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Chapter One - Introduction and Methodology

This is a report of findings from a survey of teachers and principals who participated in the Mol an Óige project between 1998 and 1999.  It is intended as a companion piece to the many reports and other products written and developed by the Mol an Óige team over its lifetime.  As such, it assumes that the reader is familiar with the nature of the Mol an Óige project, its aims and objectives, its main actions and in particular, the Action Planning concept.

1.1 Survey Methodology

The survey was undertaken by the project evaluator, who has worked with the project since the first round of Youthstart support.  It was designed and planned in consultation with the Mol an Óige staff and project leader.  The survey aimed to generate data on the views of participating Action Planning Team Co-ordinators, Team Members and school Principals on the Mol an Óige project and, in particular, on the work of the Action Planning teams in the schools.  Specifically, it aimed to establish the views of participants on :

· the value of the project’s core theoretical idea of Action Planning and the possibility of translating Action Planning into practice;

· the project’s impact on participants’ own practice, on school practice generally and on pupils;

· the performance of the project in relation to a number of dimensions of support it provided; and 

· the sustainability of the project’s ideas (by discovering perceptions of the project’s value in practice, its weaknesses and the scope for continuation in the absence of Mol an Óige support).

Questionnaires were designed for each type of participant in the project : Co-ordinator, Team-Member and school Principal.  While the same questionnaire was used for Primary and Post-Primary Team-Members and Co-ordinators, Primary  Principals were asked one question more than their Post-Primary counterparts.  A total of 12 full questions were common to each questionnaire, with four to five questions specific to the different types of participant.  Additionally, a short four-question schedule was designed for completion by teachers in participating schools who were not directly involved in the Action Planning process.

The vast majority of questions were closed ended, with respondents offered alternative set response options.  However, with the exception of the battery of questions on the nature of support provided by Mol an Óige, there was scope in all questions to add written comments to these closed-ended questions.  Additionally, a small number of questions on the questionnaires were open-ended, where the respondent was not restricted in any way in their response.

The questionnaires were circulated to 25 Primary and 12 Post-Primary schools in January 2000 by Mol an Óige project staff.  They were completed in confidence and returned directly to the researcher by the Action Planning Team Co-ordinators.  The rationale for this approach was to allow for intra-school comparison of views on the project.  Most of the questionnaires arrived in February 2000, although a small number arrived in March and April. 

1.2 Survey Coverage 

In all, 178 teachers and principals from 27 schools, 19 Primary and eight Post-Primary, responded to the survey.
  Of these 74 (42%) were from Primary schools and 104 (58%) from Post-Primaries.  Seventy of the survey respondents were staff who were not directly involved in the schools’ Action Planning Teams, leaving 108 respondents who might be thought of as direct project participants.  Table 1.1 sets outs the breakdown of respondent types.

Table 1.1 - Sample Breakdown by Type of Teacher

	
	Frequency
	%

	Primary Co-ordinator
	11
	6.2

	Post-Primary Co-ordinator
	8
	4.5

	Primary Team-Member
	40
	22.5

	Post-Primary Team-Member
	25
	14.0

	Primary Principal
	10
	5.6

	Post-Primary Principal
	6
	3.4

	Primary Staff
	5
	2.8

	Post Primary Staff 
	65
	36.5

	Primary Principal / Co-ordinator
	8
	4.5

	Total
	178
	100.0

	Missing = 0
	
	


Two points are worth noting from Table 1.1.  First, the vast majority of responses by school staff (65 of 70 questionnaires) are from Post-Primary schools.  For this reason, data is only presented from this group in the report.  Second, eight Primary Principals also acted as Co-ordinators in their schools, with the result that they had to complete questions on two questionnaires in order to cover questions specifically for Principals and Co-ordinators.  Quantitative responses of these participants are grouped with other Principals except for questions which are exclusive to Co-ordinators.  

Table 1.2 - Survey Coverage

	
	Population Size
	Number of Respondents
	Proportion of Population 

	Primary 
	
	
	

	Schools
	25
	19
	76%

	Principals
	25
	18
	72%

	Co-ordinators
	25
	19
	76%

	Team Members
	61
	40
	66%

	Staff Members 
	49
	5
	10%

	Post Primary 
	
	
	

	Schools
	12
	8
	67%

	Principals
	12
	6
	50%

	Co-ordinators
	12
	8
	67%

	Team-Members
	47
	25
	53%

	Staff Members 
	240

	65
	27%


As Table 1.2 illustrates, responses were received from three quarters of the Primary schools and two thirds of the Post-Primaries.  Nineteen (76%) of 25 Primary Co-ordinators and eight out of 12 Post-Primary Co-ordinators completed the questionnaire, with two thirds of Primary Team-Members and just over one half of Post-Primary Team-Members doing so.  Eighteen of the 25 Primary Principals and 6 of the 12 Primary Principals completed a questionnaire.  As stated, while there was a very low response rate from Primary staff not involved in the programme, approximately one quarter of non-involved Post-Primary staff completed a questionnaire. 

Part of the explanation for the total non-response from some schools and the partial response in others may be found in the notion of ‘questionnaire fatigue’.  One of the flaws with the methodology adopted for this research was that from the schools’ point of view, it involved ‘yet another questionnaire’.  Throughout the operation of the second round of the Mol an Óige project, the emphasis was on action research, with the project staff and in turn the Action Planning teams, encouraged to gather data on an ongoing basis.  While this often involved informal approaches, Mol an Óige staff also used questionnaires and structured interview schedules, particularly towards the latter end of the project.  The additional, general difficulty of ensuring completion and return of postal questionnaires may also be part of the explanation for the non-responses.  That said, apart from the Post-Primary Principals, responses were received from a  majority of each category of teacher actively involved in the project.  Assuming that the non-responses do not imply an overwhelming rejection of the work of the project by those individuals, it is fair to suggest that the survey is broadly representative of views on the Mol an Óige project and Action Planning in particular.

A further issue in relation to survey coverage is that questionnaires were sent to 25 of 35 Primary schools participating in the Mol an Óige project.  The rationale for this is that only those schools which were involved in Action Planning on a consistent basis for the full school year 1998/1999 and into the 1999/2000 school year were included in the survey.  The reasons for the lack of full engagement of the remaining schools varied.  In two cases, there was change of Principal over the year, in another, the school was facing an inspection and dropped out for this reason, while two schools were seen by the project to be more interested in gaining resources than actually implementing the Action Planning ideas.  For the remaining schools, although attempts were made, it proved impossible to implement the Action Planning ideas fully.  Although it may have been useful to have included these latter schools in particular, in order to see why Action Planning did not work out, the barriers and difficulties they encountered are probably reflected in the responses from those Primaries who did participate in the survey.

1.3 Report Format 

The remainder of the report is in two chapters.  The first of these sets out the results of the survey, while in the second, the results are analysed and conclusions drawn from them.  A consistent format is adopted in presenting the findings, with the quantitative data presented in text, tables or graphs.  The main analytical approach is firstly to present aggregate responses across all participants, and then to identify similarities and differences between different educational levels and the different types of project participants.  Where there are statistically significant differences between different educational levels or types of teacher, these are highlighted.

For each question, the presentation of quantitative data is followed by summaries and examples of the associated qualitative data, i.e. the written comments by the respondents.  The analysis underpinning the use of this qualitative data was carried out in a rigorous manner, with many of the responses transcribed in full from the questionnaires.  The main approach in interpreting the data was to discover the main categories or themes in the responses, although in some cases, the written responses were too diverse to allow for this.  Every effort was made to ensure that the presentation of the data reflects the relative aggregate strength of perceptions of different respondents.  

Chapter Two - Survey Findings 

Following the structure of the questionnaires, this chapter is in six sections.  These are :

· Initial Motivation and Operationalising the Concept

· The Process of Action Planning 

· Working Outside of the School 

· Impact of Mol an Óige

· Mol an Óige Support

· Value and Sustainability

The chapter ends with a brief summary.

2.1 Initial Motivation and Operationalising the Concept

Respondents were asked a number of questions which focused on the original motivation for their participation, how useful they thought the general idea of Action Planning was, and what there experience was of translating the concept into action.  Responses to these questions are illustrated below. 

2.1.a - Initial Motivation

The first question that Primary and Post-Primary Principals were asked was why they decided to participate in the Mol an Óige project.  Among the responses were a number of references to the perceived value of the first round of Mol an Óige, either as directly experienced by themselves, or what they heard from other schools.  Also mentioned as motivating factors were the needs of children and staff in the schools, the availability of resources, in the form of finances for planning time, materials and activities, and in the form of the support and advice offered by Mol an Óige.  Among the Primary Principals’ responses in particular, there were references to experiences of frustration and being unable to make progress with children in the Mol an Óige target group.

2.1.b - Usefulness of the Model

Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals were asked was what their opinion of Action Planning as a model aimed at developing a school-based response to the needs of children at risk of leaving school early.  At Primary level the response of all participants was overwhelmingly positive.  Words and phrases which appeared many times in their written responses included : “it works”, “successful”, “good”, “quite well”, “effective” and “positive”.  Certain specific aspects of the model were highlighted, including the emphasis on planning and evaluation, the positive impact on staff relations and teamwork, the level of focus and co-ordination which it brought to the schools’ efforts and the impact of Action Planning in breaking down isolation felt by teachers.  The following are representative of the type of positive comments made by those involved at Primary level :

· “effective, encourages focus, clear objectives and actions, encourages monitoring and evaluation.  is inclusive, encourages teachers to ask for and give help” (Primary Team-Member);

· “excellent model as it provided an opportunity for teachers to meet and discuss areas relating to children with problems” (Primary Co-ordinator);

· “found it very helpful, needs identified and addressed, removed the isolation, increased awareness of pupils / staff needs”.

While far fewer in number, some caveats were also entered in the responses.  For example, the necessity of an effective Co-ordinator and support by the school Principal and all staff, especially in small schools, were highlighted as issues.  One Primary Principal was unhappy with the documentation and recording requirements of the project, suggesting that it “sapped too much energy”.   

The views of those at Post-Primary level were similarly positive.  For example, of the 26 responses by Team-Members in nine schools, almost all were supportive of the idea.  For example, teachers said :

· “... it brought a structure to the whole area of learning support.  We had regular meetings at which one could formulate plans, evaluate them on an ongoing basis”;

· “it helped greatly in our school.  We have as a group identified the problems the pupils were having and together we have planned to help them.  It takes a lot of time but it is worth it”. 

As with the Primary responses, the Post-Primary Team-Members also emphasised the importance of a good Co-ordinator and the need for the Action Planning team to link to the wider school group.  

Five out of six Post-Primary Principals responded positively to the question on the value of the model.  Two of them stressed, in particular, its value in empowering staff.  Five out of eight Co-ordinators responded positively to the question.  Various ideas were expressed in their responses, among them, the model’s value in identifying needs, in planning, and in showing pupils that the school cares for them.  Two of the Co-ordinators were more circumspect, one of whom stressed the importance of the support of the Principal and staff, while for another, regular meetings did not suit the approach that was being taken by the Action Planning Team.  

It is important to refer to the set of responses from one particular school to this question.  The main theme in these responses was that the situation in the school was so severe as to make the model ineffective.  Specifically, the general view was that there were too many children with problems in the school for the model to be workable.  This point was reflected in responses by the Principal, Co-ordinator and Team-Members.

2.1.c - Translating the ideas into action

In all, 91 (85%) of the 108 Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals agreed that it was possible to translate the Action Planning concept into meaningful activity in their school.  There was very little difference between Primary and Post-Primary respondents in respect of this question, with 88% of the former and 80% of the latter responding positively to it.  Similarly, there was very little difference among the responses of the different types of participants. 

Graph 2.1 - Participant Views on the Possibility of Translating Action Planning Idea into Practice 




No real theme emerged among the written comments by Post-Primary Co-ordinators.  One referred to the need to have a simple plan, another said that Action Planning was very effective in some cases, while another noted the fact that the staff were able to monitor at-risk students.  Other Co-ordinators referred to limitations such as the lack of a culture of teamwork in their school, restrictions arising from timetabling, and their need for skilled personnel in specific areas.  Comments by four out of five Post-Primary Principals indicated their satisfaction with the operation of Action Planning.  One noted the “focused and relevant” nature of the actions, while another commented that “the Co-ordinator was first class and the rest of the team were enthusiastic and committed”.  One Principal was more sceptical, suggesting that there were “too few teachers involved”, that “actual attainable goals were not specified” and that “talk did not lead to concerted action”. 

Of the 25 written responses to this question made by Post-Primary Team-Members, the vast majority were positive, although they varied in the nature of their content.  The following five examples of the positive comments are taken from Team-Members from different schools :

· “yes, because an idea could be tried out and in the space of a week or two weeks it was possible to see if it was working or not and change it accordingly”;

· “with our second year group we have identified those most likely to drop out early and they are following a special programme which means that they get more attention and hopefully problems can be dealt with”;

· “very definitely, we began to meet the needs of pupils in a co-ordinated way.  Students benefited in numerous ways and other staff saw results”;

· “Translating the action planning concept into a meaningful operation was attempted with a certain degree of positive effect.  A continuous evaluation of the success of the Action Plan and ways to improve it is necessary”; and 

· “for a start it made us more aware of the needs of the students in our school and how we could translate this into action”.

Among the small number of comments which identified difficulties in translating the concept into meaningful action in the school, one theme concerned the need to / difficulty in widening its impact to the whole school. 

At Primary level the written responses to the question on the ‘translatability’ of the Action Planning concept were quite varied.  One strong theme among responses by Co-ordinators was the focus on planning and related activities :

· “the weekly meetings . . . provided forum for  teachers, both school based and shared resource, to meet, discuss, devise programmes for targeted group”;

· “it helped to have a structured approach to achievable goals”;

· “more and more, school work by teachers involves and necessitates planning.  Therefore the planning carried out was meaningful”; and

· “all staff members identified and discussed, planned, evaluated and adapted actions where needed – feel good factor increased as a result”.

Two comments by Primary Co-ordinators reflected difficulties in getting co-operation from staff.  

The more frequently mentioned positive points among written responses by Primary Team-Members were :

· moving from plans to action;

· new ideas and strategies;

· development of plans and programmes; and

· teamwork/co-operation/openness.

Written responses by Primary School Principals referred to specific activities undertaken by the Action Planning teams, for example Paired Reading and focusing on discipline in a positive way.  The process of planning, implementing and reviewing was also referred to in these responses.  Two difficulties identified were in relation to the emphasis on recording and the already ‘stretched’ situation which one Principal said was the case in his/her school.

2.2 The Process of Action Planning 

A number of questions focused on the process involved in Action Planning, for example, the nature of teamwork and the value of meetings.  Also included in this section are responses to questions on the levels of support provided by principals and the participation of staff not directly involved in the Action Planning process.

2.2.a - Teamwork

Co-ordinators and Team-Members were asked if they believed that Action Planning Team-Members worked well as a team.  The response was overwhelmingly positive, with 78 of the 88 people who answered the question agreeing that this was the case.  The levels of positive response at Primary and Post-Primary levels were 87% and 91% respectively.  In all, nine respondents were unsure on this point, while one person believed that the Action Planning Team-Members did not work well as a team. 

Written comments on this question by Primary Co-ordinators referred to the commitment and co-operation among individual members which led to a positive sense of ‘team’.  The following are some of the responses which were made :

· “staff is small, all were involved, everyone was interested and all contributed”;

· “they were all supportive and delegation of tasks helped”; and

· “each member contributed ideas and was dedicated towards helping this child”.

Comments by Primary Team-Members reflected similar points, clustering around notions of commitment / dedication, ideas sharing, support / co-operation and inclusiveness.

Written comments by Post-Primary Co-ordinators were in a similar vein to those by Primary Co-ordinators.  The two most positive comments were as follows :

· “heroic commitment from Team-Members who gave up hours upon hours of their time outside school timetabled hours to attending meetings and to trying to devise solutions to school’s problems.  Courage, honesty and sharing characterised their impact”;  and

· “this has been one of the biggest tangible successes of the whole project.  Five individuals planning and supporting each other – it was a great experience and ended the isolation suffered by a lot of teachers”.
Two of the written comments referred to restrictions arising from within the school culture / rules and from time pressures.  

Post-Primary Team-Members wrote a variety of responses on the question of teamwork, the vast majority of which were positive.  The largest single set of comments grouped around the general point of the teams working well together.  More specific points concerned the fact that ideas were listened to, responsibility was taken, individual members shared common philosophical start points and supported each other.  The importance of a good Co-ordinator was again highlighted in responses to this question.  Some difficulties were identified in the experience of working on the Action Planning team – one respondent referred to how a colleague felt threatened by what was emerging in the Action Planning meetings, while another was of the view that adults find it difficult to be Team-Members.  However, as stated, the overall thrust of the comments was positive.

2.2.b - The Value of Meetings 

As Graph 2.2 below illustrates, the vast majority of respondents believed that the weekly / fortnightly meetings were either Important or Very Important in ensuring the plans of the Action Planning teams were implemented.  In all, 55% of respondents thought that they were Very Important while 37.1% thought that they were Important.

Graph 2.2 - Participants’ Attitudes to Action Planning Meetings




Graph 2.3 shows the extent of different between participants at Primary and Post-Primary levels in respect of their attitude to meetings.  

Graph 2.3 - Attitudes to Meetings by Participants at Different School Levels   




Clearly, the regular meetings are seen to be of greater importance by the Post-Primary respondents than those from Primary.  Among the different types of participant, Primary Team-Members were least likely to say that the regular team-meetings were Very Important, with 40% of them believing this to be the case, as against 76% of Post-Primary Team-Members who were of the view that regular team-meetings were Very Important.

Written comments by Primary Co-ordinators indicated the level of variation in the extent to which planning time was used in the schools, with some Co-ordinators referring to fortnightly or irregular meetings.  Indeed, some referred to informal meetings between staff during the school day.  Those who did engage in meetings in a structured way generally commented positively on the experience :

· “reporting back at the meeting did in itself motivate concrete efforts”;

· “informative and explanatory and focus the aims on a short-term basis, once a fortnight each step was planned and evaluated”; and

· “the feeling of being supported, in a situation where one teacher on his own (as in my case) might feel isolated”.

The main themes among written responses to this question by the Primary Team-Members focused on the need for meetings for planning, reporting back/ updating, and monitoring / evaluating / reviewing actions.  Other themes concerned the value of meetings in bringing focus to the work of the Action Planning teams, the opportunity for sharing ideas, discussing problems and their importance to maintaining enthusiasm and momentum.  

Six out of eight written responses by Post-Primary Co-ordinators suggested that meetings were important.  The following are two of their comments :

· “without them, nothing would have happened.  They provided a forum for focusing on difficulties we have, searching for and sharing solutions.  They also helped me as Co-ordinator to get the various tasks done to get things moving”; and 

· “absolutely vital for review and responsibility of tasks and for brainstorming sessions”

One Co-ordinator was of the view that fortnightly meetings would be adequate once the programme is ‘up and running’ while another took the view that in a small school, they might not be quite as important as in a big school.  As with their Primary counterparts, Post-Primary Team-Members’ comments in relation to the importance of meetings clustered around analysis and management of problems, planning / monitoring / reviewing, maintaining focus, generating ideas and providing mutual affirmation and professional peer support.

The Action Planning process also involved meetings between the Action Planning Co-ordinators from the different schools.  Of the 24 Co-ordinators who answered the question, 19 (79%) believed that the meetings were useful.  Seven out of eight of the Post-Primary Co-ordinators and 12 out of 16 of the Primary Co-ordinators believed this to be the case.  Written comments by Primary Co-ordinators on the usefulness of the Co-ordinator meetings which were positive centred on the value of sharing ideas and their usefulness in fostering confidence in the activities happening in Co-ordinators’ own schools.  Comments made included :

· “here we have an example of networking at its best .  . . view the projects and discuss strengths and weaknesses”; and

· “teachers learn from other teachers and schools, it was great to hear ideas which we may poach in the future”.

Two Primary Co-ordinators were not so enthusiastic, referring to the differences between projects and the lack of relevance to the Co-ordinators’ situation.  One Co-ordinator said that while finding the meeting useful, it was difficult to motive him/herself to attend meetings after school hours.

Written comments by the Post-Primary Co-ordinators were generally positive on the question of the value of the Co-ordinators’ meetings.  Examples of the comments included :

· “I was delighted and reassured that I was on the right track.  They were informative and a great opportunity for discussion”; and

· “new ideas and approaches are always welcome – support from other Co-ordinators is encouraging and their advice is useful”.

One Post-Primary Co-ordinator had mixed feelings about the meetings referring on one hand to the value of new ideas, and on the other to the negative comparisons he/she made between his/her school and those of the other Co-ordinators.  

2.2.c - Levels of involvement by school staff

An important point which already emerged in this analysis is the extent of involvement in Action Planning by other members of staff not directly participating in the project.  When asked directly to outline the extent of the involvement of other staff in the school in the project, over one fifth of participants said that other staff were Very Involved, one third said that they were Involved, one third said that they were Somewhat Involved, while 12% said that other staff were Not Involved.  As Graph 2.4 below shows, there is a large difference between the Primary and Post-Primary respondents in relation to this question.  Post-Primary level respondents are far more likely to indicate that there was limited involvement by other school staff than their Primary level counterparts. 

Graph 2.4 - Views of Participants of Levels of Involvement by School Staff




When the four categories of response are collapsed into two (i.e. Not Involved and Somewhat Involved becoming one category, and Involved and Very Involved becoming one category) the difference between Primary and Post-Primary respondents is statistically significant.  Of the different types of respondents, Principals
 were most likely to say that other staff were involved or very involved - 67% of them believing this to be the case.

The vast majority of written responses by Post-Primary Team-Members suggested at worst a lack of interest by their peers in the work of the Action Planning team, and at best an awareness of and support for the work, but an absence of direct involvement.  A number of references appeared among these responses to the involvement of staff in the inservice programmes devised by the Action Planning teams.  Post-Primary Co-ordinators’ written comments were similarly mixed.  In a lengthy comment, one Co-ordinator referred to demoralisation among staff in the school and a lack of willingness to experiment.  In sharp contrast, another Co-ordinator spoke of the “supportive open staff” in his/her school.  The four written comments by Post-Primary Principals suggested both positive and negative experiences in the different schools in respect of involving staff.

At Primary level, in many cases a large proportion of staff were involved in the Action Planning teams.  That said, the written comments generally identified wide support for the work of the Action Planning teams among staff who were not directly involved.  Of twenty-eight written comments by Primary Team-Members, only two were in any way negative on this point.  Similarly, all of the written comments by Principals were positive, with the exception of one, who suggested that better communication between the team and the staff might have been useful.  In all, 11 out of 13 of the written responses by Primary Co-ordinators illustrate a similarly positive view of the degree of involvement by staff.

As stated earlier, questionnaires were also sent to staff who were not participating directly in the Action Planning process, in order to establish their view of the work.  Because only a small number of staff questionnaires were received from Primary schools, only the results from the Post-Primary schools are presented here.

Table 2.1 - Post-Primary Non-Action Planning Staff Familiarity with Mol an Óige / Participation in Mol an Óige

	Familiarity
	Frequency
	%
	
	Participation
	Frequency
	%

	Very Familiar 
	5
	7.7
	
	Yes 
	25
	38.5

	Familiar
	23
	35.4
	
	No
	40
	61.5

	Not Especially Familiar
	29
	44.6
	
	Unsure
	0
	0.0

	Not Familiar
	8
	12.3
	
	Total 
	65
	100.0

	Total 
	65
	100.0
	
	Missing = 0
	
	

	Missing = 0
	
	
	
	
	
	


When asked their levels of familiarity with Mol an Óige, a majority (57%) of staff in Post-Primary schools said that they were either Not Especially Familiar or Not Familiar with the work of the project in their school.  Similarly, as Table 2.1 shows, when asked whether they had ever participated in activities organised by Mol an Óige, a majority (60%) of staff said that they had not.

2.2.d - Levels of Participation and Support by Principals

In its initial design, the support of the school Principal was seen to be a important factor in the success of the project.  Co-ordinators and Team-Members were asked their view of the extent of the support offered by their Principals.  In considering the responses to this question, it is important to note that in some schools, Principals participated on the Action Planning teams and in eight Primary schools, Principals acted as Co-ordinators.
  In all, 55% of Co-ordinators and Team-Members believed that their school Principal was Very Supportive, with 27% of this group stating that the Principal was Supportive.

Graph 2.5 - Participants’ Views of Support by Principals   




Again, there is a difference between Primary and Post-Primary level responses.  Four per cent of Primary Co-ordinators and Team-Members rated their school Principal as Somewhat Supportive or Not Supportive, while 39% of Post-Primary Co-ordinators and Team-Members gave the Somewhat Supportive rating.  When the four categories of response are collapsed into two, the difference between Primary and Post-Primary responses is statistically significant.  

Five of the eight written responses by Post-Primary Co-ordinators were positive in their view of the support provided by Principals, two were critical of their Principals’ role and one had mixed feelings on the issue.  Written responses by Post-Primary Team-Members to this question were mixed.  While some Team-Members referred in general terms to the support provided, others would have preferred a greater level of practical involvement.  The key issue for a number of respondents concerned timetabling - in some cases Principals were criticised for not being more supportive in respect of this issue.

The responses by Primary Co-ordinators were, in general, highly complimentary of the support and encouragement they received from their Principals.  Of the negative comments, one Co-ordinator felt that the Principal should have had a central role in the Action Planning team while another spoke of the lack of support by his/her Principal.  Among written responses by Primary Team-Members to this question, the main theme was support, encouragement and interest offered by their Principals.  One of the 29 written comments was critical, suggesting that the Principal should have been more central to the process, but that his/her interest was primarily in the resources provided by Mol an Óige.

Principals were asked to rate their own level of involvement in the project.  As Graph 2.6 shows, almost four fifths saw themselves as being Involved or Very Involved in the work of the project in their schools, with no Principal saying that they had no involvement.

Graph 2.6 - Principals’ Self-Ratings of their Involvement in Mol an Óige




While nine Primary Principals described themselves as Very Involved in the work of the project (reflecting the fact that eight Primary Principals also took on the role of Co-ordinator) no Post-Primary Principal described themselves as having this level of involvement.  
2.3 Working Outside of the School 

A major emphasis within the Mol an Óige project was on encouraging a greater engagement by professionals in schools with life outside of schools.  In practice this reduced to three areas : involving parents, working with services outside the school and participating in transnational visits.

2.3.a - Involving Parents 

When asked if there were actions developed through their school’s involvement with Mol an Óige which aimed specifically at the inclusion of parents of children in the project’s target group, 79% of the full group of Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals responded positively.  Primary level respondents were slightly more likely to say that there was involvement by parents with Post-Primary responses slightly more likely to think not or to be unsure on the point.  There was no difference in the response among different types of participant.

At Primary level the main focus for parental involvement was through the various reading programmes which the Action Planning teams operated.  Also, specific efforts were made to involve parents more, through, for example, eliciting their support for individual learning plans and meeting them more regularly during the year.  One Primary Co-ordinator pointed out that in his/her school “a core group were against such positive action” but that this did not negatively affect the work.

Action in the area of parental involvement at Post-Primary level tended to centre on inviting parents to meetings to discuss the needs of their children or to see their work on special display evenings.  Negative comments on this area centred on the difficulty of getting parents to attend meetings.  That said, the written responses indicate a qualitative shift in efforts to involve parents in some of the schools.  The participation of one school in the Schools’ Integrated Project (SIP), allowed a special computer course to be run for one group of parents.
 

2.3.b - Involving Services outside the School

Respondents were asked to what extent actions were developed through the schools involvement with Mol an Óige which included other services working with children in the project’s target group.  Overall, 64% of respondents said that their school had been involved in such actions - interestingly, equal proportions of Primary and Post-Primary respondents believed this to be the case.  There were some differences between the type of project participants in relation to this point. Five out of six Post-Primary Principals believed that the school was involved in such actions while five out of seven of those Primary Principals who also acted as Action Planning team Co-ordinators believed this to be so.  The least likely to agree that other services were involved with the school as a result of its involvement with Mol an Óige were Post-Primary Action Planning Team-Members, 59% of whom answered positively to this question.

The range of services referred to by those respondents whose schools had an involvement included :

	· Speech Therapist

· Psychologist

· Library

· Gardaí

· Homework Club

· Outside Speakers
	· School Attendance Officer

· Local Partnerships

· Seminar on Child Protection

· Social Workers

· Parenting Courses


Respondents at Post-Primary level referred to a similar group of services working outside the school.  Two responses by Co-ordinators were particularly notable - one positive, which strongly advocated a greater focus on interagency co-operation and one negative, which suggested “you need a degree in red tape” in dealing with some agencies.

2.3.c - Transnationality

In all, 23 respondents, 22% of the Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals participated on Transnational visits to Birmingham and Pontypridd.  

Table 2.2 - Type of Participant in Transnational Visits

	
	Frequency

	Primary Co-ordinator
	1

	Post-Primary Co-ordinator
	3

	Primary Team-Member
	2

	Post-Primary Team-Member
	7

	Primary Principal
	6

	Post-Primary Principal
	3

	Primary Principal / Co-ordinator
	1

	Total
	23


Of this  group, 21 (96%) of those who answered the question said that they had learned something from the visits.  Among the written responses, there were frequent references to the importance of treating all students as individuals and developing individual learning plans to respond to individual needs.  Also highlighted as learning points were the importance of a positive, or incentive driven, approach to discipline management as opposed to a punitive one, the value of Information Technology as a tool in working with academically weaker pupils and the importance of monitoring attendance and tackling problems in this area early on.  A number of written comments referred to how the visits highlighted the value of planning. 

2.4 Impact of Mol an Óige

The questionnaires allowed respondents to identify whether and in what ways the Action Planning process and the schools’ involvement with Mol an Óige generally impacted on school practice, on participating Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals, and on students.  The responses to these questions are set out below.

2.4.a - Impact on School Practice

In all, 90 (86%) of the 105 Principals, Co-ordinators and Team-Members agreed that there were ideas developed by the Action Planning Teams which fed into school practice.  At Primary level, 93% of respondents believed this to be case, while 74% of Post-Primary respondents believed it to be so, representing a statistically significant difference between respondents at the different educational levels.  

Graph 2.7 - Participants’ Views of the Impact on School Practice 




It is notable that 23 (96%) of the 24 Principals (including eight Primary Principals who were also Co-ordinators) who answered the question, believed that there had been an impact on school practice.  Although useful in highlighting the agreement among Principals, Graph 2.7 disguises the differences between Co-ordinators and Team-Members at different levels.  For example, Post-Primary Co-ordinators (six out of eight) and Post-Primary Team-Members (16 out of 24) were the least likely to identify impact on school practice (although a still majority of each type of participant).

Among written responses by Post-Primary Principals, the following ideas for practice were mentioned :

	· shadow teaching 

· preteaching

· homework support
	· early targeting of at risk pupils

· team of teachers interviewing problem students 

· team teaching


In describing how practice in the school was affected, one Principal said that “weak pupils began to get a sense of support”.  Two Post-Primary Co-ordinators referred to Team Teaching in their written responses, while two other responses referred to developments in the area of Multiple Intelligence.  A greater focus on planning was mentioned in a further two responses.

Seventeen Post-Primary Team-Members provided written comments to this question.  The following comments were made by Team-Members in five schools :

· “bonus points schemes, reward systems were introduced to improve students ownership of their school life”;

· “team teaching - this is the big one I believe . . . part of the life of nearly 20 teachers here.  Mentoring - of this class group and its value is being looked at for the 2nd and first year groups”;

· “lots of basic ideas around aiming lessons at pupil level.  Self-esteem and personal development has been identified and worked on by all staff/students.  It has led to a more positive working environment for students / staff alike”;

· “a number of teachers completed the course on co-operative discipline in the classroom.  A group of teachers helped set up the homework support.  An inservice was also conducted on multiple intelligence and how it relates to the classroom”;

· “we are in process of developing an approach that integrates more clearly how Mol an Óige and the Pastoral Care systems may work in partnership”; and

· “individual help with subjects given to various students i.e. extra teaching, resources and computers”.
The need for a whole school approach to new ideas was the main theme among the three comments which reflected a negative view of the impact of the project on school practice.

Written comments by Primary level participants suggest that a wide variety of ideas for practice emerged from the Mol an Óige project.  Some of these are :

	· Reading Programmes (Shared, Paired, CAPER)

· Individual Learning Programmes

· Planning, Target Setting, Monitoring 

· Early Diagnosis of needs

· Involving Parents 
	· Homework Clubs

· Positive Discipline / Positive Approach to At Risk Pupils

· Peer Tutoring

· Broadening Curriculum

· Greater Teamwork


Among these, the areas which were referred to most frequently were Reading, Individual Learning Plans and Planning.

2.4.b - Impact on participating Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals

In all, 64 (80%) of the Co-ordinators
 and Team-Members who answered the question agreed that their own skills in working with children at risk of leaving school early developed as a result of participating in the Mol an Óige project.

Graph 2.8 - Participants’ Views on Impact on Their Own Practice 




Four of the respondents said that their skills had not developed, with 12 (15%) unsure on the point.  At 85%, a slightly greater proportion of Post-Primary than Primary respondents (77%) believed that their skills had developed.  

Among the written responses by eight Post-Primary Co-ordinators to this question, there was a split between those who said that it generally reaffirmed their existing approaches and those who believed that they have become more aware of and understand better the needs of pupils in the target group.  Examples of both types of response are :

· “I am much clearer about their requirements.  I have now an idea where to turn for help.  I’m acutely aware of our ongoing needs in terms of teaching literacy, requiring skills in new methodologies, learning how to cope more effectively with behavioural, disciplinary difficulties”; and

· “reinforced my philosophy of education and gave me the opportunity to co-ordinate meetings, communicate more with target group, act as a mediator between students and teachers, plan regularly and give them a voice”.

There were 22 written comments to this question by Post-Primary Team-Members from nine schools.  The areas highlighted among these were :

	· Positive, Encouraging Approach

· Team Teaching

· Developing Trust

· Awareness of Needs
	· Multiple Intelligence

· Listening

· Skills in Discipline / Student Management 


Responses from Team-Members in one school suggested a ‘sea-change’ among this group in terms of their general approach to students in the target group.  

Written responses by Primary Team-Members to the question of the impact of the project on their own skills covered a number of different areas.  The fact of gaining access to new ideas / strategies was mentioned frequently as were the areas of planning and evaluation.  Two other areas which were mentioned concerned generating a better understanding of the child’s needs and abilities and remaining focused in respect of these.  As at Post-Primary level, the idea of working in a more positive and affirmative way with children in the target group was identified by Primary Team-Members in their responses to this question.  The main themes among responses by Primary Co-ordinators were increased awareness and a deepening of their knowledge base.  Examples of these comments are :

· “much more aware of how to informally boost confidence”;

· “more observant of children at risk, more aware of needs and frustrations, more tolerant of poor academic progress”;

· “more  aware of and sensitive to this group”;

· “would be able to apply skills in future (if needed)”; and

· “all a little more aware because of the many think-thank discussions we had”.

Taken together, these comments by Primary and Post-Primary Co-ordinators and Team-Members indicate clear perceptions of impacts by the project in relation to changes in attitudes and awareness and the development of ideas and skills.
When asked about the impact on their practice, 21 (96%) of the 22 Principals who answered the question said that there had been (all six of the Post-Primary Principals and 15 out of 16 of the Primary Principals).  There was no particular pattern among the written responses by six Post-Primary Principals - one mentioned an increase in his/her awareness of the needs of early school leavers and the need for learning support, while another said that he/she would be in favour of facilitating positive discrimination for children in the target group.  Another Principal listed seven areas where practice was affected :

· increasing focus on students’ needs;

· emphasis on building self-esteem;

· renewed focus on attendance;

· reviewing practice more often;

· planning for literacy library, computers;

· promoting continuous assessment; and

· appreciation of great talents and enthusiasm of staff.

The major theme among written responses by Primary Principals was the importance of planning, although some referred in general terms to the introduction of new ideas, while others referred to the project’s impact in the area of teamwork.  
Table 2.3 sets out the responses by Post-Primary staff who did not participate directly in the Action Planning process, when asked if they benefited from the project.

Table 2.3 -View of Post-Primary Staff on the Existence of


 
Benefits to them From Mol an Óige

	
	Frequency
	%

	Yes 
	15
	25.0

	No
	34
	56.7

	Unsure
	11
	18.3

	Total 
	60
	100.0

	Missing = 5
	
	


As it illustrates, over one half of respondents believed that they did not benefit from the Mol and Óige project, while one quarter believed that they had.  

2.4.c - Impact on Students 

At 87%, identical proportions of Primary and Post-Primary respondents believed that there were positive impacts on students arising from the schools’ involvement in the Mol an Óige project.  

Graph 2.9 - Participants’ Views of Impact on Target Group Children




All 24 Principals believed that there had been impact on their students, with 16 (84%) of 19 Co-ordinators and 52 (83%) of Team-Members believing this to be the case.  

Primary Co-ordinators added many written comments to their closed-ended responses on this question.  The variety of their positive responses is illustrated below :

· “individual programmes implemented, increased self-esteem and co-operation”;

· “changed attitude to school, greater acceptance by pupils of individual differences between them, noticeable improvement in academic achievement, progress in self-confidence, esteem building, great changes in behaviour, greater responsibility taken by pupils, individual talents were fostered / improved”;

· “we targeted children with low self-esteem and lacking self-confidence and found immense improvement”;

· “absolutely, it is a huge pity that Mol an Óige is coming to a close, it will be v. difficult to maintain these projects which are imperative to the needs of the children involved”;

· “at present we are concentrating on one dyslexic child.  From hereon we have skills on how to assess and help those children with whom we come in contact in years to come”;

· “now more aware of the need to try harder knowing that help is readily available”; and

· “the improvements in confidence of children in the target group is only one of the positive impacts”.

Three of the written responses by Primary Co-ordinators were equivocal in relation to impacts on participating children, with one saying that there were no impacts.  Responses by Primary Team-Members to this question clustered around the areas of:

· Self-Esteem / Confidence; 

· Academic Improvement;

· Motivation / Enthusiasm / Attitude to School;

and the development of specific strategies and programmes for individual children.  Written comments by Primary Principals on this point were equally diverse, the one dominant theme being the development of Self-Esteem.

All five Post-Primary Principals responded positively in their written comments on this question, three especially so :

· “weak pupils feel they are valued, they can talk to several teachers in confidence, (‘the school is trying to help me’)”;

· “the student cohort showed : better attendance; better discipline and a more positive attitude; better motivation”; and

· “the attendance of the target group has improved in all but one case, self-esteem has risen dramatically, behaviour is much improved because tasks are relevant, parents are delighted that their children are becoming independent learners (‘I can do this but can you start this one’)”.

Six out of eight of the written comments by Post-Primary Co-ordinators were similarly positive, with self-esteem featuring in three of the responses.  Other areas of positive change referred to include : behaviour; motivation; leadership; listening skills; and teamwork.  One Co-ordinator referred to the impact on students in terms of the closer monitoring of them by teachers.  

The main areas of impact mentioned by Post-Primary Team-Members in their responses were :

· understanding of their needs (by teachers);

· attendance;

· self-esteem;

· happiness in / attitude to school;

· confidence / maturity; and

· awareness of / acknowledgement by students of extra supports.

Two of the written responses were less than positive, one referring to the need for students to be more committed in response to the efforts of the Action Planning team, and one referring to the tailing off of initial enthusiasm by the students once they realised that extra effort was required by them.

Table 2.4 sets out the views of non-participating Post-Primary staff on the projects’ impact on students.

Table 2.4 - View of Post-Primary Staff on whether 



Mol an Óige had an impact on Pupils

	
	Frequency
	%

	Yes 
	35
	54.7

	No
	9
	14.1

	Unsure
	16
	25.0

	Don’t Know
	4
	6.3

	Total 
	64
	100.0

	Missing = 1
	
	


As it shows, over half of those who responded believed that there had been an impact, with one quarter of respondents unsure on this point.  

2.5 Mol an Óige Support

In order to discover their views on the support they received from Mol an Óige staff, participants were asked to provide ratings along the following four dimensions : 

· Accessibility.

· Amount; 

· Quality; and 

· Timeliness;

As Graph 2.10 shows, the vast majority of ratings of the Accessibility of Mol an Óige support were in the Very Satisfied or Satisfied range.

Graph 2.10 - Participants’ Rating of Accessibility of Support




Primary participants were more likely than their Post-Primary counterparts to give the highest possible rating while ratings by all twenty four Principals were in the Satisfied or Very Satisfied range.  One Post-Primary Co-ordinator was Very Unsatisfied with the accessibility of support as was one Primary Team-Member.

Ratings of the amount of support were similarly positive with 89% of all respondents either Very Satisfied or Satisfied with the Amount of support they received.  Again, all 24 Principals were either Very Satisfied or Satisfied with the Amount of support received.  No Co-ordinator rated the project negatively on this dimension of support.

Graph 2.11 - Participants’ Ratings of Amount of Support 




The highest proportion of Very Satisfied ratings were given in respect of the Quality of the support provided by Mol an Óige, with 51% of respondents giving the project this rating.  Five (15%) of Post-Primary respondents indicated that they were neither Satisfied nor Unsatisfied with the Quality of support provided.  The two respondents who said that they were unsatisfied with the Quality of support provided were both from Primary schools - one Co-ordinator and one Team-Member.

Graph 2.12 - Participants’ Ratings of Quality of Support 




The final dimension of the Mol an Óige support rated by respondents was Timeliness.  In all, 84% of respondents were either Very Satisfied or Satisfied with the Timeliness of Mol an Óige support.  Of the four dimensions considered, at 16% this dimension had the highest proportion of ratings outside of the two highest categories.  Representing 6% of all Post-Primary responses, the negative ratings (one Very Unsatisfied one Unsatisfied) of the project’s Timeliness came from a Post-Primary Co-ordinator and a Post-Primary Team-Member.

Graph 2.13 - Participants’ Ratings of Timeliness of Support




Taken together, these responses indicate high levels of satisfaction with the support provided by Mol an Óige, as constituted by these four dimensions.
2.6 Value and Sustainability

The questionnaires contain a number of overview questions on the value and sustainability of the work of Mol an Óige.  Two of these overview questions were confined to school Principals, with two others, one on weaknesses in the project and one on the scope for continuation of project actions, asked of all participants.

2.6.a - Principals’ Views of Value of Mol an Óige

All Principals were asked whether they considered that the project was money well spent, in the context of ongoing resource limitations which they face.  Twenty-two (96%) of the 23 Principals who answered the question said the project represented money well spent - all six Post-Primary Principals and 16 out of 17 Primary Principals who answered the question.  The following are representative of written comments to this question.

· “got rid of isolation”(Primary);

· “planning and co-operation of staff, a big gain - all with a little planning” (Primary);

· “definitely, the learning experience was wonderful, I was trained in (circa 35 years ago) and this was the first major look at class practice over such an extended period of time “(Primary);

· “benefit to pupils, teachers, and the school community has been wonderful” (Primary);

· “planning and programmes have been introduced into our school which would never have happened - also it happened with relative ease once understood and organised” (Primary);

· “we are especially delighted that students’ needs have been met through our own teaching resources - all we need are more teaching hours to meet any need” (Post-Primary);

· “money should now be spent in schools to implement all the findings “(Post-Primary);

· “the allowance of time for planning was of great value” (Post-Primary); and

· “made a huge impact in our school” (Post-Primary).

As a follow-on to this question, Principals were also asked what they viewed to be the most valuable aspect of the project.  The following are the written comments made by Post-Primary Principals :

· “focusing attention on needs of children as people, upskilling teachers, realisation that support is available”;

· “making school relevant and inclusive for all - if we can make a difference with weaker students we can do the same for the rest, planning and evaluation as a way of school-life”;

· “it prompted us to form a school policy on support”;

· “enhanced teamwork, empowerment of staff, improved confidence in our ability to cope”; and

· “helped us focus more clearly than ever before on pupils we had been failing up to that”.

While quite different in the content, these comments indicate real impacts on school life as perceived by Post-Primary Principals.

Primary Principals also had differing opinions about the most valuable aspect of their participation, although a number of themes are evident in their responses.  Impacts in the area of teamwork and related areas of staff openness and participation were highlighted most frequently, with the value of planning and targeting / identification featuring strongly.  For three of the Principals, the additional resources were significant.  That said, two Principals took quite a different view : 

· it has helped us to realise that we can and need to review our strengths and weaknesses constantly and to use our strengths to address our weaknesses; and 

· the targeting of individual pupils with no back up of expertise and resources has certainly made inroads into problems that seemed intractable heretofore.

The other main theme in responses by Primary Principals is the positive value of the project in creating links between neighbouring small schools.

2.6.b -  Weaknesses

In order to properly consider the question of sustainability, participants were asked whether they thought that there were identifiable weakness in the project.  Over one half of all respondents thought that there were weaknesses, one quarter said that there weren’t any, while just over one fifth were not sure on the point.  

Graph 2.14 - Participants’ View on Weakness in Mol an Óige




Graph 2.14 illustrates what is a statistically significant difference between Primary and Post-Primary respondents in relation to this question, with just over 40% of Primary respondents identifying weaknesses in the project compared to the almost three quarters of Post-Primary respondents who believe this to be the case.  The sub-group of respondents most likely to say that weaknesses exist were Post-Primary Principals, four out of five of whom believe this to be the case.  The least likely group to say that there were weaknesses with the model are the Primary Principals who also acted as Co-ordinators.  Two out of eight of these said that there were weaknesses in the model.

At Post-Primary level, the weaknesses which were identified by Co-ordinators and Team-Members centred on the issues of timetabling, the availability of time for planning, the amount of paperwork and the fact that Action Planning activities were developed apart from the main work of the school.  Other written comments referred to the need for more outside expertise and what was seen in one school to be an inappropriate initial approach in establishing the process.  Of the four Principals who added written comments to their response to this question, one did not think that there were weaknesses, suggesting that : “It’s a tragedy that it has ended”.  Of those who said that there were weaknesses, one referred to the pressures arising from the absence of teachers for inservice and other activities, while another said that the project was “a little removed from the school”.  The response of the fourth Principal reflected his / her view that the project had failed to develop properly in the school.  

At Primary level the main weaknesses which were identified were in relation to :

	· paperwork

· extra workload that it implied

· difficulties in finding substitutes
	· dependence on goodwill

· time constraints

· inadequacy of financial support


Among the written comments were a number which suggested a view that the major weakness of the project was its ‘pilot’ nature and the fact that it is now at an end.

2.6.c - Scope for Continuation

In spite of identifying weaknesses in the project, as Graph 2.15 shows, four fifths of respondents believe that it will be possible to continue actions begun as a result of their schools’ participation in the Mol an Óige project.  

Graph 2.15 - Participants’ Views on Potential to Continue Actions




It is notable that equal proportions of Primary and Post-Primary respondents adopt a positive position in relation to this question.  Twenty-one of the 23 Principals who answered the question said that actions will be continued - no Principal said that actions would not be continued.  It is also notable that almost identical proportions of Primary and Post-Primary Co-ordinators (88.9% vs. 87.5%) and identical proportions of Primary and Post-Primary Team-Members (73.7%) believe that they can continue.  While only one respondent (a Post-Primary Team-Member) believed that the actions would not continue, almost one fifth of respondents weren’t sure about this point. 

The following are some of the written responses by Post-Primary Principals specifying the areas in which actions would continue following the end of the Mol an Óige project :

· “small class groups, focus on one-to-one contacts, co-ordination / action team will remain in place”;

· “bonus points system, shadow teaching, greater collegiality in finding ways to improve the performance of reluctant learners and those likely to leave school early, more confidence among teachers to discuss in-classroom issues”;

· “we are committed to support learning for the whole school and not just the target group, as we demonstrated this year”;

· “team approach, co-operation with other agencies”; and

· “the Mol an Óige team will continue as the focus of our clear identification with the needs of the underachieving student.  Planning time will be provided”.

The following are comments written by Post-Primary Co-ordinators specifying areas for future action by the school :

· “I would hope to continue on encouraging staff development to deal with academic, i.e. literacy and emotional needs of students; I also wish to see notion of Action Planning team continued as a means of focusing on problems that need to be addressed, trying out ideas, evaluating them”;

· “meetings to identify and discuss needs, team teaching - positive reinforcement, bonus points system / ... weekly journal”;

· “we would like to continue our present programme with 2nd years to 3rd years”;

· “support learning for all groups 1st to 5th year will continue”;

· “cross curricular museum project with historical theme”;

· “school plan for learning support which the team is devising”;

· “yes we hope to remain as a team next year and work in pastoral care, class tutor”; and

· “action planning process to continue for this type of target group”.

The wide variety of areas of continuing action identified by Post-Primary Team-Members are grouped below :  

	· preparatory year for tackling literacy and numeracy

· inservice sessions

· weekly meetings 

· reward systems

· team teaching

· whole school so all staff take responsibility for mixed ability classes
	· targeting / identification of at-risk / weaker students

· development of special junior cert programme in second year

· co-operative discipline

· school policy on learning support

· mentoring 




However, the written comments regarding the sustainability of actions also highlighted a number of key areas of concern.  Chief among them were fears regarding the availability of support from teachers, from school management or from the Department of Education.  The absence of Mol an Óige in providing the incentives to engage in Action Planning, and the ongoing support and advice to sustain it, were identified by a number of Post-Primary respondents as major concerns. 

At Primary level, the most frequently mentioned actions by Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals, which schools intend to continue are in :

	· Reading

· Action Planning / Meeting

· Individual Education Plans
	· Positive Approaches to Discipline

· Homework Clubs / Shared Homework

· Targeting / Early Intervention


These Primary and Post-Primary level priorities for continued action reflect earlier comments on the impact of the project on school practice.

2.7 Summary

The main motivating factors for Principals to become involved in Mol an Óige centred on positive experiences of participation in the first round of the project, the good reputation the project had established in Tipperary, and recognition by Principals of their schools’ needs and the opportunity that the project offered to meet those needs.  Once schools were involved, the overwhelming view of participants was that the project’s Action Planning concept was useful and, for 85% of respondents, that it was possible to translate it into meaningful action in the schools.  

Overall, survey respondents were positive in their attitudes to the various components of the Action Planning process.  For 89% of Co-ordinators and Team-Members, the members of the Action Planning teams worked well together.  Various additional positive outcomes were seen to have emerged from this aspect of Action Planning, including for example a reduction in isolation felt by teachers.  Overall, respondents believed Action Planning meetings to be either Important or Very Important to ensuring that plans developed by Action Planning teams were implemented.  Respondents at different educational levels differed on this point with Post-Primary respondents more likely to rate meetings as Very Important than their Primary counterparts.  Another part of the Action Planning process was regular Co-ordinators’ meetings.  Four fifths of Co-ordinators believed that these were useful.  

At Post-Primary level, the involvement of staff, not directly participating in the Action Planning process, proved to be a challenge for the project.  While at Primary level, 82% of respondents believed that other staff were either Involved or Very Involved, at Post-Primary 93% of respondents rated other staff as either Somewhat Involved or Not Involved.  Post-Primary staff members’ own ratings of their familiarity with and participation in the project bear out these ratings.  Similarly, Post-Primary respondents were less likely to say that their Principal was Very Supportive and more likely to say that he/she was Somewhat Supportive than Primary respondents (24% vs. 76% and 39% vs. 0% respectively).

In relation to working with others outside the school, four fifths of respondents said that actions were developed to involve parents of children in the project’s target group.  At Primary level the area most frequently mentioned was Reading, while for the Post-Primary respondents, efforts to involve parents in various types of meeting were mentioned most often.  A lower level of respondents (just under two thirds) said that there were actions aimed at involving other services from outside the school.  Primary and Post-Primary respondents referred to a similar range of professionals and agencies in answering this question.  The third area of involvement in actions outside of the school considered in the survey was participation on transnational visits.  Just over one fifth of respondents had taken part in transnational visits, with virtually all of these stating that they learned something from the experience.  

The findings show that, as perceived by those who took part in it, the project had a positive impact in the schools.  In all, 86% of Co-ordinators, Team-Members and Principals believed that there was an impact at the level of school practice, 80% of Co-ordinators and Team-Members said that there was an impact on their own skills arising from participation on the project, with 21 (96%) of 22 Principals saying that their practice as Principals had been affected positively by the project.  In all cases, there were examples of the areas of practice which were positively affected.  In all, 87% of both Primary and Post-Primary respondents said that there were positive impacts on participating students.  Among the many areas of perceived impacts were self-esteem, happiness in school, behaviour, academic performance, attendance and motivation.  A majority of Post-Primary staff not directly involved in the Action Planning process believed that the project had an impact on students.

Across all four dimensions of support, the performance of the project team is highly rated by project participants.  The vast majority of ratings for Accessibility, Amount, Quality and Timeliness of Support were in the Satisfied or Very Satisfied range.  At 90%, the highest level of ratings in the Satisfied and Very Satisfied range was given for the Accessibility of Mol an Óige support, the lowest level of ratings in this range standing at 84% for the Timeliness of the support.

In relation to the overall value for money of the project, 96% of Principals believed that the project was good value for money, with a variety of aspects of the project considered to be the most valuable by the different Principals.  Overall, at 53%, a slight majority of respondents were of the view that the project had weaknesses.  However, almost three-quarters of Post-Primary respondents believed that there were weaknesses, in comparison with the 41% of Primary respondents who thought that this was the case.  Among the variety of issues identified in the written responses to this question were time, timetabling, paperwork and lack of integration with the mainstream of school life.  In spite of the identified weaknesses, 80% of Primary and 82% of Post-Primary respondents were of the view that actions begun as a result of their school’s participation in the Mol an Óige project could continue in its absence.  Respondents at both educational levels identified specific areas of practice in which it is intended to continue activities.

Across all of these variables, there were respondents who were not as positive in their attitudes to the Mol an Óige project as their peers in the majority.  For some, there were difficulties in operationalising the concept, problems in having effective meetings and generating a strong sense of team, and an absence of a genuine impact on schools, teachers or pupils.  On aggregate, however, apart from one school, where the responses indicated a sense in which the model was not appropriate for their situation, the negative responses were very much in the minority.  That said even among those who were generally positive in their comments, there was a willingness to refer to aspects of the model and experiences in the school which were unsatisfactory. 

Chapter Three - Conclusions

The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate the main conclusions which can be drawn from the schools’ survey.  These are set out in two sections, the first of which identifies the main conclusions about the Action Planning concept, the overall impact of Mol an Óige, and areas of weakness within it.  The second section focuses on four important themes which can be seen both as strategic themes in the work of the project, and examples of areas of school life in which it achieved success.

3.1 Concept, Impact and Learning

The first main test for the Mol an Óige project was whether its main organising concept, Action Planning, would be meaningful in schools.  That the concept had been developed in consultation with schools meant that the chances of this being the case were good.  However, the project’s work in introducing the ideas into the schools, assisting the development of the Action Planning process through its written materials and the support of individual workers, obviously facilitated a successful engagement of the ideas.  While it is clear that the model had a certain intellectual appeal, it proved also to be practical and was translated into meaningful action in the schools.  Put simply, it was possible to create Action Planning teams, to meet, plan, implement and review actions (whether on a regular or irregular basis).  In terms of sustainability, the foregoing sets out the areas in which actions will continue, and it is clear that some, although not all Action Planning teams, will definitely continue to meet and plan on a regular basis.   Even where there is no explicit reference to Action Planning meetings, a commitment of collective or team-based planned approaches to particular issues appears to be strongly held.

The actions of the Mol an Óige project and the Action Planning teams would have little meaning if they did not have any impact.  It is clearly the case that in relation to participating schools, teachers and pupils, the vast majority of those participating in the project believe that such impacts have taken place.  They believe that school practice has changed in their schools, that their own practice has been positively affected and that the children who have been targeted in the various school level Action Planning projects, have benefited from them.  What is most notable in the analysis of Mol an Óige’s impact is the diversity of the ways in which it is played out.  This diversity is explainable by the generic and highly flexible nature of the model.  Another factor leading to this diversity was the style of operation of the Mol an Óige staff, which was, to the extent possible, to encourage Action Planning teams to identify and prioritise their needs and establish what they saw as potential strategies in meeting these needs more effectively.

In any experimental project, a reflective, self-critical approach is essential, in order to identify areas in which ideas or practices embodied in an intervention can be changed, or indeed eliminated, in order to improve its overall impact (if it is to be replicated or mainstreamed in some way).  In Mol an Óige, three areas of perceived weakness stand out, from which important lessons can be learned.  The first of these concerns the limited extent to which the project linked into wider school life, particularly in participating Post-Primary schools.  One way to consider this issue is to relate it to the broader area of bringing about organisational change.  The Mol an Óige model implied a ‘vanguard’ approach, with a small group developing ideas, testing them and broadening them out to the whole school.  From the evidence, it appears that the development and testing of ideas aspects were addressed, but that the Action Planning teams did not succeed to the extent they would have liked, in linking these to school life generally.  It is possible to argue that what is at issue here is a question of timing and that the Action Planning teams are only now in a position to become more ‘Whole-School’ in their approach.  Alternatively, it could be argued that the teams were not proactive enough in ensuring that all teachers in the school were at least familiar with their work.  

A further way of thinking about this issue is to accept that the work of Mol an Óige will only attract a small number of interested teachers who are willing to make the necessary commitment to planning and developing new ways of working, and that to expect anything else is to fail to understand the nature of schools as organisations.  Thus, in schools, different teachers make commitments in different curricular and extra-curricular areas.  To expect them to also participate in additional activities is both unrealistic and unfair.  However, balancing this point is the clear mandate that schools have to ensure that all children gain optimal benefit from the educational goods that are on offer.  Increasingly, all teachers will be seen as responsible for all students in their classes, as the State aims to retain students at least to age 16, and at best to completion of the senior cycle of second level.  Whatever way the issue is interpreted, it is clear that Action Planning teams now see this as something which they need to address.  Indeed, towards the end of support from the Mol an Óige project, the teams began examining ways of linking more effectively with mainstream school life.

Lack of time and timetabling were identified as difficulties in the survey.  In other words, some participants felt that they did not have enough time to undertake the work involved in Action Planning and / or that the timetabling arrangements were not as facilitative of the work of the teams as they might have been.  In relative terms, the amount of ‘planning time’ offered by Mol an Óige was quite small.  There were two reasons for this.  The first relates to one of the basic values of the project which was that schools’ needs will not be solved simply by providing additional resources.  Secondly, there was little point in Mol an Óige creating an artificial situation where schools had become used to having significant resources which would come to sudden end when the project ceased, with negative consequences for all concerned.  

From the perspective of the project, it has been demonstrated that significant changes can be brought about through a focus on planning and without major resources.  That said, it is clear also that at both levels, participants gave up significant amounts of their own time, in order to ensure the project’s success.  The future of Action Planning in schools depends on how school management, both principals and senior staff members, truly value this process.  If they do, they will make this work a priority, allocate time and organise timetables accordingly.  It is reasonable to expect that in the context of the Department of Education’s emphasis on Whole School Planning, a niche can be found for this area. 

Both explicit and implicit in the survey responses was the significant point that over the lifetime of the project, the Action Planning teams benefited greatly from the ongoing support and advice provided by the Mol an Óige team.  While there is clear evidence that teams aim to continue various activities developed under the Mol an Óige umbrella without the support of the project, what is not clear at this stage is the extent to which this support will be missed.  In other words, Action Planning developed in schools in the context of an outside body prompting and supporting it - in the absence of this body, what direction will Action Planning take?

Mol an Óige staff were critical to ensuring the success of Action Planning - both in terms of ‘the carrot’ of the resources and support that they provided and ‘the stick’ of the requirement for documentary evidence of the work in the schools, from Action Planning documents, to meeting minutes and various other reports.  As stated, it is possible to envisage a scenario where the school management support the work of the Action Planning teams in the future, through the allocation of time and supportive timetabling arrangements.  In such a scenario, these incentives will also be matched by expectations of evidence of actions and outcomes.  In this way, these aspects of the Mol an Óige role could be taken on by school management.  However, it is difficult to see how the support and advice which was provided both formally and informally by Mol an Óige staff can be replaced. A significant learning point from the project’s experience is that an agency such as Mol an Óige, operating locally, can play a very useful and cost-effective role in facilitating organisational change in Primary and Post-Primary schools.

3.2 Strategic Themes

Outside of any final evaluative statements regarding the success or otherwise of Mol an Óige, it is possible to identify four thematic aspects of the project’s work.  These thematic areas can be taken to represent strategies through which the project aimed to bring about change and, at the same time, the areas in which the essence of the project is to be seen.  While individual words are used to depict these areas, they are better thought of as clusters of ideas and approaches.  Also, it is important to see these as very much overlapping notions.

Planning

The whole purpose of Action Planning was to encourage just that - planning for action in schools.  Throughout the survey results, examples are manifold of the ways in which the teams in the schools took on this basic and quite simple notion and put it into force in their schools.  For planning to be successful, it needs commitment to proper identification of needs, to implementing, monitoring and reviewing actions and to changing plans and trying again.  Again, the results indicate many examples of how these elements became a reality in schools.  Underpinning the whole Action Planning process is a particular value-basis which emphasises the ‘process’ of trial and error, rather than the ‘products’ of success or failure.  A commitment to working this way comes through the survey results.

Inclusion 

Action Planning is ‘Action Planning for Inclusion’.  It is fundamentally about making the educational needs of children who were previously marginal to school life, central to it.  Inclusion can be thought of as operating at three interrelated levels : awareness; understanding; and focused action.  The survey findings indicate clearly how these different levels found expression during the life of Mol an Óige.  Running right through the responses is a sense in which participants’ awareness and understanding of the needs of this group of children has been increased, leading in turn to a greater focus on meeting these needs, as evidenced in the Action Plans.  Although not explicitly linked in any single response in the survey, it is reasonable to suggest that references in the findings to greater care and attention to these children can be linked to the perceived impacts on students in relation to Self-Esteem and Happiness in school.

Teamwork

Action Planning meant working in teams.  From the survey results, the returns from working in this way are very much apparent.  The ending of the isolation that many teachers can feel, especially those at Primary level, and the corollary, the benefits of mutual support, encouragement and advice, all feature in the responses to the specific question on teamwork, and throughout the survey results generally.  In more instrumental terms, the benefit of collective action in prompting ideas and translating them into action as opposed to working individually, also featured in survey responses.  Similarly, much of the impact in relation to the empowerment of individual staff and their greater skills and confidence in tackling problems must be couched in their status as members of a team.

Teacher Professional Development

One of the overall themes in the work of Mol an Óige is Teacher Professional Development.  What is very apparent from the survey results is the extent to which participants were exposed to and adopted new practice approaches.   But to focus on this aspect of Teacher Professional Development would be to miss the central point that much of the skills development that took place during the project was related to the reawakening of individual competencies and the maximising of the existing skills base in the schools.  Many participants, using their basic competencies, tried many new approaches in schools - approaches which were not derived from inputs from outside experts.  Furthermore, the skills involved in participating effectively in the Action Planning process can be seen as an example of how professional development occurred.  The underlying point here is that the job of a teacher requires competencies beyond those relating to the task of teaching.  Mol an Óige and the Action Planning process in schools led to an engagement / re-engagement by teachers with these competencies.  

3.3 Looking to the Future

This report has highlighted the many successes of the Mol an Óige project and the perceived utility of the Action Planning concept.  It has demonstrated the capacity existing among participating teachers to engage in transformative activities leading to teaching- and school-practice which is more positively attuned to the needs of children who are at risk of educational failure and / or of leaving school early.  This change is rooted in a commitment to planning and to the recognition and ongoing development of the skills and competencies of teachers.  As well as its many strengths, the report has identified a number of areas where there is scope for the further development of the model.  Of particular note is the need to devise ways of ensuring that the benefits of Action Planning accrue and are appreciated among the wider school body.  In order to ensure that this takes place, a challenge for the Action Planning model will be to link its implementation to an evaluation process which includes a set of appropriate indicators of pupil educational and social development.

Appendix 1 – Questionnaires

Core Questionnaire 

1. An Action Planning team with a co-ordinator represents one approach to developing a school-based response to the needs of children at risk of leaving school early.  What is your opinion of this model ?

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

2. In your opinion, was it possible to translate the Action Planning concept into meaningful activity in the school ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

3. How important were the weekly team meetings as a means of ensuring that the plans of the Action Planning teams were implemented ?  Were they :

Not Important
Somewhat Important
Important

Very Important

 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 




 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

4. In your opinion, did the Action Planning team-members work well as a team ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

5. Did you find the meetings with the co-ordinators from other schools useful ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

6. How would you describe the support the Action Planning team received from the school principal ? Was he / she :

Not


Somewhat

Supportive


Very

Supportive

Supportive





Supportive

 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 




 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

7. How would you describe the involvement of the rest of the school staff in the work of the Action Planning Team ? Were they :

Not


Somewhat

Involved

Very

Involved

Involved




Involved

 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

8. In your view, have there been positive impacts on students arising from the school’s involvement with Mol an Óige ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

9. In your view, have there been any ideas developed by the Action Planning team which have fed into practice at school level ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

10. Over the lifetime of the project, were there any actions, developed through the school’s involvement with Mol an Óige, which aimed specifically at the inclusion of parents of children in the project’s target group ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

11. Over the lifetime of the project, were there any actions, developed through the school’s work with Mol an Óige, which aimed specifically at the involvement of other services working outside the school with children in the project’s target group ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

12. Have your own skills in working with children at risk of leaving school early developed as a result of participating in the Mol an Óige project ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

13. Were there any identifiable weaknesses in the Mol an Óige project ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

14. Did you participate in any transnational visits organised by the Mol an Óige project in 1998 / 1999 ?  

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

14.a If Yes, Did you learn anything for your own practice from this experience ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

15. Given that the project support is now virtually at an end, are there actions begun through the school’s participation in Mol an Óige that will be continued without it ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

15.a If Yes, Please Specify Which Action(s) : _________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

15.b If No or Unsure, Please Comment : ____________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

16. Listed below are four dimensions of the support provided by Mol an Óige staff over the lifetime of the project.  Please indicate your level of satisfaction with their performance in relation to each of these dimensions by ticking the relevant box. 

	
	Very Unsatisfied
	Unsatisfied
	Neither Satisfied or Unsatisfied
	Satisfied
	 Very Satisfied
	Don’t Know

	Accessibility of Support


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Amount of Support


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Quality of Support


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Timeliness of Support


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



17. Please use the space provided for any additional comments you would like to make :

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

Appendix 2: School Principals’ Questionnaire

School principals were asked the following questions in addition to the core questionnaire:

1. When you were invited to participate in the second round of the Mol an Óige project (1998/1999), what factor(s) influenced your decision to become involved ?

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

2. Once it began, how involved were you in the work of the project in the school ?

Not


Somewhat

Involved

Very

Involved

Involved




Involved

 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

3. Has your school’s involvement in the Mol an Óige project had any impact on your practice as principal ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

4. What, if any, have been the most valuable aspects of your school’s participation in the Mol an Óige project ?

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

5. As someone who continuously faces the challenge of resource limitations, would you regard the Mol an Óige project as money well spent ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

Primary school principals were asked one further question:

6. Did your school claim the “Planning Time” budget offered by Mol an Óige ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

4.a If Yes, How did you use this resource ?

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

Appendix 3:  Staff Questionnaire

1. The Mol an Óige project has operated in partnership with this school over the last year or so.  One representation of this was the creation of an Action Planning Team which met weekly over this time.  How would you describe your level of familiarity with the Mol an Óige project ?  Are you :

Very Familiar
Familiar

Not Especially
Not Familiar








Familiar

 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 




 FORMCHECKBOX 



 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

2. Have you ever participated in activities supported by Mol an Óige  ?

(e.g In-Service, Seminars / Conferences, Transnational Visits)

 Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

3. Have you ever benefited from the operation of the Mol an Óige project in any other way ?

 Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

4. Has the operation of the Mol an Óige project made any difference to pupils in your school ?

Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 
No  FORMCHECKBOX 
Unsure  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Don’t Know  FORMCHECKBOX 
  

Please Comment : _______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________
� On receipt of each set of questionnaires by the evaluator, individual questionnaires were given a school number and a questionnaire number.  When individual questionnaires arrived that were not part of a set that included a Co-ordinator questionnaire, they were not given a school number.  Four such questionnaires were received, all from Post-Primary schools - it is assumed that they were from schools from which questionnaires had already been received.


� Approximate figure.


� Included among this group are Primary Principals who also acted as Co-ordinators.


� Therefore, responses to this question only included Team-Members and Co-ordinators who were not school Principals.


� The SIP was supported under the Department of Education and Science funded Schools IT 2000 Programme.


� This group does not include those Primary Principals who also acted as Co-ordinators.
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