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THE QUALITY OF TEACHING AND LEARNING OF HISTORY, GEOGRAPHY AND ECONOMICS IN  S4, S5, S6, S7 OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOL, LUXEMBURG
1.
INTRODUCTION
In accordance with Article 17 of the Convention, which concerns the Inspectors of the European Schools, the functions of the Board of Inspectors are ‘to assure quality by setting up team and group inspections to supplement the work of individual inspectors and, by using the evaluation produced, to improve the quality of teaching and the standards of pupils’ attainment’, ‘to ensure effective coordination and supervision of studies in all areas of the curriculum by providing appropriate specialist advice’ and ‘to use the inspectors’ knowledge of the schools gained through inspection to spread good practice and promote harmonisation between sections’. Article 18 of the Convention also mentions ‘joint visits, team or group visits to inspect the teaching of a given subject or aspects of the work of the school’ and indicates that ‘inspection also serves the purpose of promoting the self-evaluation of teachers and schools’.

In September 2005, for the reasons mentioned above, the Board of Inspectors (Secondary) felt the need to work on the development of a common Inspection Framework and to organise joint inspections, making use of previous experiences, taking new developments into account and working together with the Board of Inspectors (Primary) as much as possible and where relevant. 

The Teaching Committees were informed about these intentions in September 2005.  

A working group of the secondary inspectors of Portugal, Lithuania, Poland, Estonia, Finland and the Netherlands undertook a new project to construct a general or common inspection framework. One of the aims of this project was, during the period of developing such a framework, to conduct a first pilot joint inspection. For practical reasons the working group decided to arrange the first pilot in only one of the European Schools. This pilot concerned the assessment of the quality of teaching and learning in geography and history in S4 and S5. 

The first pilot was organised in May 2006 at the European School, Brussels II, the second in November 2006 at the European School, Culham and the third at the European School, Karlsruhe in May 2007. The fourth joint inspection, not being a pilot anymore, has taken place at the European School, Luxemburg in November 2007. In this inspection also LII inspectors were involved. As in Karlsruhe, the inspection has been extended to history, geography and economics in S4, S5, S6 and S7. 

In this report the working group has recorded the results of the fourth joint inspection at the European School, Luxemburg. This inspection took place on Monday 5, Tuesday 6, Wednesday 7, Thursday 8 and Friday 9 November 2007. The information provided by the school was very helpful and the cooperation of the school directorate, the teachers, the pupils’ representatives and the representatives of the parents committee with the inspection team was very positive. 

The structure of this report is as follows. Chapter 2 gives the background to the mandate and the working method of the working group, as well as the aims and purposes of the pilot. Chapter 3 shows how the pilot took place by analysing documents, lesson observations and interviews, while Chapter 4 contains the findings made by the team of inspectors. This report ends with Chapter 5, containing recommendations for the school, as well as for the Board of Inspectors (Secondary). 

2. 
BACKGROUND 

In the context of supervision of the education provided by the European Schools, all national inspectors are responsible for the quality of the work of the seconded teachers of their own nationality. Article 17 of the Convention concerning the Inspectors of the European Schools refers to common responsibility for joint inspection as a form of evaluation. 

‘Inspection of the management of the European Schools’ is also evaluation, but the objectives differ from those of supervision or assessment of the quality of learning and teaching. The ‘Management Inspection – Luxembourg’
 focused on “verifying the correct application of the rules on the organisation of classes, the admission of pupils, the collection of school fees and the payment of staff salaries, and also to evaluate the deployment of resources [...] and to examine particular aspects such as management methods, financial planning, school development planning, communication and administration”. Representatives of the Boards of Inspectors (Primary and Secondary) are involved in management inspections. Although the Management Inspection report on Luxembourg did not evaluate the quality of teaching and learning, the report contains information about ‘subject coordination’ and ‘curricular planning and coordination’ (chapters VI, VII, VIII, IX) which is taken into account in this pilot, especially chapters 2.1.3, 2.1.4, 3.3.2, 3.6, 4.2.5.2, and some recommendations.

There is another example of a ‘joint inspection’ concerning implementation of the document ‘Quality Assurance and Development in the European Schools’. The report was published in 2003
. Pages 31-32 are about the ES, Luxemburg.

The outcomes of all management inspections, the discussions within the Board of Inspectors concerning these results, assessment of quality through external and internal evaluation and the strong desire to take a step forward towards the development of an evaluation model or system all contributed to the decision to set up a working group. As a result the working group started its activities in the autumn of 2005. The Board of Inspectors (Secondary) had asked the working group to take into account the development of joint inspection methods in the primary cycle. 

First, different frameworks were analysed, as were the most recent developments in supervision
. The respective frameworks appeared to have much in common, although the context naturally differs, as do the respective educational systems. Special attention was given to the relationship between external and internal evaluation, the steering and influence of the inspection on a model of self-evaluation by the school and, conversely, on a model or system of supervision. The Scottish framework ‘How good is our school’
 was explicitly taken into account.    

The working group duly noted this analysis and decided for reasons of continuity to base the construction of an inspection framework on the matrix of criteria and indicators set out in document 2000-D-264: ‘Quality Assurance and Development in the European Schools’, approved by the Board of Governors. The working group also constructed an instrument for school visits to be used for the analysis of relevant school documents, lesson observations and interviews with management, teachers and students. 

The choice for the fourth joint inspection of the quality of teaching and learning of history, geography and economics in S4, S5, S6 and S7 was based on the following considerations:

· the focus should be clear, structured and limited;

· the presence within the team of the inspectors responsible for the subject is important;  

· the signals from several sources about linguistic difficulties in the teaching and learning process should be taken into account; for this reason LII inspectors have been invited to participate;

· the inspection should offer the possibility of testing a general inspection framework and an opportunity to promote joint inspections.

2.1.
Key facts and figures for the European School, Luxemburg 

The European School Luxemburg I was the first European School, opened in 1953 by the ECSC. The first cohort took the European Baccalaureate in 1959. 

In the school year 2007-2008 the facts and figures are as follows:  

Pupils/students


3376 (total)






305 (nursery)






923 (primary) 






2148 (secondary)   

Language sections


12

Directorate   



4

Teaching/supervision


236

Part-timers



109

Pedagogical support


13

Administration    

     
5


Ancillary



0 (a company)

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Instruments

The document ‘Quality assurance and development in European Schools’ was the starting point for the working group in constructing a draft framework specific to the pilots. The team began with an analysis of the criteria and indicators to check their relevance to the focus of the pilots. This evaluation, in which the European dimension and the subject-related indicators were considered to be two very relevant elements, resulted in instruments such as a format for lesson observations and a list of criteria for the meetings/interviews and for analysing school documents. 

The instrument for lesson observations was structured according to the aforementioned document ‘Quality assurance and development in European Schools’. The team followed the norms for judgements according to criteria and indicators which were used by different inspectorates: 1 = inadequate; 2 = satisfactory; 3 = good and 4 = outstanding. In some cases a combination of judgements is used. If the inspectors failed to observe a specific indicator they marked it ‘0’, which means not applicable. 

3.2 Procedure

In the letter of intent the school was asked to have specific documents ready for study and analysis. They were to refer to history and geography and economics, more particularly the syllabuses, as well as to the curriculum for the secondary cycle, reports about coordination, the relationship with L2, etc. The team of inspectors received the information required, such as the Rapport de Rentrée, the forward planning of the teachers in various formats in which they also make clear what they have realised, examples of tests and assignments, statistics about Swals, statistics about Baccalaureate results, a memorandum for the teachers, a memorandum for the parents, minutes of meetings, information about projects, et cetera. 

In cooperation with the school a schedule for the visit was drawn up. All teachers were invited to participate and they did in a very positive way.

Lesson observations are essential and crucial when conducting an inspection. It was stressed that the inspectors would not evaluate any individual teacher, but assess the quality of teaching and learning in general. There were 58 observations during approximately 35 lessons, given by 26 out of 27 teachers in history, geography and economics, and some observations in LII as well. Approximately half of the observations were made by teams of two inspectors in various combinations in order to be able to compare the findings. The other lessons were observed by one inspector. 

The school visit was organised as follows: 

The first day: 

· A meeting to finalise the planning 

· Analysis of documents

The second day:

· A meeting with the school management 
· Lesson observations 
· Reflection within the team of inspectors
The third day:

· Lesson observations 

· A meeting with the parents
· A meeting with the subject coordinators
· Reflection within the team of inspectors
The fourth day:

· Lesson observations

· A meeting with the students (S4-S5)

· A meeting with the teachers (S6-S7)

· Reflection within the team of inspectors

· Preparation of the feedback meeting

· Preparation of the inspection report

The fifth day:

· Lesson observations

· Preparation of the inspection report

· Feedback meeting with the subject coordinators

· Feedback meeting with the management.

The team of inspectors agreed to present a draft version of the report on the ES, Luxemburg first to the school, to give it the opportunity to provide additional information and to present the report to the Board of Inspectors (Secondary) in February 2008. 

All meetings held by the team of inspectors were directly connected and concerned with the main aim of the joint inspection: the quality of the teaching and learning of history, geography and economics in S4, S5, S6 and S7.

4. RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

The report of the Management Inspection (1997) conveys a generally positive image of the school. According to the summary of the report, positive conclusions were drawn in several areas. At the same time, recommendations were made in several areas such as the development of common policies within and between sections and the review of the work of coordinators. 

The 2003 inspection report about the first phase of structural quality assurance, according to document 2000-D-264 as indicated previously, describes positive developments in this area.

First of all, the team of inspectors is impressed by the good atmosphere of coherence and collaboration in ES Luxemburg. It is remarkable that in such a big school there definitely is a sense of a common purpose. The management, the teachers, the parents and the students show a great involvement and at the same time a reflective attitude. The mutual communication is open and respectful, as has been shown during the lesson observations and during meetings with the participants mentioned previously.

The teaching and learning process in History, Geography and Economics in the classes S4, S5, S6 and S7 is very well organised and the positive picture the inspectors have covers all three subjects in all classes. During the lesson observations the teachers show their individual professionalism and the documents of forward planning and records of work covered show that their lessons are based on a structural approach. The documentation however does not yet contain enough information about the dates and nature of tests. The teachers show an up-to-date knowledge of their subject and they are aware of the European School syllabuses. They deal with the curriculum in a thorough way and use additional material whenever they consider the national textbooks to be out of date or too little European. Most of the teachers make a good use of ICT. The students use ICT as well while at the same time they would like to have more opportunities to do Internet based research. The school is in process of providing them with more computers for individual study and at the same time more and more classrooms are being equipped with modern technologies. The students show themselves positive about the balance between knowledge and skills.

The teachers give the students the individual help they need. Based on the students’ previous achievements, parts of this help could be organised in a more preventive way. This differentiation could be targeted in cases of underachievement and in cases of gifted students. The differences in language backgrounds and language skills should be taken into account anyway. In general, the students show themselves positive about the extra support they have received. Also students without a language section have positive experiences in their process of integration. The parents have become more positive about the school’s organisation of the teaching of these students and the analysis by the management of the results shows promising figures. In general, there is a positive idea about the cooperation between the subject teachers and the language teachers.      

All good practices in the areas of the curriculum and the didactical approach are worth stimulating in a coordinated way. In particular as regards the implementation of the syllabus in parallel classes, the use of active learning methodologies to encourage the students to participate in an active way and the frequency and nature of tests, could be shared within and across the sections. Good practices could be put on the Learning Gateway. Teachers’ trainings are already on the agenda. The subjects’ coordinators take their responsibility in this area, but to gain more influence they would like to have their function acknowledged in terms of middle management and they are also in favour of more pedagogical days to work on a common practice. 

The European dimension is present in the school in an obvious way. Very good examples have been observed of dealing with the whole of Europe and at the same time giving all opportunity to examine all respective countries. This approach could easily be transformed into a common practice throughout the whole school.

Based on the observations, the meetings and interviews and the analysis of the respective documents, the inspectors evaluate teaching and learning in the three subjects as being ‘good/outstanding’. Nevertheless, evaluation of some aspects might lead to even better practice. 

On the basis of the structure of the instrument, criteria and indicators, the conclusions are as follows:

Curriculum and organisation: 

· Teachers’ schemes of work supplement the curriculum with material matched to the interests or needs of pupils: good; the formats for forward planning and documentation of implementation differ, including the level of detail; there are impressive examples and there is also room for improvement; curriculum support material for non-native English speakers is in development; some teachers are working on a glossary of idioms and terminology; the teacher’s memorandum contains guidelines in the area of home work policy; 

Teaching: 
· Knowledge of the subject: outstanding; in most of the cases an excellent and up-to-date knowledge of the subject was evident;
· Planning, structure and relation to the syllabus: outstanding; in most of the cases the relationship between the syllabus and the topic taught was clear; 
· Realisation of the planning: good/outstanding; most of the files of material covered relate clearly to the forward plans;     
· Homework is planned in advance and relates clearly to the lessons: good; the school has a homework policy communicated to the teachers in the memorandum for teachers; in some cases the home assignment is forwarded to the students on Internet, a practice which the students would like to be extended;     
· Variety of methods appropriate to the content: good/outstanding; in most cases  different didactical methods were observed, including the use of ICT and other technology; however, a direct connection with the individual needs and learning styles of students  was not evident in most of the cases; 
· The involvement of the pupils: good; in general all students showed themselves involved; especially in cases of a lively dialogue between teachers and students and peer work and group work the involvement was outstanding; 
· Encouragement for pupils to reflect on how to improve their own learning: good; very good examples were observed – nevertheless it is necessary to give students more opportunities to reflect on their own learning process; 
· Pupils cooperate effectively with one another: good; in some lessons teachers explicitly encourage the students to cooperate, but in some other lessons more opportunities could have been used;

· Pupils achieve the intended learning outcomes: good. The inspection team examined the school’s results in the Baccalaureate exams in years 2004–07. The school’s results (final marks of the candidates) in economics, geography and history follow very closely to the average results of all European schools in these subjects: in geography the four-year-average of Luxembourg (7.30) was slightly above the average of all schools (7.26), in economics and history slightly under (7.01/7.03 and 7.33/7.45 respectively). The team also compared the candidates' preliminary marks with the marks given by the external examiner in the written exam in economics, geography and history in years 2004–07. In general, the candidates received lower marks in the written exam than what the preliminary mark predicted; the average difference varied from half a mark in economics and history to a whole mark in geography. The only exception was economics in the Bac 2006 when the results in the written exam were in average about half a mark better than the preliminary mark. There were variations also between language groups in these subjects, the biggest difference between the preliminary mark and the written mark being two and a half marks in one occasion in the years examined. The school is in process of analysing the results of the SWALS in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the present learning organisation; the preliminary results are promising; the students’ representatives are in favour of the model of provision; during the observations the students showed themselves integrated;    

· Regular check whether pupils understand the subject matter: good/outstanding; very good examples were observed; students were encouraged to use various dictionaries; the students feel supported in their language learning across the curriculum; they especially appreciate the preparation of subject specific glossaries by the subject teachers in collaboration with the language teachers;   

· Nature and scope of the assignments: good/outstanding; there is sufficient variety in the nature and scope of the respective assignments, although the differences in students’ learning strategies could be emphasised more and the variety of the teaching methods could be reflected in the assignments more as well; the students appreciate assignments which involve Internet research;  

· Language in which the lesson is presented or used by the teacher must be adequate: good; there are outstanding examples in which the awareness of not only teaching the subject but also the language has been taken into account, e.g. by paying extra attention to the relevant vocabulary, by writing essential vocabulary on the blackboard or the whiteboard or on a handout, by using an appropriate tempo of speech and by giving additional language support if necessary; the students express their concern about the lack of challenge for some students when language problems take too much attention; 
· Awareness of broader contexts, links between different parts of the curriculum: good/outstanding; where appropriate, teachers make connections between subjects;   
· European dimension: good/outstanding; the teachers certainly take the European dimension into account; good examples were observed, e.g. where the students had to study a topic in the European context and in addition had to make it applicable to their own national situation; students appreciate additions to national textbooks that reflect the European reality and that ensure balance; the students and parents emphasise the importance of this balance; 
· Monitoring by the teacher of the pupils’ understanding in order to improve their learning: good; in general the teachers give adequate feedback on the work that students produce but reflection on learning how to learn is not always that obvious;  
· Pupils are made aware of the main learning objectives of any piece of work: good/outstanding; there are outstanding examples of teachers making the objectives of the lessons and the longer term objectives clear to the students; 
· Range of assessment strategies: good; according to the students there is general  balance between the assessment of both knowledge and skills; good examples have been noticed; the students emphasise the importance of taking their performance in class into account as well;

· Pupils increasingly develop the ability to assess their own work: satisfactory/good; good examples were observed, but there is no evidence of a common policy and practice;  
· The teacher gives helpful oral and written guidance on how to improve their work: good/outstanding.
Achievement/learning

· Pupils achieve their potential in subjects across the curriculum:  not applicable (the sample was too limited to draw conclusions in this area); 
· Pupils learn how to learn, including observation and information seeking: good/outstanding; students are taught to use different sources of information, very good examples were observed of students being provided with a variety of sources and taught how to use and to evaluate; there is a document with guidelines about source evaluation;
· Pupils have positive attitudes to learning: good/outstanding; based on the observations and the meetings the overall impression is very positive; 
· In the lessons, pupils are increasingly responsible for aspects of their own learning: good; examples of excellent practice are classes where the forward planning is shared with the students on Internet and where they are expected to take responsibility.
Resources for learning:

· Resources are available within the classrooms and libraries/multimedia centres: good/outstanding; ICT facilities are available more and more; excellent examples of teachers supplementing  textbooks with up to date presentations, handouts and training programmes were observed; some materials nevertheless need updating;  
· European, multicultural and national resources are used when possible and integrated into the teaching: good/outstanding; during the observations very good examples were noted where teachers presented information about the European perspective on the subjects history, geography and economics and student were also given the opportunity to carry out research about their own countries; sometimes the teachers have difficulties in finding appropriate literature of other countries.
Evaluation 

· The teacher explains to pupils the criteria to be used in assessment: good/outstanding; 
· A wide range of assessment is used in each subject: good; in some classes the assessment seems to be varied enough but in other classes the approach could be more varied, e.g. by including oral presentations, research assignments et cetera. 
5.
RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1
For the European School, Luxemburg

As stated in the previous chapter, the general impression of the quality of the teaching and learning process in history, geography and economics in S4, S5, S6 and S7 is good/outstanding.

Since most of the conclusions are positive, no specific recommendations are necessary in most areas. However, for further improvement of the quality of teaching and learning it is important to pay more attention to:

· the harmonisation of the formats for forward planning and documentation of implementation as far as relevant and necessary;

· the exchange of good practices via meetings and via the Learning Gateway in the area of differentiation in the curriculum and in the assessment strategies, taking the different language backgrounds and differences in learning styles into account;

· the continuation of the internal evaluation of the students’ achievements and final results.

The team of inspectors invites the school to incorporate the outcomes of the coordinator’s and teachers’ self-evaluation and the inspectors’ recommendations into the development plan for the school years 2008–2009 and 2009–2010.

5.2
For the Board of Inspectors  

The evaluation of this fourth joint inspection and the methodology and the instruments used has produced the following outcome. The team of inspectors is very positive about this way of inspecting: the cooperation, the use of different perspectives, the study of several systems of quality assurance, the focus on the teaching and learning process itself, the focus on the content of the subjects from different points of view.

In the team’s opinion, joint inspections are essential for the further development of a General Inspection Framework in order to stimulate and improve the quality of education in the European Schools. So, the following ‘recommendations’ should be seen more as proposals for future planning: 

· During the second half of the school year 2007–2008 the working group would like to evaluate the working method and the internal instruments used, in relation to the agreed document 2006-D-281-en-7, the Common Framework for Inspections in nursery, primary and secondary cycles, including the annex of general criteria and examples of general indicators for team inspections; 

· The inclusion of the analysis of the progress made by students from year to year and the students’ examination results should be examined in greater depth in order to draw more relevant conclusions;

· The working group considers that the outcome of the four joint inspections forms a solid basis for further inspections; from the school year 2007–2008 the working group intends to organise at least three joint inspections per year, inviting other colleagues to participate, especially the LII inspectors and the new inspectors; the following joint inspections are due to take place at the ES, Bergen in April 2008, at ES, Mol in May 2008 and at ES, Alicante in November 2008 and will concern the teaching of Human Sciences in S1, S2, S3 and also History, Geography and Economics in S4, S5, S6, S7; in March 2008 a joint inspection about the teaching of Music in Primary and Secondary is due to take place at ES, Varese; in 2009 joint inspections are scheduled at the ES München, the ES Brussels III and the ES Varese and in 2010 at the ES Brussels I, the ES Frankfurt and the ES Brussels IV;

· The working group intends to evaluate the General Inspection Framework and the methodology of the joint inspections yearly.

In addition to the above-mentioned points, the working group would again emphasise the necessity of the further development by all inspectors of a glossary of idioms and terminology in all languages for the subjects for which they are responsible. 
Members of the General Framework and Joint Inspections Working Group of the Board of Inspectors (Secondary): Rudolph Ensing (chairman), Helena Coelho (inspector for history), Maria Mazur (inspector for geography), Teijo Koljonen (inspector for economics), Kristi Mere. The two LII inspectors that have been involved in this inspection are Wolfram Sexauer (LII German) and Paul Caffrey (LII English).

� See the report of the management inspection of the ES, Luxembourg: 4012-D-97.


� The same kind of inspection took place in all the schools: 3811-D-2003-en-1. 


� In the analysis frameworks and developments taken from England, Scotland, Northern Ireland, Portugal, the Netherlands and Lower Saxony, Hesse and North-Rhine- Westphalia were studied.  


� Mentioned is the second version of this framework.  A revised version was published in August/September 2006: more connected with the EFQM system of quality assurance; also a specific framework to assess a school ‘From good to excellence’ 
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