Educational Effectiveness and the legacy of Bert Creemers: 
Introduction
In writing this paper, I thought it important to ponder the impact of Professor Creemers on my own work in  the field of Educational Effectiveness, and the lessons his work holds for us all as we move to face the educational challenges of the future.

Since I embarked on my career in educational research, and first read the work of Bert Creemers as a beginning researcher and PhD student, three lessons have stood out which I believe have universal relevance not just for Educational Effectiveness Research, but for educational research more generally: 
- The importance of rigorous, empirical research allied to a sceptical stance; 

- The primacy of the classroom when looking at educational effectiveness; and

- The importance of theory and model-building in Educational Effectiveness Research.
Empiricism as a Shield against Educational Fads

One of the key lessons from Creemers’ work is that Effectiveness research has to be essentially empiricist and sceptical. The underlying premise is to look empirically at what works in achieving certain outcomes (Creemers, 1994). I believe this is a particularly important perspective in education, where this view may sometimes be absent. Education professionals and governments are often seekers, looking for new wonder drugs and easily susceptible to gurus who appear to offer them ready made solutions to some of the problems inherent in the complex undertaking that is educating the young (Ravitch, 2000). Furthermore, ideology, both from rightwing ideologues convinced of the effectiveness of the private sector (e.g. Tooley, 2005), and from their leftwing counterparts, viewing everything from the prism of class and ethnic struggles (e.g. Thrupp, 1999) frequently colours discussion to the exclusion of a thorough and intellectually honest exploration of the empirical base. This has in many cases lead to the pursuit of novel ideas with scant empirical evidence. 

There are many examples of this phenomenon. One is the current preoccupation with governance arrangements in education, and in particular with the involvement of the private sector in setting up schools, as is evident in the current academies and trust programme in England, and in the Charter school movement in the US. Currently, a political battles are being fought over the setting up of trust schools. In recent years, the Academies programme has likewise been the beneficiary of large dollops of government money, sold as an attempt to improve failing schools in socio-economically disadvantaged areas (Department for Children, Schools and Families, 2008). Now the question can be asked as to why the government would follow this strategy? Is there a strong research base for this programme? What we know certainly doesn’t seem promising. Initial findings on Academies don’t suggest a great deal of improvement compared to other schools in their areas, especially when one takes into account the extent of government investment in these schools. This in itself does not say much, as evaluation is in an early stage, and furthermore weaknesses in the comparisons, which typically do not take into account intake or context and are based on a very short period of time, remain weaknesses even when they produce the findings that many in academia want to see (Gorard, 2005; Chitty, 2007; House of Commons Committee of Public Accounts, 2007). What we do have is findings from the US Charter School programme. One large scale analysis of the US governments’ national database of performance (the National Assessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP) showed that while Charter Schools did not have significantly different intakes from regular public schools their pupil performance was significantly lower (Bracey, 2005). Some smaller scale localised studies how similar non-effects (e.g. Bettinger, 2004). Furthermore, many critics suggest that the imposition of Charter schools, or academies as they are called here, has adverse equity consequences in that it leads to lower performance among neighbouring schools as the best pupils are creamed off, rather than to better performance through competition as its advocates claim. However, while this argument is strong the effectiveness researcher would have to say: what are the data? What is the evidence? The evidence from the American Charter Schools again does not strongly support this view. Several studies (e.g. Bracey, 2005) seem to show no impact of the setting up of Charter School on the performance of pupils in public schools, and no difference in the intake characteristics of pupils in Charter Schools and public schools. Some contextual differences with the English situation may be important, however. The US is seeing rapidly rising populations in most parts, and does not generally have league tables. More generally, while some school systems where competition between schools is string perform well in international studies, they also tend to show high levels of inequity (e.g. Flanders, Kim & Pelleriaux, 2006).
Furthermore, findings from effectiveness research have pretty consistently shown governance to be a minor factor in terms of school performance, in other words, who governs the school doesn’t matter very much. Even differences between Local Authorities do not have an impact, notwithstanding strong perceived differences in effectiveness at this level, Tymms et al (2006) reporting no significant variance between LA’s in terms of pupil outcomes in England. Even the evaluation of the Federations programme, which was specifically set up from a governance perspective, suggests that governance arrangements are actually not very important compared with factors such as whether or not schools collaborate and how effective leadership is (Lindsay et al, 2005). Therefore, the question as to why the English government has all of a sudden developed this obsession with governance arrangements has more to do with ideological preoccupations (the transfer of public to private) and frustration at the limitations of efforts to try and impose classroom practice than any adherence to empirical research (Gunter & Chapman, forthcoming). It is clear that a closer look at research and evaluation that more critically interrogates the impact of this type of programme at the outset might lead to different conclusions from those reached by simply listening to the pleas of ideological enthusiasts. A similar case can of course be made against a knee-jerk ideological opposition to any change to the ways schools are run from the LEA-led comprehensive system, which itself can’t be said to have been massively successful in terms of either overall standards or equitable outcomes. 

Effectiveness researchers need to make themselves more strongly heard in this debate and at least point to where the research findings say a difference can be made, which is at the classroom and to a lesser extent school levels. Effectiveness research, based on empirical studies of what works, is therefore key to helping us to understand what is sensible expenditure and what is merely a waste of money. Experimentation is essential and important, but needs to happen on a small scale and with rigorous evaluation and testing before being scaled up, rather than being imposed on an education system without any firm evidential basis.  

While the previous example of imposing solutions without regards for effectiveness focussed on the political arena, it is by no means just politicians who are guilty of a susceptibility to empirically unsupported initiatives which may prove ineffective or even harmful, even if they claim to aid learning, equity or some other educational ‘good’. Education researchers and practitioners can often be seen to be promoting solutions based on small scale studies into their own pet areas as the solution to educational problems, or being ideologically driven to the extent of not being willing to accept even strongly evidenced research that does not accord with their views (Slavin, 2002). 

The Primacy of the Classroom Level

As well as taking what I would describe as an effectiveness approach, i.e. one that is empirical, questioning, and focussed on how to achieve certain outcomes, there is of course also a need for education systems to take more account of the findings that effectiveness research has already produced in terms of achieving better and more equitable outcomes, as some pretty consistent findings have emerged. 

The second key lesson from Creemers’ research is therefore the primacy of the classroom level. What really matters is what happens in the classroom (Creemers, 1994), and this is especially the case for students from disadvantaged backgrounds Muijs et al, 2005). Classroom level variance in student outcomes is typically twice school level variance, and learning and teaching are key factors therein. Therefore, interventions in teaching and learning have the potential to improve the educational outcomes of disadvantaged students more strongly than do other interventions in school. In particular, when looking at pupils from disadvantaged backgrounds, some research has shown that holding all other variables constant, being taught by the teacher scoring highest as opposed to the teacher scoring lowest on an effective teaching scale can increase a pupil's test scores in mathematics by 28% (Muijs & Reynolds, 2000; 2002). However, this does not mean that any intervention has a similar impact, and it certainly doesn’t mean that every intervention has a similar impact on students from more advantaged and disadvantaged backgrounds. 

Again, the issue of empirical scepticism comes to the fore here. 
In terms of pedagogy, results are actually pretty clear. Although unpopular in the academic community at present, there is clear evidence that direct instruction methods have to be a significant part of teaching if pupils, in particular those from socio-economically disadvantaged areas, are to progress. Studies have consistently shown that interactive direct instruction can aid student progression and can do this better for disadvantaged than advantaged students, thus helping to close at least a some of the achievement gap between disadvantaged students and others (Creemers, 1997). In one large-scale study in the UK it was found that effective teaching according to a direct instruction model explained between 50% and 75% of the classroom level variance in performance. The larger percentages were found among pupils from disadvantages backgrounds, the effect being twice to three times as high for them (Muijs & Reynolds, 2001). Direct instruction has its strongest impact on pupils from low SES backgrounds, as is shown by research across a number of contexts, including the UK, the US, the Netherlands and Belgium (Sammons, 2007; Houtveen et al, 2004). In Hattie’s (2004) meta-analysis this was found to be one of the strongest educational interventions, while earlier research has likewise found this to be more effective in improving the performance of disadvantaged pupils than constructivist and more ‘learner centred’ approaches (Muijs & Reynolds, 2001). By contrast, research on constructivist teaching methods shows mixed results at best (though even the number of studies are limited as we are often expected to accept this type of method as a belief rather than for scientific reasons) , and few studies that focus specifically on disadvantaged students exist. The reason for the effectiveness of direct instruction among disadvantaged students is seen as likely to result from the fact that constructivist approaches and others that tend to rely on pupils discovering more for themselves, or even in collaboration with peers, by their nature require pupils to draw more strongly on their prior knowledge and experience. What this means in effect is that they rely more strongly than direct instruction methods on students’ cultural and social capital, found to be strongly related to parental SES (Dumais, 2002). Thus, this type of approach may well exacerbate rather than decrease SES differences, and is therefore highly problematic in terms of equity. This is a long-time criticism of so-called progressive teaching approaches, Gramsci (1971) for example making this point in his prison notebooks when referring to Mussolini’s education reforms in the 1920’s. This does of course not mean that there is no possible alternative to direct instruction methods. Rather, what it does mean is that when we look at those alternatives we need to take full account of equity considerations and analyse the effectiveness of these approaches on that basis rather than just jump on popular bandwagons or teaching methods which have too often been developed and promoted without any account being taken of their equity impact.  Creemers’ (1994) model provides us with the best testable framework to do this.
Another important effectiveness finding in terms of helping disadvantaged pupils in schools is the importance of consistency. As Creemers (1997) has pointed out, higher levels of performance from in particular disadvantaged pupils accrue where they can experience consistency in terms of approaches to teaching and pedagogy as well as behaviour, a consistency they may well not experience in the home. Again, this has not always been a popular message, as consistent approaches to a certain extent entail curtailing the individual freedom of the classroom teacher. However, we have to consider what education is actually for, and if students are our key concern, the freedom of teachers may in some cases have to be somewhat more limited.

The Importance of Theory Development in Educational Effectiveness Research

The third lesson we can learn from Creemers’ research is to be reminded of the importance of theory and model development, both crucial if education research is to gain a greater scientific standing and allowing us to ground educational development on a firmer footing. Creemers’ work has always shown a great attention to theoretical models, more so than that of many other researchers in the field, from the Creemers’ model of educational effectiveness (Creemers, 1994) which set out the relationship between levels and factors in educational effectiveness research, to his current work, with Kyriakides, on the Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness, that can fairly be said to be evolving into the dominant theoretical model in educational effectiveness research (Kyriakides & Creemers, 2005).  
While educational effectiveness research has traditionally taken an empirical perspective, especially in the Anglo-Saxon countries where theoretical models have usually remained limited to lists of factors (e.g. Sammons, 1995). This is obviously an unsatisfactory situation with regards to the development of education in general and educational effectiveness in particular as a science. A lack of understanding of the interaction between factors limits the usefulness of our models for practice, and leaves us stranded at a sub-scientific level, where we are not able to truly test assumptions or make confident predictions on the basis of established theories. The typical lack of clarity of concepts and measurements meanwhile limits the reliability and validity of findings, as well as the comparability of findings across contexts. 
Work by Dutch researchers such as Scheerens & Bosker (1997) and Creemers (1994) has therefore been crucial to the development of the field. The comprehensive model that Creemers developed, based on Carroll’s earlier work, has been particularly influential and highly useful to the development of the field This model has received empirical support (e.g. De Jong et al, 2004). However, it was seen, not least by Creemers himself, as lacking a clear conceptualisation of measurement and of the dynamic nature of educational processes. This led Creemers and Kyriakides (2006) to develop the Dynamic Model of Educational Effectiveness, which represents a significant step forwards for the theorisation of the field. 
The dynamic model of effectiveness starts from a number of key premises: 
· It is multilevel in nature;

· Based on the assumption that the relation of some effectiveness factors with achievement may be curvilinear;

· Illustrates the dimensions upon which the measurement of each effectiveness factor should be based; and
· Defines relations among the effectiveness factors. 
Each factor that refers to the classroom, school or system can be measured by taking into account five dimensions: frequency, focus, stage, quality, and differentiation (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2006). This is therefore a far more sophisticated conceptualisation of the relationship between educational factors than have previously been used in effectiveness research. 
The model is also dynamic in the sense of being adaptable to new research evidence, an essential aspect if we are to maintain the empirical orientation that I have previously described as being at the heart of the field. The inclusion of the system level in the latest versions of the model shows this continued flexibility. International studies, such as PISA and TIMSS, suggest the existence of significant variance at the system level, which may be stronger than that at the school level (Creemers, 2006). This has great practical implications, with the increased emphasis on educational policy that has followed the decreased influence of policymakers in the economic arena, as well as the increased understanding of the importance of education to economic development. 
Overall, then, it is clear that Creemers has had an enormous influence on the field, as well as on my personal understanding of and attitudes towards educational (effectiveness) research. These lessons can take us forward in further developing our field, and facing the challenges that remain.
Three Challenges to the Field
Equity and Effectiveness
A key issue for society, nationally and internationally, is that of a growing inequality and a persistence of low performance in education, leading to lower life chances for particular groups. In England, for example, a great increase in education spending and a rash of initiatives have not been able to overcome educational disadvantage (Bragg & Boyle, 2006).Similarly, while social mobility rose in the post-war years, this evolution has now stopped in many western countries, which are seeing greater social inequality and lower levels of social mobility (Breen & Olson, 2005). It is clear that education, and by extension education researchers, cannot merely ignore this issue, in which education is implicated both in terms of being affected by it and in terms of being a possible cause of these evolutions. 
While many definitions of equity exist, it seems sensible for the purposes of this paper to stick to a broad definition of educational equity that involves equitable policies and practices, equitable distribution of resources, equitable cultural and peer attitudes, equitable cultural identities, and equitable identification and/or categorization of groups. A useful definition is provided by Kearney (1998) who describes an equitable education system as one

· In which all children have the opportunity to achieve to their fullest potential or to the levels specified in the system’s performance standards;
· That is committed through its allocation of resources to the equitable achievement of
· All culture- and gender-based student populations.

Obviously, this still leaves a range of options in terms of how to achieve these outcomes, and it is therefore not surprising that research focussing on equity has taken on a number of different forms, from statistical indicator systems  to small scale interventions coupled with qualitative evaluation (Ainscow et al, 2006). Clearly, these approaches do not preclude connection with the work done in educational effectiveness. However, the instrumental approach of effectiveness research has at times been seen by some critics to be at odds with the values-driven approach of research on equity in education.
This is, of course, to misunderstand the roots of school effectiveness, which lie in a strong concern with the achievement of disadvantaged groups, such as pupils from low SES families and ethnic minorities, a concern that continues to be strong in the field, as evidenced by the work of many researchers, such as Sammons (2007). However, at times it seems that effectiveness research has lost this focus, and risks to become a rather technocratic exercise that can seem divorced from broader concerns, especially where the concern is too strongly on refining statistical models, to the extent that the added value of this exercise can become obscure. On the other hand, research on equity suffers from a surfeit of ideological solutions and posturing, and a lack of solid empirical research. It can almost seem as if ‘what works’ doesn’t matter, as long as the intentions are good and ideologically correct. This makes it all the more urgent that those of use concerned with equity put the empirical bent of effectiveness to bear on these initiatives and policies, and ensure that realistic, model driven approaches are taken in this area. 
Effectiveness Beyond the School

This leads us to the next challenge for effectiveness research, its focus on schools. As mentioned above, while schools can certainly have a significant effect on outcomes, this impact is typically limited to approximately 10-30% of the variance in pupil outcomes (Teddlie & Reynolds, 2000). Therefore, even if we found all the factors that make schools more or less effective, we would still not be able to affect more than 30% of the variance in pupil outcomes. It has therefore become increasingly clear that a narrow focus on the school as an institution will not be sufficient to enable work on more equitable educational outcomes to progress as far as we would like. Interventions will need to impact more directly on pupils’ environment and life chances. Work with local communities as well as schools is essential, if expectations are to be raised and social and cultural capacity built, as is work on health and socio-psychological inhibitors (Ainscow et al, 2006). It is important that this reality is taken into account by policymakers and practitioners, and educational researchers do the field a disservice if they don’t make this clear to them. This realisation is certainly growing in research and practice, and has led to the development of full service and extended schools which aim to integrate services. Whether this is the solution to the problem of inequity is not clear, however. The evidence is rather lukewarm, in that studies in the Netherlands, US and the UK tend to show that the overall impact of such programmes is limited to individuals rather than having sustained community impacts (Cummings et al, 200; Muijs, 2007; Walraven, 2000). If inequity is to be addressed community work is essential, though the top-down English model may not be the most suitable for this, as US work that has used a more bottom up approach which actually involves the community in developing solutions has shown (Anyon, 2005). Whatever approach is taken does need to be based on trials and evaluated for effectiveness as stringently as is the case for school programmes before promoting them nationally.  

The work of Creemers again points us in the right direction here, with the Dynamic Model apportioning an important role to context, which includes community and media factors. However, we do need to go beyond the view of factors external to the school being merely contextual, and towards a realisation of interconnectedness of variables. 
Remaining Relevant in a Changing Educational Landscape
The need to look beyond the school is becoming ever more urgent, as, as well as the problem of insufficiency in terms of achieving the outcomes we desire, the focus on school effects in isolation is starting to look increasingly outdated and unfeasible as new, and possibly more effective configurations become more and more prevalent. 
A first evolution in many educational systems is towards a partial dissolution of the traditional single school model towards more flexible modes of organizational link-up and organization. This is taking the form of both the dissolution of large schools into smaller entities (the so-called small schools movement). The second important change to the organization of schools as autonomous but unified single units takes the form of an increase in networking between schools (Muijs, 2006). This movement is premised on the principles of improving capacity by sharing best practice and increasing levels of creativity through confrontation with other practices and views. A further change that is taking place in many countries is one that is redefining the role of schools. Traditionally, schools have been largely single purpose institutions, devoted to educating children of a particular age and stage of learning. Depending on the educational culture of the particular country additional pastoral goals may be more or less developed and important, and in different contexts factors such as well-being, attitudes to learning and self-esteem have been deemed important outcomes of education (e.g. Opdenakker & Van Damme, 2000). However, essentially schools have been occupied with the cognitive and to a lesser extent social development of youngsters up to age 18. Recently, though, an increased emphasis on schools as centers for their communities has started to emerge, both in the rhetoric of education reformers and in practical policy initiatives in a number of countries such as the UK and parts of the US. This is seen as especially beneficial where schools are serving disadvantaged areas (Cummings et al, 2007). 

It is also important to remember that school effectiveness research originated in a context, in both the US and UK, where for the vast majority of students the state school was the sole monopoly provider of education. The only exceptions to this have traditionally been faith-based schools, for example the large Catholic education sector in many countries, but these too have operated largely within the constraints of the state system, and have in most countries been funded through state subsidy mechanisms in similar ways to non-faith schools (Wolf et al, 2004). More recently, however, we have seen a strong growth in the involvement of the private sector in education, either as an independent provider or as part of a private-public partnership arrangement. 
A strict adherence to the school as the unit of research is becoming increasingly problematic as these changes happen. More flexible arrangements, that in due course may in some cases may no longer include schools as we now know them are here to stay. This does not mean that effectiveness research becomes any less important. The basic principle, finding out what works and what does not in reaching desired outcomes remains important. However, we need to look at educational effectiveness in a broad sense rather than narrowly focussing on schools, with an open mind to what configurations of educational experiences may be best suited for education in the coming century, and in particular at how these new configurations affect equity, a worry where individual learning and online learning are promoted that may draw strongly on social, cultural and indeed financial capital, and where competition between schools may lead to greater social selection (Ball, 1993).

Concluding Thoughts  

Therefore, as effectiveness researchers we need to continue to evolve and address the changing educational environment, and make sure that the field of educational effectiveness continues to be at the heart of current concerns and can help provide policymakers, practitioners and researchers with the answers they need. To do this we need to take heed of the lessons that Creemers rich research career can provide us with. The need for theory remains strong, especially flexible theories that can incorporate the changes to the education system mentioned. The Dynamic Model would appear to be eminently suitable for this task, and is clearly the best theoretical model we have at present (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2006). It is similarly clear that the need for a firm empirical look at the new educational arrangements, with particular attention to equity impact is strong and pressing. Importantly though, is not to forget the lesson of the primacy of the classroom. The emphasis on new organisational arrangements at and above the school level, and the strong emphasis on the factor leadership in both research and policy can mean an overemphasis of research on these elements, with classroom research pushed to the background. It is clear therefore that Educational Effectiveness researchers need to keep making the point about the importance of the classroom level.
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