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ANNEX 2: Summary of the methodological approach 
 

To address the study’s scope and objectives to the fullest, the proposed methodological 

approach consisted of multiple steps and involved consultation with numerous 

stakeholders at the national and European level at different stages of the project (see 

Figure 1 below).  

Figure 1. Research process 

 

Source: PPMI 

Each stage of the study complemented and informed the others and was carefully 

designed to ensure the smooth progression of the overall study and rigour of the data 

collected.  

This Annex provides a detailed description of the research process, as well as of the 

research tools designed for this study. 

Phase 1: Inception 
The kick-off meeting took place at DG EAC on 12 January 2016. During the inception 

phase, the research team finalised the methodology and analytical framework, revised 

the study research questions, and developed draft research tools.  

The inception report also included an elaborated plan of work organisation, 

responsibilities of the research team and quality assurance during the study and was 

submitted on 15 February 2016.  

Phase 2: Literature and policy review 
The first step of the research was to conduct national or regional (in the case of federal 

countries) policy and research reviews in 39 countries: the 28 EU Member States and 11 
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countries outside the EU: The United States, Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa, 

Japan, Singapore and Australia.  

The reviews were conducted by national experts based on detailed guidelines and an 

extensive questionnaire prepared by the core team (please see Annex 2.1.). The results 

of the national policy and research reviews fed into the selection process of 12 regions 

for the subsequent case studies. Findings from this stage also fed into the analysis of 

system factors supporting or hindering school innovation. 

To complement the results of database search, the core team performed additional 

searches in specialist libraries. Non-indexed publications or grey literature were also 

sourced by the core team on European Commission websites (DG Education and 

Culture; DG Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion; and DG Justice and Consumers), 

on the Eurydice Database, on the website of the OECD/Directorate for Education and 

Skills, and through Google Scholar.  

The detailed results of the national policy and research reviews were presented in the 

six-month interim report submitted on 28 June 2016 and informed the subsequent 

research tasks.  

Phase 3: Selection of disadvantaged regions  
The core research team, in collaboration with the national experts from 28 EU countries, 

performed an analysis where quantitative and qualitative approaches were combined so 

as to come up with a comprehensive proposal of 12 potential countries, and of their 

relatively disadvantaged regions.  

The selection process of relatively disadvantaged regions in the 12 countries selected for 

the field studies contained four main steps: 

Step 1: reviewing global scores of NUTS-2 level regions that rank all EU regions in one 

single EU ranking (based on quantitative analysis performed by SOGETI); 

Step 2: performing qualitative analysis based on the national reports prepared by the 

national experts to select 12 countries; 

Step 3: shortlisting disadvantaged regions in 12 countries (based on quantitative 

analysis performed by SOGETI); 

Step 4: final selection of 12 relatively disadvantaged regions for the field studies.  

Figure 2 below presents a map of Europe, highlighting the 12 countries shortlisted for 

the case studies (in light blue), the regions which were first shortlisted within them (in 

‘medium blue’), and the 12 regions finally selected for the case studies (in dark blue). 
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Figure 2. Map of Europe visualising the 12 countries and regions selected for 

the case studies 

 
Source: PPMI. 

Phase 4: Interviews with experts and stakeholders 
Once the 12 regions were confirmed, the interview programme was implemented in each 

region by the respective national experts. The programme consisted of three or four 

semi-structured interviews with national education experts and key education policy-

makers at the national and/or regional level (see Table 1 below). The interview 

programme helped to identify 24 innovative schools (two per region) for the case study 

stage. 

Table 1. Overview of interviews with policy-makers and other stakeholders.  

Country  Completed interviews with stakeholders  

Croatia Secondary school principal; President of the Croatian NGO of secondary school 

principals 

Primary school principal; President of the Croatian NGO of primary school 
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Country  Completed interviews with stakeholders  

principals 

Senior Advisor, former Assistant Director, Teacher Training Agency 

Head of Unit for the support to the System and EU Programmes, Ministry of 

Science, Education and Sports 

Germany Quality manager of Senator Scheeres 

Head of the initiative Strong School, Hertie Foundation 

Head of Department School and Staff Development, Regional Institute for School 

and Media Berlin-Brandenburg 

Greece Head of the Department of Scientific and Pedagogical Guidance of Primary 

Education, Regional Directorate of Primary and Secondary Education of Attica, 

Hellenic Ministry of Education, Research and Religious Affairs 

President of Parents’ Association, 4th Primary School of Hemettos, Athens. 

Head of the Department of Scientific and Pedagogical Guidance of Primary 

Education, Regional Directorate of Primary and Secondary Education of Central 

Greece, Hellenic Ministry of Education, Research and Religious Affairs 

Estonia Head of the General Education Department of the Ministry of Education 

School Board of Tartu (it turned out to be a group interview with 4 persons) 

Representative of the Teacher Union  

Head of the Educational Innovation Centre of Tallinn University 

Hungary Deputy of the National Educational Office 

Expert at the Ministry for Human Resources, Division for Public Education 

Pedagogical and Educational Centre, Miskolc 

Director and dean of the Teacher Training Centre of Miskolc University 

University teacher, well-known researcher 

Clerk at the Ministry, responsible for rolling out the Hejőkeresztúr model (case 2) 

Director of the Head Quarter Office of Klebersberg Education Providing Centre 

Expert working at the Foundation that cared for the dissemination of the SbS 

model (case 1) 

Italy Former president of ADISCUOLA - Association of teachers - for Sicily Region 

Inspector, School principal, USR, Ministry of Education, Regional Headquarter in 

Sicily 

Chief of Avanguardie Educative, INDIRE (innovation and research in education) - 

Ministry of Education 

President of ANDIS - Association of School leaders (deans) in Sicily; a member of 

National Council of the Association of School Leaders 

Lithuania Director of School Improvement Association 

Head of the Lower and Upper Secondary Education Division, the Department of 

General Education at the Ministry of Education 

Founder of the Learning School (NGO) 

Deputy Director, Education Development Centre under the Ministry of Education 

The 

Netherlands 

Policy maker in the field of education, City Council of Lelystad 

Policy maker in the field of education, City Council of Almere 

Secretary of Department Development, Council of Secondary Schools 

Romania Head of Public Policy Department, Open Society Foundation Romania 

Deputy Director, National Centre for the Development of Vocational Education 

(CNDIPT) 

Director, Institute of Educational Sciences 

Spain Director General of Evaluation and Regional Cooperation of the Ministry of 

Education of Spain 

Director General of Innovation of the Ministry of Education of Andalusia, in Seville  
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Country  Completed interviews with stakeholders  

President of Association of Inspectors of education of Andalusia (ADIDE) and 

professor at the University of Granada (Andalusia), specialist in education and 

innovation 

President of the Confederation of associations of parents-mothers of Andalusia 

(CODAPA) 

Sweden Associate Professor Pedagogical Studies, Karlstad University 

Coordinator of Literacy Developers in the Province of Värmland, Eda  

Manager of all Compulsory Schools, Arvika  

UK CEO of the College of Teaching (interview refers to the education system in 

England) 

Director of Research at the Centre for the Use of Research and Evidence in 

Education (CUREE) - formerly Head of the Institute of Education, University of 

Reading (UK) 

Head of Education at NASUWT (National Association of Schoolmasters Union of 

Women Teachers) 

National Director of Education, Office for Standard s in Education (OFSTED) 

Source: PPMI.   

 

Phase 5: Selection of innovative schools 
All national experts were asked to select schools from the identified relatively 

disadvantaged region at NUTS-2 level chosen for in-depth analysis (see Phase 3 above). 

In those cases when the identified region covered under the NUTS-2 level was a whole 

country (Lithuania and Estonia), national experts could choose schools from an entire 

country provided that they serve relatively disadvantaged catchment areas.  

The selection of two school per country was an iterative process combining different 

information sources and selection criteria. Key information sources included interviews 

with policy makers and other relevant stakeholders, materials earlier used for national 

policy and research reviews, additional desk research, replies to national experts’ 

inquiries sent from respective inspectorates or other bodies, school representatives’ 

insights, etc. This approach produced a comprehensive and independent view on 

potential schools. However, greater ‘weight’ was given to recommendations made by the 

most important agents in a school education field (compared to desk research, for 

example), as well as the availability of the schools for the field work.  

The dominant criterion for the selection of schools in the 12 selected countries was the 

innovations practiced and their embeddedness in the schools’ organisational practices. 

Other characteristics were treated as secondary criteria.  

Table 2 below provides a list of the 24 schools selected for the case study analysis. A 

more complete list providing further details on the innovations practised in these schools 

is available in Annex 1 to the final study report. 

Table 2. List of the 24 schools selected for the case studies 

Country  School and location Educational level and 
size (in 2016/2017) 

Type of innovation(s) 

Croatia 
 

Vežice, Rijeka 
(Adriatic Croatia) 

Primary and lower 
secondary (grades 1-8) 

373 students 

Innovative pedagogy: ICT-
facilitated teaching 

Zadar, Zadar county 
(Adriatic Croatia) 

Primary and lower 
secondary (grades 1-8), 

Innovative pedagogy: 
project-based learning; 
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Country  School and location Educational level and 
size (in 2016/2017) 

Type of innovation(s) 

serves as the central 
school for 6 small schools 
located in different islands 
in the area 
776 students 

Improving learning 
environment 

Germany Wolfgang-Borchert-
School, Berlin 

Secondary (grades 5-10) 
490 students 

Innovative pedagogies, 
project-based learning 

Friedenauer 
community school, 
Berlin 

Primary and lower 
secondary school (grades 
1-10) 

850 students 

Innovative pedagogies,  
Inter-grade learning 
organisation, 

Multi-professional teams 

Greece 4th Primary School of 
Thiva, Viotia County 
(Central Greece) 

Primary school (grades 1-
7) 
245 students 

Innovative pedagogy, 
informal learning 

2nd Primary School of 

Aliartos, Viotia County 
(Central Greece) 

Primary school (grades 1-

6) 
169 students 

Innovative pedagogies, 

service learning 

Estonia Kiviõli I. Keskkool, 
Kiviõli (Ida-Virumaa 
County) 

Primary and secondary 
school (Grades 1-12) 
339 students 

Innovative pedagogies, 
integrated teaching 

Jõgevamaa 
Gümnaasium, Jõgeva 
(Jõgevamaa County) 

Upper secondary school 
(Grades 10-12) 
207 students 

Re-organisation of the 
school schedule 

Hungary Nyitott Ajtó / Open 
Door, Miskolc 

(Northern Hungary) 

Public school that provides 
kindergarten (ages 3-6), 

primary and secondary 
school (ages 6-14/16, 
grades 1-8), vocational 
secondary (ages 14-
17/18) education,   
300 students (in primary 

and secondary school) 

Innovative pedagogy: 
opening school to wider 

stakeholders 

IV. Bela Primary 
School, Hejőkeresztúr 
(Northern Hungary) 

Regional primary and 
lower secondary school 
(grades 1-8) serving three 
villages.  
227 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
peer-learning 

Italy I.C. Ugo Foscolo, 
Taormina (Sicily) 

Pre-primary, primary and 
secondary comprehensive 
school (grades 1-8), 

consists of 14 smaller 
schools scattered across 

the region 
1153 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
debate approach 

Papa Giovanni XXIII, 
Acireale, Catania 
(Sicily) 

Pre-primary, primary and 
secondary comprehensive 
school (grades 1-8), 
consists of 11 smaller 

schools scattered across 
the region, 
753 students in total 

Innovative pedagogies: 
flipped classroom; outdoor 
education; reorganisation of 
classes 

Lithuania Vyturys 
progymnasium, 
Panevėžys (Panevėžys 

County) 

Primary and lower 
secondary (grades 1-8) 
710 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
individual achievement 
tracking 

Salduvės 
progymnasium, 
Šiauliai (Šiauliai 

Primary and lower 
secondary (grades 1-8) 
514 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
focus on social competence 
n individual achievement 
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Country  School and location Educational level and 
size (in 2016/2017) 

Type of innovation(s) 

County) tracking 

The 
Netherlands 

De Tjotter, Lelystad 
(Flevoland) 

Pre-primary (age 4-6) and 
primary school (grades 1-
4) 
243 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
active learning and self-
reflections; 
Classroom management 

strategies 

Warande, Lelystad 
(Flevoland) 

Pre-primary (age 4-6) and 
primary school (grades 1-
4) 
250 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
TASC model; 
Collaborative school teams 

Romania Școala Gimnazială ‘I. 

L. Caragiale’, Tulcea 
(Sud-Est) 

Early childhood, primary 

and lower secondary 
school (ages 3-15), 
630 students 

Innovative pedagogies: non-

formal education 

Colegiul Economic 

Buzău (Sud-Est) 

Upper secondary school 

(ages 14-19), 
1100 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 

entrepreneurship education 
and non-formal learning 

Spain Clara Campoamor 
Infant and Primary 
School (CEIP), nearby 

Granada (Andalusia) 

Infant and Primary school 
(ages 3-12) 
229 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
basic competence 
development and multi-

stakeholder partnerships 

Sierra Nevada Primary 
School, nearby 
Granada (Andalusia) 

Infant, primary and lower 
secondary school (ages 3 
– 14) 
190 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
project-based learning 
School organisation: 
improving the school climate 

Sweden Centralskolan, Arvika 
(North Middle 
Sweden) 

Lower secondary (grades 
7-9) 
465 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
reading strategies 

Kyrkebyskolan, Arvika 
(North Middle 

Sweden) 

Lower secondary (grades 
4-9) 

430 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
reading strategies 

UK President Kennedy 
School and 
Community College, 
Holbrooks, Coventry 
(West Midlands) 

Public secondary school1 
(ages 11-18),  
1460 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
project-based learning 
School organisation: 
distributive leadership 

Willenhall Community 
Primary School, 
Coventry (West 
Midlands) 

Public nursery (ages 3-4) 
and primary school (ages 
4-11),  
460 students 

Innovative pedagogies: 
collaborative and 
differentiated learning  

Source: PPMI.  

 

Phase 6: Field work in selected schools 
The overall purpose of these field studies was to generate new knowledge that would 

feed into comprehensive analysis of the school governance system, existing innovative 

approaches, key barriers and enablers of change in particular (disadvantaged) contexts. 

The field work was carried out by national experts following the case study guidelines 

prepared by the core research team (see Annex 2.2.).  

The field work consisted of interview programme in two innovative schools (with school 

leaders and teachers), focus groups with the school community, including teachers, 

parents, local stakeholders, students (1-2 focus groups per school) and 1-day school visit 

to observe innovative practices in the school.  

                                           
1 It became an Academy, under the auspices of ‘The Futures Trust’ (a Multi-Academy Trust) in October 2013. 
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The results of the field work were used for the comparative analysis as well as fed into 

the next stage of the case study stage – change workshops.  

Phase 7: Change workshops 
The Workshops with key stakeholders in the region represented the last phase of the 

field study cycle and followed the implementation of the interview programmes, the 

school visits, and the production of draft case study reports.  

The overall purpose of the workshops was to complement the knowledge generated 

during the field visits and better understand the existing barriers and enablers for 

mainstreaming innovation across schools. More specifically, the workshops aimed to  

 Validate and disseminate the results of the field study. 

 Brainstorm on specific recommendations on how to promote school innovation in 

the regions 

 Inspire cooperation and dialogue among relevant education stakeholders.  

The workshops were organised and conducted by the national experts in the respective 

regions following the guidelines prepared by the research team (see Annex 2.3.). 

The workshop results were used for the finalisation of the field study reports. They fed 

the process of developing study recommendations, especially on system-level factors for 

mainstreaming school innovation at the national level, and on the transferability of 

innovations into different contexts. 

Phase 8: Data analysis 
The data analysis and synthesis stage brought together the evidence from all the 

research tasks. It aimed to reveal what the key drivers of innovation at the school level 

are and how system can support and empower schools to engage into innovation 

processes. The analysis looked at both enabling factors at the system level that create 

favourable environments for schools to innovate, as well as zoomed in in traditional 

education system structures that hinder the process of change in schools.  

During the comparative analysis, we have employed the Nvivo10 software – a 

qualitative data analysis (QDA) computer software package which is intended to help 

users organise, aggregate and analyse unstructured as well as scattered data. The 

research team coded findings from 39 country profiles produced by the national experts 

during the policy and research review stage, as well as 12 case study reports reflecting 

innovation stories of 24 schools, and used aggregated results to draw more general 

conclusions about what the key conditions for making innovation system-wide are.  

The analysis started already after the completion of policy and research review phase 

and was further complemented by the synthesis of the case study findings. Based on its 

results the core study team was able to perform prospective analysis and distil main 

policy lesson and recommendations on supporting school innovation in Europe. 

Phase 9: Expert panel 
An expert panel was organised on 9 October 2017 at the Autonomous University of 

Barcelona (UAB) to validate the preliminary findings of the study, before the finalisation 

of the study’s draft Final report.  

The seminar gathered 7 experts in the field of school governance, school innovation and 

change management processes from across Europe: Roel Bosker (University of 

Groningen), Silvia Carrasco Pons (Autonomous University of Barcelona), Andy Goodwyn 
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(University of Reading), Tracey Burns (OECD), Jordi Pàmies Rovira (Autonomous 

University of Barcelona), Alejandro Paniagua (OECD), Jessica Spencer-Keyse (HundrED). 

It provided the opportunity to reveal and discuss the findings of the study, as well as to 

brainstorm on policy recommendations based on the evidence collected. 
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ANNEX 2.1. Policy mapping guidelines 

Guidelines  

The following Guidelines provide an explanation on the nature of the first stage of the 

data collection process in the Study on ‘Supporting School Innovation Across Europe’ 

(further – the study) – the research and policy review.  

The Guidelines give a general overview of the study’s overall methodological approach so 

that national experts understand how their inputs will contribute to its objectives. The 

guidelines are meant to make sure that national contributions across 38 countries have 

the same scope and follow the same logic in order to allow for a meaningful comparison. 

At the same time, we aim to take into account the contextual differences across 

countries. Please let us know whenever you feel that the information requested or 

provided in our guidelines misses or misinterprets some of these important national 

factors.  

For your convenience, the instructions are provided in the form of Q&As. Please read 

carefully the questions and answers before you proceed to the questionnaire. 

Q1. What is the idea behind this study? 

The significance of inclusive and innovative education is growing across the world. 

Characteristics of globalised and fluid market economies as well as perpetual social 

changes in the 21st century expect fast use of the information and successful application 

of skills and competences. Therefore, the importance of inclusive education is reflected 

both in the overarching Europe 2020 strategy and in specific fields within education and 

training policies (e.g. on ECEC, school education, higher education, VET, etc.). The key 

role of innovative pedagogies and teaching practices is also widely acknowledged in the 

EU policy agenda for the achievement of education-related goals. This study will build on 

the existent knowledge and will aim to broaden the understanding of the impact of policy 

initiatives on school education and students’ learning process.  

Successfully mainstreaming innovative pedagogies and school organisation 

practices can help to mitigate issues arising from social inequalities and 

constant changes in labour markets. Various features, like   socioeconomic status, 

family background and migration status significantly impact educational performances at 

the individual, school and system levels. Research suggests that innovative pedagogies 

and school organisational practices would ensure favourable conditions and equal 

opportunities for students to reach their educational potential. Subsequently, EU policy 

documents continuously have emphasised the importance of promoting and ensuring 

innovation in education and training systems. Finally, teachers’ role in this process is 

widely acknowledged and national and European level policy makers are regularly called 

to take necessary steps in creating favourable conditions for teachers to implement new 

pedagogical approaches. 

Q2. What is the objective of the study? 

The study is based on the premises that innovative pedagogies and school 

organisational practices address educational disparities and help learners to maximise 

their potential. The aim of this study is to better understand how policy-makers can 

support all levels of the education system in mainstreaming innovative school 

organisational practices and pedagogies. The study will also aim to analyse what 

systemic elements act as catalysts and inhibitors to schools being ‘innovative’. 

More specifically, this study will look at how schools can better serve the diverse needs of 

their students, to become more innovative and to succeed despite unfavourable odds 
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(e.g. inhibiting system level factors and disadvantaged local environments). On the other 

hand, it will seek to understand what essential system level conditions enable school 

innovation and what elements of good practices can be transferable to other contexts. 

In this light, the analytical framework of this study evolves around the effective 

delivery and mainstreaming of innovation culture across the education system. In this 

framework, different policies and measures at each level of intervention aimed at 

introducing innovation are considered as inputs, while gained knowledge and feedback 

from successes and failures that encourage policy learning and subsequent improvement 

of the system are considered as outputs. Eventually, mainstreamed innovative practices 

across the system should lead to better performance, socioemotional development and 

sustained participation of all learners in the classroom. 

Q3. What is the scope of the study? 

The study will primarily encompass policies, school and classroom practices at primary 

and secondary educational levels (ISCED 1-3).  

In Europe, the study will cover the 28 EU Member States. Moreover, an international 

perspective will be introduced through the analysis of practices from the US, Canada, 

Australia, the BRICS, Japan and Singapore via means of literature and policy review. 

Q4. How will these objectives be achieved?  

The research team is ready to employ a broad scope of data collection and analysis 

methods in order to achieve the objectives of the study: 

Desk-based research and policy review (review of key academic literature and national 

policy reports in EU-28, Canada, US, BRICS, Japan, Singapore and Australia with the help 

of national experts); 

Interviews, focus groups and school visits in a representative set of disadvantaged 

regions across Europe selected based on the results of policy and research review;  

Change Workshops in the selected regions that will aim to facilitate intra-system dialogue 

and contribute to the process of change and innovation;  

Qualitative comparative and case-sensitive analysis and synthesis of findings; 

Prospective analysis and recommendations for policy makers and practitioners, taking 

into consideration contextual differences and analysis of transferability of good practices.  

Q5. What are the key concepts used in these guidelines? 

The research team is willing to provide only tentative definitions of key concepts used in 

these guidelines as it is fully aware that they may be contested and that there is a 

diversity of definitions at national level.  

For the purpose of this study, an innovative pedagogy is defined as something ‘new’ to 

a given context in terms of teaching practice, with an emphasis on those aspects which 

have proven to be effective (i.e. have led to positive student cognitive and social 

development). Examples of innovative pedagogical approaches may include web-based 

digital learning, collaborative learning, peer learning, problem-based learning, service 

learning, social and emotional learning, active learner-centred approach, meta-cognition 

and self-regulation, etc.  
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For the purpose of this study, innovative organisational practices are the capacity of 

schools to embed and sustain innovation in teaching and organisation. The development 

of this capacity can often require fundamental changes in the school culture. 

Innovative pedagogies also help to develop key competences necessary for the 21st 

century, which include 'traditional' skills such as communication in one's mother tongue, 

foreign languages, digital skills, literacy and basic skills in maths and science, as well as 

horizontal skills such as learning to learn, social and civic responsibility, initiative and 

entrepreneurship, cultural awareness and creativity. 

Pedagogical innovation is shaped by a complex interaction of the innovation on the three 

following levels: 

 System level. Systemic level measures can be characterised as measures which 

seek to re-imagine the educational system and bring about systemic change. 

Variables that may impact mainstreaming of innovative pedagogies and school 

organisation practices at this level include, but are not limited to the following 

examples: policy makers’ attitude towards innovations in education and their 

commitment to promote and support innovation through such measures as 

funding priorities, curriculum reform, evidence-based research, supportive plans 

and policies, etc. 

 School/institutional level. Measures at this level can be characterised as 

measures which aim to offer identified schools the opportunity to change or 

innovate as distinct from those that involve systemic change. Variables that may 

impact mainstreaming of innovative pedagogies and school organisation practices 

include, but are not limited to the following examples: school and school district 

policy, internal rules, human resources, school’s commitment and attitude 

towards innovations, teachers’ working conditions, networking and collaboration. 

 Classroom level. Classroom level measures aim to change what happens in the 

classroom in terms of how students are taught. Variables that may impact 

mainstreaming of innovative pedagogies and school organisation practices 

include, but are not limited to the following examples: teachers’, students’ and 

parents’ attitude towards innovation, teachers’ and students’ relationship and 

classroom composition. 

The visualisation presented below (Figure 3) contributes to our understanding and 

definition of the cycle of innovation in schools. Innovation process encompasses and 

summarises the following crucial elements (‘conditions’) that are all necessary for 

developing innovative culture at schools: 

 First, policies need to promote experimentation of innovative approaches in 

schools; schools pilot, embed, tailor and sustain effective innovative pedagogies 

and organisational practices; monitor and evaluate its implementation in practice 

and further improve policies and approaches. 

 Once innovations are developed, experimented, embedded and evaluated at a 

particular school level, it is important that they are mainstreamed across other 

schools and into school education policy. The main stages of mainstreaming 

innovation into policy, therefore, are: identifying and selecting good practice 

examples and disseminate them for peer learning; embedding and mainstreaming 

these innovative approaches into European, national, regional and/or local 

policies; scaling-up and sustaining innovation; evaluating and monitoring policy 

implementation, which in turn, can lead to the new cycle of experimentation.   
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Finally, both cycles (development and mainstreaming) of school innovation are 

strongly interconnected – school level and policy level need to continuously interact 

and learn from each other to ensure constant improvement and so that a system of 

delivery of change was effective, flexible and responsive to current needs.   

Figure 3. Cycle of innovation in school education systems 

 

Q6. What is the nature of the ‘research and policy review’?  

 
The aim of this task is to develop an in-depth understanding of national and regional 

policy initiatives, which promote and mainstream innovation in school education. 

Additionally, we seek to understand the impact of these policy initiatives in the field of 

school education. For these reasons, we need to identify and analyse the main national 

and regional policy documents and reports on the promotion and mainstreaming of 

innovative pedagogies and school organisational practices in the following 38 countries: 

EU-28 Member States, Canada, US, Japan, Singapore, Australia and BRICS countries. 

Based on this analysis, national experts are asked to identify the most important factors 

that help explain the success or failure of innovation development and mainstreaming 

initiatives in the country. A significant focus is made on the availability of evidence and 

evidence-based policy making in the field.  

Q7. Where will the results of the research and policy review be used?  

The results will complement the international literature review by the core team and 

provide the backbone for the next stages of the assignment - most immediately the field 

studies in the selected regions and development of a synthesis report. Country profiles 

will be used for a comparative analysis of national/regional school educational policies 

regarding the development and mainstreaming of innovative pedagogies and 

organisational practices in schools.  
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Q8. How is the research and policy review process organised? 

The research and policy review takes the form of a questionnaire. The questions are 

broken into the three following sections: a) national and regional policies regarding 

innovative pedagogies and school organisational practices; b) academic literature on 

policy initiatives regarding innovations in schools and their impact; and c) 

recommendations stemming from policy and academic evaluations and their 

implementations in the field of school education.  

Q9. Do all the questions need to be answered?  

It is OK to leave questions unanswered if the policy concerned is not practised in your 

country, explicitly stating so. 

Q10. Do the answers need to be referenced? 

Each answer should be properly referenced according to the Referencing guide provided 

at the end of the current Guidelines. If the original source is not available in English, 

please provide a reference in the national language as well as an English translation of 

the title in brackets.  

Q11. When does the questionnaire have to be returned? 

Date Deliverable  

By March 

27 

The national expert provides the first draft of the national report 

By April 3 The core team member provides feedback on the first draft 

By April 

11 

The national expert responds to all comments and produces the next 

version of the country report 

By April 

15 

The core team member checks that the recommendations made by him/her 

are reflected in the revised draft and, if not, corrective action is requested 

in the form of a further draft 

Please see the questionnaire below. 

 
Thank you for reading the instructions and contributing to the research process! 

The Core team 
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Questionnaire I: Policy review 

Primarily, we ask national experts to identify national and regional policy reports on 

innovation in school education, and on obstacles and solutions for mainstreaming 

innovative pedagogical approaches and school organisational practices in particular. 

These reports might come from Ministries of education, specialised agencies, councils or 

commissions that are entrusted with analysing the situation at national level. 

If specific reports focusing on school innovation are not available, national experts are 

expected to review more general policy documents (e.g. on curriculum reform or 

education governance, evaluations of innovative programmes piloted within the 

framework of the ESF) that may cover innovative approaches as part of the broader 

issues. External evaluations of specific projects and programmes on innovation could also 

be an important source for the analysis of key success factors and barriers for the 

implementation of innovative approaches in education. 

Table 1: Questions on national policies 

No. Questions to be answered based on review of policy documents 

Innovation context 

1.  How is innovation defined in policy discussions on school education in your 

country? How are innovative pedagogies and school organisational practices 

defined in national/regional policy documents? 

2.  What are the overall goals of national/regional policies regarding innovative 

education?  

3.  Please identify in which type of policy document the above-listed goals are set: 

□ In the long term national education development strategy 

□ In medium term policy document (e.g. national programme for schools) 

□ In short term planning documents (e.g. annual implementation plans) 

Please provide references to specific documents.  

4.  Are there any recent or ongoing reforms of the national school education system 

at least broadly aiming to promote innovation in schools? What is their specific 

focus and approach to supporting innovation? 

Promotion and mainstreaming of innovative school education at the system 

level 

5.  Which of the following types of policy initiatives (if any) have been implemented 

in school education (system level): 

□ Innovative governance of schools 

□ Merit-based and transparent hiring of school managers, high standards for 

candidates. 

□ Systematic training (in-service or pre-service) for teachers and school 

leaders to apply innovative models 

□ Curriculum reform for consolidation of innovations 

□ Reforms of school types (e.g., reforming early tracking systems) 

□ Additional financial resources/incentives for the promotion/mainstreaming 

of innovations in school education (at the national)  

□ Promotion of innovation via EU funded projects (Specific sub-question for 

EU experts only) 



 

21 
 

□ Capacity building to identify, promote, monitor, pilot, analyse and 

mainstream innovative pedagogies 

□ Other initiatives (please specify) 

Please provide examples (and short descriptions) of policy initiatives and 

references to specific documents. 

6.  Are any of the above listed initiatives mandatory? 

Promotion and mainstreaming of innovative school education at 

school/institutional level 

7.  Are there any policies that promote innovation at school/institutional level? Which 

of the following innovative initiatives are promoted in school education at the 

school/institutional level: 

□ Platforms for the exchange of good practice between educators 

□ Distributed/shared leadership  

□ Support from Pedagogical Specialists / Experts 

□ Partnership between schools and NGOs 

□ Partnership between schools and universities 

□ Partnership between schools and private enterprises (e.g. educational 

excursions to factories) 

□ Financial incentives for schools and other institutions  

□ Favourable working conditions and environment (e.g., collaborative 

culture within schools) 

□ Active parental involvement 

□ School self-evaluation systems 

□ Other initiatives (please specify) 

Please provide examples of policy initiatives and references to specific 

documents. 

8.  Are any of the above listed initiatives mandatory?  

Promotion and mainstreaming of innovative school education at classroom 

level  

9.  Do national/regional policies promote innovative pedagogical approaches at 

classroom level? If yes, which of the following approaches are promoted in 

existing policies: 

□ Repositories for innovative pedagogies 

□ Individualised support programmes to tackle low achievement 

□ Individualised support programmes to discrimination and social exclusion 

□ Financial incentives for teachers 

□ Other initiatives (please specify) 

Please provide examples of policy initiatives and references to specific 

documents. 

 

Questionnaire II: Review of key research evidence 

National experts are expected to identify and review relevant research studies at the 

national and regional level to support policy analysis with the most recent solid evidence. 
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Table 2:  Questions for research review  

No. Questions to be answered based on desk research 

General overview of national research 

1.  Which types of educational innovations in schools were studied, if any? 

2.  Has the impact of educational innovations been researched in your country? 

What were the outcomes for students? 

3.  Based on the existing research in your country, which system, school and 

classroom level factors facilitate or hinder the implementation of educational 

innovations in school education? 

4.  What is the role of non-governmental stakeholders in the promotion and/or 

mainstreaming of innovations in schools? 

5.  Based on the existing research in your country, please provide few examples of 

successful policy initiatives aimed at promoting innovations in schools. 

6.  Based on the existing research in your country, please provide examples of 

successful policy initiatives aimed at mainstreaming innovations in schools. 

 

Questionnaire III: Availability of evidence and evidence-based policy 
making 

 
National experts are expected to provide an overview of evaluation arrangements, 

evidence and its influence on the promotion of innovation in schools. 

No Evaluations and their results 

1.  Are there any indicators set in national/regional policies to measure whether the 

policy goals regarding innovative education in schools have been achieved? 

2.  Have national/regional policy initiatives for promoting innovative pedagogical 

approaches and school organisational practices at the systemic, 

school/institutional, and classroom levels been evaluated recently? If yes, please 

specify when and what was evaluated. 

3.  How is school performance evaluated in your country? What are the evaluation 

criteria? Do they also include focus on innovative pedagogical approaches and 

school organisation? 

4.  What were the main findings of the above listed evaluations regarding the impact 

of school innovation policy initiatives and factors that explain their success or 

failure?  

5.  Is there any evidence that evaluation recommendations were taken into account 

by improving school innovation policy?  

6.  Are there any major conferences or seminars related to innovative education in 

schools planned in your country in the beginning of 2017? (Specific question for 

EU experts only) 
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ANNEX 2.2. Case study guidelines 

Guidelines  

The following guidelines explain the nature of a current assignment for the Study on 

‘Supporting School Innovation Across Europe’ (further referred as the Study) – the field 

studies. To recap, the overarching objective of this Study is to better understand how 

policy makers can support all levels of school education systems in mainstreaming 

innovative school organisational practices and pedagogies. 

Earlier in this Study, 12 relatively disadvantaged regions (at NUTS-2 level) from different 

EU Member States were confirmed by the DG EAC where field studies will take place: 

Croatia, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Romania, 

Spain, Sweden and the UK. A final outcome of the field studies is 12 case studies where 

each of them would review 2 innovative schools from the selected relatively 

disadvantaged region (NB: both schools should be from the same region – see Q4 for 

more details). 

These Guidelines are meant to make sure that national contributions across 12 regions 

follow the same logic and allow the core team making meaningful comparisons and 

synthesis of findings. At the same time, we encourage national experts to take into 

account the contextual differences across countries. Please let us know whenever you 

feel that the information requested or provided in our guidelines misses or misinterprets 

some of these important national/regional/local factors.  

For your convenience, the instructions are provided in the form of Q&As. Please read 

carefully questions and answers before you proceed to the actual implementation of the 

field studies.  

National experts will be briefed via a set of group webinars (up to 4 people in 1 webinar) 

before starting the field studies (these webinars are non-obligatory). The core team will 

schedule webinars in consultation with the national experts. The aim of these webinars is 

to present and explain the guidelines, answer the questions and ensure that all 

researchers understand the methodology in the same way and are able to implement it in 

their region. 

Q1. What are the deadlines for the case studies? 

Date Activity / Deliverable  

Before October 
1st 

1) Completed the 1st interview programme with national/regional/local policy 
makers and other stakeholders  

2) Two innovative schools are selected for the field study and reported to PPMI 

Before 
November 1st  

Completed fieldwork: the 2nd interview programme with school leaders; focus 
groups (one per case – two in total); and school visits to observe some 
innovative practices 

November 15th  National expert provides the first draft of a completed case study to PPMI 

Before 
November 25th  

Core team member provides feedback on the first draft to the national expert 

Before 
December 2nd  

National expert responds to all comments and produces the draft final version 
of a case study 

Before 
December 9th  

Core team member checks that the recommendations made by him/her are 
fully reflected in the revised draft and; if not, corrective action from the 

national expert is requested  
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[specific date 
undefined] 

National expert remains available for further revisions until the case study is 
fully completed (i.e. until the European Commission fully endorses it).  

Source: PPMI.  

The core team welcomes early inputs. Therefore, national experts may send them any 

time before the above-set deadlines.  

Q2. What is the purpose of these field studies? Where the results will be used? 

The overall purpose of these field studies is to generate new knowledge that would feed 

into comprehensive analysis of the school governance system, existing innovative 

approaches, key barriers and enablers of change in particular (disadvantaged) contexts. 

As for the use of field study results, there are several points to be stressed.  

1. First of all, results from the field studies will directly feed into national case 

studies prepared by the national experts. Moreover, once all case studies are 

completed the core team will use this information for a synthesis report of all 12 

case studies.  

2. Second, field study results will contribute to the Workshops (organised by the 

national experts in Spring 2017 - details will be provided in later stages of this 

Study). More specifically, in each country selected for the field study, there will be 

a Workshop that will be attended by different schools and other key stakeholders 

(e.g. policy makers). It will broadly aim to: 

 disseminate and exchange good practices between schools (both innovative 

and more traditional);  

 create networks between schools and different stakeholders; 

 facilitate dialogue and mutual learning process between education 

professionals within and between schools (both innovative and more 

traditional), together with education officials and policy advisors.  

It is recommended that these workshops also make the best possible use of 

information gathered during the field studies, and begin a process of making 

recommendations across the school system2, especially on system-level factors 

for successful school innovation and transferability of innovations into different 

contexts.  

3. Third, field study results will feed into generating ideas for the Toolkit for schools 

(this toolkit will be prepared by the core team in 2017). Case studies will be one 

of the inspiration sources for developing this online Toolkit. It is expected that 

field studies will help to clarify what are the specific topics to be included in the 

toolkit to make it useful (e.g. sharing the best practices, warning about the main 

barriers, providing diverse contact lists, references to key policy documents etc.).  

4. Fourth, field study results will be one of the information sources for the Final 

Study Report (prepared by the core team) complementing other used 

information sources, e.g. secondary literature review, national policy and research 

reviews, change workshops etc. 

                                           
2 Integrated set of conclusions and principles which can be applied by policy-makers when introducing 
measures concerning all relevant aspects of school education systems in order to improve the innovative 
capacity of schools. Recommendations should help schools in their efforts of managing change to mainstream 
innovative methods and approaches.  
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5. Finally, it is expected that findings from field studies will serve as a source of 

encouragement for future testing, follow-up work and further development 

of presented approaches (e.g. by the European Union bodies, local policy makers, 

schools and other interested stakeholders). For example, policy makers will be 

able to use this information when supporting schools in their efforts in managing 

change to mainstream innovative approaches.  

Q3. How to select two innovative schools for the field study? 

National experts are asked to choose two schools that have particular innovations 

embedded in their school organisational practices. To make a case study more 

comprehensive and embedded in the same socio-economic contextual environment, both 

schools should come from the same relatively disadvantaged region. It is also 

essential that the schools would serve relatively disadvantaged catchment 

areas. Thematically, innovations should cover innovative school governance practices 

and innovative pedagogies. Moreover, please make sure that selected schools are 

rather different, e.g. practice different innovative approaches. For example, while some 

schools might be very good in engaging different stakeholders into school governance, 

other schools might be leading in developing innovative teaching and learning practices. 

Please note that in this Study, we are not interested in innovations that are implemented 

(sporadically) by only one teacher in one classroom (i.e. are not embedded) etc.  

The case studies need to encompass innovative practices at primary and secondary 

educational levels (but should not mix both levels, unless a selected school covers both 

levels). Please inform the core team as to which educational levels it would be most 

appropriate to include in your country - primary, lower secondary, or upper secondary, 

so that an overall balance can be achieved across 12 relatively disadvantaged regions.  

Moreover, the national experts are kindly asked to make sure that selected schools are 

rather big (e.g. 500+ students). 

Selection strategy of two innovative schools should be based on different information 

sources. Naturally, it will be rather strongly based on your knowledge of schools in this 

particular disadvantaged region. As foreseen in the ToR, national experts are expected to 

identify schools that have gone through change to become innovative – taking a 

leading role in innovative pedagogies and school organisation practices. Another 

related information sources will be interviews with national/regional/local policy makers 

and other relevant stakeholders, as well as materials earlier used for national policy and 

research reviews.  

If the national experts face an issue that there are more than two innovative schools (in a sense as 

it was described above) in the selected region that are suitable for the case study (and it is difficult 
to make a final choice), the priority should be given to those innovative schools that besides 
being innovative and serving disadvantaged catchment areas, they are “beating the odds” in 

other domains, for example:  
 schools that participate – or have recently participated – in international programmes 

(Comenius; Erasmus +, e-Twinning, Young scientists contest; etc.);  
 schools that have programmes to respond to the needs of multicultural students, plus the 

needs of students from the most disadvantaged backgrounds; 
 schools that have viable and systematic partnerships with other organisations, such as 

universities, private sector, NGOs, local community etc.  

 Schools that participate actively in research projects. For example, where teachers are 
researchers as well. They can be defined as practitioners who seek to better understand 
their practice, its impact on their students by researching the relationship between 
teaching and learning in their world of work3; 

                                           
3 Based on: Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, Teachers as Researchers. State of 
Victoria, 2006, 
http://www.education.vic.gov.au/Documents/school/teachers/profdev/teachersasreseachers.pdf. 

http://www.education.vic.gov.au/Documents/school/teachers/profdev/teachersasreseachers.pdf
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 schools that have a school council or board, which is elected based on democratic 
principles. For example, from representatives of parents, students, teachers and external 

actors, such as local community NGOs have an active role e.g. in discussing, developing 
and approving school strategy and overseeing its implementation.  

Please make sure that your final selection of two innovative schools responds to the 

principles of: 

 sustainability: school capacity to sustain the project/practice/initiative and its 

benefits and services over time;  

 continuity: when a good practice is fully integrated in the school routine;  

 embeddedness: there is organisational support for sustainable and continuous 

innovations at schools.  

As a source of inspiration, please take a look at the “circle” of innovative pedagogical 

practices that was developed by the Joint Research Centre (JRC)4 in 2012. This circle 

consists of 8 encompassing and interconnected dimensions, and a set of 28 reference 

parameters - “building blocks” (see a figure below). We highly recommend you to have a 

look at a whole report (30 pages in total), which describes all key dimensions and 

reference parameters, here: http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC72278.pdf. It also shows how 

our Study fits into a bigger picture.  

 
Source: JRC Scientific and Policy Reports, Innovative Learning: Key elements for Developing 
Creative Classrooms in Europe, http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC72278.pdf. 

Taking into account a key focus of this Study on school organisation practices, 8 

dimensions in the “circle” above could be prioritised as follows (these are priority areas 

for your field study too): 

 Priority 1: Organization; Leadership & Values; Connectedness; 

 Priority 2: Assessment; Learning Practices; Teaching Practices; 

 Priority 3: Content & Curricula; Infrastructure.  

 

                                           
4 https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/  

http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC72278.pdf
http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC72278.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/
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 Please note: innovative schools from a relatively disadvantaged region should not 

be equalised to “highly-ranking schools”. Innovative schools are not necessarily “best 

performers” in traditional understanding (i.e. where students have the best scores). For 

example, it might be that innovative schools seek to keep students’ attendance, prevent 

early drop-out or work on inclusion policies, rather than focus on the best grades. 

 It is strongly recommended to check schools’ availability to take part in the field 

study in advance, before making a final schools selection. This is recommended so as to 

avoid unexpected refusals/early drop-outs.  

 Please note that alternative schools (e.g. Waldorf, Montessori) are out of the scope of 

this Study.  

 Please note that innovative schools should not be perceived as only those schools 

that apply certain ICT-based innovations. In this Study context, innovation is 

understood broader than only ICT.  

 We suggest national experts using such synonyms as “schools applying innovative 

approaches”, “innovative schools” etc. Every effort should be made to avoid labelling 

and stigmatising schools that are following a more traditional model/path of 

education. They shall be treated as partners that are equally important to more innovative 

schools for the successful mainstreaming of innovations.  

 National experts should start an interview programme with policy makers and other 

stakeholders as early as possible so that these interviews would be instrumental for 

selecting two schools (for more guidance on interview programme, please see Q5a below).   

Q5. How should the process of field studies be organised? 

Ethical principles  

First of all, it is crucial that all national experts follow the guidelines included in the 

European Charter for Researchers, particularly with regard to ethical principles. This 

includes adopting attitudes of respect for cultural differences, addressing legislative 

requirements (e.g. in some countries researchers are allowed to visit schools only after 

having received an official approval from the Ministry of Education), ensuring data 

confidentiality and protection requirements, and guaranteeing informed consensus in 

data collection procedures. National experts shall assure participants that findings 

produced will not have any effects on their lives.  

 

The process of field studies 

Normally, foreseen activities (except for the interviews with national/regional/local policy 

makers and other relevant stakeholders) should take place within a selected school 

for field study so that a national expert gets a chance to observe an environment and 

have a clearer picture about surroundings of that school, get acquainted with its 

community members and witness all other specificities present in that particular school. 

However, special circumstances of each case should be taken into consideration. For 

example, if some relevant activities are organised outside selected school and national 

expert plans to attend this, then there is no issue with that (e.g. as a result of 

partnerships with universities; employers; NGOs etc.), but it should be clearly reported 

that some field work activities took place outside school(s).  

A text below briefly reviews key elements of the field studies organisation process:  

 Implementing two interview programmes (the 1st interview programme – with 

national/regional/local policy makers and other stakeholders; the 2nd interview 

programme – with school leaders); 

 Organising focus groups with school community; 

 Doing school visits to observe some innovative practices; 

 Writing a case study.  

http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/europeanCharter
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/europeanCharter
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The interviews, focus groups and school visits will provide the basis for the cross-case 

analysis and synthesis to be prepared by the core team and presented in the Final Report 

of this Study. The original depersonalised extracts from aforementioned primary 

information sources will be also used to illustrate the most important findings with due 

ethical considerations.  

Ensuring participation of selected schools: communication strategy  

Please note that the first contact with the selected innovative schools will be of crucial 

importance when minimising risks of refusal or early drop-out.  

This should be done on an individual school basis, explaining the specific advantages 

for that school to participate. Please ensure schools that all ethical principles will 

be applied (e.g. anonymity and privacy). We are also recommending to employ the 

following complementary measures:  

1. Information measures and endorsement by the policy makers. Please provide 

clear information regarding the objectives and processes to be followed during 

the data collection, including the ethical issues presented above. An important 

element of this is the official Endorsement Letter from the European Commission 

(you will find it attached already) and the relevant national/regional authorities 

(upon request);  

2. Explaining the individual benefits of participation. Underline the relevance of the 

Study from the schools’ point of view (e.g. sharing and learning the best 

practices, possibility to influence policy agenda at the local/regional/national 

level). Moreover, please emphasise access to knowledge that will be generated in 

your case study and this Study in general, which will have specific local context-

sensitive recommendations for policy and practice. An important element of this 

will be feedback from schools to regional authorities concerning the barriers and 

limiting factors to innovation that they are facing as a result of existing policies 

and systemic factors.  

3. Offering prestige, recognition and partnership. The prestige, external recognition 

associated with participation in an international research and possibility to 

establish new partnerships should be emphasised as well.  

4. Proof of participation. Please inform schools that they will be rewarded with 

Certificates of Participation stating all relevant information about their 

contribution to this Study.  

5. Confidentiality guaranteed. School names will be disclosed when presenting good 

practices only. In the meantime, discussed barriers / limitations / negative or 

controversial examples will be reported anonymously.  

The ToR foresee that national experts will visit each of the selected schools. 

Representatives of the European Commission may join some of these visits (NB: this will 

be coordinated in advance with the national expert). The national experts should carry out 

visits in the selected two innovative schools during one or more weeks (if needed), 

scheduled in accordance with the specific timetable of the schools to make it possible to 

meet relevant actors, observe environments and meetings etc.  

Q4a. How to implement two interview programmes? 

It is expected that interview programme will complement a global picture of the cultural 

and organisational school practices. Interview programme consists of two interview 

types: 1) interviews with national/regional/local policy makers and other relevant 

stakeholders; 2) interviews in 2 innovative schools with school leaders.   

 Please note: a final list of interviewees shall be reported to and coordinated 

with the PPMI core team before starting to conduct them. 
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1) 1st interview programme. National/regional/local level interviews with 

policy makers and other relevant stakeholders encompass such agents as: 

the ministries of education, other relevant ministries, teacher unions, teacher 

associations, professional associations, education institutes and research centres, 

parent organisations etc. National experts should make sure that selected 

interviewees are the most knowledgeable (in a context of this Study) and that 

interviews reflect diversity (in terms of interviewees’ represented organisations). 

Please aim to interview stakeholders covering different levels (i.e. 

national, regional, local). As already mentioned above, please start arranging 

these interviews as early as possible. In total, 3-4 semi-structured 

interviews should be conducted. Each interview should last approx. 1 hour. 

Interviews can be face-to-face (preferably), by telephone, Skype or any other 

video-conferencing tool. It is strongly recommended to record interviews (given 

that interviewees agree with that).  

 

 Please note that each national expert should adapt a standard questionnaire 

(provided in the Annex II of these Guidelines) taking into account specificities of 

his/her represented country. As pointed out in the ToR, particular attention should 

be paid to bringing in the findings of your own completed national policy and 

research reviews. The language of the interview should be decided with each 

interviewee individually. Please share a questionnaire with an interviewee in 

advance (if requested) so that s/he can get acquainted with questions. When you 

share a questionnaire in advance, please remove those instructions and 

recommendations that were provided at the beginning of a questionnaire for your 

internal use only.  

 

2) 2nd interview programme. Interviews in two innovative schools with 

school leaders. In total, 3 interviews per school should be conducted. They 

should last for approx. 1 hour and be conducted at a quiet and silent place inside 

the schools. Interviewees should be chosen taking into account innovation type in 

that particular school’s context. Most likely, that among interviewees, a national 

expert will have the Head teacher/Principal (or her/his representative). As it is 

broadly noted in the ToR, it is expected that a visiting researcher will collect 

relevant qualitative and quantitative data about the school, its culture, context, 

governance, key challenges etc. Please arrange and plan these interviews well in 

advance. Please find a suggested questionnaire attached as an Annex III.  

Q4b. How to organise focus groups with school community? 

To complement the evidence from interviews, the national expert is asked to organise 1 

focus group in each school (i.e. in total, 2 focus groups per 1 field study). Focus 

groups will be dedicated for specific innovations, i.e. innovative practices that are 

actually being practiced in that particular school. An idea is to gather together different 

stakeholders (school community) so that a focus group generates more in-depth 

knowledge about that particular innovation and thus complements knowledge gathered 

during interviews. Therefore, it is impossible (neither desirable) to pre-define an exact 

content and participants of these focus groups – it will much depend on a particular 

context where a selected school is based. However, please bear in mind that in line with 

a main focus of this Study, a priority should be given to innovative governance 

practices rather than “pure” pedagogies.  

To put it in a simpler way, a focus group could be understood similarly as a group 

interview. It should take place in selected innovative school and last for approx. 60-90 

minutes. It is recommended to host 5-7 participants in one focus group. National 

experts should consider such potential participants from school community as: head 

teacher/senior staff representative, other teachers involved in development/application of 
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innovative approaches, other relevant staff; teacher union representatives, 

representatives of school boards, parents’ representatives, and/or other relevant 

education stakeholders (such as NGO representatives, community members, etc.).  

Focus groups are structured around a set of carefully predetermined questions – usually 

no more than 10 – but the discussion is free-flowing. Ideally, participant comments will 

stimulate and influence the thinking and sharing of others. The participants may not 

have a chance to see the questions in advance; therefore, it is important to make 

sure they understand the questions being asked. The questions should be short and to 

the point, focused on one dimension each and unambiguously worded and open-ended. 

The suggested types of questions to be asked during focus groups would refer to 

innovative approaches recently implemented; planning, roles and tools; evaluation 

(assessment) and learning; and environment around the school community that are 

likely to generate discussion and exchange of opinions. However, at the beginning of the 

focus group you may want to start with one or two general questions that will allow each 

group member a chance to speak and engage into conversation.  

The core team prepared some guiding topics and questions (see Annex IV) that could 

be used as a starting point when preparing for a focus group. Please note that in each 

case, national experts should adapt an exact content (topics for discussion) and 

make it more specific (for that particular innovative practice).  

The dates for focus group discussions should be agreed based on the participants and 

national experts’ availability but should be scheduled as early as possible. If you are in 

any doubt about the composition of focus groups or other related aspects, please consult 

the core team.  

Please make sure the location you hold the focus groups is convenient for the 

participants, as well as the date and time. The place should be spacious enough to fit 

comfortably all participants.  

The focus group is usually lead by a moderator (a national expert in this case). The 

moderator facilitates the discussion and nurtures discussion in an open and spontaneous 

format. The moderator’s goal is to generate a maximum number of different ideas and 

opinions from as many different people in the time allotted and direct the discussion in 

line with the set of questions planned. It is important to promote debate and ensure 

everyone participates and gets a chance to speak. Also, participants’ comments can 

shape the flow of discussion to some point, but as a moderator please make sure that 

you focus the group on the main topic. 

It is strongly advised to record focus groups so that all relevant information is properly 

grasped and reported in the national case study. Please keep all recorded material in 

case the European Commission requests them in the future. 

Q4c. How to do school visits to observe some innovative practices?  

Following our Study design and requirements from the ToR, national experts are 

expected to complement their case studies with additional evidence (besides interviews 

and focus groups). They are expected to do school visits in order to observe (in a broad 

sense and within the constraints of time available) some innovative practices that are 

characteristic for that particular school, and are actually being practiced.  

National experts, when choosing which innovative practices to observe in selected 

schools, will take into account a particular context and specificities in that specific 

innovative school. In other words, they are advised to choose those innovations that are 

being actually practiced. For example: 

 School community meetings and/or constant cooperation with external actors 

(e.g. universities, NGOs, employers’ organisations); or 

 Extra-curricular activities (e.g. students’ unions; community service activities, 

workshops and clubs); or 

 Innovative students’ assessment tools (e.g. formative assessment); or 
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 Innovative school performance monitoring, evaluation and/or planning 

mechanisms; or 

 Teaching and learning practices (e.g. this may include observation of curricular 

projects developed at class level; peer education projects; tutoring and 

mentoring dynamics); or 

 Other elements of the daily routine and school environment 

(reception/secretariat; leisure area; staff room; library; canteen; playground; 

visits by external services/organisations) might be also taken into consideration, 

where relevant. 

There is a lot of flexibility for the national expert to decide, but s/he should explain in 

his/her case study why a particular innovative practice (or several practices) 

were chosen. Moreover, a national expert is free to attach as an annex any related 

material (visuals, links, websites, flyers, documents etc.) giving more evidence for 

observed innovative practice(s). Observation object, process and key principles shall be 

reported in the case study.  

 In order to get better acquainted with school climate, it is recommended that 

national experts spend a whole day in schools and have a chance to observe 

diverse practices that happen during a day. 

 Please note: national experts are not expected to do formal/systematic 

classroom observations. Therefore, there is more flexibility for the national 

experts in how to structure their observation and which innovative practice to 

observe (outside classrooms).  

 Please note: national experts are not expected to analyse and evaluate a 

content of such documents as e.g. school’s strategic plans etc. It is sufficient to 

refer to them and mention key characteristics (if relevant for the purposes of 

answering to case study questions). 

Q4d. How to structure the case study? 

Collected evidence from 2 innovative schools should be presented in a format of one case 

study. Please find a template of a case study attached to these guidelines (as an Annex 

V). The length of a case study should be maximum 15 pages (main text; without 

annexes and references). It should be written in good English. 

A case study template was prepared in accordance with requirements listed in the ToR. 

In brief, the national expert should provide briefly some contextual information about 

selected schools (and a relatively disadvantaged region they are based in). They are 

expected to build a comprehensive picture of how selected innovative schools operate 

within a context of their system of governance, key barriers and enablers of change. 

Moreover, visiting researchers should provide information on key effects, sustainability 

and potential transferability of innovative school practices into different contexts; and 

briefly refer to used monitoring, evaluation and planning approaches in analysed schools. 

Finally, national experts should summarise key lessons learned and provide main policy 

recommendations (‘policy pointers’). Please add information about those areas where a 
further progress could be made but is being hindered in certain ways.  

 Please note: The ToR explicitly point out that this Study is mostly concerned 

with school governance. Therefore, a case study should keep its main focus on 

governance aspect, while innovative pedagogies should be included but should not 

dominate. 

 It is expected that a visiting expert will validate the collected data through 

local feedback from the participants and triangulate it with respective school 
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documents (featuring e.g. curricular projects, national rankings, students’ results, 

official and institutional statistics etc.).  

Q6. Do I need to use references in my case study?  

Yes. Your text should be properly referenced according to the referencing guide provided 

as an Annex I of the current Guidelines. If the original source is not available in English, 

please provide a reference in the national language as well as an English translation of 

the title in brackets.  

 Please note: all interviewees’ surnames and concrete names of their 

represented organisations shall be kept confidential. Therefore, please do 

not mention concrete names in your case study – it is sufficient to indicate 

which institution this particular person represents (e.g. representative from the 

Ministry of Education; representative from the national/regional teachers’ union; 

representative from the local NGO etc.).  

Thank you for reading the instructions and contributing to the research process! 

The Core team 

Field study template 

1. Introduction and context: what, where and why?  

1.1. Understanding the selected 

region/community/town/village/neighbourhood: key characteristics  

[Please give details of the locality of the selected region: present the main socio-

economic and other particularities of this region which you consider to be relevant in a 

context of this Study. What makes this region relatively “disadvantaged”? Is it high 

unemployment rates? High rates of early school leavers etc.? Moreover, please analyse 

the locality and present that community/town/village/neighbourhood where a school is 

located. The idea is that after reading this section, the reader has a clear understanding 

of why this region (and a particular community/town/village/neighbourhood) makes a 

relevant case. Is this region a unique case? Or rather: does it represent other relatively 

disadvantaged regions rather well?].  

In this section, national experts are expected to “warm-up” a reader and get her/him 

acquainted with: 

- a selected region (including its community/town/village/neighbourhood that was 

chosen for the field study, i.e. where chosen schools are located); and 

- two schools that were taking part in the field study and a brief reasoning why these 

two particular schools were chosen.  

 

We strongly encourage national experts using quotes from interviews, focus 

groups and other relevant sources where relevant. This will make a case study more 

interesting and vivid, and will contribute to the Final Report of this Study (in 2017). 
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1.2. Getting to know selected schools for the field study: brief profile  

[In this sub-section, please introduce the two selected schools for the field study: what 

makes them stand out? Why are these schools special in terms of innovative pedagogies 

and school organisation practices?]. 

1.2.1. School 1  

[Guiding questions: 

 Why was this school chosen for the field study? 

 When was this school established and by whom?  

 Is it a public school?  

 Is it a primary/secondary/other school? Of what age range are the students in this 

school (interval)? 

 How many students does this school have at the moment? How many teachers? 

Other staff? 

 What is considered to be the overall performance of this school? What “image” 

does it have in the region/community/etc.? 

 Briefly: main school goals (key focus) and measures to achieve them; roles and 

responsibilities of different agents; internal monitoring and evaluation tools; other 

interesting governance mechanisms? Please also add a link to the school’s 

website.] 

1.2.2. School 2 

[Guiding questions: 

 Why was this school chosen for the field study? 

 When was this school established and by whom?  

 Is it a public school?  

 Is it a primary/secondary/other school? Of what age range are the students in this 

school (interval)? 

 How many students does this school have at the moment? How many teachers? 

Other staff? 

 What is considered to be the overall performance of this school? What “image” 

does it have in the region/community/etc.? 

 Briefly: main school goals (key focus) and measures to achieve them; roles and 

responsibilities of different agents; internal monitoring and evaluation tools; other 

interesting governance mechanisms? Please also add a link to the school’s 

website.] 
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2. Two perspectives on the school innovation process: what supports 
and what limits innovation?  

2.1. School 1  

2.1.1. Innovations in school 1: presenting practised innovative approaches  

[Please describe those innovative pedagogies and school organisation practices that were 

explored during the field work. For example:  

 What innovations exactly?  

 Who initiated them? Was it an individual effort, or collective? 

 When and why they were initiated (was there a certain need)?  

 How were they put in place?  

 How much time and other resources (material; human; financial) did it take to 

plan and implement these innovative approaches?] 

2.1.2. Innovations in school 1: what were/are main enablers (supporting 

factors)? 

[Please describe what were the main supporting conditions that allowed for these 

innovations to happen. Where did they come from? In which form did they materialise 

(financial; material; legislative; etc.)? Please note that these supporting factors could be 

of a very different in terms of: 

 Origin (e.g. coming from community; school principals; municipality etc.); 

In this section, national experts are expected to tell “Two stories” (separately) 

about two selected innovative schools for the field study. Please develop a coherent 

narrative (“story”) about the first school; and then continue with the second one. We 

are mostly interested to hear about a process of innovation creation in two 

selected schools, with a special attention given to mainstreaming. This section 

will remind a “process-tracing” in a way: how innovations were born? how did they 

develop? were they mainstreamed? what happened later? 

 

Please follow a structure suggested below. If you feel that additional sub-sections 

are necessary, feel free to introduce them. However, make sure that you first 

cover all questions suggested below. In addition, please feel free to differentiate 

information provided in this sub-section. For example, if there were different 

enabling factors, limiting barriers; diverse target groups were affected differently; not 

all of innovations were sustainable etc., please report this separately.  

 

We strongly encourage national experts using quotes from interviews, focus 

groups and other relevant sources where relevant. This will make a case study more 
interesting and vivid, and will contribute to the Final Report of this study (in 2017). 
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 Form (e.g. legislative; financial; material etc.); 

 Level (e.g. school level; system level etc.); 

 Stages (e.g. experimenting; adapting, practising, mainstreaming, embedding, 

sustaining, monitoring and evaluating innovations etc.);  

 Or other aspects.  

Overall - much depending on local circumstances and context. Moreover, please provide 

supporting evidence, i.e. how these enabling factors were captured]. 

2.1.3. Innovations in school 1: what were/are main barriers encountered?  

[Please describe what were the main obstacles in the way when innovative practices 

were being put in place. Where did they come from? In which form did they materialise 

(financial; material; legislative; etc.)? Please note that these limiting factors could be 

very different as to: 

 Origin (e.g. coming from community; school principals; municipality etc.); 

 Form (e.g. legislative; financial; material etc.); 

 Level (e.g. school level; system level etc.); 

 Stages (e.g. experimenting; adapting, practising, mainstreaming, embedding, 

sustaining, monitoring and evaluating innovations etc.);  

 Other aspects.  

To what extent is it possible to foresee the future barriers for innovative pedagogies and 

organisational practices and prepare for them? 

Overall - much depends on local circumstances and context. Moreover, please provide 

supporting evidence, i.e. how these limiting factors were captured]. 

2.1.4. Mainstreaming and transferring innovations in school 1 

 Were these innovative approaches taken/adapted from some other school(s), 

other context(s) etc. (in other words, were they mainstreamed into school 1)? 

 

o If yes, please describe how this mainstreaming into school 1 happened. 

What did facilitate/hinder the process? Which parts was difficult to overtake 

from other examples, which parts did not work in school 1 (while e.g. they 

successfully worked in other schools)? 

 

o If not, where did these ideas of innovative practices come from to school 

1? 

 

 Were these innovative approaches mainstreamed to other schools within the 

region - or more broadly within other regions (from school 1)?  

 

o If yes, please describe the extent to which they were mainstreamed by 

specifying schools (and other regions if relevant). What facilitated the 
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mainstreaming? Are/were there schemes, processes or specific tools to 

support the development, embedding and mainstreaming the innovation? 

To your knowledge, were these mainstreaming attempts successful? What 

were the main challenges encountered?  

 

o If not, what barriers did they face that hindered the mainstreaming to 

other schools and/or regions and what prevented from overcoming these 

barriers? 

 

 Which elements of good innovative practices can be transferable to other contexts 

(other schools, regions etc.), and which elements are much harder to replicate 

elsewhere? Please explain. 

2.1.5 Innovations in school 1: what were/are main achievements (effects)? 

[Please describe what were the main changes that were fostered by school innovations 

put in place. Please consider: classroom, school and/or policy level changes.  

 What were the main effects for students / a specific group of students? Does the 

school perform in serving the diverse needs of its students better?  

Please feel free to address: 

 “Direct effects” – changes that happened to school community, and students 

especially;  

 

 Did they especially reach a particular group or groups of students? Which one(s) 

and why? 

 

 “Indirect effects” – changes that happened to a broader community (outside 

school and students); 

 

 Did they especially reach a particular group or groups? Which one(s) and why? 

 

 Were these changes: planned? unplanned? foreseen? unforeseen? 

 

 Are there any effects that are likely to materialise in the future? which ones? 

when? to whom? 

Moreover, please provide supporting evidence, i.e. how these changes were captured].  

 Are these achievements sustainable? Why yes/no?  

2.1.6. Innovations in school 1: their sustainability 

[Please describe here and provide supporting evidence whether all of above-presented 

innovations are sustainable (understood in a broad way). Why yes/no?].  

2.1.7. Innovations in school 1: monitoring, evaluation, learning loops and 

planning of innovative approaches 

[Please describe here and provide supporting evidence on whether school 1 

evaluates/assesses if innovative practice was successful. Address if there are: 

 

o Constant monitoring mechanisms in school 1 in order to “keep track” of 

above-discussed innovations? If yes, which ones? If no, why not? 
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o Periodical evaluations (internal/external) in school 1 to “keep track” of 

above-discussed innovations? If yes, which ones? If no, why not? 

 

 Are there any learning practices established? Does school 1 learn from its own 

experiences and discuss how to improve certain practices in the future? Are they 

well-established and constant, or rather ad hoc? If yes, which ones? If no, why 

not? Does school 1 have adapted practices on how to learn from other 

schools/other relevant actors? If yes, how does this function? What are the main 

procedures/steps/etc.? If no, why not?  

 

 Are there any mechanisms established for planning innovative approaches? If yes, 

which ones? How do they function? Are they constant, or rather ad hoc? If no, 

why not? 

2.1.8. Stakeholders’ engagement into innovations in school 1 

 Which stakeholders (including students, parents, civil society organisations, 

universities, private sector etc.) participated and how were included in the 

developing, planning and mainstreaming innovative pedagogies and organisational 

practices? Was it a successful practice? Why?  

 Who are the key actors and organisations in the education system helping to 

promote and mainstream school innovations? What roles do they play? 

2.2. School 2  

2.2.1. Innovations in school 2: presenting practiced innovative approaches  

[Please describe those innovative pedagogies and school organisation practices that were 

explored during the field work. For example:  

 What innovations exactly?  

 Who initiated them? was it an individual effort, or collective?  

 When and why they were initiated (was there a certain need)? 

 How were they put in place?  

 How much time and other resources (material; human; financial) did it take to 

plan and implement these innovative approaches?] 

2.2.2. Innovations in school 2: what were/are main enablers (supporting 

factors)? 

[Please describe what were the main supporting conditions that allowed for these 

innovations to happen. Where did they come from? In which form did they materialise 

(financial; material; legislative; etc.)? Please note that these supporting factors could be 

of a very different: 

 Origin (e.g. coming from community; school principals; municipality etc.); 

 Form (e.g. legislative; financial; material etc.); 
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 Level (e.g. school level; system level etc.); 

 Stages (e.g. adapting, practising, mainstreaming, embedding, sustaining, 

monitoring and evaluating innovations etc.);  

 Other.  

Overall - much depending on local circumstances and context. Moreover, please provide 

supporting evidence, i.e. how these enabling factors were captured]. 

2.2.3. Innovations in school 2: what were/are main barriers encountered?  

[Please describe that were the main burdens on the way when innovative practices were 

being put in place. Where did they come from? In which form did they materialise 

(financial; material; legislative; etc.)? Please note that these limiting factors could be 

very different as to: 

 Origin (e.g. coming from community; school principals; municipality etc.); 

 Form (e.g. legislative; financial; material etc.); 

 Level (e.g. school level; system level etc.); 

 Stages (e.g. adapting, practising, mainstreaming, embedding, sustaining, 

monitoring and Evaluating innovations etc.);  

 Other.  

To what extent is it possible to foresee the future barriers for innovative pedagogies and 

organisational practices and prepare for them? 

Overall - much depends on local circumstances and context. Moreover, please provide 

supporting evidence, i.e. how these limiting factors were captured]. 

2.2.4. Mainstreaming and transferring innovations in school 2 

 Were these innovative approaches taken/adapted from some other school(s), 

other context(s) etc. (in other words, were they mainstreamed into school 2)? 

 

o If yes, please describe how this mainstreaming into school 2 happened. 

What did facilitate/hinder the process? Which parts was difficult to overtake 

from other examples, which parts did not work in school 2 (while e.g. they 

successfully worked in other schools) 

 

o If not, where did these ideas of innovative practices come from to school 

2? 

 

 Were these innovative approaches mainstreamed to other schools within the 

region - or more broadly within other regions (from school 2)?  

 

o If yes, please describe the extent to which they were mainstreamed by 

specifying schools (and other regions if relevant). What facilitated the 

mainstreaming? Are/were there schemes, processes or specific tools to 

support the development, embedding and mainstreaming the innovation? 
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To your knowledge, were these mainstreaming attempts successful? What 

were the main challenges encountered? 

 

o If not, what barriers did they face that hindered the mainstreaming to 

other schools and/or regions and what prevented from overcoming these 

barriers? 

 

 Which elements of good innovative practices can be transferable to other contexts 

(other schools, regions etc.), and which elements are much harder to replicate 

elsewhere? Please explain. 

2.2.5. Innovations in school 2: what were/are main achievements (effects)? 

[Please describe what were the main changes that were fostered by school innovations 

put in place. Please consider: classroom, school and/or policy level changes.  

 What were the main effects for students / a specific group of students? Does the 

school perform in serving the diverse needs of its students better?  

Please feel free to address: 

 “Direct effects” – changes that happened to school community, and students 

especially;  

 

 Did they especially reach a particular group or groups of students? Which one(s) 

and why? 

 

 “Indirect effects” – changes that happened to a broader community (outside 

school and students); 

 

 Did they especially reach a particular group or groups? Which one(s) and why? 

 

 Were these changes: planned? unplanned? foreseen? unforeseen? 

 

 Are there any effects that are likely to materialise in the future? which ones? 

when? to whom?  

Moreover, please provide supporting evidence, i.e. how these changes were captured. 

 Are these achievements sustainable? Why yes/no?  

2.2.6. Innovations in school 2: their sustainability 

[Please describe here and provide supporting evidence whether all of above-presented 

innovations were sustainable (understood in a broad way). Why yes/no? etc.].  

2.2.7. Innovations in school 2: monitoring, evaluation, learning loops and 

planning of innovative approaches 

[Please describe here and provide supporting evidence on whether school 2 

evaluates/assesses if innovative practice was successful. Address if there are: 

 

o Constant monitoring mechanisms in school 2 in order to “keep track” of 

above-discussed innovations? If yes, which ones? If no, why not? 
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o Periodical evaluations (internal/external) in school 2 to “keep track” of 

above-discussed innovations? If yes, which ones? If no, why not? 

 

 Are there any learning practices established? Does school 2 learn from its own 

experiences and discuss how to improve certain practices in the future? Are they 

well-established and constant, or rather ad hoc? If yes, which ones? If no, why 

not? Does school 2 have adapted practices on how to learn from other 

schools/other relevant actors? If yes, how does this function? What are the main 

procedures/steps/etc.? If no, why not?  

 

 Are there any mechanisms established for planning innovative approaches? If yes, 

which ones? How do they function? Are they constant, or rather ad hoc? If no, 

why not? 

 

2.2.8. Stakeholders’ engagement into innovations in school 2 

 Which stakeholders (including students, parents, civil society organisations, 

universities, private sector etc.) participated and how were included in the 

developing, planning and mainstreaming innovative pedagogies and organisational 

practices? Was it a successful practice? Why?  

 Who are the key actors and organisations in the education system helping to 

promote and mainstream school innovations? What roles do they play? 
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3. Innovative practices in schools 1 and 2: lessons learned and policy 
pointers  

3.1. Understanding the barriers: what negatively influences the school 

innovation process? 

[Please reflect, synthesise and discuss the main barriers that were encountered by 

schools 1 and 2 on their way to becoming more innovative. Also, if possible, please 

discuss those factors that were limiting schools from successful innovations at different 

stages: e.g. experimenting; mainstreaming; embedding; sustaining, scaling-up, 

monitoring, evaluating, learning etc.? Then, please complement this section by 

comparing these barriers with those that were listed by policy makers and stakeholders 

during your interviews (1st interview programme) and the workshop. Are these barriers 

similar, or rather different? How?]  

3.2. Spotting the supporters: what facilitates school innovation process?  

[Please reflect, synthesise and discuss the main supporting factors that were present 

during the process of innovation in schools 1 and 2. Also, if possible, please discuss those 

factors that were helping schools to have successful innovations at different stages. 

Then, please complement this section by comparing these facilitators with those that 

were listed by policy makers and stakeholders during your interviews (1st interview 

programme) and the workshop. Are these supporting factors similar, or rather different? 

How?] 

In this section, national experts are expected to tell “1 story” about 2 selected innovative 

schools for the field study. An idea is to reflect on school experiences in section “2. Two 

stories about school innovation process: what helps and what limits?”, synthesise and 

discuss them in a coherent narrative (“story”). These reflections are expected to result in 

relevant policy pointers (recommendations). 

 

Please note that information coming from the interviews with 

national/regional/local stakeholders (1st interview programme) and the workshop 

(in 2017) will be extremely useful for this section. National experts are asked to 

complement evidence from visited schools with information gathered from 

stakeholders’ interviews and the workshop, by comparing and discussing to what 

extent they “echo” each other, diverge from each other etc. 

 

Please follow a structure suggested below. If you feel that additional sub-sections are 

necessary, feel free to introduce them. However, make sure that you first cover all 

questions suggested below.  

 

We strongly encourage national experts using quotes from interviews, focus groups and 

other relevant sources that would reflect the key characteristics of those particular schools 

chosen for the field study. This will make a case study more interesting and vivid, and will 
contribute to the Final Report of this study (in 2017). 
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3.3. Reflecting on transferability of school innovations into the local contexts 

and their sustainability  

 [Please reflect on the potential of the above-discussed innovations to be 

transferred/or transfers that have actually happened into the local (different) 

contexts, e.g. other schools in: the same region; different regions; a whole 

country; other countries etc. Which elements of good practices can be/were 

transferable to other contexts, and which elements are much harder to replicate 

elsewhere? Then, please complement this section by comparing these 

transferability elements with those that were listed by policy makers and 

stakeholders during your interviews (1st interview programme) and the workshop. 

Are they similar, or rather different? How?] 

Please take into account different possible transfers, e.g. “technical” (the transfer of skills 

and tools applications/processes); “informational” (transfer and exchange of ideas and 

solutions); “managerial” (a system or series of decision-making and resource allocation 

processes that can be transferred and adapted) etc.5 

 [Please also reflect on sustainability of innovations in schools 1 and 2. How do 

they compare to those that were discussed by the interviewed policy makers and 

stakeholders (1st interview programme) and in the workshop? What are the most 

important conditions for school innovations to be sustainable?] 

3.4. Policy pointers 

[Please reflect key lessons learned and provide policy pointers that would suggest 

practical solutions mainly on: how to mainstream innovative pedagogies and school 

organisation practices? (in bullet points, up to 10). Please make use of information from 

the policy makers’ and stakeholders’ interviews (1st interview programme) where they 

were asked to share potential policy solutions allowing to overcome barriers for 

mainstreaming, and ideas coming from the workshop: 

 Policy pointer 1: 

 Policy pointer 2: 

 …… 

 Policy pointer 10:]  

 

  

                                           
5 Types of transfers were adapted from: United Nation, Guide for the Transfer and Adaptation of Innovations in 
Governance. Practical Tools and Steps. New York: 2007, 
http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/un-dpadm/unpan046742.pdf. 

http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/un-dpadm/unpan046742.pdf


 

43 
 

ANNEX 2.3. Change workshop guidelines 

Introduction 

The following guidelines explain the nature, objectives, suggested format, and expected 

outcomes of the Workshops planned for the Study on ‘Supporting School Innovation 

Across Europe’ (further referred as the Study). The overarching objective of this Study is 

to better understand how policy makers can support all levels of education systems in 

mainstreaming innovative school organisational practices and pedagogies. 

The Workshops represent the last phase of the field study cycle. They follow the 

implementation of the interview programmes, the school visits, and the production of 

draft case study reports.  

The Workshops should make the best possible use of information gathered 

during the respective policy reviews and field studies. The workshop results will be 

used for the finalisation of the field study reports. They should also feed the process of 

developing study recommendations, especially on system-level factors for mainstreaming 

school innovation at the national level, and on the transferability of innovations into 

different contexts. 

These Guidelines aim to make sure that the Workshops conducted across 12 

selected regions follow the same logic, and allow the core team to make 

meaningful comparisons and synthesis. At the same time, we encourage national 

experts to take into account the contextual differences across countries and regions. 

National experts should let the Core team know whenever they feel that the information 

requested or provided in our guidelines misses or misinterprets some of these important 

national/regional/local factors.  

 The ToR explicitly point out that this Study is mostly concerned with school 

governance (and not with a detailed study of teaching practices). The study also focuses 

on what systemic elements act as inhibitors and catalysts for schools to be 

innovative. 
 

The Core team will organise group calls with national experts before launching the 

Workshops. The aim of these group calls is to present and explain the guidelines, 

answer all questions, and ensure that all researchers understand the methodology in the 

same way and are able to implement it in their region.  

Q1. What is the time frame for the workshops? 

Date Activity / Deliverable  

February 2017 Group calls between national researchers and PPMI Core team to 

discuss the planning, organisation, and format of the workshops.  

March 9, 2017  Pilot Workshop in Lithuania  

March 17, 2017 Dissemination of the pilot Workshop results to national researchers  

March - April 

2017 

Implementation of the Workshops by national researchers 

May 1, 2017 Deadline for the Draft Final field study reports and Workshop 

Summaries 

May 8, 2017  Feedback from the Core team to national experts on the first draft 

Final field study reports and Workshop Summaries 

May 15, 2017  Deadline for the Final field study reports and Workshop Summaries 
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Undefined date National experts remain available for further revisions until the 

reports are finalised and approved by the Commission. 

Source: PPMI. 

The core team welcomes early inputs. National experts may send the reports at any time 

before the deadlines set above.  

Q2. What are the main objectives of the workshops?  

The overall purpose of the workshops is to complement the knowledge generated during 

the field visits and better understand the existing barriers and enablers for 

mainstreaming innovation across schools.  

 The workshop should answer the question ‘How innovations can be 

mainstreamed (spread) across schools?’. 

More specifically, the workshops will aim to: 

1. Disseminate and discuss the results of the field studies 

The main objective of the Workshops is to present, disseminate and discuss the 

results of the field studies with the participating schools, other schools, and 

relevant education stakeholders. They should serve to validate and triangulate the 

findings of the field studies.  

The Workshops will also aim at discussing identified barriers and enablers for 

promoting innovative practices in specific contexts, as well as for 

mainstreaming and transferring them across contexts. Therefore, the workshop 

will aim to deepen the findings already produced during the field visits. This process of 

reflection and exchange should support the other invited schools to learn from the 

experience of schools which participated in the study, and identify concrete strategies on 

how to mainstream innovative pedagogies and school organisation practices.  

2. Feed into the study’s recommendations to relevant stakeholders 

Workshops should make the best possible use of the information gathered during the 

field studies, and launch the discussion on potential steps forward to overcome 

the identified barriers and improve the transferability of school innovations into 

different contexts.  

The Workshops will aim to complement the collection of in-depth data on the main 

drivers and inhibitors of change at the school, local, regional and national levels, and 

design recommendations to relevant stakeholders and policy-makers.  

3. Promote dialogue and cooperation 

The Workshops shall allow participants to discuss and potentially work towards 

future pedagogical and school organisation developments, based on a reflection 

on the data collected and analysis conducted during the first phases of the field study. 

Based on the principle of inclusiveness and collaborative learning, the Workshop shall 

facilitate the identification, exchange and confrontation of ideas, tension points and 

contradictions.  
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Workshops constitute tools to enhance the exchange of ideas and good 

practices, and facilitate partnerships between schools and stakeholders to 

support innovative pedagogies and school governance practices. They should 

serve as one of the key connectors between the policy development and implementation. 

The Workshops’ results will be one of the main tools to enhance qualitative feedback 

towards the policy level and mainstreaming new ideas. 

The Workshop should aim at increasing the collaboration between participants. 

The Workshop collaborative process will hopefully inspire further collaboration and 

dialogue between education stakeholders at different levels, aimed at mainstreaming and 

sustaining school innovation. 

Q3. How should the workshops be organised? 

1. Choosing the appropriate location 

The Workshop could potentially take place within one of the two innovative schools 

selected for the field study. However, it could also be organised within other 

premises (e.g. Ministry of Education, national education agency, teacher union 

or NGO premises, etc.) if this is more relevant within a particular context. If feasible 

and of the schedule allows, the workshop could be also linked to an already planned 

event (e.g., conference, stakeholder workshop, thematic seminar, etc.); however, in this 

case, the national researchers should additionally make sure that enough time can be 

allocated to the discussion and all relevant stakeholders are present at the workshop.  

If the workshop takes place in one of the schools, it should be scheduled in accordance 

with the specific timetable of the schools to make it possible to meet relevant actors. 

They should be organised in a large room allowing the presence of at least 15 people. 

The room should be equipped with enough chairs, ideally a flipchart, white board, laptop 

and projector.  

2. Inviting relevant stakeholders 

The Workshops will gather members of staff and head teachers from both selected 

innovative schools, and from other schools interested in the discussion, accompanied by 

the expert researcher. The composition of the Workshops should remain flexible 

and be adapted to local specificities, the context of the field study, and the 

recommendations of the participating schools.  

If feasible, in each selected region, the participants to the Workshops will include at 

least 15 individuals: 

 school leaders and representatives from the staff of the two selected 

innovative schools (interviewed during the field study’s 2nd interview 

programme); 

 representatives from three to four other schools from the same 

city/district/region as the two innovative schools (the other invited schools 

could be geographically close to the Workshop venue in order to avoid long 

journeys for participants). Ideally, these schools should be regular primary and 

secondary schools with not yet embedded innovations.  

 two to three stakeholders from national/regional/local level at a relevant 

level of decision-making (ideally, those interviewed during the field study’s 1st 

interview programme); 
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 representatives of other relevant stakeholder organisations (NGOs, teacher 

unions, parents’ associations); 

 the expert researcher, who will act as the Workshop Facilitator. 

 The note taker. 

The composition of the Workshops should facilitate a smooth interaction and 

maximise an efficient exchange of ideas, allowing the participants to tackle tension 

points. The expert researcher shall be aware of, anticipate these potential tension points, 

and ensure that the discussion on the most problematic aspects allows participants to 

develop ideas and outline steps for the future. 

3. Ensuring participation of selected stakeholders: communication strategy  

National experts should contact participants at least one month ahead of the Workshop 

and ensure their availability for the selected date. At least two weeks before the 

workshop, the experts should send the participants a common set of documents. This set 

of documents shall include: 

 a short discussion paper. The paper should briefly summarise the field study 

results and outline key discussion questions to be addressed during the workshop. 

The core team will share the pilot discussion paper prepared for the Lithuanian 

workshop to give an idea of how this could look like.   

 a detailed tentative agenda of the Workshop. 

The dissemination of this set of documents should ensure a better-informed exchange in 

order to feed the discussion. It should also allow every participant to share a common set 

of knowledge and be further involved in the content of the Workshop. Participants should 

be allowed to send comments and questions on the objectives and key challenges of the 

workshop so that the expert researcher (and Core team if necessary) can answer them in 

advance, and that the workshop is not used to clarify basic facts, procedures or 

misunderstandings.  

It may be appropriate for the expert to work closely with one teacher from each of the 

case study schools, as co-hosts of the workshop. This would ensure ‘buy-in’ from each 

school – and could form part of teachers’ professional development.   

When recruiting other schools, national researchers should establish contacts with 

schools on an individual basis, explaining the specific advantages for them to 

participate in the Workshop. Please ensure schools that rigorous ethical principles will 

be applied when reporting on the results of the workshop (e.g. anonymity and privacy). 

We also recommend employing the following complementary measures:  

1. Information measures and endorsement by policy-makers: Please 

provide clear information regarding the objectives and processes followed 

during the Workshop. An official Endorsement Letter from the European 

Commission (will be made available for the national researchers) should be 

sent together with the invitation to the Workshop (if relevant).  

2. Explaining the individual benefits to participate in the Workshop: 

expert researchers should underline the relevance of the Study and Workshop 

from the schools’ point of view (e.g. sharing and learning best practices, 

possibility to influence policy agenda at the local/regional/national level). 
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Other potential benefits include: access to the knowledge generated in the 

Workshop and this Study; and possibility to contribute to the development of 

context-sensitive recommendations for policy and practice. In particular, 

schools will be able to provide feedback to regional authorities concerning the 

barriers and limiting factors to innovation that they are facing because of 

existing policies and systemic factors.  

3. Offering prestige, recognition and partnership: expert researchers should 

emphasise the prestige, external recognition associated with the participation 

in an international research and possibility to establish new partnerships.  

4. Proof of participation: please inform schools that they will be rewarded with 

Certificates of Participation stating all relevant information about their 

contribution to this Study.  

5. Confidentiality: school names will be disclosed when presenting good 

practices only. Discussed barriers, limitations, negative or controversial 

examples will be reported anonymously.  

4. Considering the Workshop layout  

National experts should decide on the format of the Workshops depending on 

the context of the selected schools. For example, the workshops could be connected 

with a particular teacher continuous professional development (CPD) seminar if this is the 

most beneficial format to trigger follow-up activities for change.  

The Workshop should preferably be a half-day event (up to four hours). The 

workshop should follow a coherent process designed to attain its main objectives while 

allowing enough flexibility in its organisation. It should gather from at least 15 

participants in a meeting room at the premises of one of the schools selected for the 

study, or in the premises of another public authority or organisation, depending on the 

context.  

The Workshop should use diverse interactive presentation tools and materials 

presented to participants centred on a main ‘stage’. The main stage and its 

presentation should help the group to visualise, share and discuss their observations, 

ideas, good practice examples and tools (for example, using a flipchart, and/or a white 

board). The expert researcher will facilitate the Workshop. 

We strongly advise to video record the Workshops so that all relevant information is 

properly reported in the field study reports. If video recording is not possible, the 

national researchers should make sure that the workshop is audiotaped. Please save all 

recorded material for possible future requests. 

5. Considering the format of the Workshop  

The format of the Workshop should remain flexible. It should serve as an 

inspiration for participants and stakeholders about their practices on curriculum, 

professional development or school governance. Changes in school pedagogies, cultures 

and organisational practices are long and highly complex processes to which the 

Workshops could be a relevant input helping to address the constraints that prevent 

unlocking the innovative potential of schools in a bottom-up approach.  

Nevertheless, we recommend structuring the Workshop in two main parts, which 

should help to conduct the discussions while leaving enough flexibility to adapt to specific 
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contexts. National experts should agree with the Core team during the preparation for 

the event about specific questions and topics that they wish to present and/or discuss 

with the Workshop participants. These questions should aim to complement and deepen 

the analysis in the field study reports.  

6. Part 1: Presenting the key findings of the field study: existing innovations 

and their success factors and limitations 

Main question: how to support development of innovation in schools? 

The first step of the Workshop should consist of a discussion on the data collected 

during the field study. The collective examination of these results shall encourage 

participants to raise examples of successful innovations in which they have been 

involved – as well as to share reflections on limitations of existing practices. 

Where appropriate, short presentations may be made by colleagues from the two 

case study schools outlining successful developments in curricular and/or 

organisational changes in their own school. However, the national researchers 

should make sure that enough time is left for discussion among the participants. 

The Facilitator should collect these reflections and lead participants to elaborate 

constructive ideas and tools for change. The Facilitator should also ensure that 

more time is allocated to the discussion of participants than to the presentations.  

7. Part 2: Looking forward: necessary system changes to mainstream school 

innovation 

Main question: how innovation can be mainstreamed/spread across schools? 

This part of the Workshop should aim at discussing potential solutions (at system, 

regional and institutional level) that will help to overcome existing barriers and 

support mainstreaming of school innovation. This part of the discussion will 

specifically help to shape the recommendations of each respective field study 

report, as well as the overall study’s conclusions and recommendations for 

local/regional/national policy-makers. These could serve as a set of key new 

forms of actions and tools through which the identified innovative good practices 

could be implemented.  

If the space allows, we recommend to organise discussion (or part of the discussion, 1-2 

discussion questions) in small groups (e.g., 6-7 people in each group). Such a format will 

help each and every stakeholder to share their ideas and will allow for meaningful 

conversations among discussion participants. The national researchers should make sure 

that each small group has a rapporteur, who will carefully document the group discussion 

(on paper or flip chart). The rapporteur (one of the participants) of each group will then 

deliver the main points/ideas discussed to all the participants and the workshop facilitator 

will summarise the results of all group discussions.  

Q4. How to use the results of the workshops? 

The deliverable of this stage should take the form of the workshop summary report and 

finalised field study report.  

 The Workshop summary report 

A short summary report (5 pages max.) should be drafted by the expert researchers 

following the completion of the workshop. The summary should reflect the main points 

discussed during the workshop, as well as report on the workshop aims, format and 

participant profile. The suggested structure of the Workshop summary report is described 
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in the attached template. As suggested by these guidelines, the summary report of the 

pilot workshop in Lithuania will be also made available to the national researchers in mid-

March.  

 Finalised field study report 

The results of the workshop discussion on the barriers for promoting and mainstreaming 

school innovation in specific contexts, as well as on potential solutions and steps forward, 

should be integrated into the draft field study reports produced earlier. In particular, 

these should feed the third chapter of the field study reports: ‘Innovative practices in 

schools 1 and 2: lessons learned and policy pointers’. 
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HOW TO OBTAIN EU PUBLICATIONS 

Free publications: 

• one copy: 
via EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu); 

• more than one copy or posters/maps: 
from the European Union’s representations (http://ec.europa.eu/represent_en.htm);  

from  the delegations in non-EU countries (http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/index_en.htm);  
by contacting the Europe Direct service (http://europa.eu/europedirect/index_en.htm) or 
calling 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (freephone number from anywhere in the EU) (*). 
 
(*) The information given is free, as are most calls (though some operators, phone boxes or hotels may 
charge you). 

Priced publications: 

• via EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu). 

 

http://europa.eu.int/citizensrights/signpost/about/index_en.htm#note1#note1
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