LEADING UNDER PRESSURE: LEADERSHIP FOR SOCIAL INCLUSION

Introduction
While a lot is known about leadership and school effectiveness (e.g. Teddlie & Reynolds, 2001), there has traditionally been a tendency to try to generalise findings from effectiveness research across contexts in a way that does not take into account either issues of social inclusion or the context of schools serving disadvantaged communities. There are clearly a number of distinctive tasks related to leading for social inclusion that are different from simply leading an 'effective' school, such as

- Enabling the school to respond to students from diverse backgrounds;

- Connecting school culture to students' home and community cultures;

- Promoting the overall personal and social development of students and enhancing their life skills and life chances, as well as promoting their academic development;

- Reconciling the social inclusion agenda with the standards agenda; and

- Managing complex relationships with communities, community agencies, and employers.
Following the recent rise in interest in social inclusion, there is therefore a need to develop this research base further. However, in order to do this we must first develop a clear understanding of what is meant by social inclusion. The concept of social exclusion has been with us in contemporary social policy for some time (Byrne, 2005). Although a contested term, at the root of the concept are multi-dimensional socio-economic processes that exclude particular groups of individuals, in particular places and in particular ways, from mainstream society. 
In many respects the concept became embedded in numerous discourses at the same time as the Social Exclusion Unit was set up by New Labour to examine some of the processes and possible causes of social exclusion. One of their key areas of priority for developing social inclusion centred on improving educational attainments for all children, regardless of personal circumstances and family background. Through the removal of barriers to engagement and achievement young people would be able to participate, engage and succeed in various aspects of mainstream life. Over the last ten years there have been numerous attempts to assist this process (for example Education Action Zones, Excellence in Cities, Connexions, Sure Start, Educational Maintenance Allowances to name but a few) but perhaps of late developments such as Every Child Matters and the subsequent launch of a range of extended services such as Full Service Extended Schools (FSES) has now resulted in schools being more outward looking with a focus on working with partners to provide a range of services to support children, families and communities. Although much research has focused on how these various initiatives have impacted on the educational attainment of young people categorised as most ‘at risk’ (see for example Kendal et al, 2005; Hoggart & Smith, 2004; Middleton et al, 2005; Melhuish et al, 2005; Cummings et al, 2005) little research has systematically examined, categorised and synthesised the types of leadership in schools that might assist improving social inclusion for those young people and their families. What research there is appears to be both disparate and yet fork along two distinct lines of enquiry that either (a) take for granted a somewhat vague and normative understanding of social inclusion linked to instrumental school leadership practice; or (b) develop a social justice approach to schools and school leadership that are generally critical of current educational policy and bureaucratic forms of school leadership implied in that policy.

While, broadly speaking, social inclusion can be defined as the promotion of equality of opportunity for all children within society, regardless of background or personal circumstances, in this study we will not proceed from a fixed view of what social inclusion means, but rather interrogate the views of case study schools in order to gain an understanding both of what views exist in the educational community, and how these may relate to leadership and practice.
The centrality of social inclusion to educational policy and practice raises important questions about the forms of leadership that are necessary in order to take this agenda forward.  The study will address this issue, focusing specifically on the following research questions:

· How are school leaders addressing the challenge of social inclusion?

· What forms of leadership practice are proving to be effective?

· To what extent do these practices lead to improvements in respect to the presence, participation and achievement of vulnerable groups of learners?

 Details of Methods

The Case Study Methodology

In this study we have used a qualitative case study approach to interrogate issues of leadership and social inclusion. This approach is seen as best able to provide us with an in-depth understanding of the processes involved, and uncover emerging views in the schools rather than enforcing preconceived frameworks on interviewees. We chose a case study approach as the intention of the study was to collect data on processes occurring in schools which we felt were best collected through interrogating a range of data sources in depth. It was felt also felt that the exploratory nature of this study meant that it was most appropriate to not overly structure our research and data collection methodology, and allow different perspectives and viewpoints to emerge. Case studies provided us with the opportunity to do just that by providing us with a rich array of data sources on each case and the flexibility to follow up promising lead and interrogated additional data sources and interviewees where they were seen as likely to provide further insights.

The case studies contain the following elements:
(i) Developing accounts of leadership practices.  Qualitative evidence was collected within each of the schools, based on interviews and focus groups with students, staff, local authority officers and families.  The focus was on the nature of leadership practice, how it has developed within each of the schools and extended into the community.  The trustworthiness of the evidence was scrutinised by comparing and contrasting evidence from different people within a particular context (e.g. teachers, support staff and students). In utilising this framework, it is important to involve as many participants and other stakeholders in the case studies as possible to ensure that the sample reflects the diversity of actors involved in leadership in schools. Therefore, we interviewed a cross section of leaders, including:
· The Headteacher

· Two members of the Senior Management Team

· Two middle level leaders

· Two teacher-leaders

This has enabled us to gain rich data on leadership practices across the organisation. As well as this group we interviewed a focus group of parents in most schools (this was not possible in all) and a focus group of pupils in all schools, in order to get a fuller picture of inclusive education in the sample schools.

The interviews were semi-structured, to enable us to clearly focus on the key research questions while allowing sufficient flexibility for our experienced research team to react to relevant emerging data.

(ii) Analysing individual cases.  The evidence for each school was analysed in order to determine possible links between contextual factors, leadership practices and student outcomes, using a coding system corresponding to emerging themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  An audit trail was created in order that claims about the relationship between practices and outcomes can be subjected to scrutiny (Schwandt & Halpern, 1988).  The trail took the form of an exploratory account, linking examples of leadership practice to changes in student presence, participation and achievement.  
(iii) Cross-case analysis.  We carried out a cross-site analysis of the six accounts of practice in relation to the overall research questions.  A central strategy here was the use of 'group interpretive processes' as a means of analysing and interpreting evidence.  These involved an engagement with the different perspectives of team members in ways that are intended to encourage critical reflection, collaborative learning, and mutual critique (Wasser and Bresler, 1996).  In this way, conclusions were reached that are both valid and relevant. 

The sample

It is important to stress that the six schools we investigated were not selected on the basis of assumed good practice.  Rather we saw them as instructive cases, in that out existing knowledge of the schools suggested that they varied in terms of the nature of the communities they serve, their stages of development and the styles of leadership we have noted.  What we also knew was that all these schools had an interest in and commitment to social inclusion, in whatever way it was defined by them. The districts and 2 schools in each district were chosen to be representative of different types of socio-economically disadvantaged contexts common in England (although the schools themselves were all located in the North West). Both primary and secondary schools were included (0one each in each district), as were a variety of school types (e.g. comprehensive, faith schools, academies). 
In summary, the districts have the following features:

District 1 – A town with high levels of economic deprivation, ‘hidden’ in a large rural county that is generally well off.  The population of the town is almost entirely white.

District 2 – A town that has a large enclave in which families of Asian heritage live.  Schools are noticeably segregated on ethnic lines and there are selective schools at the secondary stage.
District 3 – An inner city area that houses a complex and diverse population, where there are high levels of crime.  There is a range of school ‘choices’ at the secondary stage, including faith schools and an Academy.  Attendance and disciplinary exclusions are areas of considerable concern.

Findings
Conceptualising social inclusion
What became clear from the case studies was that the schools, though all were concerned with social inclusion, differed substantively as to what they feel is meant by this concept. In essence for the case study schools social inclusion was differentiated around three main concerns:
1. Improving achievement and qualifications for all social and ethnic groups
2. Overcoming barriers to learning that exist within particular groups
3. Enhancing other capacities and skills of children from disadvantaged groups

It is clear that schools will not focus solely on one of these three areas. Achievement in particular was a focus for all the schools in this sample, as any school neglecting this aspect would soon find itself in serious weaknesses. Similarly, in our sample no school totally ignored attempts to overcome barriers to learning. However, what we did find is that schools differed in the extent to which they focussed on these different aspects, with some showing a very strong orientation towards achievement and little attention to enhancing capacities, while others saw enhancing capacities as almost as central as achievement. Data from the case study schools was scrutinised to ascertain what aspects of social inclusion were mentioned by interviewees and in school documents. This allowed us to establish the relative proportion of mentions of social inclusion that fell within each of the categories, and schools were then categorised according to which conception was dominant in the discourse of school staff. This then allowed us to map each school according to the extent to which they subscribe to these three poles of social inclusion:
Improving achievement
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Overcoming barriers to achievement

Enhancing other capacities

Schools focussing mainly on achievement are called type I schools in this report. Those which, in addition to a focus on achievement, take a strong interest in overcoming barriers to learning are called type II schools, while those which, in addition to achievement, are oriented towards enhancing other capacities are type III schools. 

As an example, we have mapped three schools that conform to this typology onto the framework, with the blue school being a type I (achievement orientation) school, the red school a type II (overcoming barriers) school and the green school a type III (enhancement) school. It is important to keep in mind here once again that elements of all three perspectives were present to some extent in all schools, and that the typology is therefore a matter of degree rather than one of exclusion of particular elements. Also, it has to be acknowledged that schools are unlikely to be permanently fixed on one position, and that changes in school context and circumstances may lead schools to change emphasis somewhat (for example, a school that is put into Special, Measures would be likely to start to more strongly emphasise type I elements. It is also worth pointing out here that none of the three main types were typified by schools working in similar contexts. For example, both type I and type III contained schools in ethnically homogeneous areas, as well as those that were serving heterogeneous communities. There were no significant differences between any of the schools on other intake characteristics, and all were performing well in relation to intake, with none in an 'Ofsted category' such as Notice to Improve or Special Measures.
Improving achievement
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Overcoming barriers to achievement

Enhancing other capacities

Type I Schools

Improving achievement is a goal that is of major importance in the case study schools. An emphasis on attainment as one of the means to social inclusion was not questioned. Indeed, for some schools this was clearly very much the primary goal of social inclusion: ‘Social inclusion is about learning, because that’s what our job is. We’re educators, we’re not social services.’ (Deputy Head). This view was linked to an emphasis on social inclusion as promoting equal opportunities: ‘It’s not about everyone doing the same thing, but about everybody being able to do what is right for them. It’s about access to the curriculum, letting everybody achieve and the right to not having those opportunities taken away from them’ (Deputy Head). A similar view was expressed by a primary head, who saw social inclusion as: ‘Taking each child and doing everything possible to allow the child to gain access to a curriculum and hopefully, into society.’ 
Background and social problems were of course acknowledged in these schools, but, as one teacher commented: ‘It’s tough love, we have to say: no excuses’. Within the school all pupils are expected to achieve, and the school is there to provide the safe and learning-oriented environment that allows them to do that. Saying this, it was clear that in the contexts of social disadvantage these schools faced there were limits to what an intensification approach around standards could achieve. In schools where the emphasis was very strongly on attainment as the means to social inclusion, this dilemma was solved through staff taking actions on a problem-by-problem basis, contacting individual parents or organisations where necessary. As one head said: ‘Sometimes you have to intervene in the home….. You’ve got to blur your responsibility between education and the pastoral.’ Community work and work with parents was not a general policy of these schools, linked to specific structures, however. 
Type II Schools

In other schools, while achievement remained a key goal, there was a stronger emphasis on overcoming the disadvantages the specific background of pupils presented. This was done through collaboration with other agencies that intervened in health and social problems, and through work with parents to help them to develop their own skills in supporting their children. In one school, for example, a senior leader described inclusion as ‘including everyone, regardless of background, income, disability, being gifted and talented…’. It has, she said to ‘encompass the child’s background and involve other agencies’ 
Preparing parents to help their children was often a part of the approaches to social inclusion in these type II (overcoming barriers) schools: ‘There is a lot of parental involvement. The parents know how they can help right from the word go. They get a booklet in nursery how they can help, then in reception, year one, year two and so on. So every year they know how they can help the child and reinforce the learning at home’ (classroom teacher). This emphasis was evident in one secondary school serving a white working class community, which works extensively with outside agencies. There was an emphasis on catering to pupils’ social, emotional and health as well as academic needs, and there was a clear identification of social inclusion with the pastoral as evidenced by the choice of interviewees presented to us. The emphasis on overcoming barriers was clear in this school ‘if they don’t have their basic needs seen to, they are not going to come to lessons and learn. So we have to meet those basic needs as well.’ (head). The Head therefore feels that with ECM ’we win hands down. Because we’ve always had to do that’. 
While in type I (achievement focus) schools involvement with parents and pupils’ social issues was ad hoc, in these schools it was a key part of school policy. The standards agenda and Every Child Matters were therefore intertwined. Interviewees consistently argued that they saw their academic and social inclusion work as closely inter-related. As one middle manager put it, ‘Without the social inclusion policy, the academic side of the school would fall apart’. 
Type III schools
In type III schools there was a strong emphasis on the socialising role of the school, where as well as qualifications social inclusion was seen as involving a lot of work on social skills, attitudes and self-esteem: ‘social inclusion is about more than just attainment, it’s about how they move out into the wider world and interact with others around them’ (head). Socialisation was therefore explicitly at the heart of what this kind of school wants to do. 
In a primary school serving a predominantly Asian community, for example, a key goal was helping pupils to learn ‘what it means to be a British Asian’ (inclusion manager). The head defines this as ‘as a British Asian you need good results, but you also need the interpersonal skills. You need a rounded education’. This concept was linked to values by the head ‘if you look at the host culture being British, then there is a set of values that British people will have, there is a set of values that Asian children born in Britain will have that they take from their parents, and my philosophy is that what we have to do is integrate one set into a common set in the middle. You pick out the best of your own culture, but you also pick out the best of British culture.’ In another school, social aspects are likewise emphasised: ‘we’re talking about people leaving the school literate and numerate, but also being able to speak with people from different backgrounds and cultures and not feeling humiliated. They all leave with a confidence and high regard for themselves. I think if we do that they will hold down jobs in the community’ (head).
Types and strategies

These different perspectives on social inclusion resulted in the use of somewhat different strategies. In type I (achievement focus) schools, the main aim was to ensure access to the curriculum and an atmosphere oriented towards learning. An illustrative quote is ‘the first thing we had to do was to create a sense of normality, of ‘schoolness’ about the place’ (SMT member). Consistency in teaching methods and behaviour policies were seen as key: ‘we are trying to bring structure into their lives at school, and equal opportunities, and that means treating everyone the same’ (middle manager). In another school, achievements are emphasised throughout, and pupils spontaneously mentioned the ‘work hard, play hard’ motto of the school to us.

Where overcoming barriers was a major orientation of the school (type II schools), work with parents and booster classes for specific groups of children seemed to figure strongly. One school emphasised adult literacy and computer classes, in some cases with parents learning alongside their children. In another primary school, the head commented that parents are illiterate in their own language.  With this in mind, the school produced a DVD for parents that introduces the work of the school, explaining its overall approach and addressing the sorts of difficulties that newly arrived families may face, such as what to do if a child is ill or is likely to be absent for a sustained period.  This DVD is available in five languages.   
In type III (enhancement) schools, there was a stronger emphasis on non-academic skills and enrichment alongside academic achievement than in the other types of school. Enrichment activities focussing on widening pupils’ experiences are seen as key. In one primary school serving a largely Asian community, the school organises international visits, such as school trips to demonstrate traditional dancing, while staff also take the children to watch the local football team out of hours. Providing these experiences is seen as important in the light of the limited experiences that many children may have in their home environment: ‘we want to provide these experiences, which maybe other children, schools can take for granted. We have to make sure that we make up for that through the type of trips and activities we organise’ (classroom teacher). Every year group goes on several trips a year, which are then linked to cross-curricular work in the school. 
Leadership and social inclusion

The main factor impacting on leadership in all these schools was the extreme pressure schools were under. In these schools, the standards and accountability agenda combined with the social disadvantage in the area meant that pressure to perform at adequate levels was unrelenting and high stakes. It also meant that schools constantly faced dilemmas, such as the tension between the standards agenda and social inclusion. Solving these dilemmas was therefore a key leadership task. Leadership was therefore strongly engaged with meaning making around such issues as: 
· What kind of school shall we be?

· How to lead staff under pressure?

Creating a common meaning was therefore something all heads have done in these schools, through combinations of imposition, staff changes, negotiation and discussion.

Strong Leadership from the Head 

Leadership by the head has clearly been a driving force in encouraging social inclusion in all the schools studied. In many cases these schools, all serving disadvantaged communities, were performing poorly when current heads took over, and heads have had to turn the school around. This means that the process of change has, initially at least, been driven by the head in the schools studied. One head, for example, was seen as an inspirational figure by staff ‘He always seems three or four years ahead of everyone else, we’ll be doing things and then a few years later it will be on the news as something that schools should be doing. It’s a lot of new ideas, but always with a bit of enjoyment to them as well’ (senior manager). The important role of the head is also clear when it comes to the school’s vision and approaches to social inclusion. The head in all schools articulated a clear vision on inclusion, which in many schools was echoed by staff. 
This emphasis on the role of the head leads us to two main questions. One is the extent to which distributed leadership is evident in these schools, the other how sustainable the approaches taken are in the long-term.
Distributed Leadership?
Distributed leadership, whereby leadership is shared across the organisation and seen as a an organisational rather than a personal characteristic, has been identified as a characteristic of leadership in many effective and improving schools (Muijs & Harris, 2006). However, this form of leadership was not particularly present in these schools. In many, there was evidence of strong top-down leadership by the head (with the SMT), at least in the earlier stages of their headship. This was seen as necessary to sort out difficulties faced by the school: ‘I needed to go in there and sort it out, impose my vision, we had to create a school almost out of nothing’. (head). However, some heads intended to move their school towards more distributed forms of leadership now the initial work of putting the school on course was done. One primary head who started off in a very directive way, for example, gradually sees himself moving to what he describes as a ‘flat leadership structure’.  This involves having a senior team that includes the deputy head, an assistant head, the senior TA and four other post holders.  He clearly found this change in approach personally challenging, as he tried to adopt what he described as a ‘semi directive approach, with guilty twinges’. 

This form of tight leadership at the start followed by a loosening up once improvement has occurred is a common pattern in successful school improvement (Chapman, 2005). This again is related to the issue of leading under pressure. In the high pressure situations that heads of these schools find themselves in (school closure being an option in many cases), heads have to take a strongly directive approach at the outset, to safeguard the school (and their own position), and essentially impose their vision. 
An example of these pressures is that in several of the schools, behaviour was a pressing issue requiring immediate action when the new head arrived, requiring a directive approach. For example, in one of the secondary schools, the head felt that when he arrived the school was failing children. The story he tells is that for the first 3 of his 5 years he needed to be ‘centralised and non-collegiate’ because the school ‘needed strong leadership’ and he ‘needed to create a common vision’. In particular, he needed some ‘quick wins to show that the children could achieve’. As staff have bought into the vision, he has moved into a more collaborative model. Although he did not make the link explicitly, this increased delegation seems to be a necessary precondition for the creativity and risk-taking which he sees as the next stage in the school’s development.

When we map distribution of leadership on views on social inclusion there appears to be a relationship between a more achievement-only orientation and little or no distributed leadership. However, in a small scale case study design such as this one it is obviously dangerous to draw strong causal conclusions from findings unless a strong theoretical rationale for doing so is present. In this case it may be merely a characteristic of individual schools in a small sample. 

Pupil Voice
Pupil voice, defined as 'coherent and negotiated engagement and consultation between teachers and school students with the aim of improving the learning experiences and outcomes of pupils’ (Kanefsky, 2001:1) is a potentially important part of socially inclusive approaches to education, in that it can improve pupils commitment to schooling, raise their self-esteem and improve teachers' knowledge of their pupils, and the community they come from, thus promoting school improvement (Rudduck & Flutter, 2000).

The extent of involvement of pupils and pupil voice likewise differed significantly between schools. In one of the large secondary school, there was very little evidence of any use of pupil voice. In other schools this element was far more strongly developed. In one primary school pupils had their own common room, with facilities such as computer game consoles and table football. The common room was an ‘adult-free zone’. Not all pupils can use it at all times, and a rota system operated that was linked to effort and achievement. Pupils are consulted on a variety of issues, for example all pupils received a survey on what kind of books/authors they liked to inform library purchasing decisions. Class rules were devised by children themselves. 
While elements of pupil voice exist in all schools, the extent to which this is developed does seem to vary with the extent of immediate pressure the school is under in this sample at least. In this sample, schools that appeared to have fully executed a turn-around were more likely to have strong pupil voice, while those that were still under severe pressures, from being undersubscribed, media scrutiny or area situations tended to be more tokenistic in their approaches. 
Extent of distributed learning can therefore be mapped along a continuum: 
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Motivating staff

A key leadership role that emerged from the case studies was motivating staff, which was more important than might be the case in more advantaged schools. As has been found in other studies, staff had to work harder to keep these schools successful than those working in less challenging contexts (Muijs et al, 2004) One head, for example, saw this importance of motivating staff as a key difference between leading schools in disadvantaged and middle class areas. This was all the more the case where the emphasis on social inclusion led schools to organise a lot of extracurricular activities. ‘It takes real commitment from all staff. For example, the local football team drew 2-2. Now they’re having the replay in their cup game. Already, the staff have said we’ll take them. But the game could finish at half past eight if it goes to extra times and penalties. Already, staff will have been in school since 7.30, there is a football game after school, then they are going straight to the game and then back at 7.30 tomorrow morning. It takes real commitment, above and beyond the call of duty.’ (head) 
One way of motivating staff to put in this amount of effort was leading by example. Heads also relied on the enthusiasm of staff in working with youngsters, and on enthusiasm generated by success as evidenced by improved performance, reduced absence (for example going from worst to best in the city on this measure), and positive Ofsted reports. One head tried to convince staff of the benefits of extracurricular work, for example the free breakfast that comes with doing the breakfast club or ‘on Friday they do basketball, and we try and convince staff that, hey, it’ll keep them fit as well’ (head). In general, embodying the vision was a key motivating strategy for heads. For example, one head believed there has been a focus on him as an individual ‘giving emotionally, interacting with students and staff, celebrating student and staff achievement, motivating them to believe they have a real contribution to make’. So, while he does what he calls the ‘standard things’ of management,  essentially ‘it’s about you’. 
The implication seems to be that change in a school with a disadvantaged population is not only about the technicalities of practice, but about changing attitudes and perceptions to develop aspirations in line with a shared vision of social inclusion. ‘The principles and philosophy is what drives you forward. The strategy and tactics you use fit the circumstances of the school,’ and ‘The key is convincing people that the children are worth investing in…we have then worked strategically, but you need a gut instinct and emotional intelligence’.

Fit and biography

An important issue in some schools regarding social inclusion appeared to be fit between head and school, and between the head and the community served by the school: achieving social inclusion was complicated by the fact that one could not be sure whether the head’s set of values was shared with the parents. It is therefore very important that heads select their school carefully. ‘Everyone comes to the job with a set of values, and if that set of values is very different from that of the community it’s going to be a massive failure.’ (head). It was noticeable that in some schools where heads were more strongly engaged with their community they shared some or many background characteristics of that community, while heads who came from very different professional and personal contexts (such as having previously led a middle class school) more often employed deficit language when talking about the community and pupils. It does therefore seem to be the case that similarities between headteacher and community correlate with increased and more effective contact between the headteacher and the community. 
Context clearly matters as well. Some of the less distributed practices, as well as some of the pure achievement emphases appear to be driven at least in part by the very severe problems that schools confronted in the past, as well as in some cases the high profile of the school leading to very strong pressures for fast improvements in exam results. School size was also a factor. In one small secondary school, the issue of size was mentioned by interviewees as an important factor in determining leadership styles and structures. The Deputy Head Inclusion, for instance, said that both she and the head tried to delegate because ‘in a small school it’s essential that middle managers do this [i.e. take on responsibility’. Similarly, the Leader of Learning Transition reported that ‘The school is small so everyone is busy with multiple issues.’

 Community Relations 

As was the case with views on inclusion, schools had different attitudes and relationships with their communities. At one extreme there was the ‘fortress model’, where the school saw its role as education, and itself as a beacon to, but also standing somewhat outside, the community. ‘the school here, it is really like a Cathedral in the middle ages. For our kids it is the most impressive building and calmest environment they have seen. And that is the atmosphere we want to keep’ (Deputy Head).  A key goal here was not letting the chaos and problems of the community spill over into the school. 

Other schools took a very different approach. In one school, the school was seen as having a strong role in the community ‘our role is quite varied, really, not just teachers, but sometimes social workers, adviser, so many different roles… For parents, it’s like their community centre, I think, not just a school’ (senior manager). The bond with parents, or more accurately mothers in the Asian context, was strong ‘it’s like a family, I think’. The concept of the school as a family came up in quite a few of the interviews. The head saw the school has a role to play in raising aspirations, but was also seen by the head as being the centre of the community. ‘It’s got to be a place where everybody feels welcome, where everybody feels they’ve got a part to play in the education of the children.’ 
These differences led to very different levels of engagement with the community and community groups. In the second school cited, which is a type III (enrichment) school, the school works closely with community groups, such as local mosques in this predominantly Muslim community. The community appeared to take pride in the school, and parents interviewed expressed a great deal of satisfaction with it. In the first school, which is a type I (achievement orientation) school,  tensions were more apparent. Some community members felt and expressed at community meetings that the school excluded too many pupils, and was in that way exclusive of the community. School staff denied this, pointing to statistics showing sharply decreased exclusion rates, and claimed rumours were being spread by disgruntled members of staff of the school it has replaced. 
The extent to which schools are oriented to their community is connected to their position in the social exclusion classification discussed earlier. Type I (achievement focus) schools appear the least community oriented, while type III (enhancement) schools appear most community oriented. 

However, It has to be pointed out that the context in which the schools worked appears to play an important role here as well as views on social inclusion. The extent to which communities are internally coherent differed significantly between schools, and where this was the case it was inevitably easier for the school and its leadership to engage with that community than where the community was fractured and conflicted. It is important to point out here that fractured communities were present in both ethnically homogeneous and ethnically heterogeneous areas. 
Parental commitment to education also differed substantially In one school serving a homogeneous Asian community, parental involvement in the school was high, and there appeared to be evidence of commitment to education. This was in evidence in our meeting with parents, whose key concern was the founding of a university locally. Pupils were strongly involved in out-of-school activities organised by the school, like dance clubs, cooking clubs, football and religious activities. This was not the case in the homogeneously White school discussed here, where we would describe community involvement as medium, in the sense that, according to teachers, a commitment to education is largely absent in the population served. 
Therefore, it would appear that schools' relationship to their community(ies) is influenced by both the context in which the school works, such as community cohesion, and the values and vision of the school, in particular whether the school takes a predominantly type, type II or type III approach to social inclusion. The exact mix of these two factors was found to largely determine any individual schools relationship with its community.

Conclusions and recommendations
Social inclusion is a complex phenomenon, which is interpreted in a number of different ways, by policymakers, researchers and school personnel. Three main perspectives were identified, all of which are present to different extents in different schools, but all present nevertheless. These are a focus on achievement, a focus on barriers to achievement and a focus on socialisation and capacities. Schools in the study draw on these three perspectives to differing extents. Leadership clearly plays a key role in terms of which perspective predominates, but equally, context appears important. Where communities are more homogeneous, and/or more oriented towards education it is clearly easier to develop a capacities and socialisation oriented approaches that puts the school at the heart of the community than in those circumstances where schools are confronted by fractious and sometimes hostile situations. Therefore, it would be simplistic to present a simple list of ‘things leaders should do’ to foster social inclusion. This is all the more true as no convincing evidence exists on which version of social inclusion is most likely to lead to the desired outcomes. What, rather, appears to be the case is that certain approaches may be more suited to specific contexts. For example, more directive leadership may be necessary where a school is performing poorly and needs to be ‘turned round’. Similarly, where a safe and orderly environment for learning does not exist, a more inward-looking approach that creates this environment within the school may be necessary before considering wider community links. What type of communities schools work with will influence approaches to social inclusion. More homogeneous communities lend themselves more easily to creating type III schools than do fractious and divided environments. As well as these contextual factors, personal visions, staff capacities and backgrounds and biographies may also influence views of and approaches to social inclusion. Therefore, each individual school and leader will need to consider the needs of children and community, the circumstances they confront and well as their own beliefs in coming to an approach to social inclusion. 
That, however, does not mean that there aren’t some clear lessons to be learnt. In the following section we will draw out the key lessons for policymakers, practitioners and leadership development.
Leading under pressure involves dealing with dilemmas on a daily basis, the key one in this instance being that between standards and inclusion. All heads in the study agree on the importance of standards and have signed up to the standards agenda. However, how to square this with social inclusion is partly dependent on their views of what social inclusion is, as well as being another source of pressure. More sensitive and broader accountability measures, that take into account social inclusion as well as other goals of education (such as well being), would be helpful in this respect. It is no longer true that such factors are in any way unmeasurable. While Ofsted does now take into account a wider range of outcomes under the Every Child Matters agenda, it remains the case that published performance data, on which local reputations and recruitment depend to a large extent, are limited to achievement test scores. 
If a school is to be inclusive, a strong commitment to social inclusion is key. This needs to be a central part of school vision, underpinned by the commitment of the school leader. Different foci have emerged from this study, but in all cases these foci are relentlessly pursued and the vision of the school is clear and clearly articulated.
Views of and approaches to social inclusion should also ideally be translated into different measures and assessment of impact. In schools that focus on overcoming barriers to learning (type II schools), for example, it might be useful to assess the extent to which family literacy has improved, or to what extent specific targeted groups are changing their attitudes to school. In type III (enrichment) schools, one could assess student’s social skills, or look at the impact of enrichment activities specifically, in both quantitative and qualitative ways.
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