range of fronts, all of 
which would have an effect on existing educational arrangements. These 
proposals, including those relating to the funding arrangements for INSET, were 
underpinned by a desire to secure two broad aims. These were stated in the White 
Paper as being 'to raise standards at all levels of ability' and 'to secure the best 
possible return from the resources which [were to be] found for [education]. (DES, 
1985: para 2) The White Paper pointed to the Government's agreement with 
ACSET (1984) over 'a radical change [being] required in funding and organising 
in-service training'. 'Consultation on ACSETs advice had shown widespread 
support for the case for a new funding mechanism and for more systematic and 
purposeful planning of in-service training'. To achieve this the White Paper called 
for the introduction of 'a new specific grant to support LEA expenditure on most 
aspects on in-service training, including that expenditure currently supported 
through the in-service training pool'. (DES, 1985: paras 175-176) 

One year after the White Paper's publication the DES launched the Local 
Education Authority Training Grants Scheme (LEATGS). This scheme was 
outlined in DES circular 6/86 and subsequently in regulations under section 50 of 
the Education (No 2) Act 1986. Circular 6/86 set out the aims of the new scheme. 

These were 'to promote the professional development of teachers; to promote 
more systematic and purposeful planning of in-service training; to encourage 
more effective management of the teaching force; [and] to encourage training in 
selected areas, which are to be accorded national priority'. (DES, 1986: para 4) 
LEAs were 'invited' to bid for grant expenditure under specific headings. The 
scheme was to support centrally designated national priority areas (NPAs) at a 
higher rate of grant than a unhypothecated element for local priority areas. (LPAs) 
As M. Williams observed, 'it was necessary for [LEAs] to demonstrate that they 
had comprehensive INSET plans which took into account local and national 
priorities, which specified the methods of delivery, including collaborative 
arrangements and which incorporated monitoring and evaluation'. Funds were 
available through LEATGS for establishing INSET infrastructures within LEAs. 
(1991: 28) Circular 6/86 listed six categories of eligible expenditure under the 
scheme. These were: 
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i. tuition fees, examination fees and residential and other charges payable 
in respect of eligible training; 

ii. travelling, subsistence and other incidental expenses incurred by 
persons undergoing eligible training; 

iii. the remuneration of persons required to take the place of the trainee 
(whether or not the person replacing the trainee is already employed by 
the authority), including supply teachers on temporary or permanent 
contract, others employed specifically to replace those released for 
training, and any part of the permanent staffing complement intending to 
facilitate release to training; 

iv. costs directly incurred in providing or evaluating eligible training: 
these costs may include that part of the salaries of those specifically 
employed to provide, support or evaluate eligible training which is 
directly attributable to that training; they may also include that proportion 
of the costs of providing and maintaining premises used for the provision 
of eligible training which is directly attributable to that training; 

v. that part of the remuneration of education advisers/inspectors [...I 
which is directly attributable to time spent in planning, co-ordinating, 
monitoring or evaluating eligible training; 

vi. in the case of the training of youth and community workers, costs may 
include those incurred on training provided by voluntary organisations 
for eligible staff if that training is included in the authority's training plan 
approved by the Secretary of State for the purpose of grant. (DES, 1986: 
para 11) 

The LEATGS and ESG schemes became known as 'the new INSET'. (Harland et al, 
1993: 6) In terms of the attention paid by scholars and researchers towards INSET 
during the late 1980s, it remained a 'Cinderella topic'. (Williams, 1991: xii) 
However, pulling together the limited information which was available Harland et 
al remarked that the 'new INSET' had 'a very significant and wide-ranging impact 
on the planning, organisation and delivery of teachers' in-service provision'. They 
summarised its main effects on the structures of INSET provision as follows: 
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i. Much of the power to define and control training needs was 
transferred from HE institutions to central Government (through 
national priorities) and, at least in the early stages of the scheme, to LEAs 
and schools (through local priorities). 

ii. To some extent, it led to a marginalisation of HE'S role in INSET [...I 
and a gradual curtailment in long-term secondments [...I 

iii. The first four or five years of the scheme precipitated an expansion in 
many LEAs' levels of INSET activity and staffing, especially in advisory 
teacher appointments [...I The ESG schemes in mathematics, primary 
science and information technology, for example, increased the 
recruitment of advisory teachers who frequently provided school-based 
and classroom-based forms of professional development rather than 
'courses'. Many LEAs, which had not gained significantly from the 'pool' 
system, were able to strengthen their INSET resources and provision. 

iv. The requirement to submit annual bids and oversee budgets for 
specific categories encouraged the establishment of posts of 
responsibility for the co-ordination of INSET within the LEAs [...I This in 
turn facilitated improvements in the management and administration of 
INSET at the LEA level [...I 

v. Similarly, TRIST required schools to appoint INSET or staff 
development co-ordinators, whose duties often included many of the 
responsibilities of the 'professional development tutors' envisaged in the 
James Report [...I For many, this raised the profile of INSET 
management, which was often buttressed by school staff development 
committees, TRIST clusters or networks for INSET co-ordinators, and the 
provision of 'INSET on INSET training sessions by the LEA [...I 

vi. The new categorically-funded INSET created the need, and indeed 
requirement, for LEAs to develop more formalised and coherent systems 
for managing teachers' professional development [...I including, for 
example, consultative procedures and systems for identifying training 
needs with schools and teachers [...I Handbooks [...I offering guidelines 
on such matters as the identification of needs, LEA committee structures, 
data processing and the planning of INSET were published 
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vii. The DES stipulation [in 19871 that TRIST, ESGs and LEATGS schemes 
should be evaluated, stimulated an increase in the commissioning of 
evaluation studies by LEAs [...I 

viii. [Tlhe 'new INSET imported and applied a vocabulary and 
conceptual framework which were derived largely from business 
economics and logistic imagery [...I Terms like 'categorical funding', 
'bids', 'contracts', and 'value for money', were promulgated and played a 
significant role in paving the way for the widely-accepted current 
vocabulary of 'market forces', 'agencies', business plans' and 'market 
economy models' of INSET [...I 

ix. TRIST and the DES Circular 6/86 set in motion the annual cycle of the 
designation of National Priority Areas followed by LEA bids. Criticisms 
that this system militated against long-term planning, including the 
development of secure structures to facilitate the provision of quality 
INSET, were widespread [...I 

x. ESGs and the new funding arrangements required advisers to assume 
managerial and supervisory roles in relation to the expanding numbers 
of advisory teachers. (1993: 7-8) 

There is a touch of irony in the observation that LEAs, while initially seeming to 
oppose the introduction of specific grants, then used the local priority element of 
LEATGS to establish, strengthen and maintain their INSET infrastructure. HMI 
were to produce several reports monitoring the impact of LEATGS following its 
introduction. One of these,The Implementation of The Local Education Authority 
Training Grunts Scheme: April 1988 -April 1990 (1991), concluded that 'LEATGS, 
having run for four years, has gone a good way to achieving its aims'. (DES, 1991: 
3 )  Other writers, however, were to refer to the scheme's aims as simply 'gloss' and 
'rhetoric' designed to distract one from 'the very significant financial pressures and 
power struggles at national and local level'. According to Graham, the LEATGS 
scheme could be seen as part of a policy package designed to reassert the control 
of the Secretary of State over 'the professional beliefs and skills of teachers through 
intervention in the system for in-service training'. While HMI was praising 
LEATGS for moving towards the achievement of its aims, an offical report had 
recommended that 'to improve efficiency and effectiveness and to secure 
maximum autonomy of operation, a unified grant system should replace the ESG 
and LEATGS grant systems'. (Glickman and Dale, 1990: 33) These schemes had 
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operated alongside one another. OFSTED noted that the majority of LEAs 
managed both their ESG and LEATGS funds well. It remarked that 'the two 
programmes were achieving their aims efficiently'. (1993: para 3) However, 'the 
two systems were not integrated or synchronised over the years so that they 
proved cumbersome and time-consuming for the LEAs. There was obviously 
room for rationalisation'. (Tomlinson, 1993: 114) Others, though, observed that the 
rationale underlying calls for a unified grant at this time should not be seen simply 
as a way of bringing about operational efficiency. Goddard claimed that unifying 
ESGs and LEATGS offered a solution to a growing political dilemma which faced 
Government towards the end of the 1980s. By that time it had 'more policies and 
priorities than it had the resources to support'. The level of funding available 
through the ESGs and LEATGS 'was clearly inadequate and failed to match the 
need for development support'. It was clear, for example, that teachers would 
require substantial INSET support if the national curriculum was to be 
successfully implemented. 'The options were to either increase the cash available 
or to alter the distribution mechanism'. (1991: 23) 

Grants for Educational Sumort and Training (GEST) 

Central Government opted for the latter course of action and in 1990 it was 
announced that the funding mechanism for INSET would be changed once again. 
A circular arrived in all English LEAs informing them that the ESGs and LEATGS 
programmes would be brought together administratively into a single funding 
mechanism, GEST. There was delay in sending this circular to authorities. It had 
been promised for May but was not received by the authorities until June 1990. 
Welsh authorities did not receive the circular until September. The GEST scheme 
for 1991-92 incorporated 24 separate 'activities' or categories of grant. To 
implement the new scheme the DES reorganised its staffing and structures. Each 
of the 24 GEST activities was headed by a designated officer. LEAs would submit 
a 'bid' for funding under all, or some, of the activities to these designated officers. 
Central Government would provide 60 per cent of the total resource for each bid 
while the local authority was expected to provided the other 40 per cent. GM 
schools were not eligible for GEST. Instead they would receive what were called 
'Special Purpose Grants' for development purposes (SPG(D)). SPG(D) was made 
available to GM schools to support similar types of initiatives which were being 
funded through the GEST scheme in any given year. 

The late arrival of the GEST circular caused dismay in LEAs. The authorities only 
had until mid-October to submit their detailed bids. John Plummer (1991), the 
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principal adviser (INSET/curriculum) in Cheshire in 1991, observed that the 
unifying of ESGs and LEATGS 'made sense'. However, he claimed that the DES 
had rushed through the merger and had presented LEAs with a major headache. 
The circular itself, Plummer declared, was 'one of the most unreadable documents 
compiled by the DES'. Also, the GEST scheme required LEAs to provide the DES 
with a greater volume of data than had previously been the case. In addition to 
supplying this increased amount of data the LEAs were faced with the task of 
managing and sharing, what Plummer described as, a '24 layer sandwich. ESGs 
and LEATGS derived from different legislation and, in 1991-92, they could not 
financially and technically be merged. (1991: 14) Indeed, it was not until the 
passing of the 1993 Education Act that provision was made for GEST grants to be 
paid on a single statutory basis as a unified grant. 

A major change under GEST was that there would no longer be grant support for 
designated LEA, as opposed to central Government, INSET priorities. LPA 
funding was replaced by a specific GEST activity [only for 1991-92 and not in 
subsequent years] - grant 24: the management of INSET and non-subject-specific 
training - which supported €20 million worth of expenditure. This fell short of the 
E94.2m support for LPAs under LEATGS'. (OFSTED, 1993: para 3) Grant 24 
amounted to only 10 per cent of the total supported GEST expenditure for 1991-92. 
It was also described as 'such a ragbag of disparate activities that no strong 
initiative could be placed upon it'. (Tomlinson, 1993: 115) The DES claimed that 
LEAs had been spending the LPA funding on the national curriculum or other 
national priorities. Hence, there was no need to preserve the distinction between 
LPAs and NPAs, it would be more sensible, it was argued, for the DES to direct 
the use of all funding. Plummer noted that 'the DES and LEAs fortunately [did 
have] many priorities in common'. However, he claimed that GEST would still 
'dislocate many LEA INSET programmes'. (op. cit. 14) This was even more likely 
because, as noted in chapter two, at the time when GEST was introduced a 
number of other factors were beginning to impact on LEAs. These, for example, 
included reorganisation stemming from LMS and the inception of grant- 
maintained schools. As a result LEAs were required to devolve increasing 
amounts of their budgets to schools. The impact of all these developments on the 
ability of the LEAs to organise and provide INSET 'in-house' will be considered at 
greater detail in the following chapter. It was sufficient to note here that the 
autonomy of the LEA in relation to INSET was greatly eroded under the GEST 
scheme. The LEAs 'became solely an instrument of central government policy'. 
The Secretary of State's main objective for GEST was declared to be the targeting 
of as much support as possible on the implementation of the ERA, to ensure that 
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teachers received the INSET needed to implement the reforms. (Tomlinson, 1993: 
115) 

Concerns were immediately expressed about the bulk of INSET provision being 

directed at priorities set by central Government in this way. Woodrow observed 
that GEST was 'clearly designed towards meeting nationally determined 
objectives'. He claimed that because of this an 'INSET space' had developed. 'It is 
clear that the professional development of individual teachers on any significant 
scale will inevitably disappear as the demands of implementing the national 
curriculum arrangements continue to soak up massive amounts of money'. 
Woodrow noted that in the past successful and effective curriculum development 
had always followed on from similar teacher development through INSET. 
However, what was now evident were attempts to 'direct curriculum change'. 
This was resulting in teachers' development through INSET activity being directed 
only at 'using teachers' to successfully deliver the implementation of the national 
curriculum. Woodrow suggested that in instituting the ERA 'no attention was 
paid to teacher development'. He remarked that, through TRIST and LEATGS, the 
DES had placed pressure on schools and LEAs to 'face up to their staff 
development responsibilities through forward planning and evaluation'. 
However, Woodrow observed that it was 'not at all clear that there is any forward 
planning on a national scale by the DES, other than a consistent policy of offering 
isolated short-term responses'. He went on to use, as an example, the 'one-off' 

provision of 20-day designated courses to mathematics and science which had 
been funded through ESGs for a short time in the 1980s. He also cited the use of 
advisory teachers by LEAs. This practice will be discussed in more detail in the 
next chapter. Woodrow concluded that the DES needed 'to make clear the 
principles and long-term strategy underpinning its frequent changes [to INSET] 
funding and its organisation. (1991: 432-433) Other authors also expressed 
concern at the absence of a central Government strategy for the management and 
organisation of INSET. (Harland and Kinder, 1994: 53) Following the introduction 
of GEST there was also criticism of placing so much emphasis on the schools' 
assessment of their own needs. As Tomlinson noted, 'that way inadequacies may 
be recycled or reinforced and needs [including those of the individual teacher] not 
always fully understood. The importance of an external view and assistance from 
beyond the school itself is being increasingly understood and accepted'. (1993: 117) 

The introduction of GEST resulted in the development of what had been termed 'a 

market economy within in-service education and training'. (Dempster, 1991: 181) 
GEST put more resources at the disposal of schools to manage much of their own 
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INSET. They could choose to 'buy' INSET from a range of providers. GEST was to 
significantly further encourage school-based, school-initiated and school-focused 
INSET. This had already grown during the time of TRIST, through the 
introduction of non-contact days for teachers and through the delegation of 
funding to schools under LMS. (Harland et d, 1993: 8) It should be noted that 
many local authorities had further encouraged these developments by 'delegating 
part of their INSET budgets to schools, using local priority funding'. (Plummer, 
1991: 14) Throughout the 1990s the basic pattern of GEST remained unchanged 
although the categories of grant were reviewed annually. Indeed, each GEST 
circular reminded LEAs that they were not to assume that the approval of grants 
in a particular year meant that similar support would be available the following 
year. LEAs complained that this meant long-term programmes and commitments 
were jeopardized because there was no guarantee of continued funding. The 
capricious nature of the GEST programme can be highlighted by offering a list of 
GEST funded grants for two different years. There is a short-term topicality about 
particular categories of grant, for example, the introduction of appraisal, political 
concerns about truancy and delinquency, and about school security following the 
murder of headmaster Stephen Lawrence and the Dunblane tragedy. 
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GEST grants: Financial Year 1993-94 

1. General Support for School 
Management 
2. Local Management of Schools 
3. LMS Implementation Schemes 
4. Training for School Management 
5. School Governor Training 
6. Head Teacher Mentor Scheme 
7. School Teacher Appraisal 
8. General Support for the Basic 
Curriculum and Assessment 
9. NC Assessment 
10. IT in Schools 
11. Designated Courses for Enhancing 
Primary Teachers' Subject Knowledge 
12. Training for SEN Specialisms and 
for and for SEN in Ordinary Schools 
13. Training for Educational Psychologists 
14. Deaf/Blind Children 
15. Articled Teacher Bursaries 
16. Articled Teachers Other Costs 
17. Induction Training and Licensed 
Teachers 
18. Vocational Qualifications in Schools 
19. Raising Standards in Inner City School: 
20. Reducing Truancy 
21. Workers Educational Association 
22. Youth Action Scheme 
23. Training for Youth and Community 
Workers 

;EST grants: Financial Year 1997-98 

. School Effectiveness 
I. Implementation of NC Assessment 
irrangements 
I. Designated Courses for Enhancing 
'rimary Teachers' SubjectKnowledge 
:. Special Educational Needs 
i. Qualifications 
). Truancy, Disruptive and Disaffectei 
'upils 
'. Bilingual Pupils 
I. Drug Prevention and Schools 
1. Training for Careers Teachers 
0. Literacy and Numeracy Project 
3entres 
1. Youth Service 
2. National Professional Qualificatioi 
or Headship 
3. School Security 
4. Child Protection 
5. Family Literacy 
6. Specialist Schools 
7. Specialist Teacher Assistants 

Over the years a contradiction lay at the heart of the GEST scheme. GEST was to 
be a fine example of the willingness of recent Conservative Governments to use 
both free-market forces and central control simultaneously in relation to education 
policy. The GEST scheme offered something to the powerful factions within the 
conservative parliamentary party. In the sense that it was to be administered 
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through LEAs, it could be argued that it also appeased Conservatives in local 
government. (Tomlinson, 1993: 168) During the early years of the 1990s the 
influence of the neo-liberal faction on Government policy was becoming very 
evident. They were pursuing a 'marketisation' or 'privatisation' agenda for 
education. (Dempster, 1991: 181) They envisaged education as a marketplace in 
which schools competed. Schools were to become self-governing and self- 
managing. Once they had control of their own budgets schools were to compete 
with one another to attract pupils. More pupils attracted more funding. 
Information about the schools' performance would be released to parents so that 
they could make a 'choice' about which school they wanted their children to 
attend. In this way, it was claimed, the most successful schools would flourish 
while the unsuccessful ones would decline and eventually disappear. The neo- 
liberals welcomed the devolution of further funding and decision-making for 
teachers INSET to schools as they saw no role for the LEAs in the future. A paper 
produced by the Carlton Club Political Committee recommended that LEAs 
should be allowed to 'pass away'. (1991: para 4.3) However, neo-liberals were not 
totally satisfied with GEST The scheme was to be administered by LEAs. GEST 
expenditure, along with other specific-grant-assisted programmes affecting 
schools, was to remain outside the aggregated schools budget of each authority, ie 
outwith the money delegated to schools, but within the general schools budget. 
There were, however, explicit requirements about the devolution of decision- 
making on how the money would be spent in each GEST category. 

The influence of the neo-liberal faction within Conservative politics was very 
evident in 1992 when the White Paper, Choice and Diversity, appeared. This 
welcomed the new context in which schools were to operate. They were to 'take 
decisions reflecting their own priorities and circumstances in a way that was not 
possible a few years ago'. The White Paper went on to observe that LEAs were 
still continuing to 'offer a range of educational advice, support and training 
services to their own schools and to others'. The Government, however, was 
expecting that 'increasingly the private sector will step in to provide such services' 
(DfE, 1992: 32) Whilst in 1983 Teaching Quality noted that the LEA should bear 
the primary responsibility for teachers' INSET, less than a decade later there was a 
clearly articulated belief at central Government level that LEAs should eventually 
not provide INSET at all. As noted in the previous chapter, however, a grant- 
maintained revolution, on the scale predicted in the early 1990s, did not 
materialise. The Government, however reluctantly, appeared to have accepted 
that LEAs had a role. Indeed, subsequent developments suggested, perhaps, that 
the Government believed the LEAs could play a part in the drive towards school 
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improvement. But as will now be highlighted, the LEA'S position in relation to 
improvement remained unclear. 

The School Immovement Initiative 

School improvement was placed firmly on the agenda of educational institutions 
in England and Wales in the period 1994-1995. As Fidler and Morris (1996) 

observed, 'since the advent of OFSTED inspection and the formation of a school 
effectiveness unit at the DfEE in 1994 there has been increasing pressure on 
schools to improve'. There was, however, disagreement over whether or not there 
was any accepted definition of the term 'school improvement'. Fidler and Morris 
however, observed that there remained 'a good deal of confusion over the term 
school improvement'. They noted that various writers had proposed 'more or less 

complex definitions', but quoted with approval the definition offered by Miles and 
Ekholm who stated that school improvement was 'a systematic, sustained effort 
aimed at changes in learning conditions and other related internal conditions in 
one or more schools, with the ultimate aim of accomplishing educational goals 
more effectively'. (1985: 48) Fidler and Morris pointed out that the latter definition 
was more acceptable than many others because it 'focused ultimately on 
educational goals but covered any intermediate process necessary to achieve those 
goals'. Thus, while it was certainly about improving teaching and learning in due 
course, 'this may not be the starting point'. They stressed that each school had to 
choose its own starting point for school improvement based on its own context 
and problems'. (op. cit. 1) 

While the semantic arguments raged, the drive towards school improvement 
continued. It had a major impact on GEST programmes in the early 1990s. DfE 
circular 18/94 outlined the GEST programme for 1995-96. A new block grant 
entitled School Effectiveness drew together the majority of the GEST activities 
which in previous years had supported school management and appraisal, 
national curriculum and assessment. The aim of the new grant was to enable 
schools to improve effectiveness in line with their development plan or, following 
an OFSTED inspection, their action plan. The school effectiveness grant 
constituted nearly half of the GEST 1995-96 programme. Expenditure had to fall 
within the following areas of activity: local management of schools; school 
management training and development; support and training for governors; 
support and training for basic curriculum and assessment and; information 
technology in schools. As part of the 1996-97 GEST programme the Secretary of 
State proposed to give the school effectiveness grant an even 'sharper focus' on the 
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quality of teaching and learning and to reinforce the link between inspection, 
action planning and school improvement. The grant would once again make up 
almost half of the total GEST budget for that year. It would, though, be structured 
in three parts: up to 30 per cent to help schools implement their action plan, 
following an inspection; up to 60 per cent for all schools to be distributed by way 
of an LEA allocation formula and; up to 25 per cent for LEAs to focus support on 
schools identified by inspection or otherwise as having 'serious weaknesses' and 
for other 'local priorities' related to school effectiveness. The major focus of the 
1997-98 programme was 'school-self improvement'. The subtle addition of the 
word 'self' reflected the widespread believe that the school should remain the 
centre of action towards improvement. As part of the 1997-98 programme several 
grants which had previously been separate were 'merged'. It was suggested that 
this was to increase discretion at local level. (DEE, 1996: para A4) Some observed, 
though, that the effects of increasing local discretion were mitigated by continued 
reductions in the overall GEST budget. The Local Government Information Unit 
claimed that central Government expenditure on the GEST budget fell from 
f165.4m in 1993-94 to f150.2m in 1994-95. (LGIU, 1994: 3 )  

The 1997-98 circular clearly demonstrated a broad acceptance that it was highly 
unlikely that all schools would develop without help from some external sources. 
As noted, for example, LEAs were to provide expenditure to support 'weak 
schools. One way that they had helped schools to undertake improvement was 
through the organisation and provision of INSET opportunities for school 
teachers. However, LEA responsibility with regard to quality of schooling 
remained vague and unclear. (Fidler and Morris, 1996: 4) As will be highlighted in 
the next chapter, the responsibility of LEAs to provide INSET had certainly 
remained ambiguous and open to different interpretations. By July 1996, when 
circular number 13/96 outlined the 1997-98 GEST programme, the attention paid 
to the INSET of school teachers had increased. This partly reflected an increasing 
recognition that 'quality' INSET was integral to the plans of schools committed to 
improvement. However, INSET issues had also been brought to the fore through 
the work of a new non-departmental public body, the Teacher Training Agency. 

The Teacher Training Agencv (TTA) 

The 1994 Education Act was 'to make provision about teacher training and related 
matters'. Part one of the Act established the TTA. The functions given to the TTA 
by the Act included the provision of funds to institutions in England (including 
schools) which provided for the 'training' of school teachers. This function had 
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formerly been carried out by the Higher Education Funding Council for England. 
It was envisaged that the Higher Education Funding Council for Wales would 
continue to provide funding for training to schools and universities, including the 
Open University, in Wales. The TTA was given four objectives. These were 'to 
contribute to raising standards of teaching; to promote teaching as a career; to 
improve the quality and efficiency of all routes into the teaching profession [and]; 
to secure the involvement of schools in all courses and programmes for the initial 
training of school teachers'. In addition, the Act stated that the TTA should 
generally 'secure that teachers are well fitted and trained to promote the spiritual, 
moral, social, cultural, mental and physical development of pupils and to prepare 
pupils for the opportunities, responsibilities and experiences of adult life'. 

Morris 1995 observed that 'the main focus of the Parliamentary debates on the Bill 
(preceding the 1994 Act) was initial teacher training (ITT) and, in particular, 
school-centred ITT. INSET work was 'little mentioned'. As Morris remarked, 
however, 'the CPD [continuing professional development] powers of the TTA are 
extensive'. Indeed, because of this, he noted, 'it is no surprise that the agency has 
adopted a high profile throughout 1995 in seeking to improve CPD. During that 
year the TTA was asked by the Secretary of State to administer the DEE'S 
initiative in management education, the Head Teacher Leadership and 
Management Programme (HEADLAMP). The HEADLAMP scheme had actually 
been announced prior to the TTA's inception. It was a 'voucher scheme' whereby 
a school's governing body applied for a newly-appointed head's entitlement to 
funding up to €2,500 to be spent on appropriate INSET within two years of the 
date of appointment. The scheme was to cover all maintained schools and non- 
maintained special schools. The TTA produced a register of providers for 
HEADLAMP. The first register contained 151 entries including 40 LEAS and 52 
HE institutions. The number of registered providers for HEADLAMP rose to over 
200 providers by the end of October 1995. (1995: 8) At the Conservative Party 
conference in October 1995, the Secretary of State announced that there would be a 
National Professional Qualification for Headteachers administered by the TTA. 
This new qualification would 'underpin' HEADLAMP. The TTA set up a 
'National Professional Qualification Advisory Group' and the new qualification 
was trialled in 1996-97. 

Also, in 1995, the Government commissioned a review of INSET by the TTA. 
Gillian Shephard outlined the reasons for this move. It was, she contended, to 
ensure that 'teachers' precious time and energies are not wasted on inadequate 
and inappropriate training'. (The Guardian, 28:3:95) The TES welcomed the 
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readiness of the TTA to take up a 'neglected professional issue such as in-service 
training'. It noted that two decades had passed since the James Report had 
proposed a more integrated approach to initial induction and INSET. The TES 
was critical about the low level of interest concerning INSET since 1972. 'To say 
[the review] is overdue is inadequate. It is frankly incredible that this is the first 
time that a thorough review of in-service training has been undertaken'. In the 
same issue of TES Anthea Millett, the Chief Executive of the TTA, called for the 
establishment of 'a national focus for in-service training'. She asked for all 

educational professionals to have their say on the future of INSET. She noted that 
the TTA review would 'seek views on a range of options for a more strategic 
direction for the continuing professional development of school teachers. This 
could range from a "light touch' system, setting national criteria for schools and 
teachers to use when planning and reviewing training, through to a national 
framework which could include a range of professional qualifications'. (TES,  
19:5:95) Commenting on this statement by Millett, Morris noted that it 'could 
stand for a multitude of interpretations in literal language'. He pointed out, for 
example, that 'an additional or alternative feature of a heavier touch option such 
as a national framework of professional qualifications might be control of 
funding'. (op. c i f .  13) 

In July 1995, following its consultations with interest groups, the TTA sent its 
formal advice on INSET (or CPD as the agency prefers to call it) to the Secretary of 
State. Later in 1995, on October 31st, Millett gave a summary of the decisions 
which had been agreed. The TTA proposed the establishment of separate groups 
of practitioners. One of these groups was to ensure overall coherence while the 
others worked on national standards with remits: 

- to clarify the profile of competencies for newly qualified teachers and 
- to establish similar national standards of excellence in relation to key 
responsibilities: 
- of expert teachers 
- of experts in subject leadership and 
- of experts in school leadership and management. (Morris, 1995: 18) 

As Morris noted, the TTA considered the first four items on the above list to be 
'the most urgent'. Gillian Shephard, however, did not fully agree with the TTA's 
priorities. With an eye on the introduction of vouchers for nursery education she 
stressed the importance of effective early years teaching. Thus, when her priorities 
for CPD were announced they included: 
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i. improving school leadership and management, including training for 
existing head teachers and the development of [the] National 
Professional Qualification for Headship [...I; 

ii. improving subject leadership and management for heads of 
department, in secondary schools and subject co-ordinators in primary 
schools [...I; 
- 

iii. increasing specialist teaching in the primary phase; 

iv. increasing key stage 2 teachers' subject knowledge [...I; 

v. [promoting] effective teaching for early years children; 

vi. [promoting] effective teaching at 14-19 [...I; 

vii. [promoting] the use of IT to improve pupils' achievements; 

viii. increasing the effectiveness of Special Educational Needs Co- 
ordinators (DfEE, 1996: para A9) 

Millett commented upon how much she 'valued the agency's independence from 
the DfEE'. Others, however, expressed concern that the TTA had been used as a 

medium for political intervention. They had 'looked askance at the [TTA] board's 
nominees as another example of quango sleaze'. (Education, 20:3:95: 12) Graham 
suggested that the work of the TTA in compiling national standards for teachers at 

every stage of their career allowed central Government to exercise power through 
ideological control of ITT and INSET. He believed that this amounted to 'the 
colonisation of consciousness in shaping the profession's thinking'. He also found 
risible any suggestion that the TTA was the same as a General Teaching Council 
(GTC), 'however seductive the rhetoric about benefiting the profession'. As he 
pointed out, 'teachers have not contracted into a system of self-regulation, nor 
have they asked TTA to act for them. The profession had not agreed that the 
competence model is the best vehicle for assuring the professional standards of 
members. The TTA is an organ of Government, controlled by the Secretary of 
State'. Graham concluded by observing that 'the governance of the profession by 
the profession through a [GTC], based on consensus and broad participation 
might be acceptable means of demonstrating accountability, but political control 
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through a 'quango' like the TTA is highly questionable'. (1996: 128-131) In an 
appraisal of the workload which the TTA had undertaken in its first year, Morris 
noted that it had been 'enormously energetic'. This was, in part, due to 'Ministerial 
impatience'. The TTA had been 'zealous to consult and largely to show the 
workings of its consultations'. However, as well as being eager to 'do some urgent 
jobs', Morris remarked that the agency also seemed 'intent on entrenching itself in 
the public education service'. (1995: 25) 

Review 

Within the wider context, then, national economic and political agendas had 
increasingly shaped the developments which had occurred in the field of INSET. 
Whilst at one time a partnership characterised relations between central and local 

government, since the mid-1970s central Governments had sought to secure much 
greater control over the management of INSET policy. In chapters two and three 
the changing place and purpose of LEAs and recent developments with regard to 

INSET were examined almost independently of one another. This was important 
as it helped draw attention to a very broad range of factors which moulded the 
arrangements which LEAs were making for providing INSET. It is now necessary 
to pull together the LEA and INSET strands of the research to focus on the role of 
the LEA in relation to INSET. In particular the following questions needed to be 
addressed. What responsibility did LEAs have to provide INSET? How have 
LEAs met this responsibility? Is there much diversity in the ways different LEAs 
have met this responsibility? How have the changes in the wider context 
impacted on the ways LEAs organise and deliver INSET ? What previous studies 
have been conducted of LEA INSET provision? What were their findings? 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

The LEA and INSET 

The previous chapters considered several important factors within the context in 
which LEAs have operated in recent years. The effects, for example, of the 
demands for change stemming from central Government legislation were 
remarked upon. In particular, a reduction in the discretion and autonomy of 
LEAs, and the creation of an INSET market, were noted. This chapter will 
consider, in more detail, the effects of these significant influences on the 
arrangements made for INSET by LEAs over the last two decades. In particular, 
the impact on LEA teams of advisers and teachers' centres will be considered. 
Only a limited number of studies have been undertaken in this area. The chapter 
ends with a rationale for a comprehensive study of the ways in which LEAs are 
organising and delivering INSET opportunities for teachers. Traditionally, the 
employment of advisers and the establishment of teachers' centres were the two 
major ways in which LEAs met their responsibility for school teachers' INSET. 
However, as will now be noted, the LEAs' responsibility for INSET remains 
ambiguous and open to different interpretation. 

The legal resuonsibilitv of LEAs to urovide INSET 

The provision of INSET has been widely accepted to be an important means of 
improving the education system as a whole. INSET is perceived as a vehicle for 
improving the quality of the teaching force, contributing to the effectiveness of 
individual schools and assisting the teacher's own personal and professional 
development. ACSET 'emphasised the central importance of LEAs in the 
determination of local INSET policies'. (1984: para 66) A decade later the House of 
Commons Education Committee observed that, 'at its best, the work done by LEA 
advisory services has been of great value [...I in maximising the benefits of in- 
service work. (1995: viii) Morris pointed to the continuing ambiguity surrounding 
the legal position of LEAs with regard to 'educational quality'. He lists a number 
of statutory references which suggest that the LEA has an INSET function. The 
LEA is an employer and this seems to entail a duty on it to ensure that employees, 
in this case school teachers, are up-to-date with new developments in curriculum 
and pedagogy. 'There are duties of the employer in general under the Health and 
Safety at Work legislation (such as under section 2 and 3 of the Health and Safety 
at Work etc Act 1974), where [...I there are substantial responsibilities for the 
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headteacher and other staff (s.7), who expect to receive training, guidance and 
practical help from the LEA)'. (1994: 11) 

There are also a number of other statutory functions listed in the Education Acts 
which imply that the LEA should have a concern for the professional development 
of school teachers. Under section 13 (1) of the 1996 Education Act there is a duty 
upon the LEA (so far as their powers enable them) to contribute towards the 
spiritual, moral, mental, and physical development of the community by securing 
that efficient [...I education [throughout the primary, secondary and further 
education stages shall be] available to meet the needs of the population of their 
area. (Education Act 1996, s13 (1)) Section 357 (1) of the 1996 Act allocates 
curricular responsibilities and provides that the LEA and governing body of every 
maintained school is under a duty to exercise their functions with a view to 

securing that the National Curriculum is implemented. Section 14 (1)-(3) of the 
1996 Act imposes upon the LEA the general duty to secure that there are available 
for their area 'sufficient' primary, secondary and special schools. A proviso adds 
that 'the schools available for an area should not be deemed to be sufficient unless 
they are sufficient in number, character and equipment to afford for all pupils 
opportunities for education offering such variety of instruction and training as 

might be desirable in view of their ages, abilities, and apptitudes, and of the 
different periods for which they may be expected to remain at school, including 
practical instruction and training opportunities to their respective needs'. 

However, while providing 'efficient' and 'sufficient' schooling hinted at an LEA 
INSET role, LEAs have disagreed on the extent to which these duties require them 
to make provision. Indeed, this is one of the reasons why LEA INSET 
arrangements have been so diverse over the years. LEAs, when deciding whether- 
or-not it is necessary to provide INSET opportunities, have considered their legal 
position. This is not to suggest that the LEAs interpretation of the law is the only 
factor determining the character of the LEAs INSET arrangements. As will be 
observed subsequently, a combination of several different factors could inform 
their decision. However, the vague statutory position has allowed LEAs to adopt 

a position which lies somewhere between two extremes described by Morris as a 
'minimalist' or a 'maximalist' view of INSET responsibility. A proactive LEA 

which interpreted in a full sense the statutory duties of securing efficient and 
sufficient education might invest considerable resources in advisory staff, while an 
LEA taking a more minimalist view would employ or engage very few advisers. 
(1994: 27) Of course, it was possible that an authority which adopted a more 
minimalist approach might have no option because it was constrained by limited 
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resources. However, as was noted in the previous chapter, back in the early 1970s, 
when LEAs controlled greater resources, some of them did not view INSET as a 
high priority. So, while INSET is widely considered to be a vital means of 
ensuring quality in the public education service, uncertainty remains. 

The publication of the White Paper, Self-Governing Schools (1996), seemed to offer 
some hope of clearing up the ambiguities. It had, after all, devoted the whole of 
chapter five to 'The Role of Local Education Authorities'. The White Paper has 
been criticised, however, for being 'inappropriately informal' and for not 
distinguishing between 'functions, which were laid down by law, and roles, a 

metaphorical expression, which is to do with styles and ways of performing or 
discharging functions'. (Fidler and Morris, 1996: 6) Fidler and Morris described 
Se2f-Governing Schools as a 'paradigm of confusion'. Chapter five listed support 
services for schools which they could choose to purchase from the LEA. These 
included INSET and teachers' centres. However, the White Paper remarked that 'it 
was [...I not an inherent or necessary part of the LEA role to provide such services'. 
Indeed, the White Paper went on to offer encouragement to schools in looking to 
purchase such services from LEAs other than their own, or from their own LEAs 
'at full cost and in fair competition with the private sector'. (DfEE, 1996: para 20) 

These extracts, it is claimed, demonstrate that little account had been taken by the 
writers of the White Paper to the fact 'that LEAs remained public authorities, 
created by Parliament, and had within their boundaries in aggregate the whole of 
the land of England and Wales. They are not creatures of the market, or of 
random local enterprise, and so they differ in kind from the variety of other bodies 
which may have sound, professional and deep interest in the quality of schooling'. 
Furthermore, Fidler and Morris highlighted the intention of Government to 
legislate to extend the powers of OFSTED and the Office of Her Majesty's Chief 
Inspector (OHMCI) so that they could inspect the work of LEAs. They noted, 
however that 'what is inspected in LEA business must be as defined in law as are, 
for example, at the [level of the] individual school, the teaching of core and 
foundation subjects. If such LEA inspections took place, 'no one could say 
whether the LEAs inspected are doing what they should be doing, in a legalistc 
sense. (op. cit. 6) The legal function of LEAs in relation to quality of schooling, 
then, requires attention. Despite the confusion, though, one can point to two main 
ways through which LEAs have traditionally supported INSET opportunities for 
school teachers. 
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LEA Advisorv Services 

Before considering the development of LEA advisory services it is important to 

highlight a problem of nomenclature. There has been an absence of any agreed 
title over the years for LEA staff who are concerned with advice and inspection. 
While in one LEA all officers may have become known as advisers, in another they 
may have acquired the title of inspector. This may have been the case even where 
an LEA employing advisers placed a greater emphasis on inspecting schools and 
vice versa. Further, a team of advisers in an LEA may have been headed by a 
Chief Inspector (Cave, 1984:4). Some LEAs also developed teams which included 
a mixture of advisers and inspectors but were headed by individuals with a 
variety of different titles including Deputy Education Officer or Principal 
Education Officer. With this in mind, throughout this thesis, unless otherwise 

stated, the term adviser is used to refer to both LEA advisers and inspectors. 

A small number of LEA inspection and advisory services existed before the second 
world war. However, it was the 1944 Education Act which paved the way for all 
LEAs to provide these services. It stated that, 'any local education authority may 
cause an inspection to be made of any educational establishment maintained by 

the authority and such inspections shall be made by officers appointed by the local 
education authority.' (s.77(3)) As already hinted at in the discussion of the 

nomeclature problem, there was to be a great deal of variation in how LEAs 
interpreted this statement. This was reflected in more ways other than through 
the title which LEAs gave to their staff. A study by Stillman and Grant revealed 
that the size of advisory services from one LEA to another ranged, in 1974, from 
four to 94 advisers. Following local government reorganisation in 1974, the 
rationalizing of the size of LEAs resulted in a reduction in their number. This 
effectively meant that 'many [of the larger authorities which were left] gained 
their first reasonable establishment of advisers'. It was important to note, 
however, that across the country there continued to be a startling range of ratios 
between the number of advisers and adult, pupil, teacher and school numbers 
within LEAs. Some LEAs were employing up to four and a half times as many 
advisers per million adults as others during the 1980s. (Stillman and Grant 1989: 
40) A further variation was that, while several LEAs would employ advisers to 
work across the primary and secondary divide, others wanted advisers to work in 
one particular phase only. 

A number of attempts had been made to outline the work of LEA advisory 
services. In 1985 a DES publication, The Role ofthe Local Education Authority's 
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Advisory Services, suggested that they had four interrelated groups of functions. 
These included, 'monitoring and evaluating the work of the authority's services; 
supporting schools and other educational establishments; supporting and 
developing teachers and advising on their management and working on local 
initiatives.' (op. cit. 6) In a more general sense, however, their role could be 
defined as comprising three broad tasks by the mid-1980s. First, the inspectorial 
(accountability) function involved the managing and monitoring of educational 
institutions for both local and central Government. Second, the advisory 
(developmental) function concerned the faciliating and supporting of educational 
developments in the curriculum through INSET. Third, the administrative 
function which encompassed the paperwork which their inspectorial and advisory 
functions created. There were to be continued calls throughout the 1970s and 
1980s for some form of balance between these broad functions as there was a wide 
variety between LEAs in the emphasis which was being placed on each of these 
functions. (op.  cit. 123) In one LEA the main emphasis may have been on frequent 
and regular inspections, while in another full inspections were rare or, indeed, 
were not being conducted at all. (Cave, 1984: 4) This meant that LEAs differed in 
the amount of time they expected their advisers to devote to the advisory function 
and, in particular, the INSET element of this. Even in an LEA which placed a great 
emphasis on the advisory function it did not necessarily follow that all advisers 
would have a responsibility for INSET. Some advisers would devote the majority 
of their time to INSET while others would devote only half of it or none at all. 
Those advisers who were concerned with INSET would be involved with 
organising and participating in workshops, courses and conferences at teachers' 
centres or in schools. They would also visit schools and work on a one-to-one 
basis with teachers as a consultant. 

During the 1970s some LEAs sought to differentiate the roles of inspector and 
adviser by appointing what were termed advisory teachers. By July 1987 a HMI 
report, L E A  Provision for  Education and the Quality of Response in Schools and Colleges 
in England 2986 noted that through the support of central Government funding 
schemes introduced in the 1980s (TVEI, TRIST, ESGs and LEATGS), the number 
of advisory teachers employed by LEAs had increased. (1987 17) Neil Straker 
traced the development of the ESG initiative to fund advisory teachers in 
mathematics, which came into effect in September 1985. He found that there were 
few stated guidelines from the DES as to the role which the new advisory teachers 
were to fulfil. Indeed, he observed that following a successful proposal from an 
LEA, the functions of the advisory teacher depended on each authority's specific 
perceived needs. In addition, at central Government level there appeared to be 
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little effort to co-ordinate or oversee the work of the new advisory teachers in 
mathematics or to appraise the effectiveness of this model of in-service training for 
teachers. This effectively illustrates the lack of a national long-term INSET 
strategy noted in the previous chapter. 'Projects have been evaluated, as required 
in the conditions upon which a grant is awarded, and this evaluation has been 
conducted on a somewhat haphazard basis: some authorities have appointed 
external local evaluators, others have relied on self-evaluation procedures, others 
have made some form of presentation of their activities to a local committee and, 
in some LEAS, the mathematics advisers have conducted the evaluation exercise'. 

In an attempt to categorise the nature of the work of advisory teachers Straker 
conducted interviews with several of them. He asked them to describe a typical 
working week in diary form. On the basis of their responses it was possible to 
broadly categorise the work of advisory teachers: 

Teaching: School-based INSET - working alongside teachers. Running 
in-service courses or workshops. Specific planning of lessons or 
workshops. 

Administration: General administration. 

Meetings: with other advisory teachers. With LEA mathematics adviser. 
Attendance at workshops/user groups etc. With visitors. 

Advisorv: Specific discussion with heads and teachers - giving specific 
advice to individuals. 

Curriculum: Producing material/creating resources. GCSE training 
role. Visits to higher education institutions relating to curriculum 
development. 

He found that, with one exception, the advisory teachers approached spent at least 
one half of their time engaged in teaching and preparation. Straker recognised 
that the categories he employed were not mutually exclusive; undoubtedly there 
were overlaps between the teaching and advisory nature of the work. 
Nevertheless, the study indicated the diversity of roles undertaken by advisory 
teachers. (1988: 373) The point here, however, was that a significant role of the 
growing number of advisory teachers was to devise and deliver INSET 
programmes, with a great deal of their time being spent in the classroom. The 
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advisory teacher, then, would support some advisers with their classroom 
commitment. However, advisory teachers also needed support and line- 
management which was undertaken by advisers. This, it was claimed, had 
resulted in an additional administrative load for the adviser and while he/she was 
coping with it advisory teachers' took on some of their classroom work. (Stillman 
and Grant, 1989: 123) Further encouragement and means for LEAs to strengthen 
their advisory services and teacher support teams was provided by the 
introduction of LEATGS in 1986. As noted in chapter three, this scheme made 
funds available for LEAs to develop and maintain their INSET infrastructure. 

Only one in 10 of the existing advisory teacher posts in 1987 had been established 
before local government reorganisation in 1974. More than one in three had been 
brought in between 1984 and 1986. (Stillman and Grant, 1989: 39) After the 
introduction of LEATGS their number was to rise at an even faster rate and 
supercede the number of advisers. This increase was confirmed by the HMI 
Report, The Implementation ofthe Local Education Authority Training Grants Scheme, 
April 1989-April 1990. HMI noted that the number of advisory teachers, 
particularly those with curriculum duties, had continued to rise between 1988 and 
1990. The report observed that many new advisory teachers 'became responsible 
for delivering INSET as well as supporting teachers in the classroom. They 
contributed to in-service training through the planning and delivery of off-site 
sessions; contributing to school-based INSET; supporting teachers who had 
recently attended courses given by advisers or other advisory teachers'. The 
report noted that, by 1990, 'training for [National Curriculum] core subjects was an 
increasingly important part of their work'. The quality and effectiveness of 
advisory teachers' INSET work was praised by HMI. (1991: 7) Of the new 
advisory posts created, over half were permanent and over sixty per cent of the 
posts were funded by the LEAs. However, even though a post was permanent 
this did not necessarily imply that the post holder had any career in that field, or 
tenure. (Stillman and Grant, 1989: 39) There was no clear career structure for 
advisory teachers within LEAs and many of them had little hope of promotion 
within their advisory service. Most could only hope to return to school with 
promotion, although 'this seemed to be expressed in hope rather than conviction.' 
(Blanchard et al, 1991: 95) 

Male was to claim that, following the introduction of LEATGS, LEAS came very 
close to establishing what he termed 'the ideal model of INSET delivered at the 
local level.' He observed that with LEATGs the spending power of LEAs in 
relation to INSET increased dramatically and that this was coupled with a 
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desirable increase in autonomy. While the 'pool' funding arrangements had 
allowed higher education to dominate the INSET scene, its disappearance and the 
introduction of LEATGS meant that money was used for short non-award bearing 
courses devised and delivered locally by advisers. Male claimed this resulted in 

LEAs 'investing in people and development programmes which were to bring 
about real change of skills and knowledge of the teaching force.' (1994: 16-17) It 
should be noted, however, that the relative advantages of this local provision in 
comparison with that provided by higher education institutions was questioned. 
ACSET, for example, had found that many LEAs did not normally provide short 
courses 'of substantial academic subject study on the dissemination of relevant 
research, which is best provided by higher education institutions.' (1984: para 62) 

The introduction of the 1988 ERA, however, was to have serious consequences for 
the LEA INSET structures which had been established following the introduction 
of LEATGS. As already indicated in Chapter Two, underlying this Act was a firm 
desire of central Government to reduce the power of LEAs. Council budgets had 
been reduced during the 1980s through restrictions on public expenditure and the 
ERA required LEAs to delegate a large amount of their reducing budgets to 
schools under LMS provisions. In addition, 1991 saw the introduction of the 
GEST scheme. As noted, GEST meant that local priority funding disappeared with 
INSET priorities and funding parameters being set by central Government. 
Decisions regarding a substantial element of the GEST budget were given to the 
schools. The combined effects of LMS requirements, the introduction of GM 
schools and the launch of the GEST scheme had serious consequences for LEA 
INSET arrangements. As HMI observed, for example, by 1991 'it is uncertain 
whether advisory teachers will be used to the same extent in the future. The 
reductions in LEA budgets made it more difficult for authorities to pay advisory 
teachers' salaries'. HMI pointed out that schools managing their own budget 
under LMS, might choose not to buy the services of advisory teachers. LMS could 
also make the recruitment of advisory teachers on short-term contracts more 
difficult because 'schools are, naturally, unwilling to second their best 
practitioners, and staff are afraid to apply for a fixed-term contract if they believe 
that this may not further their career'. (1991: 9) Male noted that the early 1990s 
saw LEA staff numbers being significantly reduced. He observed that advisory 
teachers became 'so scarce as to feature in the probably extinct category'. (1994: 17) 
As will be noted subsequently, this was a period in which a number of teachers' 
centres were no longer considered financially viable and closed. 
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The ERA had immediate implications for the work of those advisers who 
remained in post. Following its introduction a great deal of local INSET was 
directed towards helping teachers with the introduction of the National 
Curriculum. The Act itself placed a duty on the LEA and the governing body to 
exercise their function with a view to securing that the National Curriculum was 
implemented. (1988: s.l(l)) This implied that LEA advisers should continue to act 
as change agents facilitating educational innovation. However, LEAs were also 
expected to suspend financial delegation to schools where the governing body was 
guilty of 'a substantial or persistent failure to comply with any requirements under 
the [LEA'S financial delegation] scheme'. (s.37(la)) This suggested that LEAs 
needed to keep the work of schools in their area under constant review. There 
was certainly an increased emphasis on the inspection function of the LEA 
adviser. The phrase 'quality control' became more widely used. An Audit 
Commission Report entitled, Assuring Quality in Education: a Report on Local 
Education Authority Inspectors and Advisers (1989), remarked that the basic task of 
LEA advisory services should be to promote quality in education. 

The Report suggested three ways in which this task could be carried out. First, 
through direct observations of teaching and learning. Second, by having LEA 
advisory services fulfil a control function, for example, in ensuring that the 
National Curriculum was being taught. Third, in consequence of the second point 
above, by distancing themselves from institutional management. However, as 
Nixon and Ruddock found, many LEA advisory services were to choose to make 
explicit to schools the criteria which were to underpin inspections following 1988. 
In this way it was felt that LEAs could at least try to maintain a spirit of 
partnership with the schools. It was hoped that 'the seeming openness and 
straight-forwardness of these agreed criteria served to soften the hard and divisive 
edge of teacher suspicions about inspections.' (1992: 432) As LEAs began to 
redesignate many of their advisers as inspectors in the aftermath of the ERA, the 
role of the advisory teacher became one of pursuing the outcomes of inspections. 
They were said to be 'primarily playing a remedial or fire fighting role within a 
climate of accountability.' (Blanchard et al,  1991: 95) More of the INSET work of 
the LEA fell to them. 

By the end of 1991 LEAs were caught between, on the one hand, increased central 
control at the national level and, on the other hand, pressures to extend the 
devolution of INSET money to individual schools. As a result, LEA discretion in 
pursuing its own INSET initiatives based on local priorities had been seriously 
diminished. They were now predominantly 'delivering' central Government 

61 



initiated priorities. After devolving the large majority of their INSET budget to 
schools, LEAs could only hope that they would 'buy-in' to the authority's services. 
LEA INSET services had experienced almost a golden age in the period of 
LEATGS. By the early 1990s they were entering an 'uncertain phase of contraction 
and restructuring'. Faced with financial pressures, several LEAs began to 
experiment with what was termed an 'agency-based approaches to market-led 
INSET': 

[The] main patterns of LEAs' structures for providing INSET were 
undergoing substantial change in the early 1990s. Talk of the 'enabling' 
authority was widespread, and LEAs were at various stages in grappling 
with the problem of transforming 'command' cultures into 'service' 
cultures or shifting from 'management by control' to 'management by 
contract'. It was against the background of this emerging contractual 
approach, with its 'service level agreements' and 'competitive tendering', 
that the 'agency-based' structure gained ground as a solution to the 
problem of delivering centrally-determined initiatives, while offering a 
service to schools with devolved INSET budgets. (Harland et al ,  1993: 12) 

In this climate, Geoffrey Morris (Cambridgeshire) was among the first Chief 
Education Officers to pursue the idea of 'an agency approach'. He noted that 'an 

agency arrangement [...I would be funded partly by the authority in recognition of 
specific services and standards which the agency would be contracted to supply or 
meet and partly by the schools and colleges buying (if they chose) those services' 
Morris remarked that the 'size of each agency and the proportion of each kind of 
contract would depend on the agency's success or otherwise in attracting school 
and college business which could extend beyond those establishments maintained 
by the authority in question [...I, the number taken on by the agency would 
depend on the demand from schools'. Morris stressed that any new agency, 
before taking on the risk of appointing people, would have to conduct 'careful 
research of schools'. 'This argued strongly for re-structuring [LEA] departments in 
terms of self-standing units capable of being managed by accountable budget- 
holders able to respond flexibly to the particular client groups they exist to serve'. 
(1990: 9) 

The early 1990s, then, was a time when 'some LEAS were experimenting with 
agencies, others were preparing the way for them, and still others were keeping 
their options under review while operating along more conventional lines'. 
Harland et al conducted a research project funded through the NFER, examining 
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contrasting approaches to LEA management and organisation of INSET. The 
project involved a postal questionnaire being sent to all LEAs in England and 
Wales in the summer term of 1991. Sixty LEAs responded. The data from this 
survey were used to select five LEAs for more in-depth case-study research. 
Analysis of the survey data suggested that LEA INSET organisation could be 
categorised as either 'relatively centralist' or 'highly delegated, agency-based'. 
Harland et al offered a summary of the other main findings from their survey: 

i. Although the average number of advisers/inspectors remained 
constant in the 60 LEAs surveyed (at about 27) for the two years under 

consideration (1990-91 and 1991-92), the average number of advisory 
teachers fell from about 42 to 38. 

ii. Over 40 per cent of full-time advisory teachers, compared with less 
than 20 per cent of part-timers, held permanent contracts. Just under 20 
per cent of both groups had fixed-term contracts. Most of the remainder 
were on secondment. 

iii. LEAs saw the key issues associated with the INSET role of their 

advisory teacher services as the ability to meet schools' training needs, to 
fund the service adequately, and to recruit, retain and maintain the 
morale of their advisory teacher teams. 

iv. The majority of LEAs had carried out systematic enquiries into the 
professional development needs of school staff. 

v. Most LEAs used a variety of strategies to market their INSET 
provision including written information on individual courses, their 
whole programme and phase/curriculum specific courses, personal 
contracts and presentations to specific groups (such as head teachers). 
Computerized databases of training on offer were used less frequently. 

vi. Lecturers from higher education institutions and other external 
consultants were used by all the LEAs taking part in the survey, most 
frequently for school management training and subject specific training. 
However, outside expertise was also used for a variety of other activities. 
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vii. Professional Development/Teachers' Centres were the most 
frequently used locations for LEA INSET provision, but most LEAs also 
used a number of other types of location. 

viii. LEAS were more likely to use 'top-down' approaches (such as 
questionnaires, proformas or attendance counts) when monitoring and 
evaluating INSET in general than when monitoring or evaluating 
schools' use of delegated budgets. 

ix. The percentage of INSET budget allocated to schools and colleges 
increased from 22 per cent in 1990-91 to about 25 per cent in 1991-92. 

Harland et a1 found that two of the five case-study LEAs were more closely akin to 
a relatively centralist approach to INSET organisation. They continued, as far as 
possible, to hold resources centrally rather than delegate them to schools. The 
other three LEAS in the study used a more delegated, agency-based approach. 
However, Harland et a1 observed that none of the five case-study LEAs exclusively 
used a centralist approach. 'Devolved budgets and elements of a market system 
were evident to varying degrees in all the case-study LEAs examined in the 
research. Conversely, all five LEAs, 'contained examples of INSET provision 
which was organised along centralist lines, though in the case of the two agency- 
based authorities, this type of provision represented the exception rather than the 
rule'. A major difference between the two organisational approaches lay in the 
identification of schools' INSET needs and priorities. An 'important determinant 
of the efficacy of [...I centralized processes and structures was the capacity of the 
advisers to match the provision mounted to the professional development needs 
and interests of the LEA, schools and teachers. This approach differs greatly from 
the market economy model, in which, theoretically at least, it is the schools that 
determine their INSET priorities and agenda'. (Harland et al,  1993: 30-31) 

Documentation publicly available from two LEAs seemed to corroborate the use 
of the relatively centralist and agency-based organisational models. In 
advertisments Hampshire County Council indicated that they provided several 
services to schools each of which was organised through an agency. Advisory 
monies had been devolved to all local schools who bought back, or did not buy 
back, services from an Inspection and Advisory Agency. The authority had also 
established an Education and Training Agency. Each agency had a 'Business Unit 
Manager'. These agencies had quasi-independence from the county council. They 
were required to generate their own incomes to pay for costs. These costs 
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included the rental of office space in a professional development centre which was 
'owned' by the county council. In contrast, the London Borough of Croydon had 
decided to operate a relatively centralist INSET arrangement. In the early 1990s 
the authority made the decision not to devolve advisory funding to schools. In 
consequence, Croydon retained a relatively high number of staff who were clearly 
designated as inspectors or advisers. There was an on-going cycle of LEA 
inspections and a inspector was assigned to every LM school. The members of the 
advisory service were 'expected to spend 60 per cent of their time in schools, 20 
per cent organising and running courses and conferences, and 20 per cent on 
preparation and professional development'. (Gyte and Hawes 1994: 16) The 

continued existence of relatively centralist LEA INSET organisations, however, 
depended very much on sufficient resources being available. At the start of 1992 

the LEA continued to have unrestricted power to inspect schools. These were 
given by s.77(3) of the 1944 Education Act. However, the 1992 Education (Schools) 
Act was to restrict LEA inspection powers. Critically, it also resulted in a further 

reduction in LEA advisory service budgets. 

The LEA'S unrestricted right of inspection was replaced by a right of inspection 
only where the authority needed information in connection with any of its 
functions and if that information could not reasonably be obtained other than by 
inspection. The Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED) was established in 
1992 and, as the name suggestes, its main role is a responsiblity for standards in 
schools. To this end OFSTED presids over a list of registered inspectors who 
tender for the task of carrying out school inspections. A significant part of the 
annual expenditure for advice and inspection which the LEAS received prior to 
1992 was deducted from their budgets and redistributed to OFSTED. The 
inspections were conducted once every four years initially, although this changed 
subsequently to once every six years. The first four year cycle began on 1st 
September 1993 for secondary schools and 1st September 1994 for all nursery, 
primary and special schools. LEA advisers could become registered inspectors on 
the OFSTED list and tender for the job of carrying out inspections. Kirkman noted 

the impact of the 1992 Education (Schools) Act. She claimed that the introduction 
of OFSTED had halved local authority resources for advisers. Kirkman observed 
that the number of advisers in urban authorities fell by 22 per cent between 1992- 
93 and 1993-94. The number of advisers in Norfolk had fallen from 15 to three, 
Doncaster's from 20 to four and Leicestershire's from 50 to 21. Overall the number 
of advisers fell by 18 per cent and the number of advisory teachers by 38 per cent. 
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The figures used by Kirkman had been taken from the 1993 and 1994 Survey offhe 

Organisation of LEA Inspection and Advisory Services. These surveys had been 
conducted by Joan Dean on behalf of the Education Management Information 
Exchange. In 199.5 a third survey was completed by Peter Mann. He received 
responses from a total of 74 LEAs, 61 per cent of those in England and Wales. Of 
the LEAs responding in 1995,73 per cent indicated an overall reduction in posts, 
26 per cent reported losses of one quarter to one half of posts; 14 per cent reported 
losses of more than one half of posts; and 11 per cent reported that they had no 
remaining advisory teacher posts. The total number of adviser posts declined by 
14 percent, while the total number of advisory teacher posts declined by 34 per 
cent. Mann noted regional differences. Indeed, two LEAs in London reported 
rises in their complement of advisory teachers. 'There was a greater decline in 
advisory teacher posts in English and Welsh counties (39%) and metropolitan 
boroughs (38%) than in London boroughs (20%). However, the London picture 
was affected by substantial rises in two LEAs whereas in the remainder the decline 
amounted to 32%'. In 1987 the Audit Commission observed that in order to cover 
the required range of subjects and skills an LEA should have at least 17 full-time 
advisers. Mann found that in 1994/95 almost half of the responding English and 
Welsh LEAs had fewer than 17. Mann also noted an increased involvement in 
OFSTED work. This, though, varied. Five of the 64 LEAs responding to Mann's 
survey were not involved in OFSTED work. In contrast, three LEAs depended on 
OFSTED work to support 40-49 per cent of their total income. Moreover, 'faced 
with likely reductions from their own LEA budgets, 14 LEAs (22%) were planning 
to increase their income from OFSTED during 199.5/96. (1995: s. 3 )  

Financial difficulties in the aftermath of the 1992 Act were 'further exacerbated by 
rate-capping and an exodus of schools seeking [GM] status'. (Kirkman, 1995,s) 
Within this context support for the work of LEA advisory services was to come to 
the fore. As noted, a report by the House of Commons Education Committee, 
Science and Technology in Schools, pointed to the need for support systems if schools 
were to be properly maintained and further developed. The report praised the 
'best' work completed by LEA advisory services and recommended that 'such 
good practice must be maintained, whether by supporting the numbers and 
qualifications of existing staff or by developing other systems of support that can 
make best use of the expertise that exists within local authorities and in other 
organisations'. (199% para 41) Another Commons Education Committee report, 
published a couple of months earlier, had already expressed the Committee's 
concern about the decline in LEA advisory services. Performance in City Schools 
had recommended that: 
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in assessing its overall spending priorites - that is, not just its education 
policy - each local authority pays particular attention to the continuing 
need for advisers and inspectors. To ensure that local government 
remains convinced of the importance of its role in education, and 
maintains the capacity to carry it out, national government must take a 
lead. The DFE, in conjunction with non-departmental agencies such as 
OFSTED and the Teacher Training Agency, should support and 

encourage the continued existence of core educational services provided 
by local authorities. This can be done not only through funding strategy, 
but by a recognition on the part of the national government of the value 
of well-focused high-quality support from LEAs for their schools. (1995b: 
para 110) 

Kirkman suggested that immediate action was needed to 'reconnect the life 
support system', LEA teams of advisers. She noted that in an attempt to move 
back to their advisory support role, many LEAs had started to 'run commercial 
services, which schools can buy with their delegated funds. One advantage is that 
LEAs are forced to tailor projects to schools' needs. However, splitting an 
advisory department into separate commercial units and employing free-lance 
advisers can lead to lack of cohesion'. Kirkman observed the calls for more 
investment in LEA advisory services, 'to get the support going again'. She claimed 
that, following the recommendations of the local government review, the move to 
unitary authorities in many areas might once again worsen the situation and lead 
to a further deterioration in LEA advisory services. (op. cit.) As noted, SSAs were 
based partly on the population size of an authority. Population, then, was 
extremely important in determining the amount of financial resource an authority 
received each year. It was feared that less populated unitary authorities might 
find it difficult to provide a workable service. They would not have the financial 
resource to employ a viable number of advisers. Many new unitary authorities 
might have to try and build a joint advisory service with neighbouring authorities. 

As will now be highlighted, the availabilty of financial resources also had a 
dramatic effect on the provision of LEA teachers' centres in the period 1980-1996. 
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LEA Teachers' Centres 

Teachers' centres were an expression of the LEAS concern for the professional 
development of teachers. (Williams, 1991: 6) Some teachers' centres, attached to 
institutions or schools of education in universities, existed almost throughout the 
entire post-war period as part of area training organisations established after the 
Mc Nair Report of 1944. In the 1960s, however, there was a sudden increase in the 
number of teachers' centres set up by local authorities. Adams claimed that 'these 
were the outcome of Working Paper Number 10 published in 1967 by the Schools 
Council'. This paper was entitled, Curriculum development: teachers groups and 
centres, and it provided local education authorities with 'a certain amount of 
guidance for action - a teachers' centre was a firm proposition needing 
accommodation and staff, that is, a place in the estimates'. The paper put forward 
the idea of teachers' centres in a context of the need for secondary teachers to meet 

to discuss both the Certificate of Secondary Education, and the experience of some 
colleagues with the Nuffield mathematics and science projects. It was claimed that 
teachers needed to meet locally in groups in a workshop situation. (1975: 4) As 
the paper declared 'the motive power should come primarily from local groups of 
teachers accessible to one another; [and] there should be effective and close 
collaboration between teachers and all those who are able to offer close 
collaboration [...I that is, the support services of advisers, inspectorate and 
institutions of training'. (Schools Council, 1967 para 8) In effect, 'the LEA was 

asked to co-operate with existing in-service agencies such as colleges of education 
or universities, even to cross authority boundaries, in an attempt to make suitable 
new in-service education opportunities. In its conclusions the working paper 
enjoined that local groups of teachers should provide the motive power, without 
hierarchy of initiative or control. As the paper then gave a couple of pages to 
practical considerations including financial implications the LEA recognised that a 
new institution was being mooted for which they might choose to make provision. 

By 1977 a total of 544 teachers' centres had been established. (M. Williams, 1991: 7) 

As the previous section on advisers noted, though, they were created at a time 
when there was a wide disparity between LEAs in their approach to, and 
provision of, INSET. (Lee and Gough, 1982: 74) ACSET reported that while some 
LEAs had 'developed well-considered INSET policies and produced effective 
arrangements, others had minimal provision'. (1984: para 58) As a consequence, 
opportunities for teachers to undertake INSET varied depending on where they 
worked. Teachers' centres certainly reflected this disparity in so much as they 
were to differ considerably. As J. Williams noted, 'in view of the influence that the 
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British Teachers' Centres idea has had overseas, it is a surprise to the visitor to this 
country to see the diversity of ways in which it has developed here. British centres 
varied in almost every respect. They were situated in old country houses, 
redundant school buildings, parts of existing schools, and in some cases, in 
colleges of education'. (1981: 131) In general, though, three types of teachers' 
centre were to be supported and maintained by LEAS. The local, multi-purpose 
centre, generally staffed by a leader with other professional and technical 
assistants and used for day time and early evening courses; the local specialist 
centre of similar nature to the multi-purpose centre, but offering a high degree of 
skill, information and expertise in one subject area; and the residential centre 

which provided opportunities for some intensive work and an important social 
element. (Stephens, 1982: 47) 

Gough listed what he considered to be the unique qualities of the contribution of 
teachers' centres in the early 1970s. These were: their local nature; the neutral 
setting they offered, ie. their relative freedom from hierarchies involved in either 
schools or local authority systems; the tendency they had to involve the teachers' 
themselves in the decision-making, the design and the implementation of their in- 
service programmes. (1975: 12) Other authors considered the main role of the LEA 
teachers' centre. It was claimed that they acted: as providers (in offering courses, 
working parties, and the like, to demonstratable needs); as facilitators (in making 
premises, technical service, expert advice etc. available to teachers wishing to 
undertake work for themselves); as brokers (iq recognising common interests, 
introducing people to people, and posing provocative questions ie. acting as 
catalysts between institutions, between stages and across the curriculum.) and; as 
initiators (in undertaking work unilaterally). (Newman et al, 1981: 45) In their 
study of teachers' centres, Weindling et al listed the range of centre activities. This 
range had 'increased considerably' since the 1960s. Courses as well as one-off 
lectures were offered on a variety of topics. These formed a large part of the 
programme which centres' offered. However, another important aspect of some 

centres' work was their provision of curriculum groups. 'This was not surprising 
considering that a major impetus for the growth of teachers' centres had come 

from the Nuffield curriculum projects. As Weindling et al noted, in their survey of 
centres' local curriculum projects were mentioned by 180 of the 248 multi-purpose 

centre leaders, while national projects were mentioned by 124. (1983: 59) Other 
centre activities included the provision of equipment and services, exhibitions, 
social activities and the use of the centre by various groups. The latter included, 
Youth Services, play groups, adult literacy, the Careers Services, school governors 
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and most common of all, the teachers' subject associations and professional 
associations. 

The staffing of teachers' centres tended to vary 'from part-timers, involved for as 
little as one fifth of their time in centre work, to institutions having perhaps 18 
professionals in a team supported by ancillary staff'. Most centres had an 
individual within them who was usually given the title Warden, although several 
other terms were used. It is interesting to observe, given the lack of hierarchies 
which Gough found to be a significant characteristic of the centres, that with the 
formation of their first national association these individuals decided to adopt the 
title Teachers' Centre Leader. Redknap highlighted the emphasis some had 
placed on 'the Leader's independent role'. (1977 68) He claimed that this was 'in 
line with the existing situation in most teachers' centres'. Questioning this, 
Newman et al , remarked that 'undoubtedly a large number of leaders, perhaps the 
majority, are answerable to an adviser - probably the chief adviser'. They went on 
to note the definition of the centre leaders role given by HMI Arthur Clegg while 
speaking to centre leaders in Roehampton in 1979. Clegg suggested that the role 
of the centre leader included: 'offering a service station (resources, machinery, 
etc.); grouse shooting (what the more pretentious of us would call pastoral care); 
trouble shooting (problem solving? Where, perhaps, more than anywhere a leader 
is required to be a good teacher); yellow pages (an information service); 
pollinating (a refreshing alternative to the cliches, a type of catalyst, or broker); 
and evaluating'. 

Teachers' centres had been set up by LEAS in an attempt to promote and improve 
INSET opportunities for school teachers. However, they were said to be neither 
wholly the LEA'S person nor the teachers' person. Equally, teachers' centres were 
neither exclusively concerned with doing their own thing nor merely 
disseminators of other people's work. At root, the original concept of a teachers' 
centre was of a location and a community of professionals where professional 
learning took place. The 'ownership' of the learning was held by the professional 
community, which arranged formal, and less formal, programmes of INSET 
activity. Making a prediction about the development of teachers' centres in the 
1980s, Newman et a1 concluded by speculating that they would undoubtedly 'face 
their share of reappraisal and readjustment'. (1981: 48) ACSET noted the 
advantages of the INSET provision made through LEA teachers centres'. In 
particular they highlighted that some had made a substantial contribution in the 
form of short courses. ACSET went on to claim, however, that the centres' did 'not 
normally provide courses of substantial academic subject study, on the 

70 



dissemination of relevant research, which was best provided by higher education 
institutions'. ACSET recommended that LEAs should review their locally-based 
INSET provision, having regard to the relative advantages and disadvantages of 
such provision made by higher education institutions which itself may be based in 
teachers' centres or other LEA accommodation. (1984: para 62) By the early 1980s, 
the heyday of the teachers' centres was well and truly over. Professionally doubts 
about the value of external workshops/courses based away from the schools were 
being voiced. 

Throughout the 1980s the impact of an increasing number of central Government 
initiatives were to have an effect on the work of teachers' centres. These included 
the introduction of the GCSE and the National Curriculum. Concurrently 
financial constraints placed on the public sector were significantly altering the 
situation in which teachers' centres operated. In a more financially-conscious era 
the costs of running teachers' centres became a stumbling block. Elected members 
on education commitees had sometimes failed to discern their purpose. The 
centres were seen to be under-used for large parts of the week during school 
terms, and especially at holiday times. Parts of the programme offered by many 
teachers centres were also not directly under 'outside' control and were criticised 
for being weak and of little value to teachers mainly because they lacked 
accreditation. Teachers' centres, in the eyes of some, appeared to be an extra that 
could be easily cut or significantly changed. This was not to suggest that the 
amounts saved by any cut backs were substanial. As Williams observed, 
throughout their history 'many of the centres were often under funded and poorly 
supported'. (up .  cit. 131) Some LEAs were to adopt changes in approach and 
philosophy which had ramifications for the running of centres. Changes of this 
kind were evident when LEAs renamed a teachers' centre a professional 
development centre. With the latter, 'ownership' of the centre was placed more 
firmly into the hands of LEA advisers so that they could promote their own, and 
the Government's, agendas for INSET. The idea of professional centres had been 
proposed by the James Committee in its 1972 report. The committee 
recommended a 'country-wide network of professional centres. (DES, 1972a: para 
2.29) 

Several LEA teachers' centres became the casualties of crises over finances. If 
centres were not closed completely, financial constraints still influenced the way in 
which they continued to operate. When resources became tight, for example, the 
range of curriculum support materials, equipment for teachers to borrow or the 
latest publications for teachers to read might be shed. This was also true of staff. 
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In an attempt by LEAS to save money, space in many teachers' centres became the 
'home base' of personnel such as advisory teachers. The worst effects on centres of 
financial reductions in public spending during the 1980s, though, were initially 
negated. This was because of the injection given to LEA INSET infastructures by 
TVEI, TRIST and LEATGS local priority funding. With the introduction of LMS 
and GEST, however, many more teachers' centres became financial casualties. 
Those that remained changed completely with their original purpose becoming a 
distant memory. By the 1990s they were operating in a significantly changed 
context. The Government was increasingly laying down the INSET agenda for 
school teachers. Teachers' centres became places where LEA advisers, and others 
such as educational consultants, gave the word instead of sharing it. Long gone 
were the days when the concept of pluralism underpinned the control of INSET 
and the curriculum. (M. Williams, 1991: 7) This was also true in relation to the 
control of the centres themselves. As noted, in the past teachers were considered 
to have had a degree of control over the day-to-day working and future 
development of centres in an environment which had been relatively free of 
hierarchies. From the mid-1980s the management of many centres was 
increasingly placed in the hands of LEA staff. An, INSET co-ordinator, or 
equivalent, was given overall responsibility for the centre, while an administrator 
managed it on a day-to-day basis. As Harland et a2 (1993) found, the 
teachers'/professional centre was still the most frequently used location for LEA 
INSET provision. With reduced resources and the 'marketisation' of education, 
however, many centres had to generate part of their own income. They did this by 
renting out accommodation and offering printing services etc. to other local 
authority departments and schools. As will be highlighted subsequently, some 
also provided similar services to organisations such as small businesses. 

Reorganisation stemming from the recommendations of the local government 
review was also likely to change the situation in which many of the remaining 
teachers' centres were operating. It was possible that several 'repositioned' county 
councils and the new unitary authorities might not be able to support the running 
of existing centres. There was the possibility of 'joint arrangements' although this 
depended on the willingness of all parties to provide resources. In Reorganising 
Education in Inner London , a report prepared on behalf of the South East Region of 
the Society of Education Officers, Graveson attempted to describe the inner 
London experience of reorganisation following the abolition of the Inner London 
Education Authority at the end of March 1990. It was hoped that this would 
contribute to the process of the Local Government Review. Graveson noted that a 

small number of specialist centres continued to operate across London after April 
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1990 through arrangements which included some, or all of the, inner London 
boroughs. Several of these provided INSET opportunities for teachers. Five types 
of 'ownership' of the centres had emerged, though all were still evolving. These 
comprised: having a lead borough without a joint committee; a lead borough with 
a joint committee; independent charitable trust status; higher education; and 
further education. Ominously, though, Graveson drew inferences for those 
county areas facing reorganisation. He observed that 'it would be unwise to 
assume, without convincing evidence, that the present county boundary will hold 
particular significance for the new authorities, other than for a short time initially, 
and possibly not at all'. (1992: 33-36) 

Review 

Several factors in the wider context, then, had an influence on the ways in which 
LEAs organised and delivered INSET from the 1970s. The Harland et al study was 
the most relevant research which had been completed in the area of LEAs and 
INSET prior to this study. They collected their data between 1991 and (the early 
months of) 1992. Since then further changes took place in the context in which 
LEAs operate. We witnessed an increase in central Government control, as it set 
the levels of financial resource which LEAs had to spend. It decided on the 
amounts available through SSAs and the GEST scheme. The 1992 Education 
(Schools) Act further reduced LEA financial resources. LEA practices also had to 
adapt to the developing INSET market and, from 1995, to the proposals of the 
TTA. Many county councils reorganised following the recommendations of the 
local government review. As a consequence of these developments the INSET 
organisation and practices of all LEAs were likely to have changed since 1991. It 
was timely, therefore, for this study to be undertaken. The following questions 
needed to be addressed. What had been the impact within LEAs of all these 
changes? How had LEAs responded? What were the similarities and differences 
in LEAs' responses? What was the rationale which underpinned each LEA'S 
response? Chapter five now considers the methodological approach which was 
adopted for the research undertaken. 

73 



CHAPTER FIVE 

Theorv and Methodologv 

The purpose of this chapter is to give the reader an indication of the 
methodological assumptions which underpinned the researcher's approach to the 
study of LEA INSET provision. Producing the chapter has allowed the researcher 
to highlight, and reflect upon, the principles, the process and some problems 
associated with conducting the research. Burgess and Bulmer observed that the 
concept of methodology denoted 'the systematic and logical study of the 
principles guiding research.' (1981: 478) In this sense methodology had a broader 
nuance of meaning than cognate terms such as 'strategy' or 'methods.' The latter 
are technical issues which, in this study, are subsumed under the more 
comprehensive classification of 'methodology'. Also, as Gouldner noted, implicit 
within methodology are ideological resonant assumptions about the social world. 
(1971: 51) In an attempt to make more explicit the principles directing this inquiry, 
the chapter begins with a justification for the eclectic theoretical approach which 
was employed. The role of theory and concepts in the research are demonstrated. 
Then the research strategy is discussed. This involves consideration of the 
relationship between theory, data collection and data analysis. The methods 
employed, the rationale for their use, and the relationship existing between the 
methods employed is made explicit. 

An eclectic theoretical auuroach 

An eclectic theoretical approach was adopted within this research. The use of this 
eclectic approach was influenced by a combination of factors. It allowed the 
researcher to avoid becoming conceptually delimited and meant that he did not 
miss any advantages which different theoretical perspectives might offer. 
Intellectual forces such as post-modernism had an influence on the researcher's 
thinking. While it is perceived as a s,lippery term which has been given several 
meanings, the definition of post-modernism offered by Tomlinson is useful. He 
uses it generally to mean 'the attempt to show that all knowledge must be relative 
because, by deconstructing language, it seems possible to show that it is actually a 
barrier to telling the 'truth about reality. [...I The issue is whether objective 
knowledge of any kind is possible'. (1995: 307) The term objectivity itself, 
however, is also problematic. Is one talking about what Eisner (1993) termed 
'ontological objectivity' or 'procedural objectivity'? 'Extreme relativism' does not 
necessarily follow from the absence of some foundation of data whose validity 
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was absolutely certain. (Open University, 1994: 34) Nor does it mean that a use of 
the traditional notion of truth has to be abandoned. One can still claim that 'the 
truth is out there', even if, in the ontological sense, we will never know if we have 
found it. Popper made the point by using a classic analogy. Asking readers to 
imagine a mountain peak which was permanently, or almost permanently, 
wrapped in clouds, he observed that a: 

climber may not merely have difficulties in getting there - he may not know 
when he gets there, because, he may be unable to distinguish, in the clouds, 
between the main summit and some subsidiary peak. Yet this does not 
affect the objective existence of the summit [...I The very idea of error, or of 
doubt [...I implies the idea of an objective truth which we may fail to reach. 
(1968: 226) 

One needs to be wary of both 'naive realism' (Eisner, 1993: 50) and 'extreme 
relativism'. All research remains historically and culturally specific and, therefore, 
its ontological objectivity can be challenged. One can talk of 'cultural relativism'. 
One can also still, though, 'in a straightforward and non-troublesome sense', use 
objectivity as a 'label'. 'At any one time the viewpoint that is the most objective is 
the one that currently is the most warranted or rational'. (Philips, 1993: 61) 
However, giving up any claim to certainty means that the researcher's 
presupposition that the 'truth can be obtained becomes transcendental. In this 

sense the basis for using the concept of 'truth becomes as much about intuition as 
reasoning. However, this remains the case with many other presuppositions 
about the world which are used everyday. One can never be confident beyond all 
possible doubt about them. This does not, though, undermine their use in this 
research. (Open University, 1994: 27) As the above commentary makes clear, this 
researcher is not a post-modernist. However, the willingness to question, and not 
to accept uncritically, the 'grand theories' which have been used within 
educational policy studies is appealing, especially if one agrees that none of the 
'grand theories' alone can offer an adequate explanation of the topic under 
examination. An eclectic approach, therefore, was adopted because it offered 

more satisfactory tools for exploration. 

Selecting more than one theoretical perspective, however, might also be 
considered problematic. The research could be accused of theoretical disarray. 
There may be no clear 'map'. However, given the complexity of the process of 
implementing educational policy, employing different perspectives is not unlike 
using different lenses in the camera to focus on particular aspects and, thereby, 
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illuminate the whole. A greater problem would have arisen if the researcher's 
commitment to an established orthodoxy had resulted in a distortion of data to fit 
an explanation, or even the deliberate ignoring of data which did not 'fit' the 
explanation. Again, it might be claimed that drawing on concepts from a variety 
of theories can lead to 'conceptual chaos'. Raab noted that in some studies 
'different phenomena are labelled similarly, or the same phenomenon is labelled 
differently'. (Raab, 1994: 8) However, it is important to recognise that problems 
arise with all operationalizations. (Open University 1994: 89) Conceptual 
sloppiness is not the sole preserve of those using an eclectic approach. All 
researchers need to be aware of the richness of suggestion and nuance which 
concepts carry. Conceptual incongruity would be a serious problem. It might be 
claimed that talk of conceptual incongruity is at odds with an eclectic ethos. The 
term is used, however, to refer to concepts which are patently inappropriate for 
exploring a given phenomenon. The researcher, by adopting an eclectic 
theoretical ethos, is not encouraging the use of inappropriate theories and 
concepts. However, this is not to deny that some 'risk-taking' may be necessary. It 
has been suggested, for example, that educational researchers need to give more 
thought to theory. Ball has observed, the urgent role which theory needs to 
perform in educational research. He wrote about the 'sorry state of educational 
studies' which 'stems, in part, from both the wholesale appropriation of other 
'unreflexive' and utilitarian languages and an internal lack of dynamism, 
exacerbated by intellectual isolationism as educational studies pointedly ignore 
significant theoretical developments in cognate fields'. (1995: 256) 

The function of concepts in the research 

Bulmer acknowledged that 'enormous effort has been devoted to the dissection 
and exploration of terms'. However, he noted that analysis of the role which 
concepts play in social research remains 'underdeveloped'. Bulmer observed that 
concepts are not theories, rather 'they are categories for the organisation of ideas 
and observations'. Concepts offer a means of storing observations of phenomena 
which might be used subsequently to form a theory. 'Similarly while concepts are 
distinct from observations, the role of concepts is a spur to the development of 
observable indices of the phenomenon subsumed under the concept'. As Bulmer 
suggested, concepts tend to mediate between theory and data and in this sense 
they formed an essential 'bridge'. They have also been described as 'the building 
blocks of theories'. In this sense, theoretical explanations are said to consist of a 
network of concepts. (Open University, 1995: 183) A researcher needed to 
consider the following questions. Where do the concepts they employ come from 
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in the first place? What provides the justification for the use of particular 
concepts? Addressing these questions Bulmer noted that: 

concept formulation in the analysis of sociological data proceeds neither 
from observation to category, nor from category to observation, but in 
both directions at once and in interaction. The distinctive character of 
concepts in empirical social science derives from this dual theoretical and 
empirical character. The process is one in which concepts are formed 
and modified both in the light of empirical evidence and in the context of 
theory. Both theory and evidence can exercise competing influence on 
what emerges. (1979: 653) 

In other words, concepts are not just developed out of observation, but neither are 
they simply imposed a priori categories. Issues surrounding deduction and 
induction are discussed in more detail below. It is enough to note here that 
theories within social research are not developed deductively or inductively, but 
both deductively and inductively. (op. cif. 659) Concepts can be used to help 
'make sense' of the social world. It follows, therefore, that the use of concepts is 
indicative of a researcher's view of the social world and how it can be investigated. 
This researcher drew on concepts from several theoretical perspectives to explore 
the responses of LEAs to the changes described in earlier chapters. In particular, 
the literature in the areas of policy implementation theory and organisational 
theory were helpful in this respect. The concepts were employed to focus the 
research by identifying questions which needed to be addressed; were 
operationalised in the collection of data; and informed the analysis of data. The 
Interview Guide in Appendix 1 indicates how the concepts were operationalised 
in the questions addressed of interviewees. 

Policv implementation theory. 

In a study of policy-making in LEAs Jennings defines policy as 'a guide for taking 
future actions and for making appropriate choices or decisions towards the 
accomplishment of some intended or desired end'. It can also be thought of as 
outlining solutions to problems. Policy gives direction, 'indicating the choices 
which are preferable in terms of what is to be achieved'. It results in 'action' being 
taken as a series of choices or decisions are made about how to achieve a certain 
end or solve a problem over time or at a later time. (1977 30) However, as Ball 
points out, action is most certainly not determined by policy: 
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Policies do not normally tell you what to do, they create circumstances 
in which a range of options available in deciding what to do are 
narrowed or changed, or particular goals or outcomes are set. A 
response must still be put together, constructed in context, offset 
against other expectations. All of this involves creative social action not 
robotic reactivity. (1994 19) 

Ball has highlighted his own 'uncertainties about the meaning of policy'. He notes 
that he cannot come up with a definitive version of the meaning of policy and goes 
on to argue that there are two very different conceptualisations of policy. These 
are 'policy as text' and 'policy as discourse'. He observes that policy is not one or 
the other, but both; they are implicit in each other. Ball claims that policies 
themselves, the texts, are not necessarily clear or closed or complete. The texts are 
the product of compromises at various stages in what Ball referred to as the 'policy 
process'. (op. cit. 15) Policy, then, is certainly not 'neutral'. It involves the choice 
of which direction to follow; several alternatives may be put forward. Within an 
LEA, for example, there may be many attitudes and opinions about what the LEA 
should do and which services it should, or should not, provide. 

Jennings illustrated the policy-making process in LEAS by using a model which 
included a series of stages. Each stage represents the different kind of decision 
which are made by the policy-makers. Questions are raised at each stage of the 
process to which policy-makers respond and, hence, 'influence what happens in 
succeeding stages'. The first stage, 'initiation of the process', stems from 
dissatisfaction being expressed about the existing situation. The policy-makers 
decide which dissatisfied voices to listen to and when. The second stage, 
'reformulation of opinion', is 'when opinions are gathered and begin to crystallise 
around particular points'. Stage three, 'emergence of alternatives', involves a 
selection of potential solutions to the problem or ways of fulfilling a need. In stage 
four, 'discussion and debate' occurs as alternatives are shaped into 'policy 
proposals'. Stage five involves the 'legislation' of a policy from among the 
competing proposals. 'Selection of the one or more policy proposals for final 
consideration is made by the policy-makers, and it is the policy-makers who 
decide what should become the policy'. Implementation of the policy is the final 
stage although, as Jennings noted, the process is not static but 'cyclical'. (loc. cit. 
38-40) Decisions taken throughout the process result in policy outcomes. These 
effectively regulate the scope and shape of LEA services, and in particular the 
arrangements (if any) it makes for INSET. Of course, as Jennings recognised, 'who 
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influences, controls or attempts to control these decision situations therefore 
becomes critical'. 

Ball (1987) rejected a 'top-down' approach to decision-making in schools. Policy- 
making was not seen simply to be the property of those at the 'top' of an 
organisational hierarchy. He observed that schools, and other organisations such 
as LEAs, were places where interpersonal influence, compromise and behind-the- 
scenes negotiation were as important as formal procedures and official meetings. 
In a later work, Ball noted that 'discontinuities, compromises, omissions and 
exceptions are also important' and policy-making is 'often unscientific and 
irrational' as well as 'unwieldy and complex'. (1990: 3) Policies are 'typically the 
cannibalised products of multiple influences and agendas'. (Ball, 1994:16) Kogan 
once remarked that policy was clearly a matter of the 'authoritative allocation of 
values'. (1975: 55) Ball agrees, but observes that 'values do not float free of their 
social context'. As he notes, one needs to consider whose values were validated in 
policy and whose were not. (1990: 3) 

Some of the possible participants in the policy process within LEAs were 
identified by Jennings. The first are members of the public. They, according to 
Jennings, have several roles which might have a potential impact on the policy 
process within LEAs. 'Through the ballot box they determine whether the 
direction of local policy-making should continue as it had under the incumbents 
or whether a new direction should be sought under a new set of office-holders'. 
While the electors vote on many different bases 'the result is an elected body 
which tends to act as the representation of the constituents' interests'. (opcit. 41) 
Secondly, members of the public organise into interest groups and can 'influence 
the actions of local officials'. Jennings noted that such groups are most successful 
when they limit their objectives and apply 'subtle pressure'. Thirdly, Jennings 
remarked that the most heralded participation by members of the public is 
through co-option onto the education committee of a local authority. Jennings 
pointed out, however, that LEAs showed little enthusiasm for co-option, and the 
persons appointed were often selected for their past service and sympathy with 
the majority party. 

Elected members also participate in the policy process through their various roles. 
Their roles include representing the constituents of their wards, being members of 
their party group and being members of committees such as that for education. 
Some members have a leadership role, such as committee chairperson, shadow 
chairperson or spokesperson of the minority party, party leader in the council, 
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member of the policy and resources committee and/or member of the executive or 
policy committee of the party group. The chairperson of the education committee 
works closely with principal officers to obtain advice and opinions for operation of 
the local education service. As Jennings observes 'often it is the chair[person] and 

the chief [education] officer [CEO] who cooperate in initiating policy alternatives 
for the [education] committee's consideration'. There remains the chance of 
conflict if the views of the politicans do not agree with the officers' views. 
Jennings suggested, however, that 'committee members often fear that 
chair[persons] are led to decisions by officers rather than [being] guided by the 
[education] committee'. (op. cit. 43) As Kogan et a2 found, though, there are 

chairpersons of education committees who are 'exasperated by Chief Officers who 
will take responsibility for virtually nothing without phoning the chair[person] 
first'. Kogan et al noted, however, that the 'day-to-day or year-to-year creation of 
policies is in the hands of permanent officials who identify issues and implement 
policies once they are sanctioned by councillors'. (1973: 42) Jennings agreed that 
officers, and particularly the CEO, have a large influence on the policy process 
within LEAs. As professionals, for example, 'they identify needs for changes in 
the service and for resources to operate the service and they bring those needs to 
the attention of their committee'. They also plan the future provision of LEA 
services and advise and recommend on policy alternatives. 

It was suggested that in the late 1970s and early 1980s a politicisation of local 

authorities occurred. Jennings observed the influence of party political control on 
the decision-making process within LEAs. He noted that because of this LEAs 
were increasingly 'closed systems'. (op. cit. 182) Indeed, in 1985 the Widdicombe 

Committee was to inquire into the conduct of local authority business. The 
committee submitted its final report in May 1986 and this pointed to the 
politicisation of local government. '[An] increasing proportion of local authorities 
are organised on party political lines. The intensity of politics had also sharpened 
in those authorities which had been politically organised for some years'. 
(Department of the Environment, 1986 para 2.34) However, a further, more 

modest, study sponsored by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation concluded that 'the 
nature of the politicisation process described in the Widdicombe report is far more 
complex than has been supposed'. It was claimed that 'the Widdicombe 
Committee took too simple an approach to characterising [...I political change, 
overlooking the evidence of diversity'. (Young and Davies, 1990: 60) Young and 
Davies observed the complexity of political change and noted that local 
government had certainly not become a monolithic politicised sub-state. 'There is 
little to sustain the notion of a rising tide of politicisation beyond the obvious and 
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perhaps trivial observation that most councillors wear a party political label'. (op. 
cit 61) 

As Bird remarked, most of the literature concerned with the educational policy 
process within local authorities has indicated that the key people most concerned 
are likely to be the Chief Education Officer and the Chair of the Education 
Committee, the Majority party Leader. (1990: 100) Over recent years as central 
Government control has increased, greater constraint have been placed on local 
decision-makers. However, there still appears to be a degree of local autonomy in 
relation to policy implementation. It is possible that there may be a gap between 
central Government policy aspirations and local realities. (Ham and Hill, 1993: 99) 
A study by Thomas, for example, found that a sample of LEAs chose a variety of 
means to implement their schemes for the local management of schools despite 
central Government guidelines. 'The schemes, naturally, reflected some of the 
specific characteristics of the LEA. (1990: 4) But what are the factors which 
influence policy implementation at the local level? As noted earlier, capacity in 
terms of financial and other resources is important. This is also true in relation to 
the size of the LEA. Moreover, Ball remarked that commitment, capability, 
resources, practical limitations and co-operation all have a bearing on policy 
implementation. (1994: 19) 

The concept of control is another factor which needs consideration. Externally, for 
example, the DfEE exerts control over the LEAs through SSAs and in relation to 
GEST spending. Within the LEA control is likely to be exercised through line- 
management. Control within an LEA is closely associated with communications. 
Good communications allow professionals to share a common 'definition of the 
situation' and this makes for more successful implementation of policy. The 
function of two-way communications has also been observed. 'Feed-back from 
what W. Williams refers to as 'the street-level' to those who had the role of 
interpreting policy decisions and implementing them is essential. Williams 
describes the implementation system within organisations as 'bottom heavy' and 
'loosely-coupled'. According to Williams the nearer one investigates to the 
'bottom' of an organisation, the closer one is to the factors which have the greatest 
effect on a policy's success or failure. Williams noted that organisations tended to 
have a pyramidal hierarchy but that the ability of the higher levels to control the 
lower levels is weak and 'largely negative'. (1980: 60) Elmore supports these 
observations in his critique of 'forward mapping' and the premise upon which this 
analytical approach is based, the traditional 'top-down' analysis of the policy 
process. He notes the: 
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weaknesses of forward mapping and its severe limitations as an analytic 
technique. The most serious problem with forward mapping is its 
implicit and unquestioned assumption that policy makers control the 
organisational, political and technological processes that effect implementation 
[...I Backward mapping [a 'bottom-up' analysis of the policy process] 
shares with forward mapping the notion that policy-makers have a 
strong interest in affecting the implementation process and the outcome 
of policy decisions. But backward mapping explicitly questions the 
assumption that policy makers ought to, or do, exercise the determinant 
influence over what happens in the implementation process. (1982: 20) 

A further important influencing factor on the implementation of policy within 
LEAs is that of organisational culture. Burtonwood claims that the concept of 
culture is increasingly used in the field of educational research. However, culture 
is not an easy concept to define. It has a 'looseness and ambiguity'. (1986:l) The 
word culture is of particular interest to educationalists in two senses. The first is 
in the sense of 'high' culture. In this use the word carries overtones of approval. 
Rowntree notes that 'high culture generally means the liberal arts and areas of 
scholarship approved of by, what he equivocally terms, 'the dominant group'. 
(1981: 59) The second use of the word culture is the one in which this researcher 
was interested. This is sometimes termed 'the sociological or anthropological 
sense'. Culture is seen as the values, beliefs, assumptions, customs and creations 
of people who regard themselves as a coherent group. Public organisations, such 
as LEAs, have cultures which support their values (Ranson and Stewart, 1994: 244) 

Culture represents the understandings that we live by as members of an 
organisation; these are carried as symbols which act as vehicles for 
meaning. In addition to specific meanings, we also absorb other things 
characteristic of the culture such as attitudes and ways of thinking about 
the world. I...] One image of culture is that it represents a web of 
understanding that we need in order to make sense of and cope with the 
complexity and confusion of organisational life. This web then gives 
shape to what we do and the ways in which we do it. (McLean and 
Marshal, 1988: 11) 

Ouchi and Wilkins observe that the study of organisational culture is rooted 
'more deeply in sociology than in any other intellectual tradition'. The theory of 
organisations is discussed in more detail below. One should note, however, that 
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within the research in organisational sociology there has been a 'constant tension 
between those who prefer to study what is explicit about organisations and those 
who prefer what is implicit'. The study of the culture of organisations grew out of 
this tension. Ouchi and Wilkins remarked that the paradigm which placed an 
emphasis on studying 'formal organisational structures' was found to be incapable 
of encompassing the anomalous forms of, for example, LEAs. Anomaly led to an 
evolution in the theory of organisations. Researchers have continued to emphasise 
the organisation as a dependent variable with respect to macro social forces. 
Many took a 'natural systems point of view and concluded that the culture of an 
[organisation] was the natural outgrowth of its particular time and place and was 
not subject to human attempts at  manipulation'. Increasingly, however, 
organisational culture became seen as an independent variable which has an effect 
on the members of the organisation. It is claimed that implicit features of an 
organisation, such as culture and dominant values, can subtly influence the 
thoughts, feelings and actions of individual participants. They, in turn, might 
influence changes in the organisational culture. A new member of staff might 
introduce new ideas and values which have a significant impact. (1988: 223-252) 
As will be made clear on the following pages, this researcher has welcomed 
insights offered by both a systems and action approach to the study of 
organisations. 

Within LEAs not all values and beliefs are held common. Sub-cultures may exist. 
Some of these might even strive to resist and subvert the dominant culture. There 
are, though, some cultural features which are held in common. This has been 
termed the 'common culture' of the LEA. More explicit factors, such as capacity 
and size, influence the choices which LEA personnel make. However, implicit in 
change and decision making are also factors such as the LEA'S organisational 
culture. Values, then, are very important. They have been described as 'the 
beliefs, standards or wishes that underpin the workings of an organisation'. Ryan 
noted that many educational organisations are 'committed to a clearly defined and 
deeply internalised set of values'. She was concerned to find out what happened 
when these organisations were confronted by the values implicit in recent 
educational legislation. Although her research was carried out in a 
comprehensive school the findings are of interest to all those who might find 
themselves involved in or with other types of educational organisations. Ryan 
concluded that when values come into 'collision', the conflict allows organisations 
'to review their values and carry out a full value audit'. This enables organisations 
to 'consider the priorities they accord their cherished values' which are by no 
means 'cast in stone'. This, according to Ryan, is a positive thing. As she noted, 
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'blind adherence to values could be dangerous and there was a need for 
organisations to be prepared to question and if necessary reassess the values on 
which they were founded'. (1992: 259-264) There is little doubt that in the period 
1979-96 all LEAs were involved in this process of reassessment. However, cultural 
change is not something which happens within an organisation overnight. There 
is likely to be a period of organisational turmoil in which there is a lot of 
negotiation until a new dominant culture is established. Policy implementation 
theory, then, suggests that history, culture, control, capacity, size, commitment 
and communications have a considerable bearing on LEA responses to changes in 
their functions. 

Theorv of organisations 

In addition, the theory of organisations has been considered. This also offered 
some helpful insights which informed the approach employed in exploring the 
changing INSET provision of LEAs. As Silverman noted, researchers of 
organisations, who wished to place their work in a broad theoretical framework, 
were faced with a choice. They could make use of a 'systems' approach or look 
around for an alternative approach. The major alternative strategy of studying 
organisations was derived by adopting an 'action' approach. In the eclectic vein, 
rather than making a choice between one or the other of these two approaches the 
insights offered by both were valued by the researcher. In this way it was hoped 
to avoid the problem found in many earlier studies of organisations. As Silverman 
highlighted, researchers had 'tended to give a great deal of emphasis to one aspect 
of an organisation while tending to ignore its other features. The systems 
approach concentrates on formal organisational structure. The action approach 
emphasises the study of informal social relationships'. (1972: 2) A 'systems' 
approach to organisational analysis is drawn from inter-disciplinary general 
systems theory and the sociological tradition of structural-functionalism. There 
are several assumptions which have underpinned the view of an organisation as a 
system. Firstly, an organisation is said to be made up of a set of interdependent 
parts. Each part contributed to and received something from the whole. 
Silverman noted that this relationship between parts involves a 'process'. It is 
argued that the latter should always be the main focus of any research which 
adopts a 'systems' approach to the study of an organisation. The 'process' usually 
involves the exchange of 'resources and problems' between parts. (op. cit. 28) A 
second assumption of a systems approach is that organisations are governed by a 
series of needs which they have to satisfy if they are to survive. Goal attainment, 
according to Silverman, is only one of many needs. 
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Another, controversial, assumption of the systems approach is a belief that the 
organisation itself can take action to satisfy its needs. This is in the sense that 
actions derive from a certain set of social relationships which appear to be 
independent of the personal qualities of those concerned. As Silverman noted, 
'this is clearest when an act is repeated many times even though the personnel has 
changed'. (op. cit. 29) Systems theorists remain divided over the forces which 

make organisations change. This is also true of notions about what influences the 
direction of organisational change. Some suggest that the needs of the 
organisation as a whole, in particular the need for survival, shape the actions of 
system parts. In addition, some observe that some parts of the system have more 
influence over change than others. Therefore, the part can sometimes determine 
the whole. It has also been pointed out that the wider environment places 

'demands' on any organisation which result in change Any organisation is one of 
a collection of sub-systems which make up society as a whole. The functioning of 
each system therefore depends on its inter-relationship with the others. The rest of 
society is influencing changes in an organisation. All of this suggests that the 
behaviour of the individual (an adviser for instance) within an LEA is shaped by 
'external' factors. Advisers would not act entirely independent of a range of 
influences. 

An alternative to the 'systems' approach is the 'action' approach. It offers a 'frame 
of reference' which suggests a series of related questions about the nature of social 
life in any organisation. (op. cit. 223) Silverman notes some of the essential 
features of an 'action' approach. First, 'the social sciences and natural sciences are 
seen as dealing with entirely different orders of subject-matter.' Second, there is 
an emphasis on understanding action rather than simply observing behaviour. 
Actions are said to arise out of the 'individuals meanings which define social 
reality'. These meanings are given to individuals by their society, thus, 'while 
society defines man, man in turn defines society'. Third, through interaction with 
one another individuals modify, change and transform social meanings. Fourthly, 
in consequence of the above, any attempt to explain human actions needs to take 
into account the meanings which individuals assign to their acts. Any explanation 
which asserts that actions are 'determined by external and constraining social or 
non-social forces, are inadmissible'. (op. cit. 127) Silverman pointed to the 
contribution which the 'action' approach can give to any study of organisations. It 
can help explain the orientations and behaviour of members of a LEA by showing 
how their actions derive from the 'definitions of the situation' and the 'ends' which 
they hold. This is shaped by the individual's prior expectations and their 
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historical experiences of past interactions, their 'frame of reference'. In this way 
the 'action perspective provides a means of understanding the range of reactions 
to apparently 'identical' social situations within one or more organisations'. 
Therefore, it offers a way of establishing the extent and nature of consensus 
between individuals within an LEA. At the same time it enables a researcher to 
highlight any lack of consensus which may, or may not, result in conflict. As 
Silverman noted, 'people might fulfil the expectations of others in various ways 
and for different purposes, which is why we distinguish between norms and 
values'. (op. cit. 165) In particular, the 'action' approach highlighted that in this 
study of LEAS, agency should not be ignored. Individuals can be very important 
in initiating organisational change which is not simply a product of wider 
environmental pressures. 

Operationalisation of concepts 

David Easton has been attributed with the development of systems theory. As he 
pointed out, 'whether or not we wish it, we do depend on broad theoretical 
orientations to guide us into narrower empirical paths'. (1965: 471) A 
consideration of both the system and action approach to the study of organisations 
helped inform the strategy used by the researcher. As Figure 1 below indicates, a 
number of concepts derived from the aforementioned theoretical perspectives 
were considered useful to this research. These concepts suggested, and could be 
used to inform, certain areas of interest. This is illustrated by the adoption of 
another simple concept used in everyday life. Figure 1 depicts a jigsaw. Each 
piece is representative of a concept. To arrive at a 'picture' (understanding) of the 
responses of any LEA to recent changes all pieces needed to be considered. Each 
area of interest suggests questions which need to be addressed. In this way the 
concepts permeate the interview guides used by the researcher. An example of 
these can be found in the appendices at the end of the study. The 'picture' might 
be very detailed and complex. Some of the concepts, for example, have a national 
and local sphere of influence. As the earlier chapters denote, this is the case with 
regard to the concepts of politics, control and capacity. 
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Figure 1: Influences on LEA INSET Provision 
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Research Strateey 

Insights gained from the review of previous research in the field of LEA INSET 
provision; exploratory interviews in the first year of the project with LEA and 
school staff and; the theoretical framework above helped to focus the study and 
informed questions which needed to be addressed. It was noted that, we 'use the 
term 'research focus' to refer to the most general set of phenomena (one or more) 
about which a study draws conclusions and the aspects of those phenomena that 
are of concern. Equally, [one] can think of the research focus as the general set of 
questions that the study addresses'. (Open University, 1994: 30) The nature of the 
questions, in turn, influence the choice of methods employed to collect data. Also 
instrumental in the choice of methods are what Atkinson and Hammersley (1982: 
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51) refer to as 'trade-offs'. All researchers become engaged in making research 
manageable within the resources (financial, time and access opportunities) which 
are available. A case study strategy was favoured given the number of cases 
which it was possible to explore. Whilst it would have been possible to conduct a 
survey of a relatively large number of LEAs, the researcher felt that the 
operationalisation of the concepts noted earlier would be most effectively achieved 
by employing face-to-face interviews. Furthermore, while a survey strategy 

would have provided a sounder basis for the researcher to make generalisations, 
previous studies have indicated some of the important variations between LEAs 
which needed to be borne in mind when exploring their role. The researcher felt 
that, to gain a greater understanding of the rationale underpinning the likely 
diversity in LEA INSET provision, it would be more useful to obtain in-depth 
information of a more detailed nature on a smaller number of cases. 

As noted, the research is characterised by an eclectic theoretical approach. The 
eclectic ethos also pervaded the decision to use multiple methods to obtain data. 
This is quite a novel approach. Indeed, as Brannen had observed, 'there had been 
virtually no books [...I devoted [exclusively] to the issue [for] almost twenty years. 
(1992: xii) One notable exception over the last two decades was Bryman (1988), 
Quantity and Quality in Social Research. The limited amount of literature focusing 
on combining methods was indicative of a methodological polarisation which had 
been evident in social research throughout the twentieth century. Much has been 
made of 'a very crude distinction,' (Open University, 1994: 25) between qualitative 
and quantitative research. Bird suggests that the divide between quantitative and 
qualitative research has been 'unnecessary' and even 'detrimental' to some 
educational research. (1992: 127) Others note that although there were 
constraints on what methods could be combined, it was easy to exaggerate the 
degree to which different forms of research design, data collection and data 
analysis tended to go together, or needed to go together. Much educational 
research had combined qualitative and quantitative methods in various ways and 
to varying degrees. It has been claimed that there is probably even more scope for 

doing so than is currently exploited. (Open University, 1994: 25) The combining of 
methods traditionally associated with either the quantitative or qualitative 
tradition remains controversial. Much philosophical debate and disagreement 
surrounds the mixing of methods. Can one, for example, integrate data from a 
survey and interview which is focused on the same research problem? Or, can the 
data from such an interview only be used to complement the data obtained from 
the questionnaire? 
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Some point to fundamental epistemological issues and argue that implicit in the 
use of either an interview or questionnaire are differences relating to views of the 
social world and how it can be explored. Therefore, as a consequence of this, 
integration is not possible. Tensions arise with respect to differing types of 
explanation and the nature of data itself. (Brannen, 1992: 12) Brannen suggests 
that data can only be understood in relation to the purposes for which they are 
created. The purpose might include the production of theory. On the other hand 

it might be the testing of a theory. She concludes that if the purposes differ then 
the data sets from a mixture of methods cannot be integrated. They can, however, 
be used to complement one another. Bird's 'logic of inquiry' involved her 

adopting a deductive model of analysis during the first phase of her PhD research 
project, The Implementation of Educational Policy: A Case Study of the Open College of 
South London'. (1990) In the first phase of her research Bird had attempted to test 

certain hypotheses by utilising a survey. During the second phase she adopted an 
analytic-inductive model and conducted in-depth interviews. The data sets, then, 
were used both deductively and inductively in a continuous interactive process of 
formulating and reformulating ideas. Bird observed that her research strategy 
was a modified version of the scientific linear model of research. (1992: 130) 

Hammersley highlighted the major components which characterised the 
quantitative/qualitative divide. These included: qualitative versus quantitative 
data; the investigation of natural versus artificial settings; a focus on meaning 
rather than behaviour; adoption or rejection of natural science as a model; the 
identification of cultural patterns as against seeking scientific laws; idealism 
versus realism; and an inductive versus a deductive approach. Hammersley 
concluded that in each of the above cases 'what is involved is not a simple contrast 
between two opposed standpoints, but a range of positions sometimes located on 
more than one dimension'. Not all quantitative research, for example, has been 
concerned with hypothesis testing. Equally, not all ethnographers reject the 
hypothetico-deductive method. Hammersley also suggests that 'there is no 
necessary relationship between adopting a particular position on one [of the 

above] issue[s] and specific positions on the others'. (1992: 51) During the course 
of a project educational researchers might make a wide-range of decisions 
involving the choice of many options. 'What is involved is not a crossroads where 
we have to go left or right' but 'a complex maze where we are repeatedly faced 
with decisions, and where paths wind back on one another'. Hammersley 
observed that all research involves both deduction and induction in the broad 
sense of the terms; 'in all research we move from ideas to data as well as from data 
to ideas'. (op. cit. 48) This is certainly evident in this research. The researcher 
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developed several ideas about the nature of LEAs and their modes of operation 

from his early reading and the exploratory interviews which were completed. 
These ideas informed the questions which were asked during interviews and, in 
turn, their credibility was 'tested' by the data collected. 

Case Selection 

The preliminary work which the researcher completed also informed the basis for 
sampling. In this sense the selection of LEAs for study was, to a degree, 
systematic and theoretically guided. Finch and Mason claim that 'it is quite 
possible to produce a selection strategy in field research that is systematic rather 
than ad hoc'. They refer to this technique as 'theoretical sampling'. Cases for study 
are selected on the basis of their theoretical significance. Finch and Mason 

highlight general principles that can be drawn from their own research process. 
Like this researcher, they agreed that within field research 'analysis of some kind 

was constantly taking place, and formed the basis for decisions about strategies'. 
Finch and Mason note that theory should guide data collection and the on-going 
analysis of data should feed back into theory, which in turn guides the next phase 
of data collection. They suggest that, because decisions taken during the research 
process are both situated and informed, including the selection of cases to study, 
they cannot be made at the very beginning of a research enterprise without the 
loss of theoretical and data sensitivity. (1990: 28-48) The sample of LEAs used in 
this research was, to a degree, 'situated and informed'. The researcher considered 
it important to include at least one LEA controlled by the Labour party and one 
controlled by the Conservatives. If possible, it was also important to include LEAs 
of varying sizes, both counties and metropolitan boroughs and urban and more 
rural areas. It was hoped that the authorities would also be located in several 
different regions of England. However, it would be wrong to suggest that the 
sample of LEAs involved in this study was totally representative. There has not, 
to the researcher's knowledge, been any study exploring INSET provision in all 
LEAs in England and Wales. It follows, therefore, that it would be impossible for 
the researcher to claim that the sample was representative of the diversity of LEA 
lNSET organisation and provision. In addition, the sample, while theoretically 
informed, was also heavily influenced by more practical considerations. 

One of the LEAs was approached after a contact was made at a conference of 
LEAs. Access was requested to another on the basis of the researcher having 
taught in a school within the authority for several years. The researcher, therefore, 
had some familiarity with the LEA and its location. It was also felt that access 
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would be more easily obtainable as the researcher was a former employee. Two of 
the other LEAs were approached because the researcher, through his parents, had 
a 'second base' within the boundaries of one and close-by another. This 'second 
base' allowed the researcher to stay in the area for longer periods at very little cost. 
In addition, as the researcher had grown-up in the region where these two LEAs 
were situated (indeed, in the past he had also worked for one of these) he had 
familiarity with the locality and some of the characteristics and history of the local 
authorities. The fifth LEA was approached partly because it contrasted with the 
other LEAs in the sample on some important dimensions namely size, location 
and political control but also because it was conveniently placed in relation to the 
researcher's 'home base'. This meant, for example, that travelling to interviews 
and to view education committee minutes/reports was relatively inexpensive, 
straight-forward and less time consuming. Access, then, to five LEAs was sought. 
The first one approached for use as the pilot study was Rivendell. This provided a 
site to 'trial' the research instruments. 

Documents and Interviews 

It was felt that the use of LEA documentation and interviews would provide the 
researcher with data relating to both the explicit and the implicit features of each 
LEA. The information would, for example, give the researcher a basis for inferring 
the actions of those within organisations. It was hoped that the interviews could 
highlight the values, intentions, motives and experiences which underpinned the 
actions of individuals within an LEA. Interviews and documents would also 
prove useful in obtaining data about events which occurred before the researcher 
began his study. As noted earlier, this was important as the history, changes in 
culture and political control had all been identified as factors which may have an 
influence on the responses of LEAs to central Government policy initiatives. A 
variety of documents were collected from the LEAs. These included education 
committee minutes, reports from education officers, staff newsletters, INSET 
policy documents, mission statements, service-level agreements, INSET 
workshop/course booklets and material for distribution to parents. The collection 
of some documentation, for example, education committee minutes, was fairly 
straight-forward. They were relatively accessible being found in either local 
libraries or archive/record offices. Others, for example, INSET course booklets or 
GEST bids, were not publicly available. These were obtained from the LEAs after 
some negotiation to gain copies of them. In one of the LEAs the researcher had to 
purchase the INSET course booklet. 
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Where possible, documentation was obtained before the initial interview in each 
authority took place. This allowed interaction with the documentation data and 
informed the interview. Further documentation was also collected as a result of 
this interaction with the initial material and as a result of information obtained in 
the interviews. The researcher was not involved in any participant observation 
within the LEAs and as a result it was extremely important for him to establish in 
each case which documents were available, who had them, and where he could 
get access to them. The prior knowledge of a number of the LEAs (which had 
been helpful in case selection) also proved useful in this endeavour. The 
researcher, for example, knew where libraries housing documents were situated 
and how to get to them. Documentation was also obtained from the DEE. This 
included the revised GEST allocation for each LEA in 1996/97. Local authority 
associations were an additional source of documents. 

The number of people interviewed within each LEA varied between two and 
three. The exception to this was in the first LEA in which pilot work was 
completed where five interviews were conducted. As noted, it was decided to 
complete a pilot study to 'test out' the interview schedules and questionnaire 
which the researcher had produced. Access to the pilot LEA was requested in 
January 1996 and the first interview took place late in February 1996 with the 
LEA'S Adviser for Staff Development. Additional interviews were conducted with 
the chief inspector, a senior adviser, a advisory teacher and the manager of the 
teachers' centre of this authority. All these interviews were completed by early 
April 1996. Their arrangement had proved very time-consuming indeed. At this 
point the researcher had not even transcribed all the interviews from the pilot 
study. The intention was to complete further interviews in the main study by the 
end of October 1996. The four other authorities had been selected but access had 
yet to be secured. Meanwhile, the researcher had also become involved with an 
Open University study of LEAs in Greater London. The interview guides 
developed by the researcher for this study were used in a project exploring INSET 
provision in seven London LEAs. (Bird et al ,  1997) Being involved as a co- 
researcher in the latter project proved extremely advantageous. The researcher 
benefited greatly from collaboration with three other team members all of whom 
had been involved in the London INSET network for more than fifteen years. In 
particular their comments on the interview guide developed by the researcher for 
the pilot study were invaluable and informed minor revisions for its further use in 
the main study. 

92 



The four other LEAs were approached in May 1996. Responses to the request for 
access were received from three of these relatively quickly and initial interviews 
were conducted by the end of July 1996. The interviews from the earlier pilot 
work had also been transcribed by this time and the researcher felt that, 
considering the limitations in time, more people had been interviewed than was 
really necessary. There had been a strong case for interviewing the Adviser for 
Staff Development (he was in the best position to provide relevant information in 
all the areas of interest which made up the interview guide), the Chief Adviser 
(who had only recently been appointed) and the Manager of the teachers' centre 
(the centre was under threat of closure). However, a significant amount of the 
observations offered by the other personnel, the Senior Adviser and the Teacher 
Adviser, had simply replicated what the Adviser for Staff Development had 
already provided. This was not to suggest that this data was not important. The 
researcher might have wished to interview more people in each of the LEAs in the 
sample. However, given the limited time, it was necessary to limit the number of 
people approached by the process of 'snowball sampling'. Access to the fifth LEA 
was gained, after some delay, at the end of August 1996. The researcher visited 
libraries on more than one occasion. In the case of the two county councils this 
was to look at minutes which were informative about the ramifications stemming 
from local government reorganisation. Both counties were to be 'repositioned' 
after April 1997 following the recommendations of the Local Government 
Commission. The researcher also requested further interviews with individuals at 
times when the impact of reorganisation had become more clear. In addition, it 
was evident that the situation within the pilot LEA was in a state of flux following 
reorganisation resulting from new senior appointments. The researcher, therefore, 
returned to look at documentation on more than one occasion and also contacted 
an interviewee by telephone to inquire about any significant developments which 
had taken place since their meeting. 

The interview guides were informed by the preliminary work. In this sense they 
had a degree of structure and direction. The researcher was conscious, however, 
of not making the schedules too directive. This might result in serious problems if 
the researcher was asking the wrong questions. During the interviews with those 
responsible for the day-to-day management of the teachers'/professional centres, 
for example, the researcher realised the lack of salience which questions relating to 
the sources of centre funding had to the interviewees. They were providing only 
oblique answers. However, they were much more forthcoming and responsive 
about how they generated income to help fund the centre which was much more 
connected to their everyday life. The researcher was influenced by a feature 
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prevalent among those conducting ethnographic research. Ethnographers attempt 
to adopt an attitude of learner. With this 'in mind, during interviews the guide 
was not adhered to in a rigid way. To this end, the researcher was happy for the 
conversation to digress into other avenues opened up by the responses of the 
interviewee. While preliminary work had helped form the basis of interview 
guides these did not have to be slavishly followed verbatim and question by 
question. On occasion questions were introduced into the conversation at points 
which differed from their position on the guide. The exact wording on guides was 
also not strictly adhered to. 

Interviews allowed for a more probing investigation than would have been 
possible with any other method, such as the use of a questionnaire. However, 
interviews are not a means of extracting 'pure' information from someone and a 

researcher should never assume that they are eliciting a respondents 'real' beliefs 
and attitudes. When interviewing, what an informant tells a researcher can 
depend upon their perception of the researcher and of their inquiry, how the 
interviewee interprets the questions and upon how the interviewee wishes to 
present themselves. 'This is not to suggest that [...I informants are deceitful, but 
that they will provide [researchers] with the version of the information which they 

think is appropriate'. (Open University, 1996b: 44) Certainly, during the pilot 
work, the researcher became aware that his appearance might be having an 
adverse effect on interaction between him and the interviewees. At this time the 
researcher had very short hair. Prior to the interview with the Teachers' Centre 
Manager in the pilot LEA the introductory conversation focused on the 
researchers previous employment as a school teacher within that particular 
authority. The interviewee inquired if the researcher 'had hair then'. Shortly after 
this interview the researcher set up a further meeting with the authority's Chief 
Adviser. The researcher felt that the latter could be placed into the 'nouveau 
statused' category of interviewees developed by Dean et al(1967). The Chief 
Adviser was new to the LEA, being in post for only a few months at the time of the 
interview. The transition from one position to another meant that the tensions of 
new experiences were quite vivid and on display. These tensions may partly have 
explained her belligerent mood. However, her rather supercilious attitude also 
stemmed, in the opinion of the researcher, from the disdain she felt towards his 
appearance and the assumptions which she drew from it. It was something which 
she could not disguise at the initial introduction. As a result of these experiences 
the researcher decided to grow his hair into a more 'conventional' style. 

94 



Ouestionnaire 

Interviews, then, while an extremely important source of information were not 
perfect. One could still question the validity of the data that they produced. A 
major means of overcoming this problem is through 'triangulation'. The use of 
several methods to explain an issue increases the chances of accuracy. (Open 
University, 1994: 67) The form of triangulation employed in this research was 
interviews with key people in the authority, documentation and questionnaires to 
to elicit information from schools. The rationale for combining methods which 
had been identified with either the quantitative and qualitative tradition of 
research was discussed earlier in this chapter. However, another issue which 
required clarification was the pre-eminence of the qualitative or the quantitative. 
The researcher viewed the information obtained from the questionnaire as being 
secondary to the information derived from interviews. The questionnaire 
provided quantifiable information which complemented the qualitative data 
obtained through the interviews and documentary sources. The purposes of the 
qualitative and quantitative methods employed also differed. The interviews and 
the documentation were used to determine the responses of the LEAs to changes 
in their functions. It was hoped that they would also provide data which could 
explain the responses. The questionnaire, however, had a different purpose. It 
was aimed at 'testing' hypotheses which derived from the in-depth interviews 
conducted with key people in the LEAs. 

As will be noted subsequently, all of the LEA personnel interviewed placed an 
emphasis on 'partnership' between the local authority and schools. The researcher 
needed to ascertain if those in schools felt that they were participating in a 
'partnership' and, if they did, whether they perceived of the 'partnership' in the 
same way as LEA staff presented it. A questionnaire was preferred to interviews 
in this endeavour because it allowed the researcher to obtain the views of staff in a 

large number of schools. The questionnaires were sent to schools within the pilot 
LEA in May 1996. The schools in the other four LEAs were sent their 
questionnaires in January 1997. The researcher asked if they could be returned by 
the end of February. Questionnaires were addressed to the head teacher in the 
school. This decision was based on the supposition that they would most likely be 
the person who could provide information across all the areas of interest 
incorporated within the questionnaire. If they could not then they would know 
the person who could provide the information and would pass the questionnaire 
on to them. This might be the school INSET co-ordinator or, in the case of larger 
schools, a member of the school's INSET committee. Practically, the use of the 
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questionnaire would be less time-consuming and, because the researcher had 
access to free postage, a postal survey would make the best use of his limited 
resources. 

The main purpose of the questionnaire was to ascertain the perceptions of schools 
in relation to several areas of interest. The questionnaire asked respondents to 
provide information on their school's INSET structures; the use made by their 
school of LEA INSET provision and that of other agencies; their attitudes towards 
the LEA continuing to provide INSET; their perceptions of the local INSET 
'partnership' and; their involvement, or not, in inter-school arrangements for 
organising, providing and delivering INSET. Information about response rates is 
provided in chapter nine. The use of the questionnaire was not without some 
problems. The majority of the questions were 'closed'. These, by their very nature, 
tended to limit the information which was given. In an attempt to mitigate this 
problem, some 'open-ended' questions were included where the researcher felt 
more information would be required. Use was also made of an 'other' category 
with a request to 'Please Specify'. A four or five-point scale was included to allow 
informants some measure of flexibility in their responses. However, in some 
cases these did not cover the informants preferred response(s). This was evident 
where the respondent found it necessary to write additional information at the 
margins of the page. 

Data Analvsis 

As highlighted, some preliminary and primary analysis took place at the pilot 
stage. In any research project it would be a mistake to simply carry on 
accumulating data without examining it from time to time to see if any major 
themes, issues or categories were emerging. The researcher employed concepts 
from a variety of sources to focus the study, to inform the data collection and to 
analyse the data. However, there was always the possibility that other concepts 
might emerge. Size in relation to the LEA'S population was a good example of this 
process. Originally it had been subsumed under the concept of capacity. 
However, the researcher began to realise, after preliminary analysis of interviews 
and documentation, that it needed to be given greater prominence. In this sense 
the researcher's initial ideas informed the collection of data. The data then helped 
develop these ideas. Data were, therefore, regularly consulted as the research 
progressed and resulted in an 'escalation of insights'. Documentation obtained 
from LEAS informed the interviews which were conducted. Furthermore, the task 
of transcribing these interviews was not simply mechanical. The researcher used 
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the transcripts from initial interviews to aid in selecting people for further 
interviews. They also suggested further documentation which might be collected. 
In this sense preliminary analysis faciliated 'progressive focusing'. (Open 
University, 1996a: 102) 

The nature of the data sets obtained determined the form which analysis took. 
The data obtained from interviews and documentation was relatively 

unstructured and predominantly qualitative in character. This was not to suggest 
that the data gathered from these sources could not be used to produce numerical 
tables. Indeed, tables highlighting the different size of the LEAs and numbers of 
advisers etc. were assembled. Initially, though, the data obtained from interviews 
and documents was used in a narrative form to describe the situation and recent 
changes in each of the five LEAs. The data was also used analytically. The 
researcher valued an analytical technique employed within many ethnographic 
studies which is 'theme analysis'. (op. cit. 61) The latter technique involved the 
development of categories and sub-categories (concepts). As noted, within this 
research categories had been developed from preliminary ideas and from the 
scrutiny of data. As a result, new themes emerged and those stemming from prior 
reading were clarified. Concurrent with the accumulation of data under these 
categories, was some consideration of the relationships ('bridges') between them. 
The latter involved a degree of 'sussing out'. To what extent was the response of a 
particular LEA the product of its culture, size, political complexion or resources 
etc.? This process promoted the comparative analysis of the different cases, 
allowing the researcher to identify the similarities and differences between the 
LEAs and the rationale underpinning their diversity. A typology of LEAs was 

formulated. 

Coding the questionnaire produced categories for all the answers supplied under 
each question or variable. These categories were then assigned numeric values so 
that the information could be transferred for computer input. Even missing data 
was given a numeric value. The researcher used SPSSX to help manage and 
statistically analyse the coded questionnaire data. The analytical process initially 
involved the tabulation of the frequency and percentage of responses falling into 
each response category for every variable. Once the frequencies for all the 
variables were tabulated the researcher extended the analysis of the data by 
examining the relationships between different variables. Cross-tabulation made 
explicit the associations between two or more variables. It also allowed a 
statistical test of the significance of the relationship between variables to be 
performed. Using SPSSX proved extremely helpful by avoiding the excessive time 
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needed for tabulation by hand. It also allowed for a more thorough statistical 
analysis of the data. However, the researcher remained aware of what Youngman 
(1987) termed 'the eternal dilemma of questionnaire analysis'. This dilemma is 
knowing 'when to stop' analysing, given the large amount of data produced. As 
will be highlighted in chapter nine, the researcher completed enough analysis to 
provide for triangulation between the questionnaire data and that gained from 
interviews and documentary sources. 

Review 

This chapter considered how the researcher conducted this study of changing LEA 
INSET provision and the principles which underpinned this process. The 
following two chapters outline the way in which the sample LEAS organised and 
delivered INSET opportunities for school teachers. The chapters also indicate how 
these arrangements had changed in the previous five years 
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CHAPTER SIX 

Population (Autumn 
19961 

LM-Schools 

Primary 
Secondary 
Special 

:M-Schools 

Changing LEA INSET Provision: A Study of two County Councils 

I 

610,000 

324 
45 
11 

To guarantee anonymity, throughout this thesis all of the five sample LEAS are 
referred to by pseudonyms. This chapter outlines the INSET organisation and 
provision offered by two county councils in England. It describes how this had 
changed between 1991-96. As noted in Table 1 below, Moriadon is located in the 
north of England. County Hall is situated within a small city at almost the 
geographical centre of the county. The largest urban area, however, is a town in 
the south of the county. This town had a unitary authority following April 1997. 
Moriadon has many small towns and villages which have a strong industrial 
tradition. Many were 'pit villages' and most of the towns have an historical 
association with one or more heavy industry. These include steel-making, the 
railways or engineering. Shirebridge is located in the south of England. The 
largest urban settlement is a town in the north of the county. This town also had 
its own unitary authority from April 1997 and is characterised by rapid population 
growth and 'high-tech industry. County Hall is situated in a small market town in 
the south of the county. The authority has several such market towns and a large 
number of villages. Unlike villages in Moriadon, though, those in Shirebridge 
have no real industrial heritage. 

Table 6.1: Features of the two c ase s tudv Countv LEAS. 

the Council (Autumn 
1996) 

Location North of England 
Urban/Rural mix 

Primary 
Secondary 
Special 

None 
None 
None 

Shirebridge 

Conservative 

South of England 
Rural 

600.000 

2 8 3  
3 4  
20 

8 
9 
None 
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Moriadon LEA 

Moriadon LEA had maintained a core INSET service. Indeed, it was stated in the 
authority's Curriculum and Professional Development Policy Statement that the 
LEA attached 'considerable importance' to the professional development of 'its' 
personnel. In addition to this commitment, the number of schools in the LEA and 
the overall size of the education budget were important. Both were large enough 
to allow Moriadon LEA to retain sufficient financial resources centrally and, in 
managing change, to continue providing a relatively large team of inspectors and 
several centres with an INSET related role. As will be indicated, the LEA also 
'recouped' GEST resources through a service-level agreement with schools. These 
resources were used to fund 'Curriculum Support and Development Services'. 

The Moriadon uolicv statement for INSET and Curriculum Suuuort 

Moriadon LEA had a written statement highlighting the authority's policy for 
INSET. The efforts made to claim its grant under the GEST scheme and to make 
additional funding available from within the LEA'S budget to finance training and 
curriculum support were said to reflect the authority's commitment in this respect. 
The LEA sought to: 

-make staff development an integral part of the management and 
delivery of the service. 

-encourage and promote a more systematic and planned approach to in- 
service training at LEA, institutional and individual level. 

-achieve a closer link between curricular policies, in-service training and 
resource allocations. 

-enable the LEA and its establishments to achieve declared curricular 
aims. 

-enable staff of the education service better to meet the needs of its 

clients. Emphasis should be given to the need to respond to change and 
to be forward looking. 

-encourage each institution to understand its role within and its 
relationship to the rest of the service. 
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-enable priority needs of staff to be identified and met, involving 
individuals in this process. 

-establish and co-ordinate coherent relationships between staff 
development and other aspects of the education service, such as staff 
deployment, curriculum development and resource allocation. 

-provide a degree of freedom to establishments and individuals to 
determine their needs and how they will meet them. 

-provide a coherent programme of training and support which will 
enhance the skills of staff and provide better career satisfaction. 

-increase the understanding of staff of national and local developments 
in education. 

-encourage curriculum development through in-service training and the 
use of in-school support. 

-encourage increased participation in relevant in-service training and the 
use of curriculum support staff. 

-encourage collaboration between establishments and sectors in the 
whole in-service process. 

-utilise the expertise and experience of staff in providing training for 
others. 

-use new technology to establish a comprehensive and reliable 
information management system to assist with the monitoring and 
evaluation of the curriculum and professional development processes. 

The rationale underpinning the above policy statement was also evident within 
the LEA'S literature. The LEA was said to 'strongly subscribe to the opinion that 
effective training and curriculum support stem from close partnership between 
officers of the LEA, those eligible for training and support and the agencies 
involved in the delivery of training and support'. As well as the emphasis on 
partnership, the rationale for the LEAS INSET policy was a belief 'that training 
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and curriculum support should be closely linked to broader development issues 
such as curriculum development, resource allocation, personal development and 
organisational development'. The LEA had sought to ensure that its INSET policy, 
and the principles underpinning it, were 'firmly established and adhered to' by 
pursuing the following practices. 

The LEA had a Staff Inspector with specific responsibility for all staff training 
covered by the training grant scheme and for curriculum support and 
development. As LEA documentation noted, all schools were 'required' to have a 

written staff development policy and to annually review their training and 
curriculum support needs. The policy statement was expected to include details 
of: methods of review; methods of identification of sectional/individual needs; 
criteria for prioritisation; procedures for monitoring and evaluation; aftercare for 
trainers. The LEA's training and curriculum support programmes were designed 
to reflect nationally and locally-determined needs. Needs were established by 
regular, formal and informal consultation between the LEA, schools and other 
eligible groups. The LEA recognised the importance and value of the principle of 
partnership by devolving the GEST funding for curriculum support and training 
directly to schools and offering schools the opportunity to enter a service-level 
agreement which enabled the provision of a programme of training and 
curriculum support. Each school within the LEA was required to nominate a 

specific person with responsibility for liaison with the LEA and the co-ordination 
of all INSET activity within the school. INSET Co-ordinators were encouraged to 
meet regularly on an area/phase basis to provide mutual support and share 
experiences. Schools were encouraged to form consortia/cluster groups, 
development groups, networks and to jointly identify common needs, plan 
training, make bids for support, provide monitoring arrangements and ensure 
aftercare following their event. 

Moriadon LEA's Service Level Agreement (SLA) 

Through the establishment of a SLA for INSET with schools Moriadon had set out 
to avoid what had been termed 'the straightforward implementation of either the 
business culture or market ideology which underpin the Government's 
educational reforms'. (Radnor et al,  1996: 17) As the authority's Co-ordinator for 
Continuing Professional Development commented: 

the whole notion of service level agreements grew out of the way GEST 
was reorganised, when local money was taken away and we were told 
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that we had to devolve nearly all the grant to schools. All the LEAS had 
to find ways around that. Our schools did make it clear that they did 
value the central programme that we produced. So building on that we 
had to come up with a service level agreement structure. 

There were three 'levels of membership' to the SLA for Support and Training in 
1996-97. Schools 'opted' to 'pay back' part of their GEST allocations to the LEA at 
one of these levels. The SLA arrangement for 1996-97 applied to training funded 
from a number of GEST grants. For secondary schools these were Grant 1 
(Management Development, Curriculum Support and Training, IT. Training); 
Grant 5 (SEN Policies/Implementation of IEPs); Grant 12 (Careers); Grant 13 
(Drugs Education); and GEST 8 (GNVQ). For Special (Secondary) schools again 
they were Grants 1,5,12,13 and, in addition, Grant 3(b) (Teacher Assessment in 
Core Subjects) For Nursery, Primary and Special (Primary) schools the 
arrangements covered the same categories of grant within the 1996-97 GEST 
programme. Those schools agreeing to 'pay back' 90 per cent were given 'Full 
Membership' and they received a number of what were termed 'benefits'. These 
included: access to all the services described under the Curriculum and Support 
Service's Operational Strategy at no additional charge; five copies of the LEA's 
INSET Programme; first priority of access to all LEA in-service courses; first 
priority of access to curriculum support staff; course fees, travel, subsistence and 
cover costs for all participation in approved training paid for centrally by the LEA; 
monitoring of expenditure and a supply of information on request within 48 hours 
from the LEA. 'Full Members' were alerted when their expenditure was 
approaching its limit and they had access to possible negotiated overspend. 

The 'benefits' to those schools agreeing to pay back 40 per cent of their appropriate 
GEST allocation were as follows. These schools had, what was termed, 'Standard 
Membership'. They were entitled to access to all the services described under the 
Operational Strategy of the Curriculum Support and Development Unit at no 
additional charge. They received three copies of the LEA's INSET Programme; 
priority of access to all LEA in-service courses after full members requests had 
been dealt with; priority of access to curriculum support staff after full members 
requests had been dealt with; payment of course fees, travel and subsistence costs 
for all participation in approved training by the LEA. Cover costs were met by the 
school. The LEA also monitored expenditure and supplied information to 
'Standard Member' schools bi-termly. 'Standard Members' were alerted when 
their expenditure was approaching its limit. There was limited access to possible 
negotiated overspend. 
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The SLA involved a further 'Basic Membership'. As part of the latter schools 
agreed to 'pay back 15 per cent of their appropriate GEST allocations to the LEA. 
Basic members received access to the services described under the Curriculum and 
Support Service's Operational Strategy, but a charge was levied according to use. 
These charges, which were less than full cost recovery, were published in advance. 
'Basic Members' also received one copy of the LEAS INSET Programme; places on 
courses organised by the LEA, at full cost recovery, after consideration was given 
to the needs of full and standard members; access to curriculum support staff, at 
full cost, after consideration was given to the needs of full and standard members; 
details of all participation in the programmes at the end of each financial year. In 
addition to the SLA a 'Supplementary Contract' was offered by Moriadon LEA to 
schools. Schools which had paid back into the SLA at any of the above levels of 
membership were eligible for an additional contract for the provision of in-school 
support. The latter was provided by Curriculum Support Teachers. This contract 
was offered to schools for 10 per cent of their GEST allocation for training and 
provided a level of service commensurate with the actual costs of the contribution. 
This meant that if a school decided to 'pay back into the SLA to become a 'Full 
Member' and also contributed 10 per cent of its GEST allocation for training the 
LEA's staff described them as being '100 per cent Full Members'. Not all of the 
schools who were members of the SLA took up the supplementary contract. 
However, as the Co-ordinator of Continuing Professional Development proudly 
noted, the above schemes were 'well supported by schools within the authority'. 
He observed that only two comprehensive schools in the authority had not 
decided to 'pay back into the SLA at any of the three levels. The Co-ordinator 
suggested that this demonstrated how schools still placed a value on the LEA as 
an organiser and provider of INSET. 

Moriadon Curriculum Suuoort and Develoument Services Unit 

The money which the schools 'paid back through the SLA and the 'Supplementary 
Contract' for in-school support was used to fund the LEA's Curriculum Support 
and Development Services (CSDS). In addition, some local initiatives money 
helped to support the salary of one or two Curriculum Support Teachers. The 
CSDS was one of the two service units which made up Moriadon's Inspection and 
Advisory Service. The other was the Inspection and Monitoring unit which is 
discussed below. As Figure 6.1 below illustrates, the CSDS management was 
headed by a Senior Inspector (Advisory Programmes and Support). She was 
responsible to the Head of Education Standards, whose equivalent would be a 
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Chief Inspector/Adviser in another authority. The Co-ordinator of Continuing 
Professional Development was accountable to the Senior Inspector (Advisory 
Programmes and Support). These two posts were both financed through central 
LEA resources. All nine staff in three Education Centres were accountable to the 
Co-ordinator for Continuing Professional Development: 

We have an administrative assistant in each centre who is paid on a 
clerical scale four. They manage each centre on a day-to-day basis. If 
they have any problems then they get in touch with me. We sort it out 
over the phone or on one of the visits that I make to the centre. 

The operational strategy of the CSDS provided for the three tier SLA. It also 
undertook to provide programmes of INSET as well as in-school support. The 
CSDS produced a comprehensive county-wide perspective of school needs and 
this informed the annual programme for INSET. INSET needs 
were identified by schools themselves, through inspection and as a result of LEA 
and national priorities. The INSET organised through the CSDS was almost 
exclusively provided through Curriculum Support Teachers. Moriadon seconded 
experienced teachers on short term contracts and this, it was claimed, added to the 
credibility of the LEA'S INSET provision: 

Mainly the courses are run by our curriculum support teachers. There 
are a small number of consultants who provide courses, but it's not a 
large number and we try to keep it within the authority. [...I First of all 
we train [Curriculum Support Teachers] to deliver in-service training 
and, secondly, their credibility is probably higher because they have been 
in teaching very recently and gained a good reputation. We take them 
out of schools so the credibility is there. (Co-ordinator for Continuing 
Professional Development) 

INSET workshops/courses offered by the LEA covered all the core and foundation 
subjects of the National Curriculum as well as: Behaviour Management; Business 
Education; Careers Education and Guidance; Cross Curricular Themes; GNVQ 
Networks (Secondary schools); Health Education; Information Technology; 
Management Development; Improving PrimarySchools; Newly Qualified 
Teachers; Religious Education; Raising Achievement; Secondary Curriculum 
Planning; Special Educational Needs; and Post Inspection Action Planning. As 
noted above, for full members of the SLA the course fee together with the cost of 
any supply cover incurred was debited from the school's GEST money which had 
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been subscribed to the LEA. Travel and subsistence were paid to teachers from 
full member schools by the LEA where applicable. 

Senior 
Inspector 
Advisory and 
Support 
Programmes 

Figure 6.1: Moriadon's INSET structure 
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Teachers in schools which were standard members of the SLA had their course 
fees paid as well as travel and subsistence where applicable. However, the cost of 
any supply cover incurred was met by the schools. Schools with basic 
membership of the SLA were expected to pay all costs including fees, travel, 
subsistence and supply cover from their own school's budget. Full and standard 
members paid course costs charged at a third of what was termed 'the economic 
rate'. This effectively meant that for a course costing €300 full and standard 
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members would pay €100. A basic member of the SLA would pay half the 
economic rate, or €150 for a course costing €300. Schools which were not members 
of the SLA paid all costs incurred by sending a teacher on an LEA course 
including fees, travel subsistence and supply cover. They also paid the full 
economic rate for courses. So, in the case of a €300 course, the non-member would 
pay the full amount (€300). In addition to the courses provided exclusively by the 
LEA a number of DfEE designated courses for enhancing the subject knowledge of 
primary teachers were organised through the LEA. They were mainly provided 
by local higher education institutions. All costs to schools for these courses were 
met centrally by the LEA. The resources, though, were provided to the LEA 
through the GEST Grant 3 of the 1996-97 programme. 

Moriadon placed a great emphasis on monitoring and evaluating the INSET which 
its CSDS provided. The LEAs policy statement had been published in a document 
entitled Monitoring and Evaluating Staf Development and In-service Training. This 
booklet had been distributed to all schools in Moriadon. The LEA noted that 
'monitoring and evaluating INSET was an important and integral part of the 
overall process of staff development'. It listed five purposes of the evaluating and 
monitoring INSET: 

-to provide evidence of the effectiveness of the training in relation to the 
original reasons for providing/undertaking the training, 

-to improve the training provided, 

-to improve the quality of teaching and learning, 

-to improve the procedures by which training is organised, and 

-to provide evidence of the extent to which public investment in training 
is producing benefits. 

As the LEAs literature noted, to supplement and strengthen its INSET procedures 
the authority 'required' schools to complete an annual evaluation of their INSET 
programme. In an attempt to assist schools in their evaluation of the effectiveness 
of their management of the INSET process, the LEA gave schools a number of 
'indicators' which sought to show that a school's arrangements for supporting staff 
development were contributing to the overall effectiveness of the school. The LEA 
looked for evidence of the impact of INSET on the curriculum in schools. This, it 
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was claimed in the LEA'S documentation, 'would be an indicator of the effect and 
success of in-service': 

We have always said that the whole aim of in-service training is to 
ensure that the children receive the best possible education in the 
classroom. To do this we ensure that the curriculum is enhanced and 
strengthened through in-service training and that children will benefit 
from that strengthening. [...I We do evaluate each course. [We use an] 
evaluation form. We actually statistically analyse the answers and 
produce an evaluation of that on a yearly basis. [...I We actually have a 
small group of inspectors at the moment who are conducting a 
qualitative evaluation of in-service training. We are waiting for the 
outcomes of that at the moment. They are tracking a number of schools, 
where schools have identified in their action plan what it is they want to 
do in terms of improvement, and where the in-service, professional 
development, comes in, they are tracking that through to look at the 
impact of that in the classroom. (Co-ordinator for Continuing 
Professional Development) 

The Education Centres 

The majority of the Moriadon CSDS unit's INSET workshops/courses were 
offered through specialist centres and in schools. These included three Education 
Centres in the North, East and South of Moridon. In addition, the work of the 
CSDS was situated within a SciTech Centre, a Management Development Centre 
and a Drama Centre. However, the situation was changing. South Moriadon 
Education Centre became the responsibility of a new unitary authority from April 
1st 1997 and a newly-created Social Services Department took control of the centre. 
The two staff at the centre on full-time long-term contracts were 'transferred 
automatically' to the new authority. One member of staff responsible for the 
Audio-visual unit within the centre was not transferred to the new unitary 
authority. He had been employed on a short-tenure, twelve-week renewable 
contract. In addition to the loss of this centre it was decided to close the East 
Moridon Education Centre. This decision followed a review by Price Waterhouse 
for the local authority. However, East Moridon Centre had a short 'stay of 
execution': 

We were going to close it and then somebody began to take notice of 
what we [CSDS staff] were saying, that we would find it very difficult to 
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find places to run courses if that centre was taken away. So it's had a 
stay of execution certainly until next April and possibly until next July 
[1997]. One of [Price Waterhouse's] recommendations was that the 
functions which were out in Education Centres should be brought into 
County Hall and should be run centrally. [...I With the logistics of 
actually trying to close it all down and relocate people, but also at the 
same time try to maintain enough plant to run courses, somebody 
eventually began to see that it could not be done that quickly. (Co- 
ordinator of Continuing Professional Development) 

Comments made by the Administrator of South Moriadon Education Centre, 
however, suggested that the LEA was already pursuing a strategy designed to 
'consolidate' its use of the Education Centres'. 

When I first started here [South Moriadon Education Centre] the place 
was a lot busier. The lady who was actually doing this job [...I had a very 
much more demanding role. A lot busier. Today we are lucky if we 
have got two meetings in. Some days we don't have any meetings. Back 
in those days [early-1990s] every room in the building was full. People 
were in and out, the place was just a hive of industry. 

The LEA'S lNSET a n d  Professional Development Book, 2996-97 for primary and 
special (primary) schools offered twelve 'courses' under the heading of 'English'. 
Of these, six were provided at the Management Development Centre, two were 
provided at the SciTech Centre, one was provided at a local museum and three 
were provided at North Moriadon Education Centre. East and South Moriadon 
Education Centre were not used as a venue for any English courses. The INSET 
a n d  Professional Development Book, 1996-97 for secondary and special (secondary) 
schools listed only four 'courses' under the heading of 'English. Of these, three 
were provided at the Management Development Centre and the venue for the 
other one was the SciTech Centre. With the reduction in the use of the East and 
South Moriadon Education Centres by the LEA as a venue for INSET activities, a 
level of alienation had become evident among the centre staff. It was suggested 
that the LEA had shown a distinct lack of commitment to use these two centres as 
a venue for INSET: 

I don't think there has been a commitment. That was shown in the 
[INSET] meetings being taken away. They seem to have channelled a lot 
more things through [North Moriadon Education Centre]. Basically 
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some days we feel as if they don't give a stuff about us and we are just 
here on our own, doing our own thing. (Administrator, North Moriadon 
Education Centre) 

When enquiring about the possibility of interviewing the manager of one of the 
Education Centres in Moriadon, the Co-ordinator of Continuing Professional 
Development had mooted that the researcher should interview the administrator 
in the North Moriadon Centre, perhaps recognising that the staff in the other two 
centres might reflect a degree of bitterness and anger about the reorganisation. 
Certainly at the time of interview, staff in the South Moriadon Education Centre 
were dismayed about a lack of information relating to the situation: 

Put it this way, I get told nothing. I work here and I find it a bit 
disgusting really that we get told very little. [...I We are not in any unions 
so if we find out anything it is basically tittle tattle. [...I We had a letter 
when it [local government reorganisation] was first talked about if you 
know what I mean, saying what might possibly happen. But since then 
we've heard very little and anything we get is gossip. If I ask [the Co- 
ordinator of Continuing Professional Development] then he usually says 
he does not know. I find it a bit much that we are very much in the dark 
and it's our future and I think we should be told. (Administrator, South 
Moriadon Education Centre) 

The administrator at North Moriadon Education Centre was actually retiring the 
day after the interview took place. An inspector's secretary had been seconded to 
the centre to 'keep things ticking over'. The future of North Moriadon Education 
Centre certainly seemed secure despite the loss of the other two centres. The 
administrator noted that the North Moriadon Centre was now to 'house' 
Curriculum Support Teachers from the closing East Moridan Centre. 
Furthermore, the LEA had been successful in bidding for GEST resources to 
establish a Numeracy Centre. This was to be situated within North Moriadon 
Education Centre. The above observations give an indication of the continuing 
flux which had characterised Moriadon LEA since 1990. A great deal of re- 
structuring had occurred. The SLA had been a response to the introduction of 
LMS and GEST. Inspection 'came to the fore' in Moriadon after the introduction of 
the 1992 Education Act. Moriadon designated all its remaining advisers as 
inspectors. This change in title was illustrative of the authority's wish to become 
heavily involved in OFSTED inspection work. As the Co-ordinator of Continuing 
Professional Development remarked, 'we [Moriadon Inspectors] are all involved 
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in inspection to some extent, this authority more than others'. Further 
restructuring had resulted from 'rationalisation' in response to reducing budgets 
and local government reorganisation. Concomitant with restructuring had been a 
re-orientation in the role of LEA officers. 

I was [South Moriadon Education Centre] leader and then Co-ordinator 
of Off-Site Programmes, but in between that I was Co-ordinator of all the 
three education centres. I can't remember the exact title. I've had that 
many bloody reincarnations that I've forgotten what they all are. 

As the Co-ordinator of Continuing Professional Development pointed out, 
changes in role involved some interpreting and negotiating of his role to meet new 
exigencies. Even minor changes to the GEST budget had an effect on the LEA's 
operations and his role. Also, headteachers were involved in the re-negotiation of 
curriculum support teachers roles. This form of collaboration highlighted the 
LEA's recognition of the new inter-dependence with schools: 

Primarily my job looks at providing continuing professional 
development opportunities for teachers in [Moriadon]. The mammoth 
part of that is to produce the in-service booklet outlining the provision 
across the county. That encapsulates the job but there are many things 
involved in doing that. Added to that, I also have a role to play in terms 
of the deployment of the curriculum support teachers. We keep a data 
base which actually plots the schools entitlement to curriculum support 
and also plots the deployment of curriculum support teachers. I get 
involved at various stages, for instance, if schools want to change their 
options, or in the case of the post-inspection grant this year, that is when 
I become involved and I begin to try and negotiate with the schools and 
the curriculum support teachers. 

In 1991 the Co-ordinator CPD had been Warden of East and South Moriadon 
Education Centres. The North Moriadon Centre also had its own Warden. The 
Co-ordinator of Professional Development had then taken overall responsibility 
for the three centres. As noted, this had become only one element of a multi- 
faceted role. With the impending closure of two centres it was an element of the 
role which was to decline. The 'day-to-day' management of each Education Centre 
was placed in the hands of an administrative assistant. If a problem arose which 
they could not deal with then they would contact the Co-ordinator by telephone or 
seek his advice on one of his visits to the centre. Despite their designation as 

111 



administrators the role of the centre managers was varied. Also, as the staff of 
each centre declined in number the administrative assistant's brief was expanded: 

I cover everything, because people have dropped out, as they have 
finished. I am now even stacking vending machines, I see that coffee is 
put out. I'll see to all the accounts. We have quite an involved 
accounting system which is not on computer here. So its done by me 
which takes quite a lot of the time. I buy in and sell out. I send booking 
forms out and arrange our meals and I have to keep that up to date. 
(Administrative Assistant, North Moriadon Education Centre) 

The use of the centres as a venue for INSET 'courses' had declined during the 
1990s. Each centre provided alternative services to schools, LEA departments, and 
'outside' organisations such as other LEAs, charities, examination boards or small 
businesses The success of these ventures was important as the centres were 
required to 'generate some of [their] own income'. They did, however, still receive 
some financial support through the central LEA budget. South Moriadon 
Education Centre provided a thriving audio visual and printing service. As the 
administrative assistant noted, despite the decline in meetings, the audio visual 
and printing side of the centres work were 'still going strong'. The administrative 
assistants expressed pride in their entrepreneurial achievements and had even 
started to use the language of business economics: 

We try to provide a smooth flow of customers. Keeping our customers 
happy is what it is all about. [...I We don't only get schools in, we get 
private people such as the NSPCC. We have visitors from other 
authorities and universities. We have also put on displays for 
publishers. We deal with quite a wide sector, not just schools and school 
teachers. (Ibid) 

The only similarity which the centres had with the notion of the old teachers' 
centre was that they were the venue for some of the LEAs INSET programme. 
School teachers did not use the centres as a social venue. They rarely booked 
rooms for meetings with colleagues who had a similar interest for self-initiated 
activities. Teachers had no involvement in the management of the centres at all as 
they had at one time through Centre Management Groups: 

It was made up of one or two retired heads and one or two who were 
still in-service. [There were] two [advisers] and also two county 
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councillors. It was quite a mixture. [...I It gradually disbanded because 
more direction was given from County Hall. (Administrative Assistant, 
North Moriadon Education Centre) 

Alternative centres for INSET activities 

The Management Development Centre (MDC) was located in the City of 
Moriadon at a local further education (FE) college. The key purpose of the MDC 
was to provide specialist support in school leadership and management. The 
MDC was staffed by three full-time tutors and an increasing number of associate 
tutors who supported particular aspects of the centre's work. The MDC support 
for schools consisted of a programme of management workshops and courses 
targeted to meet the expressed needs of schools in a wide range of areas. These 
included: management and leadership skills; team building; managing meetings; 
managing conflict; departmental development planning; managing staff 
development; motivation of staff; managing stress; managing time and school 
development planning. The MDC also offered school-based activities and 
consultancy in the mainstream fields of management and appraisal. During 1996- 
97, the MDC supported schools by offering: 

-A full programme of support to head teachers in their first 
appointments through the Teacher Training Agency's HEADLAMP 
initiative. 

-Courses and workshops to support the process of teacher and head 
teacher appraisal, including initial skills training appraisers. 

-On-site, school-based consultancy work, in response to schools' 
identified needs including pre-OFSTED and post-OFSTED support. 

-Consultancy and support in introducing schools to Investors in People, 
assisting schools in the production of an action plan, providing training 
and development activities as part of the implementation of that plan, 
and helping schools through the process of being recognised as an 
Investor in People organisation. 

-Consultancy and support for schools in working with Lee Canter's 
programme of Assertive Discipline, including advice and information to 

113 



headteachers, skills training for teachers and support staff, and 
developing understanding of the causes of poor pupil behaviour. 

-The opportunity for school managers to join an action learning set in the 
application of the Management Charter Initiative competencies and to 
produce a portfolio of evidence as proof of their managerial competence 
at NVQ level 4 or 5. 

-Advice in the usefulness and purpose of a range of Centre-based 
training materials, including all of the materials produced by the Local 
Education Authorities Project (LEAP), a national body of which 
[Moriadon] LEA is a working member, assisting with the development, 
trailing and production of educational packages for use in schools. 

The MDC, however, was not simply used as the venue for management and 
appraisal courses. During 1996-97 the MDC hosted the great majority of the LEA's 
INSET workshops and courses provided in all curriculum areas. The major venue 
for Information Technology and Science related INSET workshops and courses 
across all phases of the education service, though, was Moriadon LEA's SciTech 
Centre. This was located at the same FE college as the MDC. As well as offering 
curriculum support and advice the Scitech Centre provided a purchasing facility. 
It sold computer software and audio-visual items. The centre was managed by a 
Co-ordinator . It also had one staff tutor and two administrative staff. The 
SciTech Centre hosted classes of pupils. The latter worked on specific IT projects. 
This was a new development and the initial 'project days' had been for primary 
schools. A further INSET venue was the LEA's Drama Centre. Drama Support 
Staff aimed to offer INSET courses and in-school support and development. The 
work with teachers was only a small part of the Drama Centre Staffs remit. The 
centre was also used by community arts groups and agencies and members of the 
general public. The objectives of the INSET offered through the centre were stated 
as being: 'to provide focused support for schools wishing to develop Drama; to 
provide the opportunity for colleagues from a cluster group [of schools] to share 
Drama training; and to further enhance the provision of Drama in schools. 

Moriadon Insuection and Advisorv Services Unit (MIASU) 

MIASU aimed to 'raise pupils' attainment through helping promote the quality of 
learning, curriculum teaching, management and cost effectiveness in schools'. The 
importance which the authority placed on the work of this unit was demonstrated 
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in the LEA'S mission statement.. One of Moriadon's four main development 
themes was placed under the heading 'Quality Standards'. 'The Authority will 
seek to encourage the raising of standards by inspection and monitoring of school 
practices and other services provided by the LEA and through professional advice 
and support'. The unit had four main functions: 

1. Inspection and monitoring (including OFSTED inspection, monitoring 
and evaluation work in schools in advance of and after OFSTED 
inspections; and County wide initiatives and activities.) 

2. Providing advice and support (including support both pre and post 
OFSTED inspection, general advice to Head Teachers, advice to 
Governors particularly when making Head Teacher and Deputy Head 
Teacher appointments and Head Teacher appraisal.) 

3.  Providing subject specific advice and in-service training (including up- 
to-date curriculum development and advice in subjects and phases, 
arranging in-service training and providing in-service training.) 

4. Providing advice to the LEA centre (including reporting to the Director 
of Education, involvement with Head Teacher groups, reporting 
formally to the Education Committee, representing the LEA regionally 
and nationally.) 

The number of Inspectors employed by Moriadon at the time of the study was 
thirty three. The authority lost three of these inspectors following local 
government reorganisation in April 1997. At the time of the study no formal 
arrangements in relation to INSET had been agreed between Moriadon and the 
new unitary authority. There were four teams of inspectors which collectively 
undertook monitoring and support activities that were related to specific schools. 
Hence, each school had what was termed 'a link inspector'. The Co-ordinator of 
Continuing Professional Development remarked that the number of inspectors 
had certainly not declined over the last five years: 

If anything they have increased [in number]. We have kept the full 
complement. We not only have a full set of curriculum inspectors, but 
we also have a heavy complement of primary inspectors who are known 
as the primary inspection advisory team. There is at least one specialist 
primary inspector per area across the county. 
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However, the amount of time which inspectors devoted to INSET work had 
declined since the introduction of OFSTED. As noted earlier, the curriculum 
support teachers managed and provided the majority of the LEA'S INSET 
activities. To fund this level of inspection service the LEA had contracted for and 
conducted a relatively large amount of OFSTED inspection work. The LEA only 
bid for OFSTED work in Moriadon schools and had been 'one hundred per cent 
successful' in contracting for inspection work in 'its' primary schools. This was not 
the case with secondary contracts, although the LEA was still successful in the 
majority of bids to inspect 'its' secondary schools. However, the heavy 
involvement with OFSTED had created some concern at the school level. 

When OFSTED came along this authority went big into OFSTED 
inspection to actually earn enough money to pay for an inspectorate. [...I 
They generate a hell of a lot of money for the inspection service. [...I They 
do earn a lot of money from the Inspection and Advisory Service salary 
bill through the OFSTED inspection process. They are pulling back from 
that because I think members have been convinced that schools still need 
more of the advice. [...I Schools are saying that they are not seeing 
enough of their inspectors. So the members have sat up and taken 
notice. They are now willing to provide more central money to keep the 
Inspection and Advisory Service going. (Co-ordinator of Continuing 
Professional Development) 

The level of OFSTED work reduced the amount of time inspectors could commit 
to INSET related activities. In addition, as noted earlier, the Senior Management 
of the Education Department and members of the Education Committee had also 
expected inspectors to continue to closely monitor and evaluate the work of 
schools as an LEA. This was time consuming and also meant that the INSET work 
of inspectors was reduced. 

Shirebridge LEA. 

At the time of the study Shirebridge LEA Advisory Service had twenty seven 
advisers. Between them, they provided a wide range of advice and support, 
inspection and INSET workshops/courses to schools. The service was led by a 
chief adviser. The latter managed the service with four senior advisers. One of 
these four senior advisers shared responsibility with an adviser for the running of 
the LEAS Continuing Professional Development Unit. As will be noted 

116 



subsequently, the number of LEA advisers reduced by a third following local 
government reorganisation in April 1997. Like Moriadon, during the 1990s 
Shirebridge LEA had reacted to the developments identified in earlier chapters. In 
particular the 1992 Education (Schools) Act and the establishment of OFSTED had 
had a major impact on the LEAS arrangements for INSET. INSET related issues 
rarely appeared on the agenda of Education Committee meetings. In 1996 GEST 
was the only INSET issue which did. However, as the Chair of Shirebridge 
Education Committee remarked, 'by and large the committee approves the [GEST] 
bid through a vote by the majority of members'. 

Shirebridge Continuins Professional Development Unit (SCPDU) 

As figure 6.2 below illustrates, a senior adviser and an adviser were responsible 
for the SCPDU. They headed a 'team' of three administrative assistants based at 
County Hall. When asked what his role was in relation to INSET the senior 
adviser noted that: 

The role is very clear. In [Shirebridge] we support teachers and schools 
in their work. Our job is to work as a team, with a small group of 
administrative staff, to provide for schools a package which is in our 
view, close to what the customers want. So not to provide something 
which may be attractive to those from outside [Shirebridge], if it attracts 
them that is incidental, but our first responsibility is to the young people 
in schools in [Shirebridge]. We all work as pastoral advisers, or almost 
all of us, which means that we have a pastoral responsibility for a group 
of schools. We work first and foremost there with head teachers, but 
quite often in classrooms. We do feel that we know the schools and have 
some insight into what their needs and wants might be. So that helps to 
shape, to some extent, what we provide. 

The Adviser CPD had been the LEA'S TVEI co-ordinator. Both he and the Senior 
Adviser CPD had substantial experience as advisers: 

[There] was development in the service whereby we began to move 
towards a more functional model. [the Adviser CPD], with his 
experience [in relation to TVEI], was asked to take on this responsibility. 
It happens that [the Adviser CPD] and I work together very well so it 
suited us enormously. (Senior Advisor, CPD) 
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Ficure 6.2 Shirebridee LEA's INSET Structure 
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The SCPDU organised a Directory of CPD workshops and courses. The SCPDU 
offered a 'promise' to schools which included the following: to provide a wide 
range of courses tailored to meet the current professional development needs of 
teachers and others who work in schools; to endeavour to provide courses of the 
highest quality; to monitor [the LEA's] own performance carefully and use this 
information to develop courses further; to treat with respect and courtesy [school 
staff] at all times; across the LEAS CPD programme as a whole, to strive to 
maintain competitive prices and provide an efficient service; to listen carefully to 
schools suggestions and incorporate these where improvements to course 
programmes and administration would benefit the majority of schools. Some of 
the terminology employed by the Shirbridge officers above and within the 
authority's literature was rich in nuance. There was an emphasis on 'quality', 
'competitive prices' and 'efficiency'. The authority as a whole had actively sought 
to pursue the 'externalisation of functions'. During the 1990s many working 
practices had become underpinned by a business ethos. The latter had 'permeated 
down into the working of the advisory in terms of INSET'. (Chair of Shirebridge 
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Education Committee) Where INSET arrangements within the authority had 
become much more business-orientated, this had resulted in 'streamlining': 

The LEA managed central courses that it thought the customers wanted. 
Now we have totally turned that around. We have stream-lined the 
whole thing. Basically what we now do is devolve a high percentage of 
the money to the schools rather than hold it centrally. We then sell to the 
market.. [...I About two years ago we [the Senior Adviser and Adviser 
CPD] went to the advisory service with a pretty radical set of proposals, 
at least at that time it was perceived as fairly radical. And, certainly we 
debated those and argued those and the result is the programme we 
have been following for the last two years. (Adviser CPD) 

A major force for change within the LEA was the introduction of OFSTED. 

Well that [the new arrangements for INSET] has arisen as a result of the 
OFSTED activities. The authority agreed that our advisory team should 
get involved in OFSTED inspections. There has been a big backdraft 
from what was a national plan into the advisory team. As you say, it is 
much more structured now. It's looked at more as if they were running a 
business. [...I I think the influence was the OFSTED influences. 
Gradually it has penetrated into the organisation to education officers 
and they have said this is right to operate more as a business and the 
committee agree. (Chair of Shirebridge Education Committee) 

At the time of the study (October 1996), the INSET structure, culture and practice 
in Shirbridge highlighted the authority's enthusiasm for central Government's 
education policies. Another example of this can be given. Devolution of resources 
to secondary schools had exceeded those amounts required by Government. 
There was also a pilot study examining the possibility of devolving even more 
resources to primary schools.: 

In [Shirebridge] it has been the policy to devolve the funding as close to 
the client as possible. In [Shirebridge] we have LEA-maintained schools 
and we have schools who have further devolved budgets. Now those 
schools, in a crude sense, have advisers salaries within their budgets. 
Therefore they use that as a purchasing power. All secondary schools 
are in that position and some primary schools are in a pilot. So we have 
a whole mixture of schools, some of which we have to earn part of our 
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salaries back from. Hence the fact that we function as a business which 
enables us to do some of the developmental work which we want to do. 
(Senior Adviser, CPD) 

The rationale underpinning the INSET arrangements made by Shirebridge was 
outlined by the LEA's Education Committee chairperson: 

[The LEAS present arrangements for INSET] are partly due to the overall 
philosophy of the authority which is basically the Conservative ethos 
generally which favours free enterprise. Now that is translated within 
the authority. When proposals come forward to create an internal 
business element within any part of the structure, then that has been 
supported by the authority. It's been supported in terms of what you can 
earn you can keep and so on. The climate is right for that. 

Shirebridge had pursued a strategy for managing the changing relationship 
between itself and local schools which had emphasised the independence of 
schools from the authority. None of the LEA's literature placed any great 
emphasis on the authority as a local educational leader. The authority, for 
example, distributed literature to schools which was intended to help develop a 
'whole-school approach to continuing professional development and teachers to 
reflect upon and plan their professional development. Advice to help teachers 
compile their own profile of continuing professional development was given to 
schools. However, great stress was placed on assuring schools and teachers that 
'the ownership and control' of whole-school CPD and teacher profiles remained 
with schools and individual teachers. Schools were perceived as autonomous 
organisations with their own independent agendas. This changing LEA/school 
relationship had impacted on the authority's commitment to provide INSET 

I think the commitment has changed fairly significantly since the 
introduction of LMS. In the sense that because we are delegating to 
schools a very high proportion of the overall financing of schools, we are 
beginning to delegate responsibility for schools to ask for help rather 
than to be given help. I think that will carry on as more and more is 
delegated, more and more they will have to turn to us and say this is 
what we want, rather than we saying this is what you should have. I'm 
sure that will affect INSET. (Chair of Shirebridge Education Committee) 
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The SCPDU Directory for the school year September 1997 to July 1997 offered 
workshops and courses across all the primary and secondary phase core and 
foundation subjects. In addition, workshops and courses were offered in relation 
to: appraisal; assessment, recording and reporting; careers education; 
environmental education; investors in people; school management; newly 
qualified teachers; PSHE; vocational education and special educational needs. All 
sessions were organised by an adviser although they did not necessarily provide 
the workshop/course. 'Quite a lot' of what was termed 'sub-contracting' went on: 

A lot of advisers contract their courses to other people. So the adviser is 
the course organiser, but the course deliverer may well be somebody 
else. (Senior Adviser CPD) 

The Adviser CPD provided a justification for this practice: 

We've got two dozen advisers who, we think, know their skills and their 
area. They are probably in the best position to really identify needs. 
They are far better at this than any computerised or sophisticated system 
you could ever set up. It's all been tried before and it simply creates 

numbers. So we are advisers who are in daily contact with our schools. 
And there you've also got people who have got expertise in the different 
areas in which we do our business, whether it's early years, or whether 
it's art, whatever. So they have got this expertise and they become our 
quality assurance people as well. We don't organise any INSET that does 
not go through an adviser. So you may have an adviser who has a 
number of people who are delivering courses, but every one of those 
people is supervised and managed through the adviser, and that adviser 
is accountable to us. 

To pay for courses from the directory of CPD a school used their GEST allocations 
or money from their general schools budget. Shirebridge LEA schools had a direct 
debit made to their budget by including an appropriate code on the course 
application forms. The LEA had no Education Centres. They had had one in the 
past but, as the Adviser CPD noted, this had been closed a number of years before 
following a 'political and financial decision'. Most courses were held at schools or 
hotels. In addition to the 'courses' offered in the county council's directory the 
LEA, in 'a joint venture' with three higher education institutions, provided nine 
and twelve-day courses designed to enhance primary school teachers' expertise in 
the subjects of the National Curriculum. It was claimed by Shirebridge's Chief 
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Adviser that the latter programme 'represented a substantial commitment by the 
authority to the professional development of teachers'. As noted earlier in this 
chapter, however, funding for these courses was provided through a GEST grant, 
sixty per cent of which came from central Government. The LEA had also 
'collaborated' with a university in relation to a specific project on school 
improvement and improving CPD. The use of terms such as 'joint arrangement' 
and 'collaboration' was illustrative. The terminology inferred a functional 
arrangement between the LEA and the HE institutions. The Shirebridge 
Education Department seemed to view the joint ventures as a necessary 'truce' in 
normal competitive relations. 

Shirebridge Advisorv Service 

The number of advisers employed by the county council had reduced from 
around 36 in 1986 to 27 in 1996. Following local government reorganisation in 
April 1997 Shirebridge lost about a third of its 1996 complement. This is discussed 
below. In the previous five years numbers of advisory teachers had been greatly 
reduced. The only remaining area which the LEA employed advisory teachers in 
was information technology: 

We used to employ a lot of advisory teachers but they no longer exist 
accept in relation to such things as IT. What has changed is the basis of 
the funding of the advisory service. (Adviser CPD) 

Most advisers in Shirebridge were 'attached' to a number of schools. They 

provided these schools with general advice and worked in one of four areas. This 
changed after local government reorganisation in April 1997. Each Area Team's 
advisers was managed by an Area Senior Adviser. The Senior Adviser CPD was 
Manager of one of the Area Teams. He outlined the work of advisers in 
Shirebridge: 

An adviser may be an adviser for a subject and that is part of their job 
across the whole of [Shirebridge]. In addition to that they have a number 
of nominated schools where they work in every curriculum area. So, my 

background is art, but, the head in a school says to me, in a primary 
school, we're just doing some work on AT 1 for Maths, you know it's a 
priority for us, you know we want to raise our SATs performance, will 
you please visit the classroom and report to us on the progress we are 
making in Maths. So in that sense every adviser is dealing with the 
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whole of the curriculum, with personnel, with budget, with 
management. so we have a huge data-base there. (Senior Adviser CPD) 

All 'attached' advisers in Shirebridge had experience of senior management in 
primary or secondary schools as well as experience of OFSTED inspections. The 
'attached' adviser was expected to 'build up a knowledge of, and develop a 

personal relationship with, each school'. The advisers liaised with the area and 
assistant area managers of their team. The 'attached' adviser service was provided 
at no cost to Shirebridge schools with a standard delegated budget. Those schools, 
such as all secondary schools, with a further delegated budget or grant- 
maintained schools had to purchase services as required. The focus of the work of 
'attached' advisers in schools was agreed following discussion with the 
headteacher. However, the LEA documentation noted that 'attached' adviser 
activities should include: 

-Support and advice for headteachers. 

-Discussing the need for support from specialist advisers. 

-Evaluation of aspects of school performance; particularly in relation to 
standards, quality of teaching and learning, the curriculum and 
assessment. 

The areas which 'attached' advisers were expected to provide advice on were 
listed as the following: 

-Curriculum planning and the requirements of the statutory curriculum 
and assessment arrangements. 

-Career and professional development for individual teachers, including 
guidance on appraisal and professional development portfolios. 

-Recruitment and selection issues, in particular, the recruitment and 
appointment of a headteacher and deputy headteacher. 

-Supporting newly qualified teachers 

-Procedures and support in connection with teachers experiencing 
professional difficulties. 
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-School organisation and management. 

-Preparation for and follow-up to OFSTED inspections. 

-Internal monitoring and evaluation. 

-Development planning. 

All advisory staff were salaried employees of Shirbridge County Council. The 
sources through which the county council financed the advisory service were 
varied. Some resource came from the central LEA budget. However, the 
authority also required the advisory service to generate income and the figure set 
was relatively high in comparison to other authorities: 

[Shirebridge] itself gets its income from a whole range of sources. The 
advisory has a target set to generate some of its own income. This target 
is high in terms of the advisory service. It really comes down to what we 
can earn through OFSTED contracts. (Adviser CPD) 

The Adviser CPD noted that 'up to 25 per cent of every adviser's time was devoted 
to OFSTED inspections'. The authority took the decision to become heavily 
involved and had been successful in winning contracts in Shirebridge and in other 
authorities across the country. Indeed, advisers from Shirebridge had conducted 
inspections in one of the metropolitan LEAs discussed in the next chapter. The 
Senior Adviser CPD was quick to point out that Shirebridge did not 'target' other 
LEAs but contracted for schools in other authorities which 'appeared to fit the 
expertise which [the Shirebridge advisory service] had'. The level of OFSTED 
work undertaken by Shirebridge appeared to have created a tension among 
advisers in relation to the developmental and OFSTED facets of their role. The 
heavy involvement in OFSTED had certainly caused problems for the Senior 
Adviser and Adviser CPD in their planning of the INSET Directory of Courses: 

[As] we also inspect, we don't know which contracts we will win. So 
advisers are saying to us, your asking us to organise courses but I don't 
know if I'm going to be available to run that course because I don't know 
which [OFSTED] contracts I'm going to be involved with. When 
preparing the courses programme I have to negotiate with my providers. 
But the providers of courses cannot tell me if they are going to be 
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available. The venues cannot tell me the price because they say it's 
another financial year. So, in April I end up planning a course which 
could run 18 months ahead. And that is what bringing things together in 
this sort of brochure means. (Senior Adviser CPD) 

A further tension seemed evident between the adviser's pivotal role in identifying 
schools support needs, evaluating the impact of INSET and the emerging 
Shirebridge 'mode of operation'. As noted, the working practices of the advisory 
service were increasingly underpinned by a business ethos. Staff were encouraged 
to view schools as 'customers' operating in a market. Indeed, at the time of the 
interview with the Senior Adviser and Adviser CPD, they revealed how pleased 
they were to find that the SCPDU's team of three administrators had started to 
refer to schools as 'customers'. Schools could choose to purchase services from a 

variety of INSET providers although the LEA noted that it was 'confident that we 
offer a service which our competitors cannot equal'. However, while the schools 
were viewed as having independence from the authority, simultaneously the 
LEA'S advisory service continued to play a prominent role in determining the CPD 
needs of schools. The advisers were the major means by which the LEA evaluated 
the impact of INSET in terms of the benefits which accrued from it for pupils. The 
authority used evaluation forms which the Adviser CPD referred to as 'happy 
forms' filled in by a teacher at the end of a workshop/course. However, as the 
Senior Adviser CPD noted: 

Using the knowledge of the adviser is more accurate than questionnaires. 
Where we've asked schools on paper to specify from all this list of things 
which do you want, that has been much less accurate than asking the 
professionals to make a professional judgement. It is not simply a case of 
listening to the head. You can work in a number of schools. A school 
might identify something as a need, but the adviser might be clear from 
their classroom observations that their is a more clear problem which 
needs addressing. So, it is certainly not simply a case that heads are 
telling me they want this. It is also a case of me saying there is clearly a 
need for that. 

The monitoring role of the advisory service and the developing business ethos sat 
uncomfortably alongside on another. They seemed incompatible. An attempt was 
made by the Senior Adviser and Adviser CPD to justify the apparent contradiction 
between the significant monitoring and evaluating role of advisers and the 
recently marketised principles and practices of the LEA. : 
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They [the advisers] are the experts in their field. They are as 
knowledgeable as anybody else in the country in their field. That is our 
job. We are paid to be up-front in our areas of expertise. So we are the 
people who we think are in the best position to judge what schools will 
need. The test, at the end of the day, is whether schools buy what we put 
out. If they don't buy then we have obviously got it wrong. (Adviser 
CPD) 

The Senior Adviser and Adviser CPD also observed that schools would not 'buy- 
back' INSET services from the LEA if the LEA'S advisers had 'got it wrong'. 
Therefore 'buy-back' was a significant 'performance indicator'. 

Local Government Reorganisation in Shirebridge 

In contrast to the reorganisation which occurred in Moriadon, the repositioning of 
Shirebridge County Council had been surrounded by controversy. Local 
government reorganisation also had a greater impact on the INSET structures 
within Shirebridge than in Moriadon. The controversy began after the Secretary of 

State for the Environment, John Gummer, announced in November 1993 that he 
expected to see recommendations for the retention of County and District 
structures only in what he termed 'exceptional circumstances'. In January 1994 the 
High Court ruled that Gummer had acted unlawfully in calling for the two tier 
structure of County and District councils to be abandoned only in 'exceptional 
circumstances'. Indeed, the Environment Secretary conceded after the ruling that 
he had made an error. However, by this time the County and District Councils in 
Shirebridge were well advanced in a process of consultations on options for 
change. These had been drawn-up in light of Gummer's previous advice. From 
the time of the High Court ruling in January 1994, the way was open for 'no- 
change' options being submitted to the Local Government Commission (LGC) by 
County and District Councils. During local consultation all five District Councils 

in Shirebridge were keen to seek unitary status. However, the County Council 
claimed that the local consultations had taken place in a context where the 'no- 
change' option was not an issue. Therefore, the County Council suggested that the 
consultation had not dealt fully with the case for retaining the present situation. 
When Shirebridge finally made a submission to the LGC it stated that the County 
Council favoured a unitary authority for a large expanding town in the north of 
the authority but no change elsewhere. 

126 



However, the LGC made 'final' recommendations for Shirebridge which proposed 
making it wholly unitary, with four unitary authorities. Immediately following 
this decision a 'Friends of [Shirebridge]' campaign was launched. Those 
participating included local Members of Parliament and prominent local citizens, 
including ex-Government Ministers. The success of the campaign can be gauged 
by the decision of Gummer, to ignore the advice of the LGC and allow only one 
district in Shirebridge to obtain unitary status. The rest of Shirebridge would 
remain intact. The Conservative Chairperson of one of the four District Councils 
which were not to become unitary authorities was said to be 'furious' and the 
Chief Executive of one of the authorities noted that other district councillors were 
'spitting blood'. In the immediate aftermath of Gummer's announcement on 
Shirebridge the County Council's Chairman had hoped that there would be 'no 
animosity'. He claimed that 'common sense had prevailed' and suggested that 
district councillors 'should now stop moaning and groaning'. However, the furore 
surrounding the future of local government in Shirebridge was not quite over. 
The four districts denied unitary status claimed that Gummer had acted illegally 
in overturning the LGC recommendations. In June 1995 the High Court, though, 
rejected the district claim. 

The Chair of Shirebridge Education Committee had suggested that there was no 
antagonism following the extended process of reorganisation. However, the 
actions of the County Council suggest that some 'fall-out' was expected. 
Shirebridge had striven, from June 1995 onwards, to develop 'multi-tier working 
arrangements with the local District Councils and Parish Councils'. What were 
termed 'joint member forums' had been established. Although only one district of 
Shirebridge was to become a unitary authority the reorganisation was to have a 
significant impact on the structures of the County Council. Talking about the 
effects of reorganisation on his own role and the County Council in general, the 
Chair of the Education Committee noted that: 

It changes radically on the first of April next year. I've been involved in 

the discussions in relation to it. As opposed to having Heads of 
Departments, and the Chief Education Officer is the head of the 
Education Department, the County Council now has a position where 
departments have now been amalgamated. This is actually taking place 
before next April. All departments will become clustered under four 
strategic directors. The Director of Education is one of the strategic 
directors. He is keyed into a corporate organisation with the Chief 
Executive as well as four strategic directors. He is responsible for the 
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education service and plus we've taken over archives. We are already 
responsible for libraries and museums. These are quite radical changes 
which are about to come into affect. This is in preparation for the re- 
positioned [Shirebridge]. 

In relation to the Shirebridge advisory service the Chair of the Education 
Committee observed that: 

The problem which we face is straight-forward. We have a team that 
covers all skills, if you want to put it that way. We have to lose from that 
team up to a third of the resource. That's 30 per cent, just above or below 
and that is not yet finalised, to [the unitary authority]. So obviously a 

certain number of people will go to [the unitary authority] to provide the 
core of what they will have as their separatist activity. 

There was much uncertainty in the months prior to reorganisation. Several 

shadow structures for the adviserate were proposed of varying sizes. The Senior 
Adviser and Adviser for CPD noted that while the politicians might set up 
structures, the schools might, given their autonomy, go elsewhere for services. 

They claimed that both authorities might lose 'the economies of scale' which they 
benefited from prior to April 1997. The interviewees stressed that they were not 

fighting for their jobs, but, rather, discussion in the advisory service was all about 
how reorganisation might stop the momentum established for providing the best 
possible service. The pre-eminent concern of the advisers was the effects on the 
INSET service to schools which they had worked extremely hard to create. They 
were angry that the outcome of this hard work might be 'thrown away'. They 
suggested that there was a team commitment in Shirebridge to fight to ensure that 
schools in the new unitary authority did not end up at any disadvantage following 
reorganisation. The Shirebridge Local Government Reorganisation Sub- 
committee had identified several 'potential areas for formal joint working 
arrangements' between the County Council and the new unitary authority. These 

included IT support to schools, schools admissions and transport and a 
development team dealing with planning and briefing of school places. Advisers 
from Shirebridge helped the new unitary authority to compile its GEST bids for 
1997-1998. However, when asked about the level of co-operation and interaction 
between the two authorities after April 1997 the Chair of the Shirebridge 
Education Committee made the following prediction: 
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Very little I think after a short period. First of all there is the 

diametrically opposed political situation. I wouldn't like to describe 
what sort of Conservatives we are, nor would I want to describe what 
sort of Labour party is in charge of [the new unitary authority]. One 
must assume that they have different philosophies in relation to running 
an education authority and I think that over time they will want to be 
separatist in what they provide. Not initially, of course, [the unitary 
authority] has got to have joint-arrangements with [Shirebridge] over a 
whole range of issues in the early stages. But by-and-large they will 
want to provide their own arrangements as far as they are able to do so 

as an ultimate objective. They have said so. 

Maureen OConnor, a Council Member of the NAHT, had pointed to a similar 
problem following local government reorganisation in Wales. 'What we are seeing 
is advisory services split into four or five but expected to provide joint services. 
They find they are working for different masters with different agendas'. (1997,s) 
The possibility of joint arrangements between Shirebridge County Council and the 
new unitary authority had not been helped by well-publicized tensions and 
differences of policy in respect of selective schooling. The Chair of Shirebridge 

Education Committee recognised that the issue was 'very much detrimental' to 
any future relations between the two authorities. However, he suggested that the 
long-term impact of the issue was debatable: 

It is a contentious issue. But it's impossible to say exactly what the future 
impact will be on relations between the two authorities. People are 
pragmatic and if they want a service they will go and get it from 
whatever source they think is the best. 

It seemed unlikely that there would be much collaboration between the two 
authorities. They were of a differing political complexion. Any moves towards 
regional collaboration with other LEAS or HE institutions was anathema to 
Shirebridge. As the Senior Adviser CPD noted, though, schools in the new unitary 
authority might choose to buy into the services offered by Shirebridge 

Review 

This chapter outlined the INSET structures and provision of the two county 
councils involved in the study indicating the changes which occurred throughout 
the 1990s. Several similarities and differences in managing change were already 
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evident in the two LEAS. Through comparative analysis chapter eight will 
consider these in greater detail. Before that, though, chapter seven will consider 
the response to changes in INSET policy in three metropolitan authorities. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

ChaneinP LEA INSET Provision: A Studv of three Metrooolitan Authorities. 

The following chapter will outline the INSET arrangements made by three 
metropolitan councils in England. Like the previous chapter, this one will attempt 
to identify how these arrangements have changed in each of the authorities over 
the last five years. Hobbiton is located on the outskirts of a large city in the North- 
West of England. The area is largely made up of suburban housing although there 
is some industry. Havensham is an industrial city in the North-East of England. 
Many of the traditional industries had closed down over the previous two decades 
and the city council is working with development agencies to re-generate the local 
economy. Rivendell is a London borough largely comprising suburban housing. 
The council is hung although the chair of the education committee is a Labour 
representative. The Labour party had formed a pact with the Liberal Democrats. 

Table 7.1: Features of the three case studv MetroDolitan LEAS 

Political Control 
of the Council 
(Autumn 1996) 

Location 

Population 

LM-Schools 

Primary 
Secondary 
Special 

GM-Schools 

Primary 
Secondary 
Special 

Hobbiton LEA 

Hobbiton 

Labour 

North-West of 
England 

180,000 

7 1  
14 
5 

No GM-Schools 

Havensham Rivendell 

Labour Labour 

North-East of Greater London 
England 

9 9  I 5 4  

No GM-Schools 

None 

In the five years previously Hobbiton Council had placed a great emphasis on 
'partnership' and 'collaboration' with other 'appropriate agencies'. The mission 
statement of the Education Department noted that 'the LEA, in partnership with 

131 



its schools and the community, will secure opportunities for all individuals to 
develop fully their aptitudes and abilities enabling them to meet their needs and to 
enrich their own lives and the life of the community'. In a report outlining the 
major policy issues for developing the local education service Hobbiton's CEO 
observed that the council would continue 'to seek to maintain a locally managed 
and democratically accountable service by maintaining [a] 'family of schools' in 
partnership with Governing Bodies and Head Teachers'. Partnership based on 
collaboration and consultation in this way had been framed within the notion of 
'civic association'. This was described as 'the living with others in a way that 
respects autonomy but with a consciousness of the existence of one another in a 

civic situation'. (Radnor et al,  1996: 20) The CEO also observed that Hobbiton LEA 
would 'continue to oppose the principle of grant-maintained schools as divisive, 
unaccountable and harmful to general educational standards'. As will now be 
shown, partnership framed in the above terms was certainly evident in relation to 
the LEA'S arrangements for INSET. 

Hobbiton's Staff Develoument Policv (SDI') 

The Education Department's SDP set out the rationale of the LEA in promoting 
staff development in the schools within the authority. One of the principles which 
underpinned the policy was a strong commitment to staff development on the part 
of the LEA. The authority was said to 'regard staff development as an essential 

element in an organisation's success'. With this in mind the LEA had sought 'to 
enhance the quality of pupils' learning by providing and supporting opportunities 
for teaching and non-teaching staff to develop their skills, knowledge, 
understanding and expertise, thereby increasing their own self-esteem, 
motivation, morale and effectiveness, and the overall effectiveness of the schools 
within which they work'. Partnership formed the basis of the SDI'. Within 
available resources the LEA pledged to work 'with schools, other LEAS, Training 
and Enterprise Councils, and further and higher education institutions to achieve 
the following listed 'purposes': 

-identify the staff development needs of individuals, groups and schools, 
taking into account national and local priorities; 

-provide and promote a range of appropriate and relevant central and in- 
house training and support; 
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-support/advise schools in developing their own staff development 
policies and practices; 

-identify and disseminate good practice in staff development; 

-strengthen and extend opportunities for all staff to benefit from contact 
with networks within and beyond the LEA; 

-provide effective induction programmes and career support and 
guidance for staff; 

-monitor, review and evaluate staff development provision. (Hobbiton 
Staff Development Policy) 

Hobbiton had first developed an SDP in the mid-1980s following the introduction 
of the LEATGS scheme. The Senior Adviser Staff Development and Training 
(SDT) felt that it was important for the LEA to continually review and update its 
policy in the same way that the LEA expected schools to do so. The Senior 
Adviser SDT had several 'principal duties' written into his job description. He 
was responsible to the CEO through the Chief Adviser for: 

- co-ordinating the management of staff development and training issues 
in relation to primary and secondary education; 

-assessing and advising on the staff development and training needs of 
primary and high schools in relation to both local and national 
initiatives; 

-oversight of all advisers' work in relation to staff development and 
training, including the management of the work of consultants and 
others; 

-developing good management principles and practices in primary and 
high schools; 

- oversight of the management induction and development programmes 
currently available in [Hobbiton]; 
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-undertaking basic training through [OFSTED] to qualify as a team 
member, and, if appropriate, specialist training for registered inspector 
status for national inspections. Also undertaking annual training as 
required by OFSTED to maintain registration; 

-participating in inspections as a team inspector or, if appropriate, 
leading teams as registered inspector as directed by the [CEO] so that 
Authority earning targets can be met; 

-participating in or leading inspection teams within the LEA as part of 
the inspection and review function of the service; 

-overall responsibility for teacher appraisal, including headteacher 
appraisal; 

-oversight of the production of the termly Training Guide; 

-co-ordination support and training for newly qualified teachers in the 
secondary phase; 

-general advisory responsibility for a number of schools, both primary 
and secondary; 

-oversight of advisory support and training SEN. (Senior Adviser SDT, 
job description) 

The Senior Adviser SDT indicated that many of the functions listed above had 
been added to his brief in a very short period of time: 

I've sort of got general oversight of the programme which we offer to 
schools. I'm responsible, I suppose if you want to start with the money 
end of it really, I'm the one who actually negotiates the oversight of the 
programme that we offer. I'm specifically responsible for bits within 
that, including appraisal and management courses. I'm also now wholly 
responsible for the Professional Development Centre (PDC). That has 
never been my formal management responsibility. It has [been] since the 
person who ran the PDC retired three years ago. I took on some of his 
functions then. I was responsible for it jointly with someone else who 
left the LEA. He was not replaced so now I have the whole responsibility 
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for the centre. When I came here we had 17 full-time advisers, we now 
have nine. 

As noted earlier, the Hobbiton SDP was formulated by the Senior Adviser SDT in 
collaboration with a headteachers working group. The Senior Adviser SDT was 
very proud of the consultation arrangements between LEA staff and the schools. 
The authority had a Staff Development and Training Management Team which 
was made up of senior officers from the LEA. A Schools' Staff Development and 
Training Management Group (SSDTMG) had also been established. The SSDTMG 
was made up of four representatives from primary schools, four from secondary 
schools and one representative from a special school. They were elected each year. 
The functions of the SSDTMG were listed as being: 

-Monitoring of the use made by budget holders of the money allocated 
for INSET under the buy-back package; 

-General monitoring of the range and quality of LEA Staff Development 
and Training provision for schools, and advising the LEA on these areas 
of provision; 

-Acting on [Hobbiton] schools' behalf as a consultative group in the 
preparation and development of the Curriculum and Staff 
Development/Training Services agreement; 

-[Scrutinising] detailed breakdowns of how all the monies for which the 
group have been responsible have been spent. Budget holders [advisers] 
have been required to provide regular information to the group outlining 
how they have used their budget allocation; 

-The Group monitors all the responses to all the PDC based training 
through the medium of the INSET evaluation forms which course 
members are asked to complete after all courses at the PDC; 

-The Group have had a major input into the content and terms of the 
new service agreements through direct consultations and the group's 
representation on the Staff Development and Training Management 
Team. (SSDTMG minutes) 
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The Service Level Agreements (SLAs) mentioned above will be discussed in more 
detail below. As indicated, a headteacher sat on the LEA'S Senior Management 
Group for INSET related issues. The Senior Adviser SDT noted, that person 'sits 
at the highest decision-making level' within the Education Department. The 
SSDTMG had control of part of the resources which schools 'paid back to the LEA 
through SLAs and had some influence in the authority's shaping of INSET policy. 
The CEO commented that the SSDTMG had 'played an increasingly important 
part in our planning and reviewing on in-service provision, and will continue to 
work with [the LEA] in monitoring how schools' buy back money is spent'. The 
Senior Adviser SDT observed the following: 

the schools' management group [...I has nine teachers on it. When we set 
the budget at the beginning of the year, the budget for staff development, 
and when we know how much money we've got in buy-back from the 
schools, which is the major source of income, part of the budget, a set 
figure, is then at the disposal of the schools management group. It's not 
an enormous figure. I guess it's somewhere in the region of €30,000 to 
€40,000. So say the Maths adviser wants to buy in somebody to do some 
maths training he would go to them. They also, more broadly, oversee 
the overall provision of training. I think the most important function [of 
the SSDTMG] is in helping us to make sure our provision is up to 
scratch. They are our regular touchstone. A member of the group also 
sits on the [Education Department's] overall management group for staff 
development. He sits on the highest decision-making level. 

The Senior Adviser SDT was keen to emphasise that the SSDTMG had 
responsibility only for money which had been given back to the LEA by schools 
through the SLAs. It was the GEST resource. He suggested that in Hobbiton an 
acceptable 'balance' between democratic accountability and service accountability 
had emerged: 

I actually believe in the concept of a local accountability. It's a delicate 
balance. [...I It brings up the whole question about the balance between 
schools self-determination and the fact that local council tax payers put 
their money in. Now I think it's right that there is a balance of those two 
things. I think it's right that schools do have significantly more control 
over the way that schools spend their money. But I equally think it's 
right that there should be a locally elected organisation. Their ultimate 
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responsibility should be to monitor the quality of what those schools 
provide. And that is what is missing from the GM situation. 

Hobbiton SLAs 

Following the 1992 Education (Schools) Act, schools had been asked to buy into a 
series of Staff Development and Training Service Agreements with the LEA. In 
each successive year over ninety per cent of schools had paid back through one or 
more SLA. During 1996-97 of the ninety schools in Hobbiton, all but eight bought 
into at least one of the four Service Agreements on offer. The CEO described this 
as a 'positive response' and a reflection of the LEA's strong commitment to 
providing INSET opportunities for those working in schools. Indeed, he observed 
that the LEA's 'training and development programme remained central to the 
authority's goal of celebrating and extending achievement in [Hobbiton] schools'. 
The Senior Adviser SDT further observed in the LEA's documentation that 'we 
continue to believe that local service agreements provide the best guarantee of 
quality, for the simple reason that if we do not successfully meet schools' needs 
they will not continue to buy back. As noted above, the content and prices of 
SLAs each year were discussed with the schools' elected representatives on the 
SSDTMG. Headteachers and each school's Staff Development Co-ordinator were 
also consulted through what were termed 'GEST Seminars'. The latter were 
organised once every term. The importance of the monies recouped through the 
SLAs towards funding the LEAS INSET activities was emphasised by the Senior 
Adviser SDT: 

Since 1993 our funding, for staff development and training, has been 
made up of around about a third of LEA money. The advisory service as 
a whole remains funded centrally by the LEA. The staff development 
and training budget which covers all the consultants and the Professional 
Development Centre [PDC], all PDC costs, the training costs, is about 
one third funded by LEA funds and about two thirds by income. Most of 
the income generated comes through our own schools. So most of the 
money now is coming from schools buying our services out of their 
GEST budget. Every year there is a bit less LEA money [put] in. 

As noted, Hobbiton had four Staff Development and Training SLAs with schools 
in 1996-97. These encompassed the following areas of funding under the GEST 
1996-97 programme: Support for Schools Effectiveness, Teaching Learning and 
Management (GEST Grant 1); Support for the Implementation of School SEN 
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Policies (GEST Grant 5); and Drug Prevention in Schools (GEST Grant 13a). It is 
noteworthy that in 1996-97 Hobbiton devolved virtually all of GEST Grant 1 
funding to schools. This was well above the seventy five per cent which the DFEE 
required. For SLA 1 (Management, Curriculum and Assessment) Hobbiton LEA 
schools were charged 51 per cent of the annual formula part of the GEST Grant 1 

which they received from the LEA. Hobbiton LEA primary schools could also opt 
to buy into the above with additional primary consultancy. This meant that they 
were charged 62 per cent of the annual formula GEST Grant 1 which they received 
from the LEA. This additional option entitled participating primary schools to in- 
school consultancy, training support and advice from the LEAS Consultancy 
Service in the following areas: Primary Language; Primary Mathematics; Primary 
Science; Primary Technology; Health Education/PSHE; Early Years Education; 
Assessment and; Recording Achievements. Non-LEA schools could buy into SLA 
1 and pay for the primary consultancy option. Hobbiton LEA schools paid E34 per 
governor from their GEST Grant 1 to buy into SLA 2 (Governor Development, 
Support and Training). Non-LEA schools could not buy into SLA 2. SLA 3 (SEN) 
involved Hobbiton LEA schools paying thirty per cent of their devolved GEST 
Grant 5 funding back to the LEA. Non-LEA schools could also buy into SLA 3. 
SLA 4 (Drug Awareness) which was only open to Hobbiton schools. They paid 
fifty per cent of their devolved GEST 13a funding for the support and training 
available under this SLA. 

Hobbiton LEA schools which bought into all four of the above SLAs received a 
discount equivalent to four per cent of the actual cost of the four SLAs. So, for 
example, a school for which SLA 1 would cost €2,000 was only charged 96 per cent 
of this, i.e. E1,920, if they bought into all SLAs. In addition schools received extra 
benefits rewarding their loyalty if they bought into SLA 1. It was noted that by 
buying into the latter agreement the schools 'had made a contribution to the 
overall infrastructure of the LEA'S Staff Development and Training Service'. 
Participating schools therefore received a fifty per cent discount on any central 
training which fell outside the remit of any of the four Service Agreements. In 
1996-97 this included all training offered by the LEA in the areas of Health and 
Safety and First Aid. Furthermore, some neighbouring LEAs also offered 
Hobbiton LEA schools participating in SLA 1 up to fifty per cent discount on 
places on many of their training courses. Details of courses provided by 
neighbouring LEAs were regularly circulated to Hobbiton schools. Again, this 
highlighted Hobbiton's rejection of competition and its endorsement of 
collaboration as a major shaping concept in its management of change: 
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We have some schemes with one or two authorities. We have a very 
thriving scheme whereby we offer each other reductions. Teachers from 
[Hobbiton] can go to [neighbouring LEAS'] courses for a discount. What 
is more important, I think, is that there are good working relationships 
between us and these other authorities. So, for example, we have 
advisers from them who work in this authority. This is important and is 
a bonus in such small authorities like ours. There are several curriculum 
areas where there are good working relationships existing. (Senior 
Adviser SDT) 

As noted in the previous chapter, Moriadon had offered one all encompassing 
SLA. In Hobbiton it was considered important to offer schools some degree of 
choice: 

We have four [service] agreements this year. We could roll it all up into 
one but I think, in the end, it's fairer to offer the schools a shopping list. 
There are some schools who buy into the smaller ones and don't buy into 
the big packet. There are some schools who buy into all of them apart 
from the [one for] governors. (Senior Adviser SDT) 

Primary schools which did not buy into SLA 1, but wished to attend meetings and 
adviser-led INSET at the Hobbiton Professional Development Centre (PDC), were 
required to make a contribution to the support costs involved by paying what was 
termed a 'PDC Affiliation Fee'. This was charged at €125 per school plus eleven 
pence per pupil. High schools had staff development and training funding 
relating to PDC-based support staff delegated to them. Therefore, the cost of the 
PDC Affiliation fee payable by High schools not buying into SLA 1 was €250 plus 
seventeen pence per pupil. Areas of support and training not covered by the four 
Service Agreements in 1996-97 included: in-school adviserate support (no charge 
to LEA schools as non delegated) and central training wholly organised and led by 
advisers or by other officers whose salary costs have not been devolved/delegated 
(no charge to LEA schools). In 1997-98 the LEA again decided to devolve virtually 
all the GEST Grant 1 funding to schools. Three SLAs were set-up with primary, 
secondary and special schools: SLA 1, Support for Schools Effectiveness, Teaching, 
Learning and Management (GEST Grant 1); SLA 2, Governor Development, 
Support and Training (GEST Grant 1) and; SLA 3, Support for Educational Needs 
(GEST Grant 4). 
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The Hobbiton Trainine Guide 

The Hobbiton advisory service published three 'Training Guides' a year, one in 
each school term. Opportunities for INSET were offered in all the core and 
foundation subjects of the National Curriculum at the primary and secondary 
phase levels. In addition, workshops were provided in the areas of Appraisal, 
Assessment, Early Years, Equal Opportunities, First Aid, Preparation for OFSTED 
Inspection, Management, Personal, Social and Health Education, Religious 
Education and, Special Educational Needs. In his introduction to the Training 
Guide in the summer term 1996 the Senior Adviser SDT pointed to the difficulties 
in providing a comprehensive INSET service with a reduced staff 

I would like to take this opportunity of thanking all those who are 
involved in managing and leading in-service training in [Hobbitonl- 
advisers, officers, consultants, support staff, headteachers, teachers, and 
consultants and trainers from beyond the LEA. Despite huge reductions 
in the numbers of full-time staff, the Professional Development Centre is 
becoming busier, and the high quality of what is provided is continually 
reflected in the feedback forms and in comments made by visitors to the 
Centre. This seems to me clear evidence of the commitment, hard work 
and skills of all those concerned. 

However, as the Senior Adviser SDT observed, the advisory service's team in 
Hobbiton halved between 1990 and 1996. In particular, he noted that the numbers 
of advisory teachers had been 'decimated'. Advisory teachers had traditionally 
been called 'consultants' in Hobbiton. The advisory service is discussed in more 
detail below. The LEA had negotiated with the Centre for Continuing 
Professional Development at a local University a scheme for accrediting INSET 
undertaken by staff from schools in the authority. The University offered the 
arrangement to most LEAS in the city in which Hobbiton was situated. Hobbiton 
LEA paid a registration fee every school year to the University. This covered 
every member of staff within the LEA who wished to take advantage of the 
arrangement which required that a teacher obtain 'a Record of Professional 
Development' sheet from Hobbiton PDC to record any professional development 
activity which they attended, unless that activity was already accredited by an 
institute of higher education. In-school INSET and workshops/courses attended 
outside the LEA by Hobbiton teachers could also be accredited. 
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When the teacher had accumulated 25 hours INSET they submitted their record, 
together with a portfolio of evidence relating to the training and a five pound 
administration fee to the University. The teacher then received a certificate. When 
a teacher had four certificates, or a one hundred hours record, they could submit a 
4,000-6,000 word assignment on a professional issue of their choice to the 
University. Successful completion of this piece of work resulted in the teacher 
being awarded a Faculty Diploma in Continuing Professional Development. A 
twenty pounds examination fee was payable at this point. The diploma could 
then be accredited towards a Masters Degree through Accreditation of Prior 
Learning Procedures. Credits could be gained for up to three of the eight modules 
required for the University's MEd degree. Two further modules of the 
University's MEd were covered by a dissertation and this meant that Hobbiton 
teachers would only have to attend as few as three taught modules at the 
University. The scheme had been offered to the LEA by the University. The 
Senior Adviser SDT noted, in the LEA advertisements for the accreditation 
scheme, that during discussions with schools' representatives 'there had been 
widespread enthusiasm for the idea'. However, during the interview with the 
researcher the Senior Adviser SDT observed that 'the up-take has not been 
enormous, in fact it has been a little disappointing': 

It may be that we have not cracked how to make staff aware of it. It is 
available for all staff, not just teaching staff. Indeed, in some ways its 
been more attractive to non-teaching staff. It may be publicity. It may be 
that not a lot of teachers are actually that career conscious. I don't know. 
But as far as I'm concerned it's worth our while actually offering the 
opportunity. 

The focus, then, of the accreditation scheme was very much directed towards the 
value which it provided for the individual schools and teachers rather than on 
evaluation for the LEAS purposes. This was also true in relation to the Schools 
Management Development Programme which Hobbiton LEA ran in collaboration 
with another University. The programme lasted for two years and consisted of six 
modules, each termly module comprising eighteen hours training at the PDC plus 
individual and school-based work. The programme was open to any teacher who 
had at least four years experience and some level of management responsibility. 
They also had to have the support of their headteacher. The programme led to the 
award of a local University's Certificate in Education Management which could 
then be taken forward, through two further years of study, to a Masters degree. 
At the time of the study (October 1996) 189 teachers had participated in all or part 
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of the programme; 36 had been awarded the University's Certificate, and seven 
had achieved their Masters degree. Participants had included teachers from 49 
Hobbition LEA primary schools, all 14 high schools and two special schools. 
Members of support services and teachers from beyond the LEA had also 
participated. LEA documentation noted that while participating in the 
programme or since completing it, 17 had been promoted to headship, 10 to 
deputy headship, and at least 13 had achieved promotions in schools. 

Senior Advisor 
for Staff 
Development and 
Training 

Fieure 7.1: Hobbiton Staff Development and Training Structure 
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Hobbiton Advisorv Service 

The numbers of full-time advisers employed by Hobbiton LEA had been reduced 
from 17 in January 1990 to nine at the time of the study (October 1996) The 
authority employed 10 part-time advisers, however, they worked only the 
equivalent of 'one day a week. The number of advisory teachers, or consultants as 
they are known in Hobbiton, had been even more dramatically reduced. At the 
time of the study the authority employed only four full-time consultants. A 
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further four were employed part-time. Hobbiton had faced some hard financial 
realities concomitant with the introduction of LMS and the 1992 Education Act. 
The Senior Adviser SDT expressed relief that he had survived the reorganisation 
and reduction in staffing levels. Despite the loss of so many colleagues he also 
made it clear that he saw advantages in having a more streamlined advisory 
service and he welcomed, in principle, the devolution of INSET funding to 
schools: 

[The reduction in the number of advisory staff] is another thing that I'm 
quite comfortable with really in a way. [...I On the one hand we are at 
risk of schools not buying back. If that was not the case we would be at 
risk of the LEA cutting [resources]. But if we are providing what the 
schools want then you could argue that we are safer than if we were LEA 
funded. I think there are some advantages in it actually. [...I I actually 
have no problem with the fact that we have to sell. In many ways I really 
really generally welcome that. [...I I have to say that a lot of the training 
in the past was pretty ill-focused. It did depend on the adviser simply 
saying, it would be nice to run a course. We cannot afford that 
indulgence any more. 

Some problems had resulted though from having a reduced number of advisers. 
Although each curriculum area was covered, having only nine full-time and 10 
part-time advisers had raised issues such as the level of cover: 

We have not got gaps as such, we don't think. We did have for a time 
after the first round of cuts. We have an insufficiency of time. That is 
more acute in some areas than others. We have every curriculum area 
covered by somebody but a lot of those areas are only covered by 
somebody who works for two days. Even where we have a full-time 
person they have not got sufficient time. (ibid) 

Furthermore the LEA advisers did little evaluation of the INSET which it 
provided. There was an evaluation form given to teachers following a course. 
The Senior Adviser SDT, however, described this as a 'happy form' and observed 
that the authority 'did not pretend that it was evaluation'. It was instead simply 
'instant feedback. The Senior Adviser SDT noted that the LEA also evaluated 
INSET at an 'informal level' through Advisers working in schools and through the 
various consultative groups with teachers. However, he concluded that the 
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authority did not undertake 'formal full-blooded evaluations'. A major problem 
was a lack of staff and time. However, this had not always been the case: 

I can't say that we do much in the way of formal full-blooded evaluation. 
We did up until 1992. [...I We had an INSET evaluator then. She did a 

major evaluation, for example, on the management programme when we 
first set it up which was very valuable. 

The advisory service's work was defined under four headings: work on behalf of 
the CEO; work on behalf of schools and services; training; and inspection. The 
Senior Adviser SDT noted that the emphasis was on both monitoring and 
development as the authority had 'never made one more important than the 
other'. However, there had been a re-focusing of priorities within the authority 
since 1993. The amount of OFSTED work which the LEA completed had reduced 
and the advisory service had placed an emphasis on 'pre-OFSTED work with 
Hobbiton schools: 

We don't inspect our own schools at all. We do a decreasing amount of 
OFSTED work. We started off doing quite a lot when OFSTED first came 
into being. Though still nothing like as much as some other authorities 
were doing. We gave up tendering for secondary contracts over a year 
ago, because we were not winning any and it was a waste of time. So the 
chair of education agreed. We still work for other LEA teams on 
OFSTED contracts. I've just done one with another authority too. 
[Advisers] do four inspections a year in this way. [Advisers] did do six 
at one point. We do them for two reasons. One is to recoup some money 
that the Government nicked off the LEA. But, the education committee 
here is very generous to us in a sense. We [the advisory] have a low 
income figure to generate compared with many other authorities. We 
also do it for the experience so that we can give feedback to our own 
schools. I mean we do a lot of pre-OFSTED training and the street cred 
for that is that you are an inspector and you know the system. 

The majority of workshops/courses in the authority's central training guide were 
organised by full-time advisers. However, they were not necessarily the provider 
of the course. Also, the time which advisers spent training in-school had 
diminished: 
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The advisers don't actually spend a lot of their time training. I do more 
than most. When we do it can often be in the schools. The advisers are 
involved in providing the training but they are more involved in 
managing it. [...I [Consultants] spend a lot of their time training and 
giving in-class support. 

Hobbiton Professional Develoument Centre PDC) 

Almost all the provision advertised in the Hobbiton training guide took place at 
the authority's PDC. As the LEA'S advertisement noted, the PDC provided 
facilities and resources to: 'support high quality training and development 
opportunities; enable people to meet together and join in activities in a friendly 
environment; provide a facility which others in the Authority can use at a 10 per 
cent discount; respond to the need of the business community in terms of training 
facilities'. The centre was managed on a day-to-day basis by a Senior 
Administrative Officer (SAO). She was the line-manager for eight staff at the 
centre including caretaking staff, reprographic technicians, reception and 
administrative staff. The PDC had an authority-wide role. Organisations from 
'outside' the borough council used the centre. Hobbiton LEA previously had a 
Teachers' Centre. However, financial realities had led to re-structuring and the 
centre was closed. The funding of the PDC building and staff was through central 
LEA resources and 'generating its own income'. As the Senior Adviser SDT noted, 
the centre 'sells places on courses, rents rooms out and does a lot of printing'. The 
PDC also had a technology centre within it which 'also generated a lot of income'. 
The PDC was apparently 'becoming busier'. (Senior Adviser SDT) This was not 
surprising as it appeared that the PDC had generated a higher proportion of its 
own income over recent years. Talking about the future of the centre the SA0 
observed that: 

It all depends on Government funding as far as we're concerned. If 
Government funding decreases then that obviously has implications on 
the authority and on schools. I think that this next financial year is 
probably going to be quite a headache. The authority, as a whole, has 
been cutting back over the years and we are at a point now where there 
is not a lot left that you can cut back on. Staffing has been cut-back over 
the years substantially and we are in a position where we could not 
manage without any of them. We would become totally ineffective. 
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Ironically, the success of the PDC in generating larger amounts of income had 
caused problems: 

Because of our popularity we are finding that the training facilities are 
not adequate. We could do with an extension [to the] three training 
rooms. The resource library is actually getting to the stage now where 
we don't have any more room to put any more shelves up. (ibid) 

The PDC facilities included a range of rooms for ten to eighty people, audio-visual 
equipment, a reprographic service and IT equipment and expertise. As noted 
above, the centre also stacked a small resource library storing teaching accessories 
mainly for primary teachers. The centre was open on a daily basis form 8.00am 
until 10.00pm. Some of the busiest sessions were actually between 7.00pm and 
9.30pm. The SA0 claimed that the popularity of the PDC was a result of the 
quality of service which was provided. Furthermore, as the LEA'S advertisements 
stated the PDC was centrally located in the North West region, had extensive car- 
parking facilities and was close to, and gave easy access to, the local motorway 
network. According to the Senior Adviser SDT, he was line-manager for all of the 
staff at the centre. This had only been the case since June 1996. However, it was 
evident that the news of this change had not reached the SA0 of the Hobbiton 
PDC by October 1996. She noted that her line-manager was the Chief Adviser of 
Hobbiton. She did observe, though, that the Senior Adviser SDT was the person 
whom she would consult if she had a problem in her role as the PDC manager. 
The SA0 was on the PDC's Management Committee (PDCMC). This was made 
up of the Senior Adviser SDT, a Consultant and a person from the Community 
Education Service (which had offices on the site where the PDC was situated). 
The role of the PDCMC was mainly to discuss management issues although 
INSET specific issues might feature. 

Teachers were not represented on the PDCMC. However, headteachers had been 
consulted in relation to decisions about the centre in the recent past. The centre, 
for example, had lost its catering facility. At that time the Senior Adviser SDT 
approached schools with the idea of paying a little extra for each course so that 
their teachers could be provided with a meal. They agreed and the centre 
provided pre-cooked meals from a catering firm for all-day activities. 
Furthermore, reports about the centre's operations were given to the SSDTMG. 
The centre staff monitored how many people used the centre and users feelings 
about the centre facilities. The results of this monitoring were presented to the 
SSDTMG. The SA0 also attended traininee group meeting determine 'whether 
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courses had been successful'. The 'monitoring of feed-back reports' was also 
conducted at these meetings. (SAO, Hobbiton PDC) 

Havensham LEA 

Over the previous five years there had been significant re-structuring and changes 
in emphasis within Havensham LEA. The Chair of the Havensham Education 
Committee was very frank about the financial pressure which the LEA had been 
placed under. He noted that the LEA had been operating 'on the brink of disaster' 
over recent years. There was a 'lack of money' and interaction between the Chair 
of the Education Committee and Senior Officers was dominated by budget related 
issues. Decisions about resources and their distribution were becoming more 
difficult each year. Each year there was more 'dissension'. In its strategy for 
INSET the authority had decided to adopt an agency approach. As will be 
recorded subsequently, though, financial restrictions had impacted on the scale of 
the work done by the authority's INSET Agency and at one point even threatened 
its future. 

Havensham Curriculum, Advice and Insuection Service 

In 1994 Havensham had 21 advisers including a Senior Inspector for INSET. But, 
following re-structuring, in 1996 the authority had only 11 advisers. The authority 
was in the process of finding another three to bring the complement up to 14. 
According to the Assistant Director (Curriculum and Quality Assurance) the 
number of advisory teachers employed in the authority had drastically been 
reduced from around 60 to around 13. A Senior Inspector for INSET had left the 
authority and his responsibilities had become part of the brief of an Assistant 
Director (Curricular and Quality Assurance). The Assistant Director had also 
taken on the responsibilities of the previous Chief Inspector. As he noted: 

[There are] two parts to [my role]. My actual title is Assistant Director 
for Quality Assurance. So, I'm officially Assistant Director. I am one of 
five. Each of us leads a group. My responsibilities really are about 
curriculum, quality, inspection and advice, in that I also act as Chief 
Inspector. Then, within that, because of the restructuring within the 
service which came about three years ago, I also took on the role of 
overall responsibility for in-service, staff development, training. [My 
role] does involve strategy. It does involve planning, but it also involves 
the nitty gritty. So, I actually get involved in pulling the bits together. 

147 



But I actually write some of the bits, and I also do some of the delivery. 
[...I Initially in partnership with other colleagues [I] set out the 
parameters for the GEST bid. Identifying what we are and what we are 
not going to bid for, then developing those bids. Some of that work is 
done by me. Some of it is delegated within my group. 
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At the time of this study (October 1996) two National Curriculum subjects, Art 
and Physical Education, did not have an adviser. However, the authority had 
made efforts to ensure that the provision of INSET remained intact in these areas. 
As a report to the Education Committee by the Director of Education in 
Havensham noted, the LEA had resorted to 'buying-in' expertise from other 
agencies such as independent consultants and higher education institutions to 
'plug this gap'. In addition, the authority would also 'buy-in' provision in areas 
where an adviser did not feel they had sufficient expertise: 

We buy in parts of what we provide. We usually tend to buy in two 
areas. One, where a colleague may feel they do not have all the expertise 
they would want to have. Two, where we have holes in our system, for 
example, we do not have an adviser for PE or Art. So we buy that in. 
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Usually through known people who have worked with us in other 
instances. So the inspectors who join us on our [OFSTED] inspections, 
for example, we often make use of them. We buy them in for in-service 
as well. That is usually funded out of the [INSET] agency. (Assistant 
Director) 

Following the introduction of the Education (Schools) Act in 1992 Havensham 
LEA became involved in OFSTED inspections. However, this decision was taken 
after a survey of schools by the authority. The results of the survey indicated the 
preference of schools in Havensham, across all phases, for the LEA to continue 
providing an advisory service. The direction taken by the LEA was heavily 
influenced by the schools' responses. As the Assistant Director observed: 

Four years ago in 1992 just after the start of OFSTED our [education] 
committee took a decision to participate in OFSTED, [...I to inform our 
own practice and credibility and so that we could support our schools in 
preparation and approach to OFSTED work. Our schools had put as 
their top priority after their own budget, an advisory service rather than 
an inspection service. [,.,I We have what are called inspectors and we 
have what are called advisers. But all advisers act as inspectors on 
inspections and they are all trained inspectors. And all our inspectors 
also act in an advisory capacity. We were at the point, actually, of 
ditching inspector titles but when OFSTED came along we thought well 
we had better keep them. And, we almost got to the point of having 
everyone as an inspector, until we had our survey of schools and asked 
them what they wanted from the authority. They said they wanted an 
advisory service, so we've maintained the majority of our people with 
the title advisers. We also maintain the inspector title, for example, Chief 
Inspector to make the point as it were, not in any aggressive sense, just to 
say part of our role is a monitoring of provision, reporting on provision 
and improvements in standards. 

Havensham decided not to tender for their own schools in both the primary and 
special phases. The reasons for this were that, given the limited number of 
advisers in Havensham, in the primary phase it would not have been possible to 
service all of the inspections schedules even if no other work had been done by the 
advisers. In the special phase it was felt that 'the very close working relationships 
would [have] meant there would be a conflict of interest'. (Director of Education, 
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Havensham) Consequently, in both the primary and special phases, advisers had 
bid for and won contracts beyond the authority: 

We have too many schools and too few staff. Even if they worked non- 
stop back-to-back on inspections and nothing else we could not cover all 
of our own business. So we felt that would be divisive for schools. They 
agreed. So we do bid for three primary inspections, one per term, we 
wait for the second round, we then ring the local authority in which the 
school is situated, ask if they are bidding. If they are we drop out 
immediately. (Assistant Director) 

Bidding for primary and special school OFSTED inspection contracts had been 
done on what the Director of Education referred to as 'a minimalist basis'. One per 
term in primary, one annually in special, and always with the agreement of the 
'host' authority. This had meant that Haversham's primary phase advisers had 
been able to ensure that the maximum amount of time was devoted to support, 
advice and guidance within the authority's schools. The Havensham Curriculum, 
Advice and Inspection Service (CAIS) bid for OFSTED contracts at its own 
secondary schools. Indeed, it had been very successful in this endeavour. CAIS 
had agreed with secondary schools to bid for all schools in the authority. Despite 
this agreement, however, the Service had not 'won' all the contracts with its 
secondary schools. The Director of Education, in a report to the Education 
Committee, noted that the competition for secondary contracts was 'very fierce'. 
He reminded the Committee that contract prices had fallen by 'approximately 15 
per cent' over the first two years of the secondary OFSTED inspection cycle. 

The Assistant Director noted that the greater emphasis in the work of CAIS was on 
advisory rather than inspection activities. However, much of the advice given to 
schools by Havensham advisers was in relation to OFSTED inspections. The 
service, for example, continued to provide what was termed 'intensive pre- 
inspection support and post-inspection advice on action planning'. Additionally 
all advisers across all three phases were involved in a review process, either of 
whole schools or of departments or sections. This part of the Service's activity was 
driven by the OFSTED timetable and the process of review had become much 
more focused on the formal inspection procedures and criteria. The Director of 
Education in a report on the work of the CAIS claimed that schools were 
'increasingly looking to such reviews to prepare for inspection'. While monitoring 
in this way allowed advisers to give specific advice and support in specific 
schools, it also helped identify issues which had implications and an impact across 
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the authority as a whole. In addition, advisers in Havensham had a significant 
role in organising and providing INSET workshops/courses through the LEAS 
INSET agency. This will be discussed in more detail subsequently. 

Advisers continued to be involved in what the Director of Education termed 'day- 
to-day work. This encompassed advice to governing bodies and headteachers on 
appointment, work with teaching staff on curriculum development, governor 
training, and the induction and support of newly qualified and newly appointed 
staff. However, detracting from the time which the latter could allocate to pursue 
INSET work was the involvement of all advisers with headteacher appraisal. As 
the Director of Education highlighted, this process was 'inevitably time 
consuming'. Indeed it was likely to become even more so from 1997 because the 
grant funding for conducting such appraisals was about to end. The authority had 
employed an Appraisal Co-ordinator through the latter grant. This individual 
was responsible for the organisation and co-ordination of appraisal in 

Havensham. The loss of this person meant, as the Director of Education noted, 
that 'some adjustments of adviser and officer time will be needed to pick-up this 
administrative work. 

Havensham LEA and change 

The pace of change in Havensham had been slow until three years previously. 
The LEA had been a reluctant accommodator of Government policy. The 
authority's management of change was underpinned by its own values. In 
particular the LEA had placed a value on 'partnership'. In July 1996 the 
Havensham Education Service had organised a conference entitled 'Achievement 
Through Partnership'. In his report to this conference the Director of Education 
suggested that the time was right for 'a [Havensham] agenda for Education'. He 
made the following points: 

A child entering nursery education in [Havensham] and leaving full-time 
education as a graduate of the University of [Havensham] will have 
passed through up to six institutions (up to four schools plus college and 
university). If we are to increase participation and reduce educational 
wastage we must work together to provide clear pathways through the 
system. 

[Havensham] has the inestimable advantage of a strong identity, a series 
of locally-focused agencies (for example the City Council, University, 
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College, Training and Enterprise Council and Careers Service) and an 
abundance of community and professional commitment. The time is 
right to set a shared local education agenda which meets [Havensham's] 
needs, and mobilises the energy and goodwill of all to a common end. 

This conference is the starting point. It can set an overall agenda and 
identify common principles and a process. It should become an annual 
event; an exercise in dialogue, communication and accountability, 
charting the way ahead and reviewing progress. not least, it should be a 
celebration of all that is achieved through commitment, skill and 
goodwill to advance education in [Havensham]. 

The Director of Education had called for the establishment of a 'partnership 
advisory group' to support educational development planning in [Havensham]. 
In general, the delegates who attended the conference were in favour of the 
proposal. Where concerns were raised, these referred to effective communication 
systems from cluster groups of schools 'upwards' and the size and manageability 
of any LEA forum. The conference was held in the Autumn of 1996. At the time 
when the researcher completed his data collecting in Havensham further work 
was being undertaken in order to add more detail to the Director of Education's 
proposal. As the Assistant Director noted, the LEAs CAIS had certainly been 
committed to working in 'partnership' with other LEAs in the North-East since the 
introduction of OFSTED: 

One of the things that is worth saying is that in the northern region we 
have a consortium called NECCE, which stands for Northern Counties 
Committees of Education. This works together at all levels, so there is a 
Chief Officers level, there is a Chief Inspectors and Advisers level. We 
took the decision collectively that we would not cross bid into other 
LEAs. We would contract for our own schools, we would buy in each 
other's inspectors to make up our teams etc. So we would work together 
in partnership. We have maintained that for three coming up to four 
years and it works well. So the authorities which have bid into 
[Havensham] have come from elsewhere. So we had [Shirebridge LEA] 
up here. So its an open market here. 

Partnership also appeared to be flourishing between the LEA and schools. The 
Assistant Director talked with pride about Havensham's consultative 
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arrangements based on group meetings. They played an important part in the 
identification of schools INSET needs by the LEA: 

About February time, perhaps a little bit earlier, I am saying to advisers 
around this table, now is the time to start identifying next year's needs. 
We get to work and organise, whatever their meetings will be. I hold 
responsibility for negotiation with the secondary heads. Two primary 
colleagues who are Inspectors for key stage one and key stage two, they 
take that function in relation to primary schools. There will be 
consultation with in-service co-ordinators. Subject advisers meet with 
their heads of department and subject co-ordinators. Where we have 
holes in our structure I buy in a PE Inspector who runs that meeting for 
me and I buy in a art inspector who runs that meeting. They feed back to 
the team. We then notionally feed that back to head teachers meetings. I 
say notionally because it tends to be fairly brief. [...I There are various 
structures. I meet in a three to four week cycle with all of the secondary 
and special heads. Primary schools, because of their numbers, meet in 
geographical groups. They meet and they have a chair, a secretary to 
each of those groups. They invite the Director to that, they invite me to 
that. (Assistant Director) 

Havensham had sought to work in collaboration in relation to INSET from the 
time when GEST was introduced in 1991. However, the first forums for 
consultation had not been a great success. Finding the right method for 
networking was still being considered by the senior management of the LEA: 

We had a fairly bureaucratic system of groups. So we had what was 
called the In-service Steering Committee. It was a talking shop. [...I 
everybody was on it. It was a union-based thing, it was a headteacher 
based thing. There were in-service co-ordinators, there was the 
authority, there were officers. Some were elected on to it and some were 
not. It was a group, if they all ever came which I don't think they did, of 
about 30 strong. [...I It tended to receive reports and ask questions how 
things were going but it ground itself into a bit of a talking shop. What 
we have tried to do over the last couple of years, and we are not back to 
where we want to be, what we would like to establish, is in fact a proper 
steering group which is about six or seven strong, is involved in the 
provision either providing or receiving, and actually can steer where we 
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are going, is part of the consultations process, what do you need, and is 
part of the evaluation process. (ibid) 

The Director of Education in Havensham had been appointed in 1995. Since that 
time greater emphasis had been placedon collaboration and partnership. Shortly 
after his appointment, in a report to the council's education committee (June 1995), 
he noted that headteachers and governors of the local schools had 'a strong 
loyalty to the City of [Havensham] and to a 'community of schools' within a 
framework of local accountability; but [..I processes of consultation, policy 
development and prioritisation need to reflect the greatly increased 
responsibilities now exercised at school level'. He went on to remark that an 
essential element of any successful education service must be 'partnership and a 
shared vision'. He then appeared to make a plea to heads and governors for 
increased dialogue in order to ensure that, what he termed, 'meaningful 
partnership' could be established. Certainly the Assistant Director in Havensham 
highlighted that while schools had the opportunities to consult with the authority, 
he was 'not sure if, as yet, they have taken them up in the way [that the] new 
Director and those in the advisory team would like them to have'. As he noted, in 
regard to INSET he still got schools saying to him, 'fairly regularly, you know 
what our priorities are, tell us, make provision, go on'. 

By 1992 Havensham LEA was delegating relatively large amounts of its INSET 
budget to schools. The introduction of OFSTED and further reductions in the 
LEA'S budget at that time triggered a debate within the authority about the 
allocation of funds in the future. In particular the notion of an agency to provide 
INSET to schools was proposed. The schools were then approached. As the 
Director of Education noted 'all schools expressed the wish to benefit from the 
economics of scale and to buy into an LEA provided In-service Agency'. The 
lNSET agency had been an idea which was generated from within the Havensham 
advisory service: 

Rather than find ourselves at the waterfall's edge thinking what do we 
do now, do we paddle backwards, we asked where do we want to be. 
We don't want to be at the edge so how do we stop ourselves getting 
there. We decided to take the plunge at that stage and say to our schools, 
this is going to happen, are you likely to stay with us? We would like to 
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devolve this money to you but we want to know what the chance is of 
setting up a programme for you to buy-back into. (Assistant Director) 

The agency made INSET provision for all the subjects of the National Curriculum 
across all phases. In addition workshops/courses were provided in other areas 
including IT, RE, management and the induction of newly qualified teachers. 
Furthermore, the LEA was involved in organising DEE designated courses for 
primary school teachers. All of these were provided through local HE institutions. 
As noted earlier, the LEA'S programme of INSET was, in the vast majority of cases, 
organised and provided by Havensham advisers. Additionally, where required, 
the agency provided funding to bring in external expertise not available from 
within the Havensham CAIS. Art and physical education were areas where such 
practice had been required. Advisers in Haversham were all salaried employees 
of the LEA. The INSET agency, however, was funded through 'recouped' GEST 
resources from schools. Havensham schools paid an agreed amount of their GEST 
resource back to the LEA. The authority used this money to finance the INSET 
agency, which did not involve a Service-Level Agreement: 

The principal source for main-stream provision is buy-back through 
GEST. The other major source is through the advisory service which is a 
main stream provider of in-service. The advisory service is funded and 
retained centrally at the moment. We [Havensham LEA] recouped back 
in this year [1996-971 about €54,000 out of a GEST budget of well over 
€1.5 million. (Assistant Director) 

Almost all of the INSET programme organised through the INSET agency was 
provided at the Havensham Education Development Centre (HEDC). As the 
Assistant Director noted, the LEA had: 

purposely went for a broader title than the Teachers' Centre. We did that 
nine years ago when we moved in here. It is a central training centre. It 
is made available to anyone who wants to use it from within the 
authority. We also let out facilities on a small scale. [...I [The HEDC was 
funded] partly through the authority, partly through the GEST buy-back, 
and partly through renting out accommodation to other organisations. 
So if you went out of here [a room in the HEDC] to the other side of the 
corridor you would find the Educational Psychology Service based here. 
Down on the ground floor you would find the Social Work Service. So it 
was in that context that we went for the title of Education Development 
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Centre because it's a broader thing than just a Teachers' Centre. I know 
teachers are very important and all of that but we were trying to give a 
wider message. 

The LEA monitored the use made of the HEDC. However, with the loss of staff 
this had become more and more haphazard: 

Every course has its attendance sheet and people have to return that 
attendance sheet. One of the faults of the system is that it is paper-based 
at the moment rather than computer-based. So retrieval of information 
can be done but it takes up a lot of time. When we did have an inspector 
for in-service, one of his tasks each year [...I was to produce an annual 
report. The final report they did was about three years ago and at that 
stage there were something like 145,000 attendances. The authority, at 
that time had something like 3,5000 teachers. That is quite an attendance 
figure. It says nothing about quality, of course, but in the world we live 
in, where numbers mean everything, it says something. ( ibid)  

A lack of staff also meant that the LEA made a token attempt at evaluating the 
quality of the workshops and courses provided through its INSET agency. 
Evaluation was aimed at what were termed 'substantial courses' by the INSET 
agency. The Assistant Director explained: 

We have a paper-based system here. Not on every course but on what 
we call substantial courses. People are asked to feed back evaluations. 
That tends to be paper-based. But on some substantial courses, for 
example, we've just had a residential course for deputy heads and heads 
of secondary schools, there is a follow-up evaluation day. It's not 
straight after, it is usually two or three months after where they are 
asked to evaluate the course, but not only the course but how they have 
used the benefits of that course. The heads course was about two or 
three weeks ago the follow-up is at the end of November. So it gives 
them until the end of November to have been doing things and to give a 
response. 

The Assistant Director outlined why the LEA placed an importance on providing 
INSET to schools: 
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In actual fact it [INSET] is very important. One of the reasons why I 
think there are no [GM schools] in this authority is, well I think you've 
got to give schools reasons for staying with you, let's put it like that. One 
of them is in-service. I think that if you can provide a reasonably good 
quality of in-service, that schools are aware that they are getting, and it 
represents good value for money, and through our system they are left 
with more of their money than they give back to us, quite substantially 
more. [...I So in that context I see in-service being very important. 
Secondly, I see it as being the major lever by which the authority can 
actually change things. To have a drive on standards or achievement or 
a particular curriculum aspect. It's a major lever for the authority in that 
context. And, finally, I think in terms of bringing and holding people 
together, and bringing, if you like, keynote speakers in, that's a major 
factor. 

However, financial realities had certainly made the authority's commitment to 
providing INSET difficult to maintain. In a report to one of the LEA's sub- 
committees the Director of Education had noted that 'as budgets had become more 
stretched the GEST funding has become more important'. He pointed out that for 
many schools it was 'almost the only development funding available to them, it 
provides the major source of staff development and is often the only opportunity 
for many teachers to share debate, discussion and practice with other 
professionals'. (Director of Education, November 1995) The Director's comments 
were clearly designed to put pressure on the education committee to increase the 
LEAS GEST budget 1996-97. The LEA had actually scaled down its expenditure 
on INSET in previous years. After setting an initial figure the authority had 
reduced its contribution (40% of the total) to the GEST in the 1994-95 programme 
to meet budget targets. In 1995-96 it was initially proposed that the authority not 
bid for GEST grant, thereby saving the 40 per cent contribution which the LEA 
would have to make to the programme. Subsequently, however, cash from the 
CAIS staff budget, the Havensham Education Development Centre budget, the 
strategic initiatives budget and from the Havensham TEC was obtained allowing 
the authority to make a GEST 1995/96 bid. The financial resources provided by 
these budgets provided for the 40 percent contribution required by the DEE to 
qualify for the 60 percent grant under certain 'activity' areas. Following the above 
comments by the Director the LEA's contribution was 'restored' for the 1996/97 
GEST bid. 
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The Chair of Havensham Education Committee remarked that decisions over 
resources and their distribution were becoming more difficult every year. Each 
year there was greater 'dissension'. The Chair noted that 'common sense' needed 
to be used when prioritising. The Chair highlighted the dilemma into which 

making decisions about finance placed him and the Senior Officers of the LEA. 
This stemmed from the dreadful realisation that by 'paying Paul to rob Peter' he 
was effectively 'making some people redundant'. The Assistant Director 
emphasised that there had been 'enormous amounts of consultation with schools' 
during the times when GEST budgets had been considered. They had been kept 
'well informed' while the authority had been taking decisions about GEST. 
Indeed, the Assistant Director claimed that this was one of the reasons why 
schools 'had stayed with the authority'. While interviewing the Chair of the 
Education Committee and the Assistant Director together the researcher suggested 
to them that other LEAs were operating within the same financial context as 
Havensham and yet they had not totally withdrawn the 40 per cent LEA 
contribution to any of their GEST bids over the last five years. As noted above, at 
one point Havensham had done this in relation to GEST 1995-96. 

At this point the Assistant Director became a little irritated and asked where the 

line of questioning was heading. Before the researcher could answer the Assistant 
Director claimed that 'most local authorities fiddled the amount which they put 
into GEST. He observed that Havensham had 'never got into that'. He noted that 
if the authority had continued with GEST during 1995/96 then this would have 
resulted in redundancies being made by schools because of the reduction in 
resources delivered to them by the LEA. The LEA therefore scaled down its GEST 
bid for 1995/96 funding. The decision by the authority to fund its 40 per cent 
contribution to GEST 1997/98 was also going to involve some 'hard decisions'. 
Indeed, it was very likely that the authority was again going to have 'to look 
around the margins' before a final decision was made. The Assistant Director 
conceded that the constant financial prioritising had 'placed a strain on the 
emerging partnership which the LEA was developing with schools'. Indeed the 

Chair of the Education Committee observed that 'solidarity might be worn away 
by financial decisions'. 

, 

Rivendell LEA 

The pace of change in the London Borough of Rivendell had been slow in 
comparison with the other LEAs discussed in this, and the previous, chapter. 
'Relatively centralist' (Harland et aI, 1993) was a useful term to use when 
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describing Rivendell LEAs INSET arrangements at the time of this study. As will 
now be shown, though, major re-structuring, both across the authority as a whole 
and in the LEAs advisory service in particular, were imminent in the autumn of 
1996. At the time of this study an Organisational Review Working Party had just 
produced a draft 'Outline Organisational Structure' following a year of 'extensive 
consultations' with members and staff of Rivendell Council. The Council's 
organisational structure had remained intact since 1982. These developments 
were to have significant ramifications for the Rivendell advisory service's 
structures and practices. 

Rivendell Advisorv and Insoection Service 

As part of the restructuring proposals management lines within 'Service Areas' 
such as the Advice and Inspection Service were to be made as short as was 
practicable to ensure good quality service delivery, effective management, clear 
accountability, avoidance of delegation and effective communication with staff. 
At the time of this study (October 1996) the INSET structures in Rivendell were as 
indicated in figure five above. The prospect of 'de-layering' had apparently been 
welcomed within the Advisory and Inspection Service. As the Adviser for Staff 
Development observed: 

The structure is actually being looked at. We have the new Chief 
Inspector who started on the first of December [1995]. The idea in the 
council as a whole is to flatten management, reduce the layers of 
management. We're looking at our lot, and we have a history of a very 
hierarchical, a very pyramidal, management structure within the 
advisory service. We have a Chief Inspector, two Principal Inspectors, 
three Senior Inspectors then a number of subject advisers all on various 
levels and then the rest and then advisory teachers. It was very like a 

pyramid. Now that fortunately is going. I see it more as becoming a 

flatter structure, in fact there will be just one Chief Adviser and the rest 
completely flat. [...I The new Chief Inspector is looking at the whole 
structure and how we work to consider how best to move forward into 
the future. It's very helpful because somebody coming in new can 
question why are you doing this. This is needed because you get into 
ways of working and in particular because there was no dialogue with 
heads which was not helpful. Particularly because we are in an era of 
working with head teachers and schools. We need to work out what that 
role is going to be in the future. 
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Figure 7.3: Rivendell LEAS INSET Structure 
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However, those who had traditionally been perceived as at the 'bottom' of the 
managerial structure were not totally convinced that restructuring would result in 
fundamental changes. As an advisory teacher remarked: 

It is a very hierarchical organisation. Despite of all the talk about de- 
layering and flattening, we still have quite a lot of layers in the advisory 
service. The layer above me is an adviser. Then we have senior advisers 
and principal advisers and then we have a chief inspector. What has 
happened over the last few years, we have now become a part of the 
advisory service. What happened before was very much the them and 
us. We had advisers and we had advisory teachers. We still have 
advisers and advisory teachers, you will note we're in a different 
building [advisers in Rivendell House, advisory teachers in the teachers' 
centre], now we are involved in advisory service meetings. We were 
very much second class citizens. 
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Over the previous five years there had been a determination to improve 
consultations with schools. The LEA, for example, made a unsuccessful bid for 
GEST funding to support a literacy centre. It was a competitive grant. The 
Director of Education in Rivendell, in a report to the education committee about 
this bid, insisted that the authority would present a strong case because of a range 
of 'key factors'. One of these 'key factors' was that 'recent senior level 
appointments within the Education Directorate and the advisory service had led 
to a renewed emphasis upon more integrated approaches and partnerships in 
working with schools'. 

The advisory service's main function was to provide 'high quality advice, support 
and training for the benefit of [Rivendell] schools and their pupils. In its vision 
statement the Rivendell advisory service said it was seeking to: raise standards of 
educational achievement for all; improve the quality and range of educational 
opportunities for all; promote equality of access to all educational services. To 
achieve these aims the advisory service facilitated curriculum development with 
the aim of raising educational standards in the Borough's schools. It had sought to 
promote the effective implementation of the National Curriculum and its 
associated assessment arrangements and inspected, monitored, evaluated and 
reported on the quality of teaching and the provision of resources. To support 
schools across all phases the advisory service planned, managed, and reviewed 
the LEA'S INSET programme. The advisory service responded, as necessary, to 
schools' INSET requests and assisted, as required, with the provision of school- 
based INSET. The number of advisers and advisory teachers in Rivendell had 
declined since 1991. At the time of the study the authority had 15 advisers, 
including the Chief Inspector, and eight advisory teachers. All were full-time. 
The nature of the Rivendell advisers' work in schools had changed. Schools had 
much more control over advisers' work 

Every school has an entitlement. We receive requests from schools each 
term. The schools buy back advisory services. We do the systematic 
visiting programme but this now is changing. Since schools now have 
more say, it's their agenda rather than our agenda. So whereas five years 
ago we were programmed to go into schools each term on our agenda, 
which might have been in relation to key stage three, assessment or 
special needs, we can't do that any more. It is not as systematic as it was. 
Before I would approach the school by telephone and suggest what 
issues we would look at during a visit. It never was imposed. Generally 
agreement was reached. It was always responding to needs. This is the 
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evaluatory bit. From the visits you evaluated where a school was at. It 
was an informed decision. Now, for example, as OFSTED inspections 
come up there are particular things which schools want you to approach. 
(Adviser) 

The Rivendell advisory service did relatively little OFSTED work in comparison 
with other authorities. The amount of OFSTED inspections which advisers from 
Rivendell participated in had declined since 1993. This had pleased the adviser 
who was interviewed: 

I'm quite grateful that I haven't been involved with as much this year. 
Going back to the first year which OFSTED inspections started, I would 
say that it took up nearly fifty per cent of my time. This particular year 
we have not done as much because we generated income in different 
ways. It's interesting because if your doing OFSTED for 50 per cent of 
your time then you cant be in Rivendell schools for 50 per cent of your 
time. So, this is where the use of the three of us [science adviser + two 
science advisory teachers] is the key. When I was doing OFSTED 
inspections I was totally dependent on advisory teachers to organise the 
INSET and keep it running. That's how having the three people worked 
particularly well. The advisory teachers took on much of my classroom 
responsibility when I conducted inspections. 

The Chief Inspector and up to six advisers were also members of the Rivendell 
INSET Advisory Committee (RIAC). The composition of RIAC also included one 
nominee from each professional association, two staff development co-ordinators 
from each of the primary, secondary and special stages, two persons from further 
and higher education and the teachers' centre leader. RIAC was established in 
August 1992 and members served for two year periods. The terms of reference of 
MAC were: 

-to offer advice to the Council on the professional and educational 
implementations of in-service education and training for schools. 

-to act as a consultative body in connection with the Authority's annual 
bid to the DEE for GEST funding. 

-to review regularly the state of [INSET] programmes in the Authority. 
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-to encourage, monitor and evaluate the use of the Teachers' Centre by 
teachers, governors and support staff as a place for personal and 
professional development. 

-to consider issues relevant to new developments in INSET 

The RIAC had a cycle of meetings throughout the year. Meetings took place in 
February, June and September. 

Rivendell INSET Proeramme 

The Advisory and Inspection Service produced three booklets outlining the 
Rivendell INSET programme of workshops/courses for schools each year, one a 
term. Provision was offered across all core and foundation subjects of the 
National Curriculum. In addition, there were workshops/courses in areas such as 
Assessment, Post-16 education, Management and Appraisal and Induction for 
Newly Qualified Teachers. There was no charge for workshops/courses to 
teachers in Rivendell schools unless otherwise stated. This was because schools 
agreed to provide the authority with a certain amount of money allowing the LEA 
to provide an INSET programme. This resource also funded the LEA's advisory 
teachers' salaries. As the Adviser for Staff Development noted: 

The schools buy back into our central INSET programme and advice and 
support. So that's advisory teachers' they pay for and the central training 
programme. All schools have brought back into the LEA's services. 
Money goes out to schools automatically, as required, and then we ask 
them to pay back an amount of it. It actually doesn't go out and is held 
centrally but they can say no. The grant-maintained school in Rivendell 
also buys into the central INSET programme. The teachers in the school 
did not want to lose contact with other teachers in other schools. 

The co-ordination of the central INSET programme had been the responsibility of 
the Adviser for Staff Development for several years. However, as more 
responsibilities were added to his brief the co-ordination of the LEAS 
workshops/courses had become more difficult. An INSET Group had been 
established within the advisory service to help solve this problem: 

My role is very wide. Primarily I am responsible for co-ordinating staff 
development and training throughout the authority. Particularly that 
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includes responsibility for the GEST submission, ensuring that the GEST 
submission reaches the DFEE by the stated date. Also I organise the 
central INSET programme. I don't do this alone. We have a number of 
working groups within the advisory service and one of those is an INSET 
Group which is concerned with the overall planning of our central 
INSET programme. [...I 

[The INSET Group was established] to ensure some co-ordination of the 
central INSET programme. It had tended to fall to me and it was 
becoming too difficult a task for one person. I was not managing it 
because the programme was getting so wide. It was impossible to 
manage on one's own. Also, people would opt out saying it's [the 
Adviser for Staff Development's] responsibility. [...I The thing that I find 
a struggle is the amount of work. I don't say no and in consequence I 
have said yes to many things which I then find very difficult. Every 
moment in the next few weeks is filled. (Adviser for Staff Development) 

In addition to the Adviser for Staff Development there were two other advisers on 
the INSET Group. The role of the INSET Group involved receiving a range of 
information and making proposals to the senior management of the advisory 
service on the scope and type of the LEAS INSET programme for schools. It also 
organised the LEA'S INSET programme and monitored and attempted to ensure 
the quality of provision. The INSET Group managed a budget for the engagement 
of course tutors and the delivery of courses. Quality had been a major focus of the 
INSET Group over the previous year: 

We [the INSET Group] focused last year on clarifying what is good 
quality INSET. We produced a number of little guides. We produced a 
criteria for quality INSET. We are now producing an INSET agreement 
with schools in terms of our central INSET programme. (Adviser for Staff 
Development) 

The features of what the advisory service's literature termed 'high quality INSET' 
included the following: 

-When planning activities/courses try to cater for different learning 
styles. The key principle should be 'fitness for purpose'. 
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-Whenever possible provide pre- and post- course information, such as 
programme, pre-course reading and post-course booklet. 

-Create a good relaxed purposeful learning atmosphere. 

-Check domestic arrangements, including equipment, beforehand. 

-Start on time and, more importantly, finish on time. 

-Make sure everyone goes away with some new knowledge, skill or 
understanding. 

-Ensure any materials or handouts are of the highest quality. 

-Make sure you provide enough time for participants to complete an 
evaluation. 

-Consider what went well and what improvements could be made. 

Apparently there had been a move within the advisory service to 'get things 
written down'. The LEA had no stated policy for INSET: 

We have no policy for staff development. We have no policy overall for 
INSET. I started to draft a policy three years ago but that has not been 
completed. We have never had a policy and I'm conscious that we 
should really have objectives. We haven't. It's like having a curriculum 
statement for the LEA, and the staff development should be part of that. 
I started and drafted something in the first place but it was very difficult 
when it was in isolation. [...I Your asking me this question makes me 
really conscious that we have not done a policy or even any objectives 
because I think it would be useful to have that. It is typical of 
[Rivendell]. We have got to get more written down about what we do. I 
mean we haven't a curriculum statement as an authority. We need 
policies which state what we do. We need to state what our INSET is 
about. (Adviser for Staff Development) 

In addition to the INSET Group an administrative team produced the INSET 
folder each term. They received course description forms from course organisers, 
processed them and organised the production of the course folder. They arranged 
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venues to be booked for courses, monitored course attendance and received and 
collated summative course evaluations. All the workshops and courses provided 
by the authority were evaluated. All attendees at courses filled in an evaluation 
form. In the past, for certain courses, specific evaluation had been commissioned 
by the LEA. Furthermore, a Staff Development Co-ordinator in each school was 
asked to complete a termly evaluation of the central INSET programme. The 
identification of schools' INSET needs by the authority was through consultation. 
The advisers identified needs on their visits to schools. Furthermore, the advisory 
service asked all schools in the Spring term to identify staff development priorities 
in the context of their school development plan. The LEA asked schools to make 
clear the INSET needs of groups, teams, departments and individuals. The 
advisory service, and in particular the Adviser for Staff Development, provided 
schools with help and guidance in identifying INSET needs during the course of 
the year. 

Certain courses within the LEAS programme were accredited by HE institutions. 
These were in the areas of IT and middle management. The LEA was hoping, 
subsequently, to arrange a formal general accreditation for the INSET programme 
as a whole through a local University. Most contact with HE providers of INSET 
was at a more personal level and had been built up over the years. An adviser in 
Rivendell felt there was a disadvantage to people from 'outside' the LEA 
providing parts of the programme. The advisory service attempted to be self- 
sufficient in terms of providing its 'own' INSET 

We do try and invite in speakers who we think are relevant and 
appropriate to current developments. We use ASE [Association of 
Science Education] speakers. Really, over the years we have looked at 
ownership. You know, wanting people to feel that they are developing 
within a group. [...I We do involve people from the schools in our 
workshops. We've had people who we have invited, and been 
disappointed. [...I It didn't work mainly because those people didn't 
know the people on the course. There have been a number of people 
who I have tried to get, but you've got to be careful of inviting them at 
the right time. Trying to time events where speakers appear is not easy. 
So it's not a case of being totally against inviting outside speakers, but, I 
feel, like the advisory teachers, that we should use teachers expertise 
from within the borough as much as possible. 
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Rivendell Teachers' Centre 

The venue for the vast majority of workshops/courses provided in the LEA'S 
INSET programme and for large meetings of educational personnel and advisory 
service staff was the Rivendell Teachers' Centre (RTC). The RTC was opened in 
1980 following the closure of a school. A number of LEA support services were 
brought together. These included the Teachers' Centre, a Teachers' Art Centre and 
the equivalent of what would now be termed the Language Support Service. Since 
1980 the LEAS IT Support Services, remaining advisory teachers and Teacher 
Recruitment Service had also been moved into the RTC site. The aims of the RTC 
were listed as being the following: 

-to enhance the education of the authority's children through the training 
and support of its staff; 

-to be responsive to the identified needs of schools; 

-to ensure that educational development is set in a local and national 
context; 

-to facilitate networking through the help and guidance of those working 
at the Centre, and in the education service generally; 

-to promote a physical environment which is both functional and 
comfortable. 

The RTC had eight meeting rooms and a conference hall which held up to 120 
people. Resources and artefacts were held in the RTC library for teachers' 
reference and loan to schools. This service was intended to support curriculum 
development and to reduce the costs of holding such items in all schools. The 
RTC also provided a reprographics service of design, print finishing and 
laminating. The centre had a cafe area for refreshments and light snacks and a 
dining room capable of seating thirty for lunches and other meals. Larger buffets 
were accommodated in a hall adjacent to the cafe area. The centre held a stock of 
audio-visual equipment that could be loaned to schools or hired to other services 
and departments. The RTC had five staff at the time of the study: a head of centre, 
a manager, two administrators and a 'building superintendent'. The head of 
centre was the line-manager of the centre manager. However, the centre manager 
indicated that he was usually left to do his own thing. Indeed, he appeared to 
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resent close scrutiny from the head of centre and there had been disagreements in 
the past. When asked what the differences between the role of the manager and 
head of centre were, the former remarked that: 

I work very hard. He [the Head of Centre] was in charge of recruitment. 
He moved into the Teachers' Centre and somehow he got another hat to 
wear which was Head of Centre. He's very rarely here, he's off 
recruiting. I do not like him to make decisions, I like to carry on running 
the centre and then say to [the Head of Centre] look what we're doing. 
[The Head of Centre's] role is basically to sell the centre while mine is 
more the day-to-day management of it. [...I My line manager is the Head 
of Centre. The person above him is the Chief Inspector and then the 
Director. I am left very much on my own. 

The main duties of the centre manager included: ensuring that the centre's policy 
for quality assurance was implemented and maintained; being responsible for the 
supervision and management of the support staff based at the centre; being 
responsible for the allocation and authorisation of Centre budgets in consultation 
with the Adviser for Staff Development; assisting in the promotion of centre 
activities across the borough; training and supervising centre users in the use of 
resources, including printing, photography, display and graphic design; having 
overall responsibility for reprographic, audio visual and other loan resources at 
the centre; undertaking training of school technical staff as requested by schools; 
advising school staff on the suitability of equipment, working in co-operation with 
the authority's Central Purchasing Officer and; undertaking other duties as 
required by the appropriate adviser or officer from the Directorate of Education. 
The RTC manager noted, however, that his role incorporated much more than the 
duties listed on his job description. He also, for example, acted as an 'agony aunt': 

There is much more to my role than what is stated in the job description. 
It's giving people the opportunity to come to one person for whatever 
reason. So, people ring up and ask if we can chat. I may not be able to 
give them the information they require, but they know that, like the AA 
man, I probably know someone who can. It's a bit like an agony aunt. 

As will be noted below, the duties of the centre manager were likely to be open to 
review following significant changes in the RTC's financing. The Teachers' Centre 
had a management committee. This included ten representatives appointed by the 
education committee, namely; six representatives of the authority who were 
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members of the education committee; two heateachers representing schools in the 
borough (one primary and one secondary representative) and; two representatives 
of teachers' professional associations. The Head of the Teachers' Centre was the 
principal professional adviser to the management committee and was expected to 
be present at all meetings of the committee. Each representative was appointed 
for four years. The committee met once a term, although 'special meetings' could 
be called at the request of the chair or any three members of the committee. The 
general conduct of the RTC was under the direction of the management 
committee. The latter was expected to keep under review the work of the centre 
and facilities provided and report annually to the Rivendell education committee 
on the work of the centre. The RTC management committee was a relatively new 
initiative. The RTC manager was not on it and he questioned its purpose: 

They've only had two meetings so far. It has been established for about 
two or three months. It's made up of councillors, secondary, primary 
and special heads, union reps, and LEA reps. I'm not on it. [the head of 
centre] is on it. I do not really know what it does to be honest. It's 
supposed to deal with policy and the direction we are taking. But, 
nothing has happened as yet. It just seems to me to be a very 
cumbersome way of managing the centre. I mean there are 12 people 
and they will only meet three or four times a year. 

A 'question mark' about the future of the RTC had hung over it for a number of 
years. The centre manager doubted the commitment of those in senior 
management within the Education Department to continue providing the centre. 
He was adamant, though, that Head Teachers and councillors valued the RTC's 
services: 

There is an axe hanging over the centre and it is political stuff. When 
local authorities need to save money they will look at easy targets. I 
think sometimes the Teachers' Centre has been perceived as an easy 
target because we didn't fight before. But now I think it's not the case 
because the heads will say we want the Teachers' Centre. A few years 
back people were not really aware of what was going on and it could 
have shut overnight. But now heads know that if the centre was lost 
they would never get it back again. I think the Director of Education in 
this local authority is toying with the idea of shutting the centre. But he 
is not stupid, he knows that his job is very much dependent on whether 
the heads are going to support him. So, he sees that the heads do 
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support this place. [...I There is also support from some councillors. 
Labour councillors support it. We have a hung council and our support 
depends on the Lib-Dems. They mainly vote with Labour. The Chair of 
Education is a Labour person. He supports us. The threat to the centre 
came up at an education committee meeting a few months ago. After 
that I started to compile paperwork to justify our existence. 

The RTC manager was enthusiastic about schools being asked to pay specifically 
for the centre: 

What I think will happen is schools will buy into us in a big way. One 
hundred percent of our funding will come from schools. That will give 
them total control over the centre. That is a good thing because the day 
we forget that we are here for the schools is the day we die. The local 
authority presently funds the centre. Money is held back from schools, 
it's not earmarked for a specific purpose. In the future the schools are 
going to pay X amount of money which is to be used to supply a teachers 
centre. 

Indeed, the Rivendell Borough Council, in light of its budget allocations for 
1996/97, approved a method for charging schools' the cost of the RTC. A meeting 
of the Council in March 1996 removed the LEA budget allocation for the RTC, 
with the expectation that the cost of the RTC was to be met by the charge to 
schools with effect from 1st April 1996. Rivendell LEA schools were charged in 
1996/97 for the use of the RTC at a rate of €1,000 per school plus €42 per full-time 
equivalent teacher in post on 30th September 1995. Charges for all other users of 
the RTC were to be set at a rate determined by the Teachers' Centre Management 
Committee. 

Review 

This chapter records what the position in the three metropolitan LEAs was at the 
time of the study and how things had changed in each authority over the previous 
five years. As with the two county councils discussed in the previous chapter, the 
metropolitan authorities continued to operate in a changeable context. While 
chapters six and seven describe INSET provision in the five LEAs, the purpose of 
the next chapter is to identify reasons for the similarities between LEAs and also to 
explain the reasons for the differences which were evident in their INSET policies. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

An Explanation for the Similarities and Differences in LEA INSET Provision. 

The previous two chapters include a number of descriptive claims about the 
arrangements made for providing INSET to school teachers in all five of the 
sample LEAs. 'Descriptions are one of the most important sorts of argument to be 
found in research texts, since all other types of argument [...I depend on them'. 
(Open University, 1994: 34) It would have been impossible to explain the position 
in each LEA without first describing it. This chapter is concerned with explaining 
why the situation in each LEA occurred. It demonstrates how any changes and 
emerging INSET arrangements were the product of a number of factors operating 
directly or indirectly. Explaining the position in each LEA has been problematic. 
For any phenomenon a potentially infinite number of causes might be identified. 
In an attempt to focus this explanation, the concepts discussed in earlier chapters 
are employed. In testing out the relative importance of the various factors, 
identified in the literature review, the study is deductive. Concepts which were 
helpful in explaining differences in INSET provision between LEAs were: 
financial influences; culture; commitment and communications. But the study was 
also inductive because the in-depth interviews allowed for the probing of issues 
and the subsequent use of theme analysis. In addition to the themes which 
derived from the concepts above, two new themes emerged: the importance of the 
size of the LEA; and the significance of the differing political and professional 
influences in each LEA. Together these factors point to immediate causes for the 
direction which each LEA has taken and help one understand why an LEA 
preferred to adopt a certain approach rather than another. 

The size of the LEA 

The size of the LEAs used in this study varied a great deal. Size is a crucial factor 
because the number of locally-maintained and grant-maintained schools within an 
authority's boundaries, full-time pupils and the total size of the general 
population, are all extremely important in determining the overall education 
budget. The sample LEAs which had more LM-schools, more pupils and larger 
populations received more financial support. As will be noted subsequently, 
financial capacity remains extremely important when considering the level of 
advisory service which an LEA provides. As noted in chapter two, every year the 
Government sets an SSA for each local authority in England and Wales. To 
calculate this the Government uses a range of information including, for example, 
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the total number of people living in an area and the number of school children 
aged 5-10 situated within the authority's boundaries. The population size of an 
authority, then, is extremely important in determining the amount of financial 
resource it will receive each year. Financial resources also determine the level of 
human resources at the disposal of the LEA This includes the number of people 
with an INSET responsibility. The variations between the sample authorities SSAs 
are highlighted in Table 8.1. 

LEA 

Shire 

Primary Secondary Post-16 Under-5 Other Total SSA 
Education Education Education Education Education Education 

94 2 101.1 26.6 12.5 10.1 €244.5m 

oria 84.6 91.1 10.4 10.7 10.1 €206.9m 

Source: Association of County Councils' Revenue Support Grant Team, 

Riven 

Hobb 

Haven 

All of the five authorities in this study provided an advisory service. However, 
the numbers of advisers and advisory teachers employed in each LEA varied. In 
each of the five LEAS advisers were salaried employers of the authority. 
Moriadon and Shirebridge County Councils had advisers covering all phases and 
all National Curriculum subjects. It was clear that within the County Councils, 
because of their size and greater funding, the amount of the schools' budget which 
was retained centrally was large enough to ensure that a continuing, relatively 
comprehensive, advisory service was available to local schools. In comparison the 
smaller metropolitan authorities had all seen significant decreases in the number 
of advisers and advisory teachers. Hobbiton employed several advisers in a part- 
time capacity for only two days a week. Havensham did not have advisers to 
cover physical education and art. Schools within the boundaries of Moriadon and 
Shirebridge, then, seemed to benefit from 'economies of scale' where advisory 
support services were concerned. They remained secure in the knowledge that 
their LEA was large enough to continue to support an advisory service which 
covered the whole of the National Curriculum. 

35.9 38.1 10.1 5.3 4.8 €94.2m 

24.9 26.4 0.7 3.3 2.7 € 5 8 m  

46.2 49.3 3.6 6.1 5.7 €110.9m 

Indeed, it was interesting to reflect upon comments made by the Chief Education 
Officer (CEO) in Shirebridge in relation to the proposed local government review 
and its likely impact on the education service within the county. He noted that 
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'the best thing for education in [Shirebridge] would be to leave the present 
arrangements alone'. The CEO listed the range of services which the LEA 
provided. These included Professional and Administrative Support Services at 
county and area level. Advice and inspection, he observed, had 'expert staff 
organised on a countywide, cost-effective basis'. The CEO suggested that if 
Shirebridge was divided in the future into more than one local authority, then 
services such as advice and inspection could and should be maintained on a 

countywide basis and offered to the new councils as agencies. He noted that 
smaller councils than the County would not be able to afford to keep teams of 
advisers together and high quality staff might be attracted elsewhere. The CEO 
remarked that dismantling and reorganising teams of advisers would only end up 
disrupting for a number of years the continuity of the services which they had 
provided to schools. The above commentary, however, does not necessarily paint 
the whole picture. Having more advisers did not necessarily mean that those from 
larger teams spent more time participating in INSET work in comparison with 
advisers who were part of smaller teams. As will be noted subsequently, the 
amount of time which advisers in each authority devoted to providing INSET was 
determined by a number of other factors. 

All of the authorities provided a central INSET programme of workshops/courses. 
However, the scale of each of these varied. The programmes of the two county 
councils included more workshops/courses than those of the metropolitan 
authorities. The areas covered in the authorities programmes, though, were 
remarkably similar. This will be commented upon below. There are a number of 
possible explanations for the differing scale of programmes. Obviously, if an LEA 
had fewer advisers then it was unlikely to be able to make as much provision. 
Another reason for the difference related to the diversity in the size of the GEST 
budget between each authority. All the LEAs 'recouped' GEST money, in one way 
or another (this will also be discussed below), to fund their INSET programmes. 
However, there was a great disparity between the amount of GEST funding which 
each LEA administered. Table 8.2 lists the revised total GEST allocations for each 
of the sample LEAs in the year 1996-97. The majority of grants in the 1996-97 
GEST scheme were allocated to LEAs according to a formula. This meant that 
LEAs received more or less money in relation to each of these grants depending on 
their number of schools and full-time pupils. The School Effectiveness grant was 
the largest in the programme during 1996-96. Moriadon received €2,022,700 under 
this heading, Shirebridge €1,858,800, Havensham €886,200, Rivendell€548,400 and 
Hobbiton €533,500. The amount of money each of the authorities received 
through the GEST budget reflected differences in size. Moriadon, for example, 
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had three times as many schools as Hobbiton. Clearly there was greater potential 
for Moriadon and Shirebridge to 'recoup' larger amounts of GEST resources to 
tund their INSET programmes. Moriadon and Shirebridge had greater potential 
to provide the latter and it could be claimed that teachers in these LEAs were at an 
advantage because of this. 

Table 8.2: GEST 1996-97 Revised Allocations 

LEA 

Shirebridge 

Moriadon 

Rivendell 

Hobbiton 

Havensham 

GEST Total 1996-97. 

€3,434,900 

f3,813,900 

f1,099,200 

€989,200 

f1,624,200 

Source: DfEE 

Financial Influences 

Size, then, was an important factor which resulted in some of the disparities 
between LEAs which are listed in table 8.3 below. As the above commentary 
makes clear, there was a strong correlation between the size of an authority and its 
capacity in terms of finance and staffing levels. All five of the LEAs in the study 
made bids for GEST resources. Indeed, this was the main source of funding for 
the central INSET programme in all the authorities. From scanning the different 
prospectuses which each LEA offered, it was evident that the prescribed nature of 
GEST funding was having a significant effect on the subject nature of the 
workshops/courses which the LEAs provided. They all offered provision which 
reflected the various GEST categories. Each programme covered the subjects and 
assessment procedures of the National Curriculum in addition to SEN, 
management and appraisal related training. All of the LEAs had, to differing 
extents, made reductions in the numbers of advisory staff. This was especially the 
case in relation to advisory teachers. A combination of LMS, GMS, the 
introduction of GEST and OFSTED and, in relation to the county councils, 
ramifications stemming from the local government review, had all made an 
impact. Rivendell, Havensham and Hobbiton, in particular, were finding it 
difficult to operate a comprehensive advisory service. Both Moriadon and 
Shirebridge were losing some economies of scale following local government 
reorganisation. Interestingly, the largest authority, Shirebridge, had no 
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Education/Teachers' Centre. They had one previously, although this had been 
closed as a result of 'financial and political' decisions. (Adviser, CPD) All of the 
other LEAs had at least one centre. Moriadon, though, was 'consolidating' its use 
of centres, while the Rivendell Teachers' Centre had been under constant threat of 
closure throughout the 1990s. Indeed, schools had recently taken responsibility 
from the LEA for the funding of the centre. Even in Hobbiton, where the 
Education Centre appeared to be thriving, a feeling of insecurity was evident. As 
the administrator at the Hobbiton Professional Centre observed : 

One thing that I have learnt working in the authority, over the years, is 
that there is not any, and I don't think they can do any, forward planning 
because of financial restraints. You can plan for a year at a time if you're 
lucky, you certainly cannot plan for any longer than that. Like I said, our 
new admin person started in September [1996] but because of the 
financial restraints we could not take her on a full-time contract. 

Each LEA had 'streamlined' their services and a consequence of this had been 
restructuring. Restructuring had occurred in each of the five LEAs, however, the 
pace of change had certainly been quicker in some. The introduction of OFSTED 
was a key time for the advisory service of each authority. All had responded to 
this initiative although within Rivendell, for example, the response had only 
begun in earnest in Spring 1996. In each authority all of the advisory services and 
education centres were required to 'generate some of their income' although the 
amounts varied between LEAs. Each advisory service, for example, was involved 
in OFSTED inspection work. While Moriadon and Shirebridge were relatively 
heavily involved, the three metropolitan LEAs did not participate to any great 
extent. Indeed, in each of the latter, the pre-eminent reason for participating in 
OFSTED seemed to be less to do with generating income and more to do with 
'professional' concerns. As the Chief Inspector of Rivendell noted: 

We are not required to do OFSTED inspection work, we are required to 
meet an income target. It is this boroughs policy that we engage in 
sufficient OFSTED activity, out of borough, to know what we are talking 
about and give good quality advice to schools in preparation and follow 
up. [...I From our point of view, we have to meet an income target and 
some inspection is involved there. But there are good professional 
development reasons why we should be involved in OFSTED. To give 
good quality advice to schools. So it's not actually a financial argument 
but a professional development argument. 
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Table 8.3: Dispirities between LEA INSET Provision 

- 
LEA 

- 
Mor1 

- 
Shir 

- 
Hobb 

- 
3av 

INSET 
STRATEGY 
(VALUES) 

SLA/ 
AGENCY 

TOTAL 
G EST 
ALLOC. 
1996-97 

TEACHERS'/ 
EDUCATION 
CENTRE(S) 

POLITICAL 
CONTROL 
MAY 1990- 
MAY 1997 

No. OF 
ADVISORS 
(F.T) 

OFSTED 
WORK 

LEA 
FUNDING 
NON-GEST 
ACTIVITIES 

EMPHASIS 
OF 
ADVISORS/ 
INSPECTOR 
S 
Monitoring 
and 
Statistical 
Analyisis 
Eva!ualion 
Monitoring of 
'Quality' 
Some Advice 
and Support 

GM 
SCHOOLS 
/LM 
SCHOOLS 

36 Yes No GMS 
I ii  terdepeiidenct 
Leaders hip 
colllrol 
Consultation 

Indepentlence 
Conipeti lion 
I ndividuulily 
Sell- 
dererm inntion 
Interdependence 
Consultation 
Collalmxion 
Inler-relations 
Interdependence 
Reduced 
mphasis 
m leatlersbip 
Zonsultxtion 
111 terilepenilence 
:educed 
ieadership 
Increased 
:onsultation 

2 Education 
Centres 
MDC 
SciTecli Centre 

Labour 

Labour 

Conservative 

Conservative 

SLA 

AGENCY 
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The size of, and facilities offered by, each LEA Education/Teachers' Centre(s) 
varied. Rivendell Teachers' Centre was the largest with eight rooms and a 
conference hall. It 'housed' the LEAs remaining advisory teachers and an IT 
centre. It also had catering facilities. In contrast, the Education Centres in 
Hobbiton, Havensham and Moriadon were small scale with only two or three 
meeting rooms and no on-site catering facilities. Hobbiton and Havensham 
Centres also shared their site with other LEA departments such as Social Services. 
The staffing of each LEA centre had declined as financial preasures had 
necessitated further rationalisation. One interesting similarity was that the centres 
no longer had a warden or leader as a day-to-day manager. Management in each 
centre, across all LEAs, was the responsibility of an administrator. Whereas in the 
1980s the centre manager was almost certain to have come from a teaching 
background, at the time of the study each had a manager from an 
administrative/secretarial background who was not involved in training teachers. 
111 each centre the administrator had taken on the responsibilities of a previous 
wardedleader. Whilst they had received a increase in salary, this was still not as 
high as the wage received by the previous warden/leader. All of the 
administrators felt that their lack of teaching experience was not a hindrance to 
them in performing their role. The response of the administrator at Hobbiton 
Education Centre echoed the thoughts of her contemporaries in other centres 
across all the LEAs: 

All my academic background is secretarial, admin and accountancy 
really. It was quite different moving into the educational establishment, 
although, having said that, to actually run a centre like this, isn't teacher- 
based anyway. I mean you do know about what the national curriculum 
is and all the rest of it. [...I My background fits very well into what I'm 
doing. I'm not standing up in front of a room of teachers trying to tell 
them about national curriculum. That isn't my role. [...I Let's turn the 
scenario around shall we? A head teacher was an educationalist, they 
had no secretarial accountancy background, yet they were expected to 
totally reverse their roles and look at managing the school basically like a 
private company. 

The introduction of GEST had reduced the autonomy of LEAs in the field of 
INSET. However, all the sample LEAs had used 'local initiatives money' to 
finance additional INSET opportunities and resources which were in addition to 
those activities covered by GEST. Often, though, it was misleading to refer to 
them as 'local' initiatives. Many of these initiatives involved the LEAS developing 
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some aspects of central Government policy for their own purpose. Moriadon, for 
example, had done this in 1996. The authority had successfully bid for a 
competitive GEST grant to establish a Numeracy Centre. GEST resource was also 
available for the setting up of Literacy Centres. Moriadon had not received any 
funding for this purpose, although, it had launched a five year development 
project for the improvement of literacy skills for all pupils. It was difficult for the 
authorities, though, to plan and establish long term initiatives. Financial 
restrictions meant that the LEA budget might contract at short notice. Indeed, 
when savings were required local initiatives money, like the funding for 
Education Centres, seemed to come near the top of lists for proposed savings. In 
1996, for example, the Chair of Rivendell Education Committee listed a number of 
options for reduced spending. The proposed savings were designed to help the 
LEA balance its revenue budget and included 'local initiatives' money which had 
been used to support advisory service work in 'encouraging the curriculum'. 

Changes in funding and a reduction in the resources available to LEAS had also 
meant that the role of each person interviewed had undergone a significant 
reorientation. In particular, an increasing multiplicity of tasks had been added. 
These tasks were usually those which had been the previous responsibility of 
some other person who had taken early retirement or who had been made 
redundant. So the responsibility for INSET was just one which made up a wide- 
ranging role. The following observation was typical: 

In terms of myself and my work load, in-service is peaks and troughs. It's 
getting the programme together, getting the bid together, is a big peak 
before the [summer] holiday and immediately afterwards. Once that's in 
and it's running I can then say to people how's it going, what are you doing 
or occasionally there is a little peak for me because I'm running a conference 
or whatever. (Assistant Director, Havensham) 

Delivering INSET featured to a greater or lesser extent in each of the interviewee's 
job role. It was interesting to note that all seemed to be involved in the provision 
of management-related training. Also amongst their new tasks was the 
responsibility for a number of new initiatives such as appraisal and Investors in 
People (GP): 

I have responsibility for delivering part of the INSET programme. This 
year, for example, I have delivered aspects of the middle management 
courses for secondary teachers and primary teachers. [...I I do a lot of 
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work with schools on development planning and I help schools which 
have been inspected with their action plans. [...I I'm also now known as 
the Internal Consultant for IiP working across the council on IiP. 
(Adviser for Staff Development, Rivendell) 

Advisers in all five LEAs were salaried employees and were funded through the 
authority's central LEA budget and from the generation of income from OFSTED. 
Each of the LEAs 'recouped' GEST resources through the setting up of a 
commercial transaction between the authority and schools. However, while each 
LEA was involved in such a transaction, the form it took varied between each 
authority. Moriadon, Hobbiton and Rivendell had entered into at least one SLA 
for INSET with schools. Each school could contract to buy into the LEA'S 
programme of workshops/courses. In addition, they could contract for 
supplementary support and/or they could provide resources for the upkeep of the 
Education/Teachers' Centres'. Alternatively, Shirebridge and Havensham had 
established INSET agencies. These offered workshops/courses in the 'INSET 
market' in the hope that there would be sufficient registration by schools to ensure 
the financial viability of the agency. So, in this sense, there was a clear distinction 
between the LEAs in the sample. Some preferred SLAs and others an agency 
approach. However, the nature of the SLAs offered in Moriadon, Hobbiton and 
Rivendell differed. Hobbiton, for example, offered three SLAs and felt that 
schools should have a degree of choice. Moriadon and Rivendell each offered 
only one all-encompassing SLA. These were not as specific and varied as the SLAs 
in Hobbiton. Furthermore, as will be discussed in more detail shortly, while 
Havensham and Shirebridge had established INSET agencies there were subtle 
differences. There were, then, disparities in the nature of the commercial 
transactions between all of the sample LEAs and schools regardless of the strategy 
adopted. Without doubt these differences reflected each LEAs culture and values. 
The latter had a significant influence in policy terms across all the authorities and 
will now be considered. 

Culture 

As noted in chapter five, each LEA had a distinctive culture which was supported 
by several values. Values, while implicit, were extremely important as they 
underpinned the policy and working practices of each authority with regard to 
INSET arrangements. The dominant values of the LEAs in this study were diverse 
and had a significant impact on the management of change in each case. A market 
framework had decisively changed the roles of, and power relationships between, 
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all those who have traditionally been perceived as partners in providing INSET for 
school teachers. These changes had also brought into play a new set of values. 
'Public service [was] intended to be replaced as the dominant organising concept 
for educational provision, by competitive self-interest and entrepreneurism'. 
(Radnor et al,  1996: 3) As will now be highlighted, the internalised set of values of 
each of the sample LEAs had come into contact, and in some cases conflict, with 
those of central Government. All of the LEAs placed an emphasis on working in 
'partnership' with schools to provide INSET. However, implicit in each LEAs 
approach were the beliefs, standards and wishes which made up the authority's 
dominant values. They provided the motivational force behind the framing of the 
LEAs' relations with schools and other organisations with an interest in INSET. 
Whilst, partnership was evident in each LEA, it was framed in different ways. 

A major development theme of the Moriadon Education Department had been 
partnership. Over recent years the LEA had sought to build and sustain what it 
termed 'mutual partnership, based on the new balance of duties, powers and 
responsibilities, with and between all stakeholders in education and training'. The 
LEA had used the term partnership to refer to the interdependence between itself 
and other educational stakeholders. Moriadon's use of the term partnership, 
though, was clearly framed within the notion of 'civic provider'. In their report, 
Local Education Authorities: Accountability and Control, Radnor et al focused on the 
issue of democratic accountability and concluded that all four of their case study 
LEAs used 'the language of partnership'. However, the concept was framed 
differently across each of the LEAs. Radnor et al claimed that 'partnership' could 
be framed within the 'notion of civic association, that is the living with others in a 

way that respects autonomy [...I but with a consciousness of the existence of one 
another in a civic situation'. It was also built upon the notion of the 'civic 
producer' defined as 'continuing to retain a strong corporate identity as an all- 
purpose unitary local authority which seeks to meet all the educational needs of its 
area'. Finally 'partnership' was framed 'within the notion of the civic condition as 

a market; a form of enterprise culture'. (op. cit. 20) The findings of Radnor et al 
proved useful when it came to considering the culture of each LEA involved in 
this study. Indeed, the findings of this study tended to support and add validity 
to those of Radnor et al noted above. Moriadon LEA respected the autonomy of 
schools and other educational 'stakeholders'. The desire of the LEA to remain a 
'civic provider' was evident in its mission statement. The County Council was 'to 
make Moriadon the best place to live, work and bring up children'. The authority 
was to provide 'an effective, efficient and economic education service, ensuring 
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access to facilities and services for all, in order to enable fulfilment and 
achievement through learning'. 

Moriadon had attempted to redefine its relationship with local schools. However, 
values were difficult to adapt and old habits die hard. A reading of the authority's 
literature highlighted that a relatively strong element of control was still defining 
the LEA'S preferred relationship with schools and its style of management. As 
noted in chapter six, despite the talk of partnership there was still a strong 
commitment by the LEA to monitor the work of what were referred to as 'its 
establishments'. Some of the terminology used by the LEA was very rich in 
nuance. For example, Moriadon 'required' schools to identify their INSET needs 
annually. In addition, as an LEA catalogue supplying information to parents 
about primary and secondary schools remarks; 'we demand high standards and 
have a system to check they are met'. The authority kept a record of all continuing 
professional development activities undertaken by every teacher in every school 
which was involved with the service-level agreement for INSET. It used a data 
base to store this information which was provided by schools on what were 
termed 'GEST 5 forms'. Even school-based INSET activities were logged. As the 
Co-ordinator for Continuing Professional Development observed: 

through [a] service level agreement [...I when schools wish to spend 
money we have a system whereby we approve the expenditure. We still 
have a right to do that because we are accountable for 40 per cent of tax 
payers' money. [...I We run a data base and the GEST 5s feed this data 
base which keeps a complete record of all attendance at any kind of 
professional development. Even in-school professional development. 
Any activity that they do in school which they see as professional 
development is registered on a GEST 5 and it goes on the data base. So 
when OFSTED come knocking at the door we can give them, from the 
computer, a complete print out by staff or individual of attendance at in- 
service training or professional development activity. 

Moriadon wished to continue being a leader in the local educational context. In its 
INSET relations with schools the LEA perceived of itself as the senior partner. As 
noted earlier, in the recent past a number of LEA initiatives had been established. 
The LEA took pride in its consultative arrangements for INSET with schools. 
Dialogue, for example, was maintained through a GEST Consultative Group. 
However, it seemed that this group could have become a forum for LEA staff to 
explain decisions which they had already taken. As the Co-ordinator of 
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Continuing Professional Development observed: 'often it's very much getting 
them [the schools] to understand why decisions are being made. Once they 
understand they can see why they have been made and why they are working to 
their advantage, rather than, as they think initially, their disadvantage'. 

The values of collaboration, community and interdependence shaped the strategy 
for INSET within Havensham. Traditionally, like Moriadon, the LEA had 
continued to place a value on its position as a leader in the local educational 
context. There were signs, however, that the LEA was attempting to develop more 
equal relations with schools. As the Director in Havensham observed, the LEA's 
developing role involved 'leadership through strategic planning, policy setting 
and quality assurance, together with the provision of support services'. The Chair 
of the Haversham Education Committee felt that schools looked to the authority to 
provide leadership but by 1996 they had began to question the LEA's motives 
much more. The Chair observed that there had been a subtle adjustment from the 
political side 'from a boss to an overseer'. The Assistant Director, present at the 
interview of the Chair, took up this theme. He noted that 'a boss tells schools 
what to do, a leader offers guidance'. Rivendell was in a similar position to 
Havensham. LEA officers were also trying to negotiate the authority's changing 
role with schools. Financial changes and reductions in the LEAS central budget 
had been a spur for the authority to seek to reinvigorate its partnership with local 
schools. The local INSET network, therefore, was in an obvious state of flux. The 
LEA managerial culture had continued to epitomise the 'civic producer' model 
discussed earlier. However, the authority was seeking to redefine its relations 
with schools. Greater interdependence with schools was now the desired aim. Up 
until late 1995, as the Adviser for Staff Development in Rivendell remarked, 'there 
was no dialogue [between] schools and the LEA. The authority had, however, 
entered 'an era of working with headteachers and schools'. Restructuring within 
the advisory service was part of this process. This was important, as the Adviser 
for Staff Development recognised: 

We are really looking at our structure and restructuring, not only in line 
with the council restructuring but in line with [the new Chief Inspector] 
coming in and taking a fresh look at the advisory service. The original 
structure was antediluvian. If it had continued as it had it would have 
been kaput. Schools would say we don't need you thanks very much. It 
wasn't in dialogue with schools. It was getting more and more 
anachronistic and it wouldn't have continued. So unless we look at what 
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we do and how we do it there wouldn't be a future for us because 
schools would not have us. 

While Hobbiton Council also placed a great emphasis on 'partnership' and 
'collaboration' with other 'appropriate agencies', there were subtle differences in its 
strategy in comparison with Moriadon, Havensham and Rivendell. The mission 
statement of the Hobbiton Education Department noted that 'the LEA, in 
partnership with its schools and the community, will secure opportunities for all 
individuals to develop fully their aptitudes and abilities enabling them to meet 
their needs and to enrich their own lives and the life of the community'. In a 
report outlining the major policy issues for developing the local education service 
Hobbiton's CEO observed that the council would continue 'to seek to maintain a 
locally managed and democratically accountable service by maintaining [a] 'family 
of schools' in partnership with governing bodies and headteachers'. The Hobbiton 
concept of partnership regarded the main educational stakeholders as 
complementary and of equal status. As noted in chapter seven, this belief was 
evident in the arrangements it made for INSET. Partnership in Hobbiton was 
framed within the notion of 'civic association'. This was described as 'the living 
with others in a way that respects autonomy but with a consciousness of the 
existence of one another in a civic situation'. (Radnor et nl, 1996: 20) Commitment 
to regional networks will be discussed in more detail subsequently. Hobbiton 
had wholeheartedly attempted to broker long-term community partnerships and 
co-ordinated collaborations. The general INSET accreditation scheme which it 
offered through a local university was an example of this aim. 

In sharp contrast to all of the above, the LEA'S policy for organising and providing 
INSET for school teachers within Shirebridge was significantly different. The 
approach was underpinned by a belief in competition and a wish for schools to be 
independent. The attitude of the political leadership in Shirebridge very much 
reflected the Conservative Government's polices for local education at the time of 
the study. (Autumn, 1996) As a result, the LEA could be regarded as what 
Radnor et nl termed 'an enthusiastic accommodator to change'. (op. cif. 30) The 
authority's INSET service, like all the other services which the LEA provided, was 
operating and competing in a market place. Therefore, Shirebridge appeared to be 
functioning like a model Conservative authority under a Conservative 
Government. However, as already indicated, there were tensions and an 
incompatibility between the monitoring role and the business development ethos 
of the Shirebridge advisory service. A reason could be given for this. The strategy 
for INSET within Shirebridge had 'changed dramatically' in the early 1990s. 
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(Adviser CPD) Internalised values, therefore, had to change in response to a 
newly developing situation. In 1990 the LEA continued to retain a 'large central 
INSET budget': 

The LEA managed central courses that it thought the customers wanted. 
Now we have totally turned that around. We have stream-lined the 
whole thing. Basically what we now do is devolve a high percentage of 
the money to the schools rather than hold it centrally. We then sell to the 
market. (Adviser CPD, Shirebridge) 

The apparent tensions within the advisory service seemed to be an indication of 
the conflict of values which was manifest in Shirebridge. It resulted from the 
speed of change and a shift in the underlying beliefs on which the practices of the 
LEA were based. A modification of values did not happen overnight. The Senior 
Adviser CPD in Shirebridge, for example, was quite explicit that LEA advisers 
continued to know better what schools needed in terms of INSET. However, at 
the same time, he also believed that 'customers' (schools') preferences were the 
best indicator of the performance of the LEA in providing INSET. This was a clear 
contradiction and, as in Moriadon, an example of old habits and beliefs being hard 
to revise and/or change. The dominant cultures of the LEAs in the sample were 
subtly different. However, in the sense that their cultures were undergoing 
modification and even change, each LEA was in a similar situation. It was a 
lengthy process. As Ryan observed, once values 'become embedded in the culture 
of an organisation, they become a resistor to change'. (1992: 261) While each LEA 
had responded to legislative changes in the period 1991-1996, one could still point 
to evidence which highlighted an innate conservatism. This was a characteristic of 
all the sample authorities to a greater or lesser extent. 

Within all of the sample authorities INSET was not traditionally seen as a political 
issue. The Chair of Education in Hobbiton echoed the views of others when he 
noted that INSET issues were 'not politically contentious'. The Chair confirmed 
that specific INSET issues rarely cropped up on the agenda of the Education 
Committee. Indeed, the Chair of Education in Hobbiton observed that INSET was 
'dealt with at the professional level'. In each of the sample LEAs the only INSET- 
related issue which seemed to come before the Education Committee each year 
was the debate relating to the GEST budget. However, in each case this simply 
seemed to be a 'rubber stamping' exercise. The remark made by the Shirebridge 
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Chair was typical. 'By and large the committee approves the [GEST] bid through a 
vote by the majority of members'. In each LEA INSET issues such as GEST were 
usually considered by a sub-committee or panel which met when required. 
GEST, though, had become embroiled in wider political debates about an 
authority's overall spending in a particular year. This, for example, had been the 
case in Havensham. As noted, the Education Committee had decided, in 1995, to 
cut back on the LEAS forty per cent contribution. 

While specific INSET issues did not stir up partisan feelings within any of the 
Education Committees, all the Education Departments nevertheless needed to 
devise a policy for INSET which reflected the political culture of the authority. 
Havensham and Shirebridge, for example, both had chosen to establish INSET 
agencies. However, the rationale underlying their mode of operation was very 
different. The agency in Shirebridge was in competition with other INSET 
providers. The establishment of an INSET agency in Shirebridge was 
predominantly underpinned by the commercial/business strategy of the local 
authority. However, the dominant rationale for the agency in Havensham had 
been a desire to ensure (in a time when there were reductions in central 
Government grant for education) that schools received some support to enable 
them to meet their statutory requirements. The Havensham INSET agency had 
been established as part of a collaborative strategy with schools. As will be noted 
in chapter nine, this was reflected in the survey returns from schools in 
Havensham. Despite the absence of an SLA for INSET, almost half of the 
respondents from Havensham schools thought there was one operating. 

A further means of exercising political influence was through the appointment of 
new staff. Political Members of the authorities sat on recruitment panels. The 
appointment of a new Chief Inspector in Rivendell appeared to have been made 
with such a change in mind. As noted, the authority had been slow to alter its 
practices and recognise changes in power relations as finances were devolved to 
schools. New appointments at the senior management level appeared to have 
been made with the deliberate intent of changing direction and introducing new 
changes and practices within the LEA. The appointment of a new Chief Inspector 
in December 1995 was one of these. She certainly saw her job as being about 
changing things. As she remarked, 'I'm new in the job, and I see it as my job to 
change things, because if people around here hadn't wanted things to change then 
they wouldn't have appointed me'. The political ideology of an LEA, then, did 
appear to have some bearing on the policy for INSET adopted by an authority. 
However, its influence should not be over-emphasised. There were, for example, 
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differences in the extent to which LEAS expected their advisers to become 
involved in OFSTED inspection work. However, the differences were not 
noticeably split along party political lines. The advisers in Moriadon, a Labour 
controlled County Council, and those in Shirebridge, a Conservative controlled 
County Council, for example, were both involved with OFSTED to a greater extent 
than those in the other three authorities. The decision to become involved in 
OFSTED seemed mainly to have been based on financial criteria and a desire to 
preserve the level of advisory service staff rather than as a reflection of political 
ideology per se: 

When OFSTED came along this authority went big into OFSTED 
inspection to actually earn enough money to pay for an inspectorate. [...I 
They generate a hell of a lot of money for the inspection service. They do 
earn a lot of money from the Inspection and Advisory Service salary bill 
through the OFSTED inspection process. (Coordinator of Continuing 
Professional Development, Moriadon) 

The advisory has a target set to generate some of its own income. This 
target is high in terms of the advisory service. It really comes down to 
what we can earn through OFSTED contracts. (Senior Adviser 
Continuing Professional Development, Shirebridge) 

As was noted in chapter four, confusion and ambiguity continued to surround the 
powers and duties of the LEA with regard to ensuring the quality of educational 
provision. Consequently, the relationship between local democracy and the 
accountability for making sure that INSET arrangements made by schools were of 
a high enough quality was blurred. It was evident that some of the authorities 
adopted a more proactive strategy than others in monitoring what schools were 
doing with regard to INSET. Again, though, there was no obvious strong 
correlation between the authority's political complexion and the level of control 
exercised through monitoring procedures. Labour-controlled Moriadon closely 
monitored INSET in schools. Also, the Adviser for Staff Development in 
Rivendell, which had been Conservative controlled in the early 1990s, noted that 
the work of the authority's advisers in schools was predominantly focused on 
monitoring: 

[The work of advisers] rarely comes under the umbrella of high quality 
INSET because it is more a monitoring role. The advisers have aspects 
of a developmental role. For example, one of the primary advisers may 
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do a visit to a school and look at their assessment and then work with the 
staff and give feedback to the staff about what they've seen This is staff 
development, but it's part of the systematic visiting so, as I say, it's a 
monitoring and evaluation role. 

It must be remembered that reductions in overall levels of funding had resulted in 
a diminution in the numbers of each of the LEAs' advisers. With this the ability of 
the LEAs to deal with their responsibilities for ensuring the quality of education 
had been restricted. However, despite reductions in financial and human capacity 
signs of a desire on behalf of the sample authorities to continue to provide, 
monitor and evaluate INSET were evident. 

The commitment of the LEA 

Commitment, therefore, was important. All of the LEA personnel interviewed 
claimed that their LEA had an on-going commitment to provide INSET to support 
schools. They all shared a common objective of raising pupils' levels of 
achievement through the provision of INSET. The following response was typical 

The main priority for in-service training is to ensure that the teaching 
force is kept informed, up-dated in order to deliver the best possible 
curriculum coverage. Our objective for in-service training is to ensure 
that children get the best possible deal in the classroom. (Co-ordinator of 
Continuing Professional Development, Moriadon) 

However, not all of the LEAs had a written policy statement for INSET. Moriadon 
and Hobbiton had one, Rivendell, Havensham and Shirebridge did not. In the 
case of Shirebridge, though, the decision seemed deliberate. The LEA offered 
advice but believed that schools should develop their own approach to CPD. It 
was not for the LEA to impose, or require schools to do, anything in relation to 
INSET. The Adviser for Staff Development and Training in Rivendell noted that a 
policy statement for INSET was needed. He had attempted to write one, however, 
time and a lack of support had meant that it was not completed. As table 8.3 
showed, though, all three of the authorities without a policy statement had more 
advisers than Hobbiton and each received larger amounts through SSA and GEST 
each year. The lack of a policy statement, then, did seem to suggest that INSET 
provision for school teachers was not the highest of priorities within these LEA. It 
appeared that Moriadon and Hobbiton had both worked hard to implement the 
priorities listed in their INSET policy statements. These were noted in chapters six 
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and seven. One noticeable feature was the difficulty which financial restrictions 
and a reduction in staff were having on Hobbiton's efforts in this endeavour. In its 
statement, for example, the LEA had pledged to 'monitor, review and evaluate 
staff development provision'. However, with the loss of staff, evaluation had 
become haphazard. All of the sample LEAs made some attempt at evaluating 
their annual INSET programme within given resources. They all obtained instant 
feedback by employing 'happy forms' which teachers filled in immediately after 
workshops/courses. Each authority's advisers would monitor and evaluate while 
in schools. Moriadon had actually attempted to evaluate the impact of its 
provision in the classroom by using a team of advisers. Personnel from other 
authorities noted that their LEA'S commitment to evaluating the impact of INSET 
needed to be developed further. As the Chief Inspector in Rivendell observed: 

I think we need to move from an input model to one that is reflective and 
thinks about the effect of INSET upon the reason for schools being there, 
which is all about teaching and learning and the wider education of 
young people. We have to ask the question, was it anything other than a 
performance. So it is a research model that I am moving towards. [...I 
There is a short term measure, in that all participants in INSET are 
encouraged very strongly to fill in an evaluation sheet. This asks 
whether, in that person's view, the INSET has fulfilled the courses 
objectives. Whether courses run. If nobody wanted to come then you 
wouldn't run it. But I am concerned that we set up a more medium and 
long term evaluation strategy. Not just the quick fix, or did you enjoy 
this course approach. This, I think the immediate evaluation can do. It 
can tell you the response of the participant, it can't tell you whether the 
INSET has made a difference. 

Despite these good intentions, though, what the Senior Adviser for Hobbiton 
termed 'full-blooded' evaluation was not evident in any authority. It was likely to 
be time consuming and involve the development of criteria for 'measuring' 
impact. This would, without doubt, be a complicated process and the framework 
would need to be tested. None of the LEAs appeared to have the resources, 
financial and human, to complete such an undertaking. Faced with these realities 
one option seemed to have involved sampling a selection of workshops/courses: 

On some substantial courses, for example, we've just had a residential 
course for deputy heads and heads of secondary schools, there is a 

follow-up evaluation day. It's not straight after, it is usually two or three 
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months after where they are asked to evaluate the course, but not only 
the course but how they have used the benefits of that course. The 
heads' course was about two or three weeks ago the follow-up is at the 
end of November. So it gives them until the end of November to have 
been doing things and to give a response. (Assistant Director, 
Havensham) 

All of the LEA staff interviewed appeared to welcome the changing power 
relations between adviserate staff and schools within local INSET networks. The 
change had resulted from the requirement on LEAs to devolve large proportions 
of the schools and GEST budgets to individual institutions. Heads held the 'purse 
strings' and all the LEAs had sought to improve the channels of communication 
for articulating INSET needs. These had proved of paramount importance. In 
each authority one or two individuals seemed to have a pivotal role in ensuring 
that consultations went ahead smoothly. The comments of the Assistant Director 
in Havensham were typical 

My direct role is the organisation of [meetings with schools]. So, about 
February time, perhaps a little bit earlier, I am saying to advisers around 
this table, now is the time to start identifying next year's needs. We get 
to work and organise, whatever their meetings will be. My duplicate 
role if you like, I still hold responsibility for negotiation with the 
secondary heads. Two primary colleagues who are staff inspectors for 
key stage one and key stage two, they take that function in relation to 
primary schools. 

Communications 

The changing financial situation had, therefore, resulted in an increased LEA 
commitment to improving communications with schools through the local INSET 
network. In all the LEAs a distinction seemed to have been made between 
democratic accountability and service accountability. The former was evident 
when Education Departments presented the annual reports on GEST, or a report 
outlining the work of the advisory service, to their respective Education 
Committees and Sub-Committees. Service accountability, however, was directed 
at schools. It took the form of consultations and dialogue. In addition to helping 
LEAs identify school INSET needs, meetings allowed school representatives the 
opportunity to raise any problems which they had regarding the quality of LEA 
INSET provision. While most of the authorities preferred to establish INSET 
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Groups as forums for heads and others to express their opinions, Shirebridge was 
an exception, viewing schools as individual clients or customers and 
predominantly meeting with heads as individual purchasers of their INSET 
service: 

We don't have an INSET Management Group. The nearest, although it's 
not really the same thing, is that we sometimes consult with the 
professional associations. You see in some ways having a INSET Group 
is harking back to the old model of a large central budget and everyone 
sitting around and trying to get a slice of the cake. (Adviser CPD, 
Shirebridge) 

The commitment of the sample LEAs to regional INSET networks varied 
considerably. Shirebridge was not involved in any regional network. This 
reflected its wish to be an independent competitor in the INSET market. 
However, the authority did continue to organise an annual conference for school 
INSET co-ordinators. Guest speakers were invited. 'Each year we have an annual 
conference for school co-ordinators and this year we had Anthea Millett speaking. 
It was the first in a series of three conferences across the county and very well 
attended'. (Senior Adviser CPD, Shirebridge) There were still some links between 
Rivendell and other LEAs although the level of collaboration was much reduced. 
The Adviser for Staff Development still, on occasion, met with colleagues from 
other authorities. The LEA had been a member of the Thames Regional INSET 
Network. However, pressure of work following rationalisation and the cost of 
membership meant that this had 'lapsed' and opportunities for collaboration 
between Rivendell advisers and those from other LEAs had diminished: 

Thames Regional INSET Network. That is lapsed at the moment. It's a 
shame because that was very useful. I've not been able to get to any of 
their things for two years now. When, in 1987, I first took up post it was 
very helpful. Twenty three authorities were part of the Network and we 
met once a term. It could be a day conference or even residential. We 
met to look at issues related to staff development. It was very helpful 
because you met with your counterparts in other authorities, you talked 
about how they were doing things. I learnt a lot from them, we did some 
work together, across LEA courses. I do now still meet with my 
counterparts in [two neighbouring LEAs]. We have a meeting for about 
two hours once a term. We exchange course booklets, we advertise our 
courses in the other authorities. (Adviser for Staff Development) 
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There appeared to be something of a North/South divide in the level of 
enthusiasm which each LEA demonstrated towards being involved with, and 
preserving, regional networks. As noted in chapter seven, within its policy 
statement for INSET Hobbiton had pledged a strong commitment 'to strengthen 
and extend opportunities for all staff to benefit from contact with networks within 
and beyond the LEA. As a result the authority had close relations with several 
neighbouring LEAs and Universities. Those between neighbouring LEAs, 
however, had become a little strained in recent years: 

There was a regional network for about five years. We have, from this, 
continued a sort of self-help group called RIG, Regional INSET Group. 
It's very informal and we take it in turns to Chair. But it is useful to find 
out things and it gives some peer support. [...I We have some schemes 
with one or two authorities. We have a very thriving scheme whereby 
we offer each other reductions. Teachers from Hobbiton can go to [a 
neighbouring LEAs] courses for a discount. What is more important, I 
think, is that there are good working relationships between us and these 
other authorities and so, for example, we have advisers from them who 
work in this authority. this is important and is a bonus in such small 
authorities like ours. There are several curriculum areas where there are 
good working relationships existing. [...I We used to have an agreement 
in the west of the North West, around Merseyside and Lancashire. All 
LEAs worked together for a while. I mean we still operate very well 
with some [of these] authorities but with some it's gone the other way. 
(Senior Adviser for Staff Development, Hobbiton) 

Moriadon and Havensham were both involved in the same North Eastern regional 
network. Indeed, the Co-ordinator for Continuing Professional Development in 
Moriadon was the Chair of the group: 

I'm actually chair of the regional INSET group. We meet once a term. 
We talk about in-service across the region. As much as anything to make 
sure that we are not treading on each other's toes. We have a code which 
operates across the region in terms of poaching etc. etc.. It's a network 
which helps us find our way through the GEST circular every year and 
place an interpretation on it. [...I I think that there are Inspector Groups 
that meet. Whether that covers the whole range of the curriculum I'm 
not quite sure. I think it does virtually. Again it depends on having the 
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time to meet because of involvement in Inspection work. (Coordinator 
for Continuing Professional Development, Moriadon) 

It is important to recognise the strong link between geographical location and 
culture when one is trying to explain the continued relatively close relations 
between those LEAs in the North of England. The geographical isolation of the 
North-East and North-West has resulted in a tendency for local communities to be 
naturally inward looking. Both areas have a strong regional identity and the 
actions of central Government policy makers have traditionally been viewed with 
suspicion. This was especially the case when the central policy makers were the 
Conservatives, a party which since 1979 had increasingly been perceived to be 
hostile to the North of Britain. The Assistant Director of Havensham, for example, 
remarked on a bid which his LEA made for resources in relation to headteachers' 
training. He noted that 'Southerners' assessing the bid could not understand why 
Havensham was not competing with other LEAs and higher education institutions 
in their area. Over the years, through political accountability LEAs have come to 
reflect local priorities and their electorate. The regional culture of the North East 
and North West had remained very different to that of, for example, the South 
East of England. Solidarity and co-operation were the dominant values of the 
large Northern conurbations. This was evident in the commitment of the 
authorities in the sample to continue supporting their regional INSET Groups. 

Review 

There were, then, some striking and some more subtle similarities and differences 
between the five LEAs included in this project. All of the advisers and political 
members interviewed noted that their authority, through its provision of INSET 
opportunities for school teachers, wished to raise the standards of pupils learning. 
Each bid for GEST resources and 'recouped' some of this after it had been 
devolved to schools. They all employed advisers whose role, to some extent, 
iiicluded an INSET brief. Each LEA was involved, to varying degrees, in OFSTED 
inspection work. They all had central LEA INSET programmes of 
workshops/courses and the areas covered were very similar. As Bird et a2 noted, 
these 'similarities were not surprising [...I because they reflected central 
Government policy and as the old saying goes those 'who pay the piper call the 
tune". (1997: 11) Each LEA'S discretion and autonomy in the field of INSET had 
been reduced. However, there were still significant differences between 
authorities. These are highlighted in Table 8.3 above. In chapter 10 a spectrum 
will be employed to illustrate the differences in LEA responses to changes in their 
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functions. Before that, though, chapter nine will examine the perceptions of 
schools with regard to the INSET provision offered by their LEA and other 
agencies. 
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CHAPTER NINE 

This chapter outlines the findings of a postal survey of all GM and LM schools in 
each sample LEA. As noted in chapter five, the main purpose of the survey was 
to ascertain the perceptions of schools in relation to several areas of interest. The 
questionnaire asked schools to provide information on their INSET structures; the 
use made by them of their LEA'S INSET provision and that of other agencies; their 
attitudes towards the LEA continuing to provide INSET; their perceptions of the 
local INSET 'partnership' and; their involvement, or not, in inter-school 
arrangements for organising and providing INSET. General information about the 
response rates and the types of schools returning the questionnaire are outlined in 
Table 9.1 below. The overall response rates from schools in each of the sample 
LEAS can be described as adequate. It varied between 40 per cent in Hobbiton to 
52 per cent in Moriadon. This response compared favourably to that which Glover 
and Law received in relation to their survey of schools' INSET arrangements (a 28 
per cent response from secondary schools (1995a) and a 25 per cent response from 
primary schools (1995b)) and even more favourably with the TTAs postal survey 
of a sample of 7,800 headteachers/INSET co-ordinators. (a response rate of 22 per 
cent) (1995: ii) 

;A 

194 



INSET structures in schools 

INSET 

co-ordinator 

INSET 

co-ordinator 

post was 

funded 

INSET 

committee 

As is indicated by the data in Table 9.2 below, the great majority of schools in each 
LEA had a person designated as an INSET co-ordinator. Indeed, as noted in 
chapters six and seven, some of the authorities had actively sought to ensure that 
all schools had a co-ordinator. The Adviser for Staff Development in Rivendell, 
for example, had noted that each school had an INSET co-ordinator whom he 
regularly consulted. Certainly each school responding from Rivendell indicated 
that they had a co-ordinator. Across all the LEAS it was evident that not all of the 
INSET co-ordinators received a financial allowance in relation to their additional 
responsibilities for INSET within their school. A significant number of INSET co- 
ordinators had to manage and perform their INSET role alongside a teaching 
responsibility. This was the case even in those schools which did not formally 
designate a person as the INSET co-ordinator. Eleven per cent (53) of schools 
responding had an INSET committee. Within the different sectors the proportions 
of schools having an INSET committee were: secondary schools 35 per cent; 
middle/primary schools seven per cent; and special schools 23 per cent. 
Approximately a half (48%) of the INSET committees comprised between two and 
five members. Most of the others (42%) had between six and 10 members and 
there were a small number (10%) with over 10 members. 

Riven 

(n=28) 

1003 

(28) 

64% 

(18) 

1 4 %  

( 4 )  

Table 9.2: Schools' INSET structures. 

Haven 

(n=62) 

97% 

(60) 

52% 

(32) 

263 

( 1 6 )  

Use of LEA INSET provision. 

Shire 

(30) 1147)  

::: I ::0) 

Table 9.3 below indicates for each LEA the percentage of a school's external INSET 
which was provided by the LEA. The most extensive users of LEA INSET were 
schools in Moriadon and schools in Hobbiton; 55 per cent and 46 per cent 
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respectively, used LEA provision for more than 80 per cent of their external 
INSET. The schools least likely to use LEA-provided INSET were Havensham and 
Shirebridge; only 13 per cent and 20 per cent respectively, used LEA provided 
INSET for more than 80 per cent of their external INSET. In Rivendell there were 
39 per cent of schools who used LEA-INSET for more than 80 per cent of 
externally provided INSET. The strength of the relationship between the two 
variables LEA and the per cent of each schools external INSET provided by the 
LEA was tested. This involved the 'Cramer's V test of association which yields a 
coefficient varying between zero and one. The closer to +1 the coefficient, then the 
stronger the relationship between the two variables. As indicated in Table 9.3, the 
coefficent for the variables LEA by the percentage of external school INSET 
provision provided by the local authority is 0.22, indicating a small association 
between the variables LEA and use of LEA for external INSET provision. The 
relationship existing between the two variables was not a particularly strong one. 
The reason for this, it can be hypothesised, was that a number of variables were 
having an influence on the use made by schools of their LEA for external INSET. 
As will be noted subsequently, some respondents from schools indicated that they 
welcomed the INSET market and the increased freedom to choose from a greater 
range of providers. Shirebridge was one such authority where more than a half of 
schools (56%) used LEA-provided INSET for less than 60 per cent of their external 
INSET. However, in addition to cultural factors, financial capacity also appeared 
to be influencing schools decision to use the LEA-provided INSET. As noted in 
chapter six, Havensham LEA found it difficult to provide a 40 per cent 
contribution to the 1995-96 GEST budget. It appeared that schools in the authority 
were seeking alternative providers as the amount of provision which the LEA 
could make had declined as a result of financial restrictions, 

Table 9.3: What Dercentaue of the school's external INSET is wrovided bv 
the LEA? 

Cramer's V: 0.22 

( p =  < 0 . 0 5 1  
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With regard to school-based INSET, each LEA provided relatively little. As the 
data in Table 9.4 below indicated, the great majority of respondents from schools 
across each authority observed that less than 20 per cent of their school-based 
(internal) INSET was provided by the LEA. 

y e s  
no 

v d  

Listed in Table 9.5 below are the proportions of respondents from schools across 
each LEA who felt that their school's use of LEA INSET had changed over the last 
five years. In four of the five authorities between a third and a half of all schools 
reported a reduction in their use of LEA INSET. As reported in chapter seven, the 
smaller metropolitan authorities were struggling to provide a wide-range of 
INSET provision as a result of financial reductions. Schools in Shirebridge were 
among those least likely to report a change in their use of LEA INSET but they had 
historically used a greater range of INSET providers. Interestingly only 13 per 
cent of Moriadon respondents indicated that their school's use of the LEA 
provision had declined. This suggested that the schools in Moriadon were 
remaining loyal to the LEA and were satisfied with the LEAS provision. This will 
be elaborated on subsequently. 

Riven Haven Hobb Shire Moria ALL 
(n=281 ( n = 6 2 )  ( n = 3 7 )  (n=158) in=190) (n=475) 
5 6  40  4 3  3 7  1 3  3 0  
4 4  6 0  51 6 3  87 70 
100% 1 0 0 %  100% 100% 100% 100% 

Several reasons were given for the decline indicated in Table 9.5. Some were 
common to schools across all the authorities. There had been an increase in the 
number of alternative sources of provision. Among new providers of INSET were: 
examination boards as new syllabuses were introduced; organisations such as 
Rotary International; commercial companies such as Heinemann; associations 
such as the National Association of Head Teachers (NAHT); and local 
primary/secondary head teacher associations. Respondents from schools in each 
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authority noted an increase in the use made of University provision through the 
GEST-designated courses. Schools commented favourably on the range of 
provision being made by other agencies. It was often, as a respondent from a 
primary school noted, 'more suited to our specific needs'. Some respondents from 
schools in the smaller authorities remarked upon a decline in the overall amount 
of LEA INSET provision. They pointed to the reduction in the number of LEA 
advisers and advisory teachers. In addition several respondents from schools in 
the metropolitan authorities indicated that they were having difficulties funding 
supply cover due to reductions in the school's income. As noted in chapter seven, 
for example, Havensham schools paid an agreed amount back to the LEA from 
their GEST budget. The LEA then used this money to finance its INSET agency. 
This meant that schools did not pay directly for provision which was delivered 
through the agency. Schools did, however, have to pay for supply cover and as a 

respondent from a Havensham infant school noted, 'a reduction in funding had 
meant fewer supply teachers could be afforded to release class teachers for LEA 
INSET provision'. Indeed, the information provided in Table 9.6, below, suggests 
that schools in the smaller metropolitan LEAs were more likely to use their own 
staff to provide school-based INSET than those in the larger county councils. 

Table 9.6: What uercentaue o f school-based INSET is Drovided bv s t a f f  
from the school? 

This finding is supported by the information in Table 9.7. Those authorities most 
likely to use neighbouring LEAs for INSET were schools in the smaller 
metropolitan authorities and those least likely were schools in the larger county 
authorities. Again, it appeared that a number of factors were having an influence. 
As noted in chapter six, Shirebridge had intentionally distanced itself from 
neighbouring LEAs. It might be hypothesised, therefore, that schools in the 
Shirebridge area did not receive as much advertising from other LEAs. Moriadon, 
however, did disseminate information from neighbouring LEAs to its schools, 
although Moriadon schools had not used this provision to any great extent. This, 
perhaps, suggested a high level of satisfaction with the provision offered by their 
own LEA. The fact that schools from the smaller authorities were more likely to 
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use provision from neighbouring LEAs may have been further evidence to 
indicate that the declining capacity of smaller authorities to provide INSET 
opportunities for local schools was resulting in their having to find alternative 
providers. However, a note of caution needs to be given. The schools were not 
asked to indicate exactly how many times teachers from their schools were 
attending INSET provided in another LEA. 

Table 9.7: Does the school use INSET urovided hv neishbourina L E A s ?  

y e s  
no 

Riven Haven Hobb Shire Moria ALL 
(n=28) (n=62) ( n = 3 7 )  (n=158) (n=190) ( n = 4 7 5 )  

64 6 3  5 1  41 3 5  44 
3 6  37 49 59 65 56 
1 0 0 %  100% 1 0 0 %  1 0 0 %  1 0 0 %  1 0 0 %  

Whv did schools use their LEAs' INSET vrovision? 

Riven Haven Hobb 
(n=28) (n=62) (n=37) 

Very 25 33 28 
Important 
Important 46 40 3 6  

The great majority of schools in all sample LEAs felt that knowing the LEA 
advisers; value for money; a recognition that the LEA had expertise in certain 
areas; and the opportunity for teachers to network with colleagues from other 
schools were all very important/important when they decided to use their LEA'S 
INSET provision. As Tables 9.8-9.11 spotlight, the responses from schools in each 
authority were not dissimilar in these respects. 

Shire Moria ALL 
(n=158) (n=190) (n=475) 
3 1  1 6  25 

3 2  3 8  3 7  

Table 9.8: How imwortant i s  it to know the LEA advisers who Drovide 

INSET? 

Importance 
Not 
Important 

8 5 9 8 12 9 

1 0 0 %  100% 100% 1 0 0 %  1 0 0 %  1 0 0 %  

I I I I I I 
of some 1 2 1  I22 I27 I29 I34 I29 1 
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2 
c e r t a i n  areas? 

Another reason which schools had in common for choosing to use their LEAS 
provision was the proximity to schools of LEA venues for workshops/courses. As 
a respondent from a primary school in Hobbiton noted, for example, 'this meant 
that half-day courses really were half a day' and 'twilight sessions were viable 
because of the close proximity'. Travel was therefore relatively easy to arrange 
and 'costs were not so high. Schools from all authorities also noted that 
knowledge of the local system influenced their decision because they were 
familiar with how to enrol for, pay for, and receive notification of provision. 
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The attitude of schools towards the future Drovision of an INSET service. 

Of the people responding, those from schools in Shirebridge and Havensham 
expressed the greatest concern about the deterioration in the quality of their LEAs' 
INSET provision. In Shirebridge 30 per cent strongly agreed/agreed that the 
quality of the County Council's provision had deteriorated over the previous five 
years. The largest proportion of schools strongly agreeing/agreeing with the view 
that their LEA's INSET provision had deteriorated in quality could be found in 
Havensham, 32 per cent were of this opinion. But the great majority (97%) of 
Havensham schools strongly agreed/agreed that the LEA should continue to 
provide INSET. Indeed, no school disagreed with this view. 

F y  
: 

As shown in Table 9.13, however, over 95 per cent of all the schools responding in 
each of the LEAs also believed that the local authority should continue to provide 
INSET. Only in Shirebridge and Moriadon were there schools which believed that 
LEAs should not continue to provide INSET, two per cent and one per cent 
respectively. An LEA role in providing INSET, then, had overwhelming support 
from the schools responding to the survey (which included GM and LM schools). 
All seven respondents from GM schools in Shirebridge agreed that LEAs should 
continue to provide INSET. Schools demonstrated, however, a concern about their 
LEA's involvement in other activities such as OFSTED. Some respondents 
indicated that this was having a detrimental effect on their LEAs ability to provide 
high quality INSET. This helped explain why, over the last few years, all the LEAs 
had come to place such an emphasis on quality. As noted earlier, for example, 
Shirebridge had promised schools that it would deliver 'quality INSET. 
Therefore, the LEA appeared to be aware of schools concerns but the survey 
responses suggested that the authority still had work to do to satisfy all its 
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'customers'. Some schools in Havensham felt that the LEA had been placed in a 
difficult position by reductions in their budget. As one respondent from a 
secondary school noted, 'the quality had only declined because the LEA did not 
have the same number of advisers and advisory teachers, due to declining 
budgets'. Another respondent from a secondary school in Hobbiton also made a 
similar comment. The INSET Co-ordinator at the school observed that a decline in 
the quality of LEA INSET provision had resulted from 'a loss of valuable 
[advisory] staff'. 

f r or di a ree hat the LEA 

The schools' DerceDtions of an INSET 'partnership' with the LEA. 

The great majority of schools in each authority agreed to some extent that 
their particular LEA was working in partnership with them to both plan and 
deliver INSET opportunities for teachers'. (Tables 9.14 and 9.15). Overall, 90 

per cent agreed/strongly agreed that the LEA works in partnership with 
schools to plan INSET provision. Indeed, in Rivendell not a single school 
responding disagreed with this view. The responses suggested a high level 
of satisfaction (in schools in Hobbiton, Rivendell and Moriadon) with the 
provision offered through the LEA. It appeared that each LEA'S 
consultations with schools over INSET had resulted in local authority 
provision largely addressing the needs for CPD in schools. 
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Table 9.15 shows that overall, 89 per cent of schools agreed/strongly agreed 
that their LEA works in partnership with schools to deliver INSET. 

However, this did not necessarily mean that those responding from schools did 
not feel that their particular LEAS could not improve their provision and match it 
even more closely to schools' requirements. Some respondents from schools in 
Rivendell, for example, indicated that their school had used provision offered by 
other organisations because this was 'more relevant to [their school's] needs'. A 
respondent from a Rivendell primary school noted that 'the LEA was slow in 
arranging appropriate courses in relation to SEN. Furthermore, a Rivendell 
respondent from a comprehensive school remarked that as the school had focused 
more specifically on certain issues identified as part of their development plan, 
they had 'sometimes had to take the opportunity of training by external agencies 
as these issues were not being addressed by the LEA'. Also in Hobbiton, despite 
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the high level of consultation between schools and the LEA over INSET, 16 per 
cent of respondents from schools disagreed that the LEA was paying more 
attention to schools INSET needs than it was five years ago. The same six 
respondents (16% of the total) also disagreed with the view that LEA central 
course provision was more responsive to their school's needs than five years ago. 
The six respondents included three from primary schools, one secondary school, 
one nursery and one special school. This dissatisfaction, it is suggested, may 
reflect Hobbiton LEA's lack of advisory service staff to cover across all phases. 

In Shirebridge 10 per cent of respondents did not feel that their school 
was working in partnership with the local authority to either plan and/or deliver 
INSET provision. Interestingly, though, all those responding from GM schools 
agreed that their school was working in partnership with the LEA to both plan 
and deliver INSET. As noted in chapter six, Shirebridge's Senior Adviser CPD 
and Adviser CPD felt that the LEAS inspectors were in the best position to 
identify schools' INSET needs. However, as Table 9.16 highlights, the data 
gathered from respondents in Shirebridge schools suggested a significant level of 
disatisfaction with the procedure for identifying needs; they were perhaps 
frustrated at not being consulted more fully. Thirty per cent of respondents 
disagreed/strongly disagreed that Shirebridge LEA was paying more attention to 
identifying their needs than it did five years previously. This compared 
unfavourably to 21 per cent from Havensham, 16 per cent from Hobbiton, seven 
per cent from both Rivendell and Moriadon and 17 per cent overall. 

Table 9.16: To what extent do YOU agree or disaaree that the LEA Days 
more attention to identifvins the INSET needs of schools than it did 
five vears auo? 

Indeed, as Table 9.17 shows, 17 per cent of those responding from Shirebridge felt 
that the INSET provision offered in the LEA's central programme was no more 
responsive to their school's needs than it had been five years ago, which compared 
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with 10 per cent overall. However, the level of disatisfaction was greatest among 
those responding from Havensham. Twenty one per cent of respondents 
disagreed/strongly disagreed that their LEAS INSET booklet was more 
responsive to their schools INSET needs than five years previously. 

4 
a 
needs than i t  w a s  f i v e  vea rs aa O ?  

Co-operation between schools in the urovision of INSET 

The two authorities where schools were least likely to report more co-operation 
between schools in the provision of INSET than five years previously were those 
in Havensham and Shirebridge (37% and 36% respectively disagreed/disagreed 
strongly that there was more co-operation). However, as Table 9.18 indicates, 42 
per cent of the respondents from Shirebridge strongly agreed/agreed that there 
was greater cooperation between schools in their area with regard to the 
organisation and provision of INSET than there was five years ago. A substantial 
number of schools from the first and middle phase (39% of the total) were 
involved in a consortium which organised and delivered INSET. Less likely to be 
involved in consortia were special schools and secondary schools. Only one of the 
respondents from the nine Shirebridge special schools noted that their school 
made arrangements with other schools. The respondent indicated that these joint 
ventures were 'not as frequent as [they] used to be'. None of the 14 Shirebridge 
secondary schools were involved in a consortia. However, a respondent from a 
comprehensive school in the large town which was to have its own unitary 
authority from April 1997 noted that with the impending reorganisation of local 
government there had been 'an improvement in liaison between secondary schools 
with a view to improving training and development in the town'. As one 
respondent noted, 'the INSET arranged through consortia was usually provided 
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by school staff although external providers were used on occasion'. The consortia 
in Shirebridge were termed 'liaison groups 'although one respondent noted that 
they were involved in a 'community of schools'. 

& 

3 
was five v ears aa O ?  

Only 29 per cent of those respondents from schools in Havensham strongly 
agreed/agreed that there was more cooperation over INSET than five years ago 
between schools in the authority. Thirty four per cent gave no view and 37 per 
cent strongly disagreed/disagreed with this statement. Indeed, only 18 per cent of 
respondents noted that their school was involved in a consortia of schools 
providing INSET. Some schools were involved in 'cluster groups' which did, on 
occasion, organise and provide some INSET on non-contact days. Each cluster 
group was made up of secondary schools and their feeder primary schools. The 
cluster groups appeared to be a relatively new initiative and, as such, several had 
not developed sufficient liaison with other members. As a respondent from a 
primary school indicated, 'closer links would be further developed in the next few 
years'. There seemed to be a difference between clusters in the level of co- 
operation in relation to INSET. A respondent from a primary school observed that 
their particular cluster of schools had shared INSET over the past two years. 
Indeed all core subject co-ordinators and head teachers from each school involved 
had met regularly, once per half term. 

Sixty seven per cent of those responding from schools in Moriadon strongly 
agreed/agreed that there was greater co-operation among local schools over 
INSET than five years ago. Only 18 per cent strongly disagreed/disagreed. Many 
schools in Moriadon had participated in what were termed 'cluster groups'. As 
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one respondent from a primary school observed, 'we are in a cluster group of 
schools which are sometimes willing to get together, when appropriate, for their 
professional development days'. The cluster groups were similar to the liaison 
groups in Shirebridge. They were set up by geographical area. Primary, 
secondary and special schools in a town or district would form a cluster if they 
wanted to be involved. The topics which cluster group INSET provision focused 
upon were broad and ranged, as one respondent noted, 'from SEN to creative arts'. 
The LEA had actively encouraged the formation of clusters. This was a policy 
which had a relatively long history in Moriadon. As one respondent from a 
school remarked, their particular school's involvement in a cluster had been on- 
going for over eight years. The LEA had used local initiatives money to fund 
INSET through clusters and, simultaneously, this helped reinforce the authority's 
position as the local education leader. Each cluster was able to 'bid' for financial 
support from the LEA. Each cluster had a committee which prioritised the ideas 
for bids from all schools involved in the group. They were then forwarded to the 
LEA. The 'convenor' of one cluster noted that bids could be made for up to €3000, 
but their cluster had been successful in actually attracting €5000 the previous year. 
They were 'over-funded' and the 'convenor' of this particular cluster noted that 
'not all areas had enjoyed such success'. 

The response from schools in Rivendell was quite striking. While 57 per cent of 
respondents strongly agreed/agreed that there was more co-operation between 
schools in relation to INSET, only 11 per cent of respondents indicated that their 
school was involved in a consortium. The latter was a special school and its 
INSET co-ordinator noted that on occasion all special school INSET co-ordinators 
met with LEA advisers to plan INSET together. The cluster/liaison group culture 
appeared to be something which was alien to the vast majority of schools in 
Rivendell. Similarly, relatively few schools in Hobbiton (27%) were involved in a 
consortium, although 54 per cent of those responding did strongly agree/agree 
that there was more co-operation between schools than five years ago in relation 
to organising and providing INSET opportunities for teachers. One respondent 
from a Rivendell primary school noted that a schools' association existed. The 
association organised training on non-contact days using the expertise of staff 
from schools participating in the association. Topics covered during the INSET 
sessions were broad and usually focused on general issues such as, for example, 
drugs awareness training. The associations were small. A respondent from one 
primary school noted that the association their school belonged to was the largest 
and it consisted of only five schools. 

201 



Table 19.19: Is vour school involved in a consortium of schools which 

orcranise and deliver INSET Drovision? 

Riven 
(n=28) 

Haven Hobb Shire Moria ALL 
(n=62) (n=37) (n=158) (n=190) (n=475) 

~~ 

yes I11 I 1 8  I27 I 3 9  I50 I 3 8  
no I89 182 I73 161 I 5 0  I 6 2  

1100% 1100% 1100% 1 1 0 0 %  1100% 1100% 

Review 

The evidence obtained from schools, then, did corroborate a number of the 
findings outlined in earlier chapters. All of the LEAs placed an emphasis on 
'partnership', although the term was framed differently across each authority. 
Indeed, the majority of schools in all five LEAs felt that they were working in 
partnership with their authority to plan and deliver INSET opportunities for 
teachers. The evidence from the survey also indicated, however, that the LEAs 
existing INSET arrangements were not perceived to be as successful by the 
respondents from schools as they were perceived to be by the advisers 
interviewed from the authorities. Hence, each LEA perhaps still needed to 
consider its procedure for identifying schools' INSET needs. The survey findings 
also supported the view that a number of variables were influencing each school's 
and LEA'S arrangements for INSET. In particular, financial capacity, or the lack of 
it, seemed to be having a very substantial impact. This was especially evident 
within the smaller LEAs. The final chapter of the thesis will draw on the findings 
from both the qualitative study of advisers and the quantitative study of schools to 
consider the conclusions which can be drawn from this case study of five LEAs. 
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CHAPTER TEN 

Conclusions 

With a focus on INSET policy, organisation and provision, this study has 
addressed the following questions. What were the responses of LEAs to changes 
in their functions? From this main question a number of sub-questions flowed. In 
particular, what were the similarities and differences in LEA INSET provision? 
What was the rationale which underpinned the implementation of each LEAs 
INSET policy? Drawing on the findings of the study this chapter begins by 
addressing the above questions highlighting what the responses of LEAs in the 
sample to changes in their functions have been. A discussion of LEA INSET 
provision is given. Several new initiatives with ramifications for the LEAs are 
reflected upon in relation to the researcher's findings. Finally, reference is made to 
further work which might be undertaken in the future. 

The responses of LEAs to changes in their functions 

As noted in chapter eight, all of the LEAs had responded to changes in the funding 
mechanisms for INSET, but the strategy for change which each of the LEAs in this 
study adopted was different. Each LEAs principles, practices and priorities very 
much depended on the authority's size, resources (financial and human capacity), 
history, culture, commitment and avenues for communications. Even where 
similar structures were developed, disparities in the mode of operation were 
evident. LEA INSET organisation has been illustrated by models such as 
relatively centralist and highly delegated agency based. (Harland et al,  1993) 
These models, it is suggested, are simplistic and overlook considerable diversity in 
the ways in which LEAs organise their INSET services A more useful way of 
representing the full range of responses to change which each LEA had adopted 
involves using the concept of a spectrum. All of the LEAs sought to establish a 
'partnership' with schools. However, in each case, associations were framed 
according to a distinct set of values. At one end of the spectrum is an 'hierarchical 
association'. While based on a recognition of interdependence, a strong element of 
LEA control and leadership is evident which defines the LEAs preferred relations 
with schools, and shapes its interaction with other INSET providers. Of the LEAs 
in this study, Moriadon was nearest to this model. The emphasis on leadership 
and control diminishes as movement is made to the other end of the spectrum. 
Clearly, Havensham and Rivendell were seeking to move in this direction to a 
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position at the centre of the spectrum occupied by Hobbiton which was involved 
in a 'complementary association' with its schools. 

Figure 1: INSET Soectrum 

Hierarchical Complementary Enterprise 
Association Association Association 

Interdependence Interdependence Independence 
Control Interrelations Competition 
Leadership Equal Status Individuality 
Consultation Consultation Self-determination 

Moriadon Havensham> Hobbiton Shirebridge 
Rivendelb 

This association entails a recognition of the need for interdependence between the 
LEA and school staff where the LEA and schools' relationship is more one of 
equals. 'Complementary association' also involves greater communication than in 
the 'hierarchical association' and schools are more likely to be involved in the 
decision-making processes for INSET within the LEA. There is a greater 
likelihood that their ideas will be adopted by the LEA. At the other end of the 
spectrum is an enterprise association with schools. This is characterised by a 

strong belief in the INSET market, competition and independence. Schools are 
viewed as autonomous institutions by the LEA. While it is possible that the aims 
of the LEA might correspond with those of schools, self-determination and 
individual identity are emphasised. Shirebridge occupied the position nearest to 
this end of the spectrum. The situation, though, was in a state of flux and each 
LEA'S policy for managing INSET was continually under review. 

As noted in the previous chapters, all the LEAS in the study continued to provide 
INSET. This provision had taken the form of workshops/courses or conferences 
presented in teachers'/professional centres, residential centres or even some 
venues which the LEA rented (hotel conference rooms). INSET services were 
provided through the LEA advisers and advisory teachers entering schools to 
present workshops/courses. They also worked on a one-to-one basis as 
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consultants with teachers in schools. In each authority advisers were 'attached' to 
a number of schools which they visited systematically each term. Despite the loss 
of many staff over the last five years each LEA employed advisers and advisory 
teachers who had a high level of experience and expertise in providing INSET. 
They often brought wider perspectives to familiar professional problems. LEA 
staff could, time permitting, keep abreast of new educational ideas and changes 
and disseminate these, whether through external workshops/ courses or school 
based INSET, to teachers. The LEA could also promote collaboration between 
schools. An example of this was the 'cluster' scheme in Moriadon. 

In the period 1990-1997 LEAs and schools had experienced financial constraints. 
The proportion of the school's budget spent on staff employment has increased 
gradually. In consequence expenditure on other budget items, including INSET, 
had reduced as schools had sought to retain staff-student ratios. Although school- 
based INSET had become more popular for some sound educational reasons, there 
was little doubt that its growing popularity was also related to the fact that it 
remained an attractive cheaper alternative in cost-conscious times. External 
course provision was more costly for schools. While the amount of school-based 
INSET had increased, data gained from interviews and the questionnaire 
suggested that it was only occasionally conducted by 'outside' providers. In many 
cases staff within the school provided it. There must be some doubts over the 
expertise of staff within schools in this respect. There was a danger that INSET, 
increasingly based within the school, might foster a sense of academic and 
professional isolation. As Kirk observed: 

All of us working in education need the impetus that comes from 
exposing our practice to the scrutiny of people working in related but 
different contexts. The critical analysis of practice needs the perspectives 
that come from critical outsiders. Such perspectives, deriving possibly 
from a more intimate knowledge of the literature of education, should 
contribute to teachers' exploration of possibilities for action that may not 
arise directly from the scrutiny of their own immediate professional 
context. (1992: 142) 

Some of the respondents in the survey of schools raised concerns about isolation 
and the dwindling opportunities for teachers from their authority to meet and 
share ideas. Other research has also highlighted this problem. Harland and 
Kinder found that many teachers were very concerned about the reduction in 
what they termed 'cross-fertilisation of ideas across the LEAs'. (1994: 57) The TES 
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noted that 'the loss of so many LEA advisers and advisory teachers had a 
significant effect on teachers' morale'. It continued by observing that 'the decline 
in the advisory service has seriously harmed schools'. (1995b: 8) Chapter two 
pointed to the findings of two House of Commons Select Committee on Education 
reports published in 1995. The Pevforrnance in City Schools and Science and 
Technology in School reports both expressed concern about the dwindling LEA 
advisory services and the adverse effects of this. All these sources identified the 
importance of LEAs continuing to provide INSET. This could also be emphasised 
by pointing to other policy developments. OFSTED inspection and appraisal 
procedures have also called for action which can only be met through INSET. The 
need and demand for INSET increased dramatically in the period following the 
ERA in 1988. Evidence that LEAs could offer valued provision to meet this 
increased demand was indicated in the response to the survey in which 97 per 
cent strongly agreed/agreed that the LEA should continue to provide INSET. 
LEAs were well placed to enable schools to improve the quality of education in 
ways identified by action plans and appraisal reports. 

As chapter nine noted, the great majority of respondents from schools felt that 
their LEA offered INSET provision which was good value for money. It could 
provide schools with INSET a t  a range of financial levels through arrangements 
such as service-level agreements. The larger LEAs in the sample, especially, 
provided INSET which benefited from the economies of scale. The LEAs had also 
provided INSET for which there might not otherwise have been any commercial 
demand. SEN provision was an example of this. Many alternative providers, 
such as commercial companies, might be motivated by profit rather than a desire 
to support schools with a comprehensive range of services. There is a danger in 
removing either the power or financial ability of LEAs to provide services such as 
INSET as alternative providers might not find attractive or profitable the provision 
of a comprehensive range of INSET. As the Assistant Director in Havensham 
noted, schools paid back a small amount of their GEST budget to the authority and 
by doing so were secure in the knowledge that 'they are getting guaranteed 
provision to ensure that they are fulfilling the statutory requirements'. There 
remained, then, a strong case for concluding that LEAs should continue to provide 
INSET. This was not to imply, however, that they should be the only provider. 
LEAs offered value for money and had the requisite expertise. LEAs were valued 
by schools but there were areas where some of the smaller authorities in this 
study had gaps in their advisory service's cover. Respondents from schools 
reported that alternative providers to the LEA had been used and their provision 
was favourably commented upon. LEAs needed to remain aware of their own 
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limitations in relation to providing INSET. These limitations inevitably varied 
between each of the LEAs in this study. 

Each LEAs commitment to making a key contribution to school improvement was 
manifest in their continued provision of INSET opportunities for teachers. The 
advisory staff interviewed expressed a desire to continue providing support for 
schools to the best of their abilities. Despite this commitment, though, a lack of 
financial resources had reduced staffing and levels of expertise. Labour's 
standards minister, Stephen Byers, stated at the 1997 CLEA conference that 'what 
is clear from [the Government's] analysis of LEAs is that some are doing very 
much better than others with similar socio-economic backgrounds and similar 
amounts of money'. He was convinced that this meant 'there is no correlation 
between performance and spending per pupil' and added that 'money is not the 
answer to everything'. (TES, 20:6:97,7) Clearly money should not be seen as the 
answer to everything. There remains a need for the dissemination of good LEA 
practice. Indeed one area where further research is needed is in relation to 
identifying what constitutes high quality INSET. As noted in the earlier chapters, 
each sample LEA had found it difficult to conduct meaningful evaluation of 
provision. INSET could take several different forms including short and long 
courses, workshops, conferences, consultancies, distance learning and action 
research. Little is known about the relative strengths and weaknesses of these 
methods for improving teachers practice. Hopefully, the more positive findings of 
what makes for effective INSET from OFSTEDs inspections of LEAs will be 
widely distributed. 

However, while increasing finances are not in any way a panacea for increasing 
schools effectiveness through the provision of INSET for teachers, it would be 
facile to underestimate the importance of adequate resources. As noted in earlier 
chapters, reduced funding had raised concerns about the quality and scope of LEA 
INSET support for schools. The requirement on LEAs to delegate more of their 
budgets to heads and governors had resulted in less money for the authorities to 
support schools. All of the LEAs studied continued to centrally fund their 
advisory services. However, the Labour Government's White Paper Excellence in 
Schools (1997) proposed that even higher proportions of finance should be 
delegated to schools from LEAs. This study found that the smaller metropolitan 
LEAs, in particular, were struggling to provide advisory cover across each phase 
and in all curriculum areas. All of the authorities in the sample had closed venues 
where professional development activities had previously taken place. Even more 
delegation would likely result in authorities having even fewer resources to carry 

213 



out their important responsibility of supporting schools and helping to raise 
standards. Their INSET structures were likely to be further rationalised. If the 
LEAs are genuinely regarded as essential to the task of raising standards, then 
serious consideration needs to be given to determining a solution to this dilemma. 
For it is possible to claim that further financial delegation could turn out to be the 
most serious threat to the Labour Government's plans to raise standards through 
'partnership'. 

The need to clarify the LEA's 'quality' function 

Since 1944 the LEAs have continued to have a statutory duty to provide efficient 
and sufficient schooling. This suggested that they needed to be concerned about 
the quality of education. There are also duties of the employer in general under, 
for example, the Health and Safety at work legislation (such as Sections two and 
three of the Health and Safety at Work Act, 1974). The latter place responsibilities 
on the LEA as an employer to give employees, school staff, training, guidance and 
practical help. In the case of Heads and Senior Teachers this training might be 
relatively substantial. As noted, one way in which LEAs have attempted to fulfil 
the above requirement is through the continued provision of INSET opportunities 
for school teachers. In being responsive to schools they employed advisory service 
staff who supported institutions in raising standards by facilitating school- or 
centre-based INSET. However, as noted in chapter four, the legal vires of LEAs to 
provide such services remain vague and open to different interpretations. Under 
the provisions outilined in the 1997 Education Act OFSTED and the Audit 
Committee are given powers to scrutinise the work of LEAs. However, as Morris 
(1997) pointed out, the lack of clear vires in respect to the quality of teaching and 
learning might lead to problems. OFSTED inspections might examine how each 
LEA was discharging its quality functions but if the definition of this function 
remained ambiguous this task would be extremely difficult. 

The solution seems to be to state unambiguously all LEA vires regarding quality 
issues. The alternative would see OFSTED conducting each inspection 'against the 
LEA's distinctive interpretation of its functions'. (Morris, 1997 4) This might result 
in a great deal of unhelpful confusion and diversity. It would certainly be a 
challenging task for ministers to decide whether or not an LEA was taking, or not 
taking, sufficient action to improve schools. The need for such clarity is made 
evident with the publication of Excellence in Schools. The White Paper seemed to 
outline a significant role for the LEA with regard to raising standards and 
improving schools. Unfortunately, though, the Labour Government has not, so 
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far, proposed to place any Statutory duty on local authorities to raise standards. 
They will draw on existing powers. If, however, the machinery for ensuring that 

LEAs are doing everything they can to raise standards is to operate satisfactorily 

then the vague vires surrounding the LEA's quality function needs to be properly 
defined in statute. 

As noted in chapters two and three, in the period 1990-1997 LEA powers and 
duties were reduced. One can certainly highlight several areas where this was 
undoubtedly the case. An example is the removal of the LEA's explicit power to 
inspect schools at will. Paradoxically, though, given the ambiguity surrounding 
the legal position of LEAs in relation to quality, it is possible to suggest that the 
responsibilities which the LEA has in relation to INSET might be an exception to 
the perceived trend. While, generally, the LEAs' powers and duties have been 
reduced, several functions formally ascribed to the LEA during the 1990s implied 
an INSET involvement. These included the GEST arrangements and the work of 
the LEA as the appraising body for teachers. This was also true of several 
activities in which the LEAs responsibilities and tasks were so firmly at the centre 
of things that no other body was well-placed locally to provide INSET. An 
example of the latter was the introduction of the SEN Code in 1994. Other 
developments such as the introduction, and constant modification of, the National 
Curriculum had also required the LEA to facilitate INSET. The validity of the 
claim that LEA INSET functions have increased since 1990, though, is in doubt. 
The LEA has the responsibility as the appraising body to promote 'the quality of 
education of pupils through assisting teachers to realise their potential and to 
carry out their duties more effectively'. (OFSTED, 1996: 7) Is, though, this a 
significant departure from what LEA advisory service staff were doing in schools 
prior to the introduction of appraisal? Unfortunately little is known about the 
involvement of LEAs with regard to INSET prior to 1990. Not knowing exactly 
what authorities were doing at this time makes it impossible to form an opinion on 
whether or not their new activities increase their INSET responsibilities. One can 
claim, though, that between 1990 and 1997 there has been a formalization with 
regard to the LEA's role in relation to INSET following central Government's 
legislation in relation to appraisal, SEN and GEST. 

Benign and malien centralisation. 

As noted in chapter three, whilst some commentators had attacked what they 
perceived to be an unacceptable increase in the power of central Government to 
frame INSET policy through mediums such as the TTA (Graham, 1996), others had 
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expressed concern about the absence of a central Government strategy for the 
organisation and delivery of INSET 

Perhaps reflecting the low status of policy-making about INSET, the 
introduction of a national framework for the provision of inspection 
services throws into sharp relief the absence of a corresponding national 
strategy for the organisation and delivery of in-service training and 
support. Whilst the funding parameters and priorities for INSET have been 
set out in a series of annual DFE circulars, the structural and mid-to long 
term strategy aspects of INSET management and organisation have 
received little attention in the national arena and government policy 
documents. (Harland and Kinder, 1994: 53) 

Certainly, by the mid-l990s, increased central involvement was needed with 
regard to providing a national framework for the management and organisation of 
INSET, especially as the alternative was simply to ignore planning and rely on 
inissez-fniue. The Conservative Governments in the 1980s and early 1990s had 
made slow progress in putting in place a national framework for INSET. Harland 
and Kinder noted that 'the structural and mid- to long- term strategic aspects of 
INSET management and organisation received little attention in the national arena 
and Government policy documents'. (loc. cit.) By the summer of 1996, though, 
progress had been made. The GEST circular 13/96 praised the work of the TTA in 
highlighting how school development plans, appraisal and standards for the key 
points in the teaching profession should be closely linked together in a national 
programme for teacher training and school improvement. Through the work of 
the TTA it appears, at the time of writing (November 1997), that a national 
strategy for INSET is taking shape. Morris remarked that greater national control 
might result in 'a more effective use of resources, more concerted initiatives to 
help under-achieving schools, and enhanced status for teachers'. However, he 
added a warning which this researcher wholly endorses. Recognising that that 
'what may be lost are individual choice or even the freedom for schools to plan 
their staff development', he suggested that a 'delicate balance' was needed (1995b: 
3) GEST is an example of a more malign form of centralisation. As noted in 
chapter three, the scheme's rationale was underpinned by a desire on the part of 
central Government to control LEAS. The designation at the national level of 
categories for INSET expenditure through GEST has been restricting. Since 
1995/96 the specification of areas for grant has been reduced with many smaller 
grants amalgamated in to the school effectiveness element of the scheme. There 
has been some relaxing of the GEST criteria with part of the school effectiveness 
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grant being directed at 'local priorities' identified by the LEA. There is no 
indication in Excellence in Schools, however, that the incoming Labour Government 
is going to relax any further the restraints associated with the GEST scheme. 

Excellence in Schools supported the strenthening of the TTAs position through its 
confirmation that the Labour Government would require the Agency to continue 
the structuring of qualifications and competencies for teachers at various stages of 
their careers. The introduction of these qualifications is likely to have 
ramifications for arrangements made for INSET locally. The profile of INSET is 
likely to be enhanced further. Clearly, the introduction of the the new 
qualifications raises questions about the LEA'S place following any future 
reorganisation. There is much speculation about how the work of the TTA is 
going to impact on the field of INSET in the future. Some of this has focused on 

how the resourcing of INSET might be further developed. As noted in chapter 
three, the financing of teachers' INSET through quangos was evident during the 
1980s and early 1990s. From September 1985 until April 1987 (when LEATGS 
came into operation) TRIST was administered through the medium of the 
Manpower Services Commission. In addition, TECs provided funding to LEAs 
for INSET purposes, as in Havensham. (Chapter 7) Until recently, however, few 
would have suggested that any existing quango was well placed to relieve the 
LEAs totally of the administration of GEST funds. Since 1994 and the 
establishment of the TTA, however, this has become a real possibility. One can 
speculate whether GEST will continue to be channelled through the LEAs or, as 
with TRIST in the early 1980s, did the introduction of the HEADLAMP scheme in 

1994 signal the DfEE's thinking on how to fund INSET in the future? If it did, then 
the TTA is likely to become the medium for funding INSET through GEST. It is 
possible, therefore, that TTA accreditation will become a prerequisite for LEA 
INSET programmes. 

Collaboration rather than comuetition as a euidinq urinciule 

In the Autumn of 1994, when the researcher began this project, a period of 
uncertainty about the continued existence of the LEA was coming to an end. As 
highlighted in chapters two and three, the previous decade had witnessed changes 
in the funding of LEAs and the introduction of specific grants for INSET. Both 
these developments were part of a comprehensive realignment of the whole base 
for funding education with the intent of creating self-managing schools in an 
educational marketplace. With regard to INSET, 'marketisation' had necessitated 
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'a policy of privatisation' (Harland and Kinder, 1994 54) It is worth recalling what 
the White Paper, Choice and Diversity envisaged: 

6.7 LEAs offer a range of educational advice, support and training 
services to their own schools and to others [...I 

6.8 The Government expects that increasingly the private sector will step 
in to provide such services. (DE, 1992: 32) 

Following the publication of the White Paper, though, schools decided not to opt- 
out in great numbers and remained as members of 'LEA clubs'. The LEA'S 
position, therefore, seemed more secure. From 1994 onwards 'with rapid change, 
demands for high standards, and calls for improving quality, teachers have a 
need, as never before, to update and improve their skills through in-service 
learning'. (Craft, 1996: 5) By the time of the May 1997 election there was emerging 
consensus across the political divide that the LEA was well placed to set about 
undertaking locally the raising of standards and improvement of schools. Indeed, 
just 68 days after the Labour Government was elected, The Guardian was claiming 
that the White Paper, Excellence in Schools, would result in the restoration of the 
LEA 'to a pivotal role in driving up standards'. (S:7:97) Each LEA was to agree 
annual improvement targets with every school in their area. The authority would 
then provide a three-year 'education development plan' to satisfy the DEE. 
Whenever a school was failing to make progress the LEA was expected to 
intervene with support for heads, including sending in teams of specialist 
advisers. If this did not work the LEA would be able to call in OFSTED for an 
emergency inspection. As a last resort, the LEA would be allowed to take control 
of the school's budget. If any LEA was not seen to be fulfilling its requirement to 
support schools, then the White Paper proposed machinery for the Government to 
step in and take over the relevant powers for dealing with schools. LEAs would 
be expected to discharge these duties using the existing vague powers. 

In many ways Excellence in Schools proposed to strengthen machinery inherited 
from the Conservatives for identifying problems in schools. However, the 
incoming Labour Government had set about adopting a significantly different 
approach to finding the solution to problems. 'The tone of the White Paper is 
optimistic, meliorist and consultative'. (Morris, 1997 3) The new Labour 
Government wanted future developments in the education service to be instigated 
through 'partnership'. The White Paper was to send out the clear message that it 
was no longer enough to rely on market forces to lever up standards. Schools 
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needed the support of outside agencies, who were referred to by the Council of 
LEAs (CLEA, 1997: 3) as 'critical friends'. Schools would continue deciding how 
to spend their resources for professional development. They would choose the 
proportion of LEA or other agencies INSET provision which they wished to use. 
The LEA would, though, have a strategic 'role' bringing together the targets set by 
individual schools into an overall set of goals for the authority which would be set 
out in the 'education development plan'. 

At the 1997 CLEA conference Stephen Byers, Minister of State for Standards, 
emphasised the Labour Government's desire that 'old divisions were [...I forgotten' 
and that 'LEAs and all schools in their area [...I work together in a new 
partnership'. (TES,  20:6:97,6) The new Government's stress on collaboration 
between LEAs and schools should be welcomed. The notion of schools as 
'customers' in an INSET marketplace worked on the premise that self-managing 
institutions were operating satisfactorily and could identify their own needs. 
Problems, however, would arise if the school's, and individual teacher's, needs for 
INSET were not being addressed. Furthermore, it was possible that the market 
strategy might result in important local INSET needs being ignored. As noted in 
the earlier chapters, even in a model Conservative authority such as Shirebridge 
the LEA, while supportive of a market strategy for INSET, had continued to rely 
heavily on its advisers to identify schools' INSET needs. This helped the LEA 
identify any INSET issues across the whole authority which might need to be 
addressed. The Labour Government's emphasis on 'partnership' and 
collaboration, then, was designed to improve liaison and support for schools. 
Schools remained at the centre of the moves to improve standards. However, the 
recognition that they, and their staff, should not become isolated was encouraging. 
The market, especially when underpinned by a belief that the LEA should 
eventually no longer provide INSET, risked much for little apparent gain. Indeed, 
evidence to justify the move appeared to be less important than ideology. ACSET 
had astutely called for 'area INSET committees' to 'bring together' LEAs and 
alternative providers of INSET in different geographical areas. (1984, para 66) 
Instead, however, tightening financial restraints and the competitive INSET 
market place intensified the struggle for providers to 'sell' their services. 
Collaboration between LEAs and other providers of INSET was placed under 
severe strain in this context. There was a chance that INSET providers might 
prefer to optimise their own position rather than worry about working in 
partnership with their market competitors. There were signs that Shirebridge had 
adopted such an approach. 
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LEA discretion rather than agency 

A slight relaxation of the GEST criteria in 1995/96 was indicative of a recognition 
by the previous Conservative Government that LEAs could perform a useful role 
in raising standards. As Maden remarked, 'there was a degree of acceptance, 
somewhere between grudging and almost warm, of the value of an expert cadre of 
officers and advisers, especially in relation to school review and improvement 
strategies'. Just before the May 1997 general election, with the opinion polls 
predicting a Labour victory, Maden asked the following question. 'Would Labour 
trust the Tories' problem child [the LEA]?' (1997,lB) The central/local 
'partnership' envisaged by the Labour Government looks likely to remain one in 
which the senior partner, the Government, continues 'to hold a big stick'. (TES, 
20:6:97,6) If the Government consider that an LEA is failing to improve standards 
then it can send in what have already been described as 'hit squads' to take over 
the authority's relevant powers for dealing with schools. The Labour 
Government, through Excellence in Schools, has attempted to re-found educational 
'partnership' on a basis of mutual trust. However, as Walker observed, 'the hit 
squad philosophy denies the autonomy of elected local authorities'. (1997 14) 
Morris noted that the acceptance that it may be necessary for the Secretary of State 
to enable 'hit squads' to perform some functions of the LEA was 'the extreme 
example of a theme' recurring throughout Excellence in Schools. This theme was, 
'the LEA as agent of central Government'. (1997 4) 

Despite a change of Government, the view that one could not trust local 
judgements based on local intelligence to operate local systems of schooling 
prevails. The first policy document of the Labour administration indicates that 
'the Tories' problem child' continues to be viewed in a less than positive light in 
Government circles. LEAs could still not be treated as wholly responsible. It 
appears at the time of writing (November 1997) that the LEA'S INSET activities 
will largely continue to represent the bureaucratic arm of central Government, 
despite the change to a Labour Government. As standards minister Byers was 
quoted as saying at the CLEA conference, 'where LEAs help to raise standards 
they are part of the solution, but where they don't they become part of the 
problem'. (TES, 20:697,6) 'While there is an emerging consensus about the tasks 
that can be usefully undertaken locally in relation to school improvement, few of 
the tasks appeared to require the intervention or judgement of elected members'. 
(Maden, 1997 18) The re-shaping of the GEST criteria in recent years suggested 
there was greater trust in educational professionals. As noted in earlier chapters, 
however, the LEA comprises both professionals and (mainly) elected members. 
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This study found that INSET is very much a professional matter at the LEA level. 
This raises questions about the role of the elected members of education 
committees. The Chair of Education in Shirebridge noted that 'the role of the 
education committee is to do with policy. The role of the education department is 
to implement that policy'. However, his subsequent remarks cast doubts on this 
arrangement with regard to INSET 

Obviously, with regard to things like INSET, the policy was determined 

a long time ago, that is to collaborate or not to collaborate with any 

initiatives which are going on. We are talking really about 

programmes, in particular the GEST programme. That is always 

presented to the services sub-committee for approval and discussion. 

When the finance is settled the sub-committee is informed about what 

the programme is to he for the next twelve months. 

The Shirebridge Chair noted that 'by and large the education committee approved 
the [GEST] bid'. Shirebridge is not an exception. In each of the sample authorities 
the role of the education committee comprised approving a GEST package largely 
determined at central Government level. In this sense the LEA's professionals 
appear to be acting as agents of the DfEE. One could argue that Government 
allows LEAs to continue because the local authority officers/advisers are essential 
to the smooth administration of policy initiatives such as GEST, whereas the 
involvement of the LEA's education committee is seen as undesirable as it cannot 
be trusted to follow the agenda of central Government. Maden noted a distinction 
drawn by the Conservative Government of the early 1990s between local 
authority officers and elected members. It appears that the Labour Government, 
in November 1997, also endorses this distinction. To use Maden's term, 'the role 
of councillors and, therefore, the value of the democratic process continues to be 
treated with suspicion and profound scepticisim'. (1997: 18) Yet this lack of trust 
in the democratic process would appear to be at odds with the spirit of the 
Government's other commitments to decentralise power to Scotland, Wales and 
regions across England. 

It could be argued that in order to enhance the quality of continuing professional 
development, and thus the standard of learning, INSET needs once again to be 
recognised as a local, as well as a national, priority. As the findings of this study 
show, there is diversity across LEAs. Even a national scheme such as GEST needs 
to take into account local needs. While national priorities provide a broad 
framework for INSET, local needs still have to be considered. All the LEAs in the 
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sample, for example, found it necessary to use local initiatives money to fund 
some extra INSET activities. The right balance still had not been found. Whether 
a local INSET service is provided within a national policy framework, or is 
determined autonomously, it is more likely to articulate local aspirations and 
needs through an elected body. Central Government clearly has a role to play in 
terms of a national INSET framework. However, GEST in the period 1991-1997 
offers an example of how centralisation can be taken too far. There is certainly 
scope for the GEST funding criteria to be modified to allow schools and LEAs 
greater discretion to meet local needs. 

Reflecting on the findings of this study, and with an eye on a backcloth of 
continued changes in local government and the education system, two areas 
where further research might be considered can be identified. The first stems from 
local government reorganisation. As noted, the smaller metropolitan authorities 
in this study were finding it difficult to continue providing INSET opportunities 
and advisory service cover across all curriculum areas. As responses from the 
questionnaire highlighted, this had caused some anxiety in schools. Unlike the 
county councils, the metropolitan authorities did not benefit from economies of 
scale. While some of the new unitary authorities will be larger than most existing 
metropolitan LEAs, many will be smaller. Unless entering into joint-arrangements 
with neighbouring authorities it is difficult to envisage many unitary LEAs having 
the resources to continue providing anything other than token support to schools. 
The findings of this study suggest that LEA advisory service support is widely 
valued by schools. It is possible to hypothesise, however, that the establishment of 
smaller LEAs is likely to damage efforts to raise the standards of learning in many 
areas. A case study of the provision made by several unitary authorities would 
help test this supposition. It might also highlight examples of successful 
arrangements between authorities undertaken with a view to overcoming the 
problems of scale and limited resources. 

As noted none of the authorities in this study had the resources to undertake any 
substantial evaluation of the INSET provision which they delivered. It is often 
assumed that all INSET provision, regardless of the form in which it is presented 
and its content, is a good thing. But little is often known about the impact which 
provision has on the institutions involved and the effectiveness of individual 
teachers. The TTA has hinted that in future an assessment of the impact on 
practice of CPD will be one of the criterion for the funding of INSET programmes. 
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Does provision really improve a teacher's performance and does it have any effect 
in terms of the institution's practice or of pupils' subsequent progress? In 
addition, is one method of delivering INSET more effective in terms of impact 
than another? Therefore, a second area where future research is needed is in 
relation to evaluating the impact of INSET. One could, for example, focus a study 
on CPD for educational management and leadership. The NPQH can be 
completed in two ways. A student can take the NPQH modules through 
supported open learning with the Open University or at one of 11 Regional 
Training and Development Centres. To what extent, though, does each route 
prepare participants for preferment? Which route gives the greatest 
encouragement to students to seek promotion? In addition, which method has the 
most beneficial impact upon recipients' personal and professional understanding 
and capacity to function as a headteacher? Undertaking research which would 
address these questions would be particularly important in light of the present 
shortage of head teachers. These, then, are two areas where further research on 
INSET would be useful. It is clear that the profile of INSET has been raised and it 
is likely that it will no longer be regarded as a 'Cinderella' (Burgess et al,  1993) 
subject by educational researchers. The attention paid to INSET is set to increase 
dramatically by the end of the twentieth century and, therefore, the importance of 
this study is self-evident. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1 

INTERVIEW GUIDE: KEY PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR INSET IN THE 
LEA. 

ROLE OF THE KEY PERSON : 

(a) How would you describe your role as ? (role) 

(b) What are your responsibilities in relation to this role? 

(c) To whom are you accountable in terms of the managerial structure within 
the LEA INSET organisation? (control/accountability) 

(d) Are there any individuals or groups who are accountable to you? If so, 
what is their role? 

(e) Which aspects of your role do you consider most important? 

(f) Which aspect of your role do you consider least important? 

(g) Do you deliver any INSET workshops/courses? (subject area) 

(h) Has your role as 
(If yes, in what way?) 

changed in the last 5 years? 
(history/cultural change) 

(i) Do you envisage that it will change in the next 5 years? (If so, in what way?) 
(definition of the situation) 

(j) Which individuals or groups 'outside' the LEA do you liaise with? 
(HE institutions, other LEAS, Regional INSET Network, individual 
INSET providers) (communication) 
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2) LEA INSET STRUCTURES for decision-making, communication (Groups, 
committees)? 

(a) Who are the key people or groups involved in shaping the 
objectives which are set for INSET within the LEA? (officers, 
advisers, inspectors, headteachers, NUT and other teachers reps) 
(organisatiodcommunication) 

(b) What is your role within the decision-making process? (role-set) 

If there is an INSET group/committee- (structure/organisation) 

(c) Who are the members of the INSET group/committee and what position 
within the LEA do they hold? (commitment) 

(d) What role does the INSET group/committee play within the organisation 
of LEA INSET? (role-set) 

(e) What aspect of this role do you consider the most important? (culture) 

(f )  What aspect of this role do you consider the least important? 

(g) How long has the INSET group/committee been in operation? 

(h) Who decided that an INSET group/committee was required? 

(i) Why was it considered important to form an INSET group/committee? 
(culturelhistory) 

(PROBE if dual roles : Do you ever experience tension in your role in relation 
to the dual commitment of being 
the INSET group? Can you give an example?) 

and a member of 

3. OBJECTIVES 

(a) Does the LEA have stated objectives in relation to INSET? (PROBE : Do you 
have a policy for INSET? Obtain a copy if possible) (objectiveslculture) 

(b) What is the main priority of the INSET which the LEA provides? 
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(c) Have the priorities changed significantly over the last 5 years? 
(If they have ascertain how and why) (commitmenthalue changes/history) 

(d) Do you have any documentation on this? 

(e) What process is there for evaluating the INSET which is undertaken? 
(organisation/communication) 

( f )  How do you measure whether the objectives for INSET are being 
achieved? (PROBE : LEA provision, school-based, externally provided INSET) 

(g) In what ways do you see the LEAs objectives in terms of INSET changing 
over the next 5 years? (objectiveslorganisational and cultural changes) 

4. FINANCIAL ISSUES 

(a) Do you have any documentation relating to the LEAs funding of INSET? 
(For LEA priorities, any Teachers' Centre, GEST and its distribution to 
schools etc.) (commitment) 

(b) What are the sources of LEA INSET funding? (GEST, schools 'buy back, 
central LEA budget) 

(c) Do you have any LEA advisers/inspectors? (PROBE : What is the source of 
their funding?) (capacity/size) 

(d) Are they involved in OFSTED inspection work? (PROBE : How much of this ?) 

(commitment) 

(e) Does the resourcing of the LEA INSET organisation depend on the willingness 
of schools to purchase LEA expertise? (PROBE : What proportion of the budget 
is raised in this way?) (financial organisation) 

(e) What arrangements (formula) exist for the distribution of GEST funding 
between schools in the borough? 

(f )  Are there any other sources of funding which you can identified which 
have not already been mentioned? (capacity) 
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5. PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE 

(a) How long have you worked in ? 

(b) How long have you held the post of ? 

(c) Why were you originally interested in applying for the post 
of ? 

(d) What positions have you previously held in ? (socialisation) 

(e)  What were the reasons for your changing position? 

( f )  Where were you employed before you came to ? 

(In what capacity?) (frame of reference) 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

(a) Do you mind telling me how old you are? 

(b) Do you mind also telling me what were your original academic/professional 
qualifications? (BA, Teachers Cert etc) 

(c) Have you obtained any further qualifications? (commitment) 

(d) How do you measure your success in the post of ? 

(e) Where do see your future career path leading? 

THANK YOU FOR GIVING ME YOUR TIME AND HELP IN THIS WAY. 
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APPENDIX 2 

AN EXAMPLE: TRANSCRIPT OF INTERVIEW WITH THE SENIOR ADVISER 
FOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT, HOBBITON LEA (17796). 

Role of the kev person : 

R Right. Well I came into the LEA in 1990 as a general adviser with responsibility 
for staff development. I've got a lot of different functions. But my two major ones, 
I guess, are the general advisory role and that for staff development. The latter 
has expanded quite a bit over the five and a half years from a fairly defined 
limited area of stuff for training when I first came in but now I'm actually 
responsible, well the chief adviser is optionally, but I am actually responsible for 
staff development and training for all staff in the LEA. 

I: Which groups does that include, teachers and who else? 

R Well I've sort of got general oversight of the programme which we offer to 
schools. I'm responsible, I suppose if you want to start with the money end of it 
really, I'm the one who actually negotiates the oversight of the programme that we 
offer. I'm specifically responsible for bits within that, including appraisal and 
management courses. I'm also now wholly responsible for the Professional 
Development Centre (PDC). That has never been my formal management 
responsibility. It has done since the person who ran the PDC retired three years 
ago. I took on some of his functions then. I was responsible for it jointly with 
someone else who left the LEA. He was not replaced so now I have the whole 
responsibility for the centre. When I came here we had 17 full-time advisers, we 
now have nine. 

I: When did you join [Hobbiton]? 

R In January 1990. The advisory team halved in my first two years in the job. It 
went from 17 to nine. 

I: What were the main reasons for that? 

R Purely financial. They mostly went on early retirement deals, but it was purely 
financial. Teacher advisers, they've been desimated. 
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I: Well can I come onto that. First, can I just ask what your responsibiltiy is in 
relation to identifying schools' INSET needs? 

R: Well I suppose I manage that process. There are four mechanisms really. The 
main one ought to be their school development plan. One of my colleagues 
analysis these. It ought to be these but they are not always as explicit as we would 
like. I have to say that that is the main way in which we get the needs through, it 
should be anyway. Another mechanism we have are meetings with school staff. 
A lot of the identification of subject specific support comes through this network. 
We also have a group that I'll probably refer to a number of times, the schools 
management group. They actually monitor our provision and therefore they 
actually play an increasingly large part in definining our provision. And the 
fourth mechanism is the GEST seminars which we have every term. 

I: To whom are you accountable in terms of the managerial structure within 
the LEA INSET organisation? 

R Well I'm acountable to the chief adviser. It's a fairly flat structure here. 

I: How often do you actually meet with the chief adviser? 

R Formally. We meet as an advisory team every three weeks, 

I: How often do you speak with the chief adviser on INSET related matters. 

R To a very large extent the chief adviser lets me get on with it. But we are next 
door office wise. So we often have informal chats. We have a formal meeting 
for the two seniors and the chief. So there is a formal structure there but really 
I'm delegated fairly full power. 

I: Are there any individuals or groups who are accountable to you? If so, what is 
their role? 

R Right. Well there are some people who are directly line-managed and there 
are a lot of people who are accountable in staff development terms. In one sense 
you could say that all advisers, consultants, both full and part time, are accountable 
to me for the training they offer. But they are not necessarily line-managed to me. 
The part-time advisers are actaully line-managed.to me. and the PDC staff are now, 
the staff at the centre since June are directly accountable to me. 
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I: What form does that accountability take.? In terms of the PDC staff, for example. 

R: The PDC staff. Well I'm actually there most days. An administrator is actually 
in charge of the place on a day-to-day basis. There are not many days go by 
without she or I talking together. 

I: What about the advisers? 

R Well we have nine full-time advisers and we also have about 10 part-time 
advisers, who work one day a week on the whole. Each of the part-time staff 
and all of the consultants are actually line-managed by a full-time adviser. 
So obviously the Maths consultant, he is responsible to me for the staff 
development and training, if you like. 

I: But what form does this accountability take? Do they have to write reports 
for you, for example? 

R Well in two ways in terms of training. The first is through compiling the 
guide. So I can see what is being provided for next term. Secondly through 
the feed back forms. I get a termly summary form of these. As I said we have 
advisory meetings once a month. I also have about two or three meetings a 
year when we have the whole team together and I can actually thrash out 
training specific issues. We would probably talk about those in full-time advisory 
meeting as well but not always. 

I: Which aspects of your staff development role do you consider most important? 

R I think it's become managing the training side to be honest. Because with 
the delegation of the GEST funding in 1993 and the setting up of our service level 
agreements for that. Since then the biggest part of the job has been managing 
that. In one way it's been quite easy because most of our schools are very 
supportive and positive about what were doing. It's most important in the 
sense that if I was not successful in doing that nothing much else would happen we 
wouldn't be here. So yes I think it is the most important. 

I: Do you provide any INSET provision? 

R Yes I run the management development programme. I do other bits and 
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pieces here and there but that is the main part which I run. It's evaluated by 
[a local] University, it's the first stage of a Masters. It's been a huge undertaking 
It's my main in-service role. 

I: Has your role as Senior Adviser SDT changed in the last 5 years? 
(If yes, in what way?) 

R: Yes, I think that it has shifted. It partly changed because of becoming 
a senior and that had implications. But I think it has shifted. I would have 
to hold my hands up and say that I spend less time physically in the schools. 
The reality is that there is so much more to actually organise, like the centre. 
Organising the central training programme is very time consuming. 

I: Which individuals or groups 'outside' the LEA do you liaise with? 
(HE institutions, other LEAs, Regional INSET Network, individual INSET 
providers) I note that you have links with some universities. 

J R  With [a local] University, Poly as it used to be. That has always been 
our strongest link. They accredit our management programme, and they 
accredit our special needs training, that's for both teachers and classroom 
assistants. [See GEST categories 1996-971 [The] University also provides 
an accreditation scheme that can cover all other training that we have. We 
buy into that scheme along with most [local] LEAs. That provides an 
accreditation umberella for any of the training which any teacher does. 

I: Who initiated this partnership. Whose idea was it? 

R It was the [local] university's idea in that they tried to sell it to us. 
We put it to the schools, we asked do you think this is a good idea. They 
wanted to pay for it because it costs a €1,000 a year and we added that 
onto the cost of their service agreements. So those schools that buy into 
the service agreements, also buy into the accreditation. I mean it only 
works out at an average of ten pounds a school. So it's not very expensive. 
The up-take has not been enourmous, in fact it has been a little disappointing. 
But it's there if people want to make use of it. In cost terms it's not a bad 
deal really. Basically I think if people want to be able to build towards a 
Masters degree, or simply want to get some certification, then that seems 
to be perfectly right and proper. Where it has become very appealing to 
some schools is in those schools which are pursuing IiP. This requires 
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some evidence of accreditation opportunities and this scheme provides it. 

I: Why do you think up-take has been disappointing? In the past, after all, 
one of the criticisms by teachers of LEA INSET was that it was not accreditated. 

R It may be that we have not cracked how to make staff aware of it. It is 
available for all staff, not just teaching staff. Indeed, in some ways its been 
more attractive to non-teaching staff. It may be publicity. It may be that 
not a lot of teachers are actually that career concious. I don't know. But 
as far as I'm concerned it's worth our while actually offering the opportunity 

I: I'm going to come onto the financial side, but could you just say how much 
of the overall LEA budget gets devolved. 

R From the whole budget quite a lot. It's about 93 per cent so we are well 
over the 85 per cent figure. But the schools in this authority repeatedly say they 
don't want any more delegation. [The previous CEO] would have delegated 
100 per cent. 

Objectives 

I: Does the LEA have stated objectives in relation to INSET? (PROBE : Do 
you have a policy for INSET? Obtain a copy if possible) 

R. The authority has a mission statement. We have a policy statement for 
schools. We've almost got a policy statement for all staff. The two policy 
statements are not very dis-similar from one another. But they are slightly 
different in that one of them is the statement of our policy about how we will 
work with schools in terms of staff development and the other one is a 
statement of how we will work with all staff. So the latter is more about 
central staff really. So there is a lot of overlap between the two of them but 
they are slightly different policies. You're quite welcome to copies. the school 
one we drew up a year ago but the other has not yet gone to committee so it's 
still in draft form. 

I Where did the push to draw-up these statements up come from? 

R I suppose from me. The LEA one came about because I think, rightly 
or wrongly, central staff are feeling a bit neglected in all this. In terms of 
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the schools policy. Well we had a schools policy dated about 1987 and it 

was so out of date. It was important to have a policy as that is a way that 
people judge you. I mean we say to schools that you should have a policy 

I: What do you think is the main objective for INSET within the LEA? 

R That is an interesting question. I think it moves. 

I: So it's changed over the last few years? 

R Yes. I think it was at one time, and still is to some degree, a management 
and assessment thing. That has been a major in-service focus. Certainly 
it was management driven. Now I think, I mean one of the objectives in 
our training, in our development plan, is that we are focussed on the 
correct things. I think one of my slight concerns was that we had done a 
lot of work on planning, on schemes of work, on management and assessment, 
all of which, if you're not careful can be round the outside. You are not 
actually getting at the heart of the classroom. I'm not sure that we were 
not but I felt we needed to remind ourselves that we should be concentrating 
on that. So, I shall be pushing that with curriculum area people to make 
sure that their in-service is actually focused on teaching and learning. 
Does that make sense? 

I: Yes in relation to the actual focus of the LEAS INSET. But is there, for 
example, the wider objective of raising standards. 

R Well yes ultimately it has to be. There are three major objectives. 
The first is raising standards. On the way to that it has to be about 
staff moral. That is the second objective for me. Then, thirdly, a high 
level objective has to be about selling what we deliver. If we don't then 
we are not going to achieve either of those first two goals. But they are 
all interdependent. If what we are giving does not seem to them at least 
to be about raising pupil standards then they are not going to buy it. 
But, I think, raising learning opportunities is the main objective. I mean 

that is why we are here. The third one has become much more up-front 
in recent years. I mean five years ago selling ourselves was not an issue 
as the LEA held the money. I actually have no problem with the fact that 
we have to sell. In many ways I really really generally welcome that because 
that means that it we are not meeting the first two objectives then we dont 
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deserve to survive. I'm quite happy about that. I have to say that a lot 
of the training in the past, I don't think in this authority so much, was 
pretty ill-focused. It did depend on the adviser simply saying, it would 
be nice to run a course. We can not afford that indulgence any more. 

I: In the past did [Hobbiton] actually experiment with delegating funds 
before reqiurements to do so? 

R: Not in terms of staff development. It was centrally controlled. 

1: Ok. I've seen the form for evaluating in-service. Is that given to 
teachers directly after a course? 

R It's supposed to be given to them at the end of every course. 

I: How long do they have to return it? 

R We ask them to do it straight away. It's a happy hour form. We 
don't pretend it's evaluation, it's instant feedback. 

I: What other mechanisms are used for evaluating your INSET? 

R Not many. I have to be honest. Once again that is one of the things 
on our development plan to try to look at some things which we could 
do to evaluate impact. It's very difficult. It's a very skilled job. It's a 

very time consuming job and we have not got anybody to do it. 

I But your advisers obviously go out into schools. 

R Yes, at an informal level you get that kind of feedback. But I can't 
say that we do much in the way of formal full-blooded evaluation. 
We did up until 1992. 

I: What did that involve? 

R Well we had an INSET evaluator then. She did a major evaluation, 
for example, on the management programme when we first set it up 
which was very valuable. In that particular instance she went through 
the course with the group, she devised evaluation sheets on each 
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module, and afterwards she went and interviewed their heads. That 
was quite a big job. 

I: Do you have a systematic visiting programme here? Does each adviser 
have a group of schools which they are allocated to? 

R Yes we all do. The number of visits varies enormously. I mean we don't 
have an official figure of commitment. The current notional figure was 
three times a term. 

I: Do you still inspect your own schools on top of OFSTED inspections? 

R No. We don't inspect our own schools at all. We do a decreasing 
amount of OFSTED work. We started off doing quite a lot when OFSTED 
first came into being. Though still nothing like as much as some other 
authorities were doing. We gave up tendering for secondary contracts 
over a year ago, because we were not winning any and it was a waste of 
time. So the chair of education agreed. We still work for other LEA teams 
on OFSTED contracts. I've just done one with another authority too. We 
[advisers] do four inspections a year in this way. We did do six at one 
point. We do them for two reasons. One is to recoup some money that 
the Government nicked off the LEA. But, the education committee here 
is very generous to us in a sense, we have a low income figure to generate 
compared with many other authorities. We also do it for the experience so 
that we can give feedback to our own schools. I mean we do a lot of pre- 
OFSTED training and the street creed for that is that you are an inspector 
and you know the system. 

LEA INSET structures for decision-making, communication (groups, 
committees)? 

I: Who are the key people or groups involved in shaping the objectives 
which are set for INSET within the LEA? (officers, advisers, inspectors, 
headteachers, NUT and other teachers reps) 

R. I mean in terms of sort of committee structure we've got an overall 
management team for staff development which the deputy chief education 
officer chairs. I am on that and it kind of sets the parameters really. It 
deals with GEST bids and things like that. That is strictly an internal 
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management. Then there is the schools management group which has nine 
teachers on it. When we set the budget at the beginning of the year, the 
budget for staff development, and when we know how much money we've 
got in buy-back from the schools, which is the major source of income, part 
of the budget, a set figure, is then at the dispossal of the schools management 
group. It's not an enormous figure. I guess it's somewhere in the region 
of €30,000 to €40,000. So say the Maths adviser wants to buy in somebody 
to do some maths training he would go to them. They also, more broadly, 
oversee the overall provision of training. I would see them as my main 
consultation group as to whether we are providing what they want. They 
meet about twice a term. 

I: What is your role within the decision-making process? You are a memeber 
the senior internal management group and the schools' management group? 

R Yes but I have to request funding from the latter the same as anyone else. 

I: So does the schools management group actually shape the direction of 
policy for INSET within the authority would you say? 

R Well they do in a sense. They don't totally. We do work on the basis 
of well he's responsible for maths so he knows his job. So the maths adviser 
decides what he's going to offer in maths. But, if he wants additional money 
to go and buy additional people in then he has to go and ask for that and 
say why he wants it and what he wants it for. They will not normally say no 

as they trust his judgement. They can do. And equally they could say we 
think you are not providing x or y in maths. Why not? So they have that 
ability to do that but by and large the relationship works on the basis of trust 
I think. 

I: And the money they have control over is all gathered in through the buy back 
arrangements for GEST? 

R: All the money they have control over comes from the schools buy back, 
so it's GEST grant one money. 

I: So it's not money from central LEA sources? 

R They don't control the LEA bit of it. Do you want me to explain the 
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staff development budget at  that point? 

I: I'm just about to come onto financial issues, so, yes please, 

R: Since 1993 our funding, for staff development and training, has been 
made up of round about a third of LEA money. The advisory service as 
a whole remains funded centrally by the LEA. The staff development 
and training budget which covers all the consultants and the PDC, all 
PDC costs, the training costs, is about one third funded by LEA funds 
and about two thirds by income. Most of the income generated comes 
through our own schools. So most of the money now is coming from 
schools buying our services out of their GEST budget. Every year there 
is a bit less LEA money in. The advisory service though is completely 
separate. We are funded, we are not part of any kind of buy back 
arrangements. 

1: You mentioned that the CEO would have delegated all the advisory 
service money to schools. 

R The chief has offered to delegate our budget to schools. I guess 
people got a bit of the jitters when they realised that they had a CEO 
who wanted to do this, or was prepared to offer that sort of delegation. 
At the end of the day the schools said no we would rather have the service. 

1: Would the elected members have actually welcomed the delegating of 
the advisory budget? 

R Well I think it's changed again now, has it not. I think now there 
is more emphasis on support from the LEAS to schools. I'm not actually 
sure whether the LEA could in reality delegate its advisory budget. If the 
schools didn't buy back in I don't know how the LEA could fulfill it's statutory 
responsibilities. I may be rash, and I may be wrong, but I think it's highly 
unlikely that a local authority could actually fully delegate it's advisory 
service. Some group would have to be responsible for monitoring quality 
in schools. If the LEA is not going to do that then I would love to know 
who is. 

I: Just returning, briefly, to the schools management group. What aspect 
of their role do you consider the most important? 
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R I think the most important function is in helping us to make sure our 
provision is up to scratch. They are our regular touch stone. A member 
of the group also sits on the overall management group for staff development. 
He sits on the highest decision-making level if you like. For me that is the 
most important part because I've always argued that whether or not schools 
actually trust my judgement, they've elected those people and they will trust 
theirs. 

I: Who actually decided that this group was necessary? 

R Idid. 

I: Did you have to go through the elected members to do so? 

R No, but can I just say that the money that they have resposibility for is 
buy back money. So it is their own money. They are not allocating the LEAS 
money. 

I How long has it been in operation? 

R Fouryears 

I: OK. But why did you consider it important four years ago to set it up? 

R I mean I suppose it was a hunch at the time, but I now think it is one 
of the best decisions I ever made. My feeling at the time was that if we 
were going to be reliant on schools money to run the service then we have 
got to be seen putting schools representatives in a position of measuring 
how we do that. They have got to have a hands on quality control mechanism 
if you like. A monitoring function any way. 

I: Do you think that schools would have refused to buy back if they had not 
got this type of representation? 

R I don't know if they would have refused but it might have been harder. 
It would have been more difficult. I suppose the other enormously important 
side of it is that because we do go through with them why we make the 
global decisions, there is greater understanding on the schools part about 
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why we are doing what we are doing. I think that is important too. There 
was always a lot of behind closed doors about LEAS money before. I've tried 
to work on the basis of a totally open budget. I've tried to say here is all the 
money on the table. I really believe that that openess has paid off. So there 
are no hidden pots. 

Financial issues 

[SEE ANSWERS GIVEN ABOVE IN SECTION 31 

1: You have four service-level agreements this year. Have you had any 
others in the past? 

R We've had others. But the main one is the first one obviously. We have 
4 agreements this year. We could roll it all up into one but I think, in the 
end, it's fairer to offer the schools a degree of shopping lists. There are 
some schools who buy into the smaller ones and don't buy into the big packet. 
There are some schools who buy into all of them apart from the governor one. 
We decide to offer an agreement with schools for some GEST grants with a 
training implication. 

I: The actual professional development centre, how is that funded? 

R In terms of the building and the staff who work in the building it's the 
split funding. It's budget comes from LEA funding and largely out of generating 
its own income. It sells places on courses, rents rooms out, and does a lot of 
printing. So there is a lot of income through that. We have a technology centre 
within it which also generates a lot of income. 

I: It's a professional development centre, was it designated as a teachers' centre 
before that? 

R It was not. There was a teachers' centre before but it was somewhere else. 
What happened was, when I first came to [Hobbiton] in 1986, all the consultants, 
a huge number of these teacher advisers, and all the support services were 
moved on the instruction of the old chief adviser to the present PDC. It was 
an enormous operation. Come 1992 with the cuts it came right down now t 
o a very small building. It's now far smaller than it was. So we only 
occupy a small part of the centre now, but when I first started in the job 
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we had the whole centre. 

I: Are the courses which you offer to schools based at the PDC? 

R The great majority are. Almost all, 

I: Do other directorates from the authority use it? 

R Yes from time-to-time. Outside private people do use it too but not a 

lot because we don't have a lot of rooms and it is very busy. We have a 
lot of vacant space in the holidays of course. Some weekends it is used. 
But what we don't have is catering facilities. 

I: Are there any other sources of funding for LEA INSET provision which we 
have not talked about? 

R I don't think so. The great bulk of it comes through buy-back from schools. 
We get about €150,000 back through the service agreements. 

I: Just to digress slightly. Do you think that the advisers work in schools is a 
developmental role? 

R Oh yes. The advisers don't actually spend a lot of their time training. 1 do 
more than most. When we do it can often be in the schools. The advisers are 
involved in providing the training but they are more involved in managing it. 

I: So you have nine full-time advisers and ten part-time. 

R: Yes. 

I: Does that figure include advisers and advisory teachers? 

R No. We call all of those advisers although some of the part-timers are 
teachers. So I guess in a way the part-time advisers are what many would 
call teacher advisers. In most authorities they would have been known as 
teacher advisers, in [Hobbiton] they are known as consultants. There 
are not many of them left. They were never on secondments either. most 
teacher advisers in other authorities were on secondments. 
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I: So they've traditionally been called consultants in Hobbiton but they are really 
advisory teachers? 

R: Theyare. 

I: How many of them do you have left? 

R As of September we will have two full-time IT ones. We will have about 
six part-time. 

1: Do they spend more time in schools than advisers? 

R Yes. They spend a lot of their time training and giving in-class support. 
They were originally seen as in-class support really but they now also do a 
lot of central training. 

I: But the numbers have come down dramatically? 

R Yes, but that is another thing that I'm quite comfortable with really in a way. 
I mean you can say that on the one hand we are at risk of schools not buying back. 
If that was not the case we would be at risk of the LEA cutting. But if we are 
providing what the schools want then you could argue that we are safer than 
if we were LEA funded. I think there are some advantages in it actually. 

I: How often does INSET come up as an issue on the education committee? 

R Not very often. We try and make sure that they are aware of what we 
do. So if councillors are at the PDC for one reason or another, we make sure 
that they know we are running out of money. But it is not something which 
features on the political debate. 

I: Has the PDC been under any threat? You mentioned that the LEAS 
contribution to the staff development budget was reducing annually. 

R: Not explicitly under threat but I think people have felt very insecure there. 
As the service contracted we evacuated most of the buildings on site. The 
site is now secure but at one point we were almost the only occupant on the 
site. To my knowledge noboby has ever explicitly explored idea of closing it 
down. 
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I: How supportive are schools in relation to the centre? 

R I think now they are very supportive. I think five or six years ago there was 
a mixture of being very appreciative because they had got a lot of good things 
but they were very critical about the size of the operation as well. 

I: How many outside providers do you use for INSET? 

R Not a lot. We mainly use them for management training and they are 
people who I know are good quality. 

1: Just one thing I meant to ask earlier. Is [Hobbiton] a member of any 
group of LEAs, any network. 

R There was a regional network for about five years. We have, from this, 
continued a sort of self-help group called RIG, Regional INSET Group. 
It's very informal and we take it in turns to chair. But it is useful to find 
out things and it gives some peer support. 

I: Do you disseminate your course booklet to these LEAs? 

R We have some schemes, as you may have seen in the documentation 
on service agreements, with one or two authorities. We have a very thriving 
scheme whereby we offer each other reductions. Teachers from [Hobbiton] 
can go to [a neighbouring LEA'S] courses for a discount. What is more 
important, I think, is that there are good working relationships between us 
and these other authorities and so, for example, we have advisers from 
them who work in this authority. this is important and is a bonus in such 
small authorities like ours. There are several curriculum areas where there 
are good working relationships existing. 

I: When you did OFSTED was there any agreement not to bid in certain authorities? 

R We used to have an agreement in the west of the North West, around 
Merseyside and Lancashire. They worked together for a while. I mean we 
still operate very will with some other authorities but with some it's gone 
the other way. 
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Previous experience 

1: How long have you worked in [Hobbiton]? 

R I came to [Hobbiton] as a deputy head in 1986. 

I: How long have you held the post of Senior Adviser SDT? 

R: I've been a senior adviser since Easter 92, although I was a adviser for 
staff development from 1990. 

I: Why were you originally interested in applying for the post 
of adviser for staff development in 1990? 

R That is interesting. I was not particularly interested in becoming an 
adviser. But I had got particularly interested in staff development. That 
dates back to the late 1970s when I was the head of English. A local adviser 
there set up a branch of the National Association for Teaching English. I 
was the first chair. From that I used to do INSET sessions. After that when 
I became deputy head I was responsible for staff development. Then I thought 
I could have a go at being an adviser. 

I: So you became an English adviser? 

R No I was staff development adviser from the beginning. The job I 
applied for was staff development. I wouldn't have applied for English 
adviser. At the end of 89 when, I left school, the job I got was general adviser, 
main responsibility staff development. In April 92 when the authority shed loads 
of staff I got the senior job which didn't, at that time, change my staff development 
role much. That didn't make much difference to that. It gave me other things 
to do but it didn't change that much. When the staff development job changed 

dramatically was in 93 really. A number of things happened. One was when 
the guy I worked with who was in charge of the PDC went. The other thing 
was the money being compulsorily devolved. Both of those things happened 
almost simultaneously. Those were the two things which changed my job. 

1: So you were a teacher first. 

R Yes I started my teaching career in Hampshire, then I came to Manchester, 
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a dramatic cultural change from a grammar school in Hampshire to a school 
in Moss Side in 1970. Then I spent a long time in Rochdale before coming to 
[Hobbiton]. 

Background information 

I: Do you mind telling me how old you are? 

R Not at all. I'm 52. 

I: Do you mind also telling me what were your original academic/professional 
qualifications? (BA, Teachers Cert etc) 

R A degree from Southampton University. I then went back to Southampton 
after I'd been teaching for six years and did an M Ed. 

I: Have you obtained any further qualifications? 

R I was seconded to Norwich University in 1980 to do a diploma which was 
English specific. 

I: How do you measure your success in the post of Senior Adviser for Staff 
Development and Training? 

R I suppose going back to the objectives and turning them on their head 
really. First of all I would have to say that the fact that we are still going is 
important. Secondly I think that it matters a lot to me that schools not only 
buy in but say increasingly frequently that they buy in no longer out of loyalty. 
I mean the first year they bought in out of loyalty but now its because they 
value our service. There are all sorts of other measures. I mean I do use the 
feed back forms as a measure too, of customer satisfaction. 

I: Where do see your future career path leading? 

R Nowhere much I don't think. I don't see promotion as an option anymore. 
I'm in the job that I want to do. I'm not sure which direction I would go in any 
way. I think the option is how long I will decide to continue in this job for. 
There is a political perspective on that. The result of the general election may 
determine my future. Although I'm not sure if the result will have that greater 
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impact on opur work. But it will change the ground rules. I believe in LEAs 
I don't think LEAs have always been brilliant and always done the job well. 
But I actually believe in the concept of a local accountability. 

I That's why I pursued the point about the schools management committee 
having control of some of the budget for staff training. 

R Yes it's interesting that. It's a delicate balance, isn't it, between, it brings 
up the whole question about the balance between schools self-determination 
and the fact that local council tax payers put their money in. Now I think it's 
right that there is a balance of those two things. I think it's right that schools 
do have significantly more control over the way that schools spend their money. 
But I equally think it's right that there should be local elected organisation. 
Their ultimate responsibility should be to monitor the quality of what those 
schools provide. And that is what is missing from the GM situation. Yet that 
is not to do with the training side of it. I don't mind the training side of it being 
almost kind of privatised, although we are not privatised as we are still with 
the LEA. I don't mind the fact that we have to sell that. 

I: I've asked more or less everything which I wanted to ask. Can I just clear up 
one or two points before we end. 

R Nogoahead. 

I: Do you think the authority has any gaps in advisory cover? 

R We have not got gaps as such, we don't think. We did have for a time 
after the first round of cuts. We have an insufficiency of time. That is more 
acute in some areas than others. We have every curriculum area covered by 
somebody but a lot of those areas are only covered by somebody who works 
for two days. Even where we have a full-time person they have not got sufficient 
time. 

THANK YOU FOR GIVING ME YOUR TIME AND HELP IN THIS WAY. 
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APPENDIX 3 

OUESTIONNAIRE FOR SCHOOL INSET CO-ORDINATORS 

1) School Characteristics 

I(aj Name of school: 

I (b)  Type of school (Comprehensive, Grammar etcj 

I (c) LEA-Maintained or Grant-Maintained?: 

I (d) Co-educational (PLEASE CIRCLE): YES No 

I(e) Number of full-time teaching staff 

l ( f )  Number of part-time teaching staff 

I (gj Number of pupils attending the school: 

I(hj Age range of pupils at the school: 
(11-19YRS,4-11 YRS,etc) 

2) School INSET oreanisation (PLEASE CIRCLE) 

2(a) Does the school have a person 
with the role of INSET co-ordinator?: 

IF NO GO TO QUESTION 2(e) 

2(b) Does this person receive any 
funding in relation to their 
responsibilities as INSET 
co-ordinator?: 

YES iw 

YES No 

2(c) What is the post of the INSET co-ordinator 
iii the school'? (Headteacher, Deputy Head, Head Of Dept): 

2(d) Does the INSET co-ordinator also have a 
teaching responsibility? YES iw 

2(e) If the school has nobody with the title 
INSET Co-ordinator, who is responsible for 
INSET? (Head, Deputy, Head of Deptj 

2(e) Does the school have an INSET committee? YES iw 

IF NO GO TO QUESTION 3(a) 

2(f) How many members does the INSET committee have'? 
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2(g) What range of positions within the school do members of the INSET committee 
hold? (Head, Deputy Head, Department Head etc) 

Please specify below: 

3) Use made bv the school of LEA INSET provision 

3a) Indicate the percentage of external INSET provision (ie. based at a 
teachers' centre,residential centre, hotel, etc.) attended by teachers from 
the school which is delivered bythe LEA. (PLEASE TICK BOX) 

0.20% 21 -40% 41-6070 6 1-8070 8 I -  100% 

Ob) Indicate the percentage of external INSET provision (ie. away from the 
school premises) attended by teachers from the school which is not delivered by. 
the LEA but by universities, educational consultants) 

0.20% 2 1 -40% 41-6070 6 I-80% 81 -100% 

3(c) Has this situation changed over the 
last five years? (PLEASE CIRCLE) 

If yes, please give reasons for change below: 

241 



3d) Indicate the percentage of school-based INSET (provided on school 
premises) which is provided by the LEA. (PLEASE TICK BOX) 

0.20% 21 -40% 4 1.60% 61-80% 81-100% 

3e) Indicte the percentage of school-based INSET (ie.on school premises) 
which is provided by other organisations such as universities 
or educational consultants. 

0.20% 2 1-4070 4 I-60% 6 1.80% 81 - 1  00% 

3t) Indicate the percentage of school-based INSET (ie. on the school premises) 
which is delivered by staff from the school itself. 

0-20% 2 1.40% 41 -60% 61 -80% 81- 100% 

3(g) Have teachers from the school been involved in 
external INSET (delivered away from the school 
premises) provided by an LEA from outside 
the local area'? YES Iv3 

(PLEASE CIRCLE) 

3(h) Has an LEA from outside the local area delivered 
any school-based INSET? 

3(i) Is there a service level agreement operating 
between the school and the local LEA in 
relation to the provision of INSET? 

YES No 

YES No 

If yes, please give details below: 
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To what extent would you agree, disagree or have no view about the following 
statements? (PLEASE TICK BOX) 

3j) The LEA should continue to provide INSET 

agree agree no disagree disagree 
strongly view strongly 

[I [I [I [I [I 

3k) The LEA works in partnership with schools to plan INSET provision. 

agree agree no disagree disagree 
strongly view strongly 

31) The LEA works in partnership with schools to deliver INSET provision. 

agree agree no disagree 
strongly view 

[I [I [I [I 

3m) The quality of LEA INSET has deteriorated over the last 5 years. 

agree agree 110 disagree 
strongly view 

[I [I [I [I 

p 

How important are the following? (PLEASE TICK BOX) 

4a) Knowing the LEA Adivers and personnel who provide INSET 

Very Important 
Important 

4b) The LEA gives value for money 

Very Important 
Important 

Of some 
Importance 

[I 

Of some 
Importance 

[I 

disagree 
strongly 

[I 

disagree 
strongly 

[I 

Not 
Important 

[I 

Not 
Important 
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4c) The LEA has expertise in specific areas 

Very Important Of some 
Important Importance 

Not 
Important 

4d) Teachers like to share INSET with colleagues from other schools 

Very Important Of some Not 
Important Importance Important 

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY BELOW): 

3 Identification of school INSET needs bv the LEA 

To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following views? 
(PLEASE TICK BOX) 

Sa) The LEA pays more attention to identifying the INSET needs of the schools 
i n  the authority than it did five years ago. 

agree agree no disagree disagree 
strongly view strongly 

Sb) The provision offered in the LEA INSET booklet is more responsive to 
schools INSET needs than it was 5 years ago. 

agree agree no disagree disagree 
strongly view strongly 
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Sc) Induction provision offered by the LEA for newly qualified teachers is 
adequate inrelation to their training needs. 

agree agree I1 0 disagree disagree 
strongly view strongly 

[I [I [I [I [I 

6 )  Co-operation with other schools 

To what extent would you agree or disagree with the following view? 
(PLEASE TICK BOX) 

6a) There is more co-operation between schools in the authority with regard 
to the organisation and provision of INSET than there was 5 years ago. 

agree agree no 
strongly view 

6(b) Is your school involved in a consortia of schools 
which organise and deliver INSET provision?: 

If yes, please give details below: 

disagree disagree 
strongly 

[I [I 

YES No 

Please return the completed questionnaire in the stamped addressed envelope 
by Friday February 28th 1997 to: 

Donald Simpson 
School of Education, 
Open University, 
Walton Hall, 
Milton Keynes, 
Buckinghamshire, 
M K I  6AA. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND HELP IN THIS WAY. 
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