Chapter 1.	Introduction 


I conduct this research objectively and as neutral as possible.  The research is carried out independently of my professional role in an attempt not to contaminate the findings which largely supports the notion of adopting the Thomas (2013) paradigm of a positivist.  Through various methods including anonymous practitioner questionnaires, school data and a semi-structured interview, this research study aims to explore adults’ perspectives of child wellbeing from one school in Wales and begin to explore the key themes drawn out from the results to inform my future practice.


Unicef is the world’s largest children’s organisation, working in over one hundred and ninety-three countries around the world.  Unicef UK recognise that life for children in the UK can be tough.  Latest statistic shows that almost four million children (Unicef, 2009) live in poverty, obesity and mental health problems are rising, with many children experiencing violence, abuse and neglect.  So here in the UK, Unicef work with hospitals where children are born, schools where they learn and grow, and the communities that shape their lives.  As Unicef’s Professional Advisor; ‘Wales’, I work with and support education and schools in Wales to adopt a child rights-based approach through Unicef UK’s Rights Respecting Schools Award (RRS).  Before discussing how this research study will inform my professional practice, it would be oversight not to introduce the background of children’s rights in the UK and Wales and provide an overview of Unicef’s RRS to set the context for the research.


United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) (Unicef, no date) applies to all children and young people under 18 and is a legally-binding international agreement setting out the civil, political, economic, social and cultural rights of every child, regardless of their race, religion or abilities.  The articles enshrined within the UNCRC aim to recognise the rights of children and young people and ensure that they grow up in the spirit of peace, dignity, tolerance, freedom, equity and solidarity. The Convention consists of fifty-four articles that cover all aspects of a child’s life.  Whilst articles one to forty-two are directly for children, articles forty-three to fifty-two set out how duty bearers including governments need to work together to ensure that all children’s rights are realised. There are four articles in the Convention that are seen as special (Unicef, 2018); known as the ‘General Principles’.  These principles help to interpret all the other articles and play a fundamental role in making rights a reality for all children.  They are;

1 Non-discrimination (Article 2)
2 Best Interests of the Child (Article 3)
3 Right to life, survival and development (Article 6)
4 Right to be heard (Article 12) 

(Unicef, 2008)


The UNCRC was drafted in 1989 and is the most widely and rapidly ratified human rights treaty in history.  However, the fact that a country has ratified it does not guarantee that the rights within it shall be respected, protected and fulfilled.  This can only be ensured when steps are taken to embody the Convention into domestic law, policy and practice.  Over one hundred and ninety countries around the world have ratified the UNCRC, including the United Kingdom on 16th December, 1991. The United States of America (USA) is the only country in the world not to have ratified the Convention.  In the context of Wales, the Welsh Government stated that policy making for children and young people in Wales (Welsh Government, 2000) which are explored later in the literature review as their vision for children. Welsh Government went further on 18th February 2011, when a landmark piece of legislation (Wales, 2011) was approved with unanimous cross-party support to impose a statutory requirement on Welsh Ministers to show a due regard to the Convention and the obligations set out in the UNCRC and its Optional Protocols when exercising their functions and making decisions.  As part of the Rights of Children and Young People (Wales) Measure (Wales, 2011), Ministers also have an obligation as part of Article 42 to promote knowledge and awareness of the UNCRC.  Unicef’s RRS programme contributes to the realisation of this obligation.


Unicef works with schools in the UK to create safe and inspiring places for them to learn, where children are respected, their talents are nurtured and they can thrive.  The RRS programme aims to puts children’s rights at the heart of a school’s ethos by embedding its values and principles into daily life.  By doing this, RRS aims to improve the positive outcomes for children by giving them the best chance to lead happy, healthy lives and empower them to be responsible, active citizens (Unicef, 2019).  RRS is part of the wider Unicef UK Programmes Directorate and since its introduction in 2004, there continues to be a steady growth in the number of schools engaged with RRS across all four jurisdictions of the UK with over 1.6 million children in the UK attending a RRS school, thus nearly five thousand schools up and down the country working their way through the award (Unicef, 2019).  Scotland has seen the most rapid growth with just over fifty-five percent of schools (mainstream primary, secondary and special schools) engaged with RRS.  As Scotland places health and wellbeing as one of their eight statutory Curriculum Domains (Scotland, 2009), there is evidence to support the hypothesis that the Scottish Curriculum for Excellence (Scotland, 2009) is the catalyst for the high engagement of schools across Scotland.  The uptake in Northern Ireland and England is much lower than Scotland, with just over twenty-five percent of Welsh schools engaged with the RRS programme.


The RRS programme was strengthened and streamlined in January 2018, to ensure schools worked towards an outcome focused programme as opposed to a process driven award.  A school must evidence that it has reached the outcomes of the three RRS Strands (Unicef, 2019) to be accredited at each stage of the award; Bronze: Rights Committed; Silver: Rights Aware and Gold: Rights Respecting (Appendix 7.1).  A school will use these strands and other guidance provided by Unicef to plan and monitor its progress.  Details can be seen in Table 1.  







Table 1. The three strands of the Rights Respecting School’s Programme (RRS)

	Strand
	Outcome

	
	

	Strand A:  Teaching and learning about rights 
	The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) is made well known to children, young people and adults, who use this shared understanding to work for improved children wellbeing, school improvement, global justice and sustainable living.

	Strand B:  Teaching and learning through rights – ethos and relationships
	Actions and decisions affecting children are routed in, reviewed and resolved through rights.  Children, young people and adults collaborate to develop and maintain a school community based on equality, dignity, respect, non-discrimination and participation; this includes learning and teaching in a way that respects the rights of both educators and learners and promotes wellbeing.

	Strand C – Teaching and learning for rights – participation, empowerment and action 
	Children are empowered to enjoy and exercise their rights and to promote the rights of others locally and globally.  Duty bearers are accountable for ensuring that children experience their rights. 





Accountability and securing the quality of RRS as the programme continues to organically grow is essential along with ensuring its consistency of it across all four regions in the UK.  Professional Advisors are responsible for the programme in their region including its growth and the progress of the schools.  Advisors also provide individual support to schools along each stage of the award, deliver bespoke and regional training and accredit/award schools.  As the growth of the programme continues, it is essential that Unicef UK is able to confidently capture the impact of the programme on schools, practitioners and children and young people.  This is achieved through schools collated and qualitative and quantitative data at each stage of the award.  Data includes a summary sheet from children and adult questionnaires (Appendix 7.2) and a school self-evaluation containing an impact evaluation (Appendix 7.3).  I will be using the data from the adult questionnaire as part of my data collection to support my findings.  


This research will support my professional practice and contribute to the training that I deliver to both individual schools and the Unicef UK regional training programme which is offered across Wales.  The content of the current training introduces the UNCRC within the global and Welsh context but is primarily focused on providing practical ideas and suggestions to enable practitioners to introduce children’s rights into their practice and bring about a whole school awareness and commitment to the UNCRC.  Whilst information is given to delegates to illustrate how RRS supports and provides the rationale for a wide range of whole-school practices and initiatives, there is an assumption that practitioners understand their role as duty bearers for child wellbeing and for ensuring children’s rights are protected, respected and realised.  It has been during these training courses, that I have observed and been part of discussions where adults have questioned the meaning of child wellbeing along with the accountability for it.  I have seen a growing trend in the number of adults sharing different definitions, perceptions, ideas and indicators when child wellbeing is introduced; with many using their personal values to form their opinion.  This growing trend has prompted me to look at the content of my current training to investigate whether it is best suited to meet the needs of the delegates.  This research will help me to review the training content by enabling me to gain a better understanding of a wider sample of adults’ perception of child wellbeing and accountability and whether this concept needs to be more explicitly focused on in future training.  

Chapter 2.	Literature Review 


For the purpose of this review, I will look at two significant areas of literature relevant to this study.  Child wellbeing is explored to offer an unbiased view of it particularly within the Welsh context but also taking into consideration how it has emerged and been influenced by research, publications and influence from across the UK and wider world. Linked to this, it can be argued that schools in Wales are driven by the desire to raise educational standards and perform to comply with Estyn’s Common Inspection Framework (Estyn, 2017) to in turn receive a positive judgement.  If literature is to explore this in relation to Wales’ effectiveness to address child wellbeing, then the accountability for it on education, schools and practitioners must be identified in the complex and ever-changing world of education.  

  
Child Wellbeing 

The study of child wellbeing is a significant emerging frontier in child development research.  There is an increasing demand for theory and research that extends beyond the study of children’s health, disorders and deficits and it is widely accepted that there is a growing need to place an emphasis on the attributes of children.  The child wellbeing literature base is enormous and continues to expand rapidly, however, despite this growing interest and recognition of child wellbeing over the last two decades, there are limited published books and accepted theories.  This makes the task of sourcing the best and most reliable information and research more challenging.  Pollard and Lee (2003), offered a systematic review of the English language child wellbeing literature, updating and expanding on a previous review spanning 1974-1992 which also summarised its research base.  The summary recognised the need to empirically define wellbeing and ascertain the scope of what child wellbeing encompasses which remains true today.  As wellbeing literature spans a variety of disciplines, it is a complex, multi-faceted concept that continues to elude researcher’s attempts to define and measure it.  The term child wellbeing is commonly used but inconsistently defined.  Pollard and Lee (2003) revealed that the definition of child wellbeing is highly variable as it has been studied across a wide range of disciplines, age groups, cultures, countries, perspectives and communities, resulting in an assortment of definitions.  


Wellbeing could be defined and operationalised at the individual level within a specific domain (physical, social, cognitive or psychological) or at the environmental level by incorporating effects of the developing child’s environmental context.  A more useful definition of child wellbeing would be similar to the one adopted by Yarcheski et. al (1994) who used Columbo’s (1986) conceptualisation of adolescent wellbeing which described wellbeing as “a multidimensional construct incorporating mental/psychological, physical and social dimensions” (1986, p. 288).  For the purpose of this research, I refer to Unicef’s (2007) ecological definition to child wellbeing which offers a broad view of the characteristics and factors associated with child wellbeing;


The true measure of a nation’s standing is how well it attends to its children – their health and safety, their material security, their education and socialisation and their sense of being loved, valued and included in the families and societies to which they are born. 
(Unicef, 2007, pg. 4)


Across the UK, there has been a shift in policy aspirations for children and young people in terms of our (society) vision for children which is supported by the incorporation of child wellbeing into legislation; presented in this review.  The evidence for incorporating it into policy comes from the ecological approach to child development which Bronfenbrenner (1979) first introduced in the 1970’s.   McAuley and Rose (2010) cited Bronfenbrenner’s approach, recognising that “all the experiences children will have will contribute to their overall wellbeing and that what is happening in one part of a child’s life will affect what is going on elsewhere” (2010, p. 22).  The UK Government’s Green Paper; Every Child Matters (Great Britain, 2003) which described the conceptual and operational framework for the delivery of services for children and young people in England and Wales was the first movement in UK policy to recognise the ecological factors influencing a child’s life and wellbeing.   This was closely followed by The Children’s Act (Great Britain, 2004) which enshrined the concept of child wellbeing into UK legislation.   Recognition should be given to Unicef’s (2007) report; An Overview of Child Wellbeing in Rich Countries which publicly recognised the need for Government to address it more purposefully.  The report identified six dimensions of child wellbeing; material wellbeing, health and safety, educational wellbeing, family and peer relationships, behaviours and risks, and subjective wellbeing.  By looking at forty wellbeing indicators, the report was designed to give an overview of a country’s strengths and weaknesses and to set out what is achievable by comparing and contrasting progress for children across the developed world.  The purpose of the report was to “encourage monitoring to permit comparison and to stimulate the discussion and development of policies to improve children’s lives” (2007, p. 2).  Surprising to many, the report ranked the UK twenty first out of twenty-one countries that were analysed and exposed the UK as having more weaknesses than strengths.  The UK fell just below the United States of America in five out of the six wellbeing indicators.  An interim report published by Unicef (2013); Child Wellbeing in Rich Countries; A Comparative Overview scrutinised country progress and highlighted that the UK had risen to a mid-table position with the educational wellbeing indicator still being ranked in the bottom third of the table.  As the report was publicised widely on national media, the notion of child wellbeing continued to gather momentum and drew public attention to the need to look holistically at children which was not previously on the Government’s radar.  As a result, the then Prime Minister of the UK, made a public speech committing Government to monitor and act on child wellbeing.  However, The Good Childhood Report (The Children’s Society, 2016) publicly criticised Government for not providing firm assurance that child wellbeing will be monitored and measured to ensure positive outcomes for children and young people in the UK.  One of the recommendations stated; “with a new Government in place, now is the time to reaffirm the commitment to monitoring wellbeing, and particularly children’s wellbeing – across the UK” (2016, p. 14).   


Models of assessment for children and young people that include wellbeing indicators have been adopted by all Governments in the UK.  Scotland’s Getting it Right for Every Child (GIRFEC) (Scotland, 2005) is an example of this after all recommendations were adopted and widened to all children services following the juvenile justice system review.  The application of GIRFEC set out the Scottish Government’s aspiration for children; “to be confident individuals, effective contributors, successful learners and responsible citizens” (Scotland, 2005, p. 4) which is directly translated into the Scottish Curriculum for Excellence (Scotland, 2009).  This sets out the statutory requirements of the curriculum for three to eighteen-year olds in Scotland.  For the first time, health and wellbeing was cited as one of the eight curriculum domains.  As these domains are statutory, teachers are expected to plan and deliver a coherent set of learning experiences to meet the expected outcomes of each domain which schools are inspected against.  


Post devolution in Wales, the Welsh Government used 7 Core Aims (Wales, 2000) as the vision for children and young people.  All work with children and young people is based around the 7 Core Aims (Wales, 2000) and these aims inform decisions on priorities and objectives nationally.  The aims also form the basis for decisions on strategy and service provision locally.  Welsh Government want all children and young people to:


1. Have a flying start in life (the early years)
2. Have a comprehensive range of education and learning opportunities
3. Enjoy the best possible health and are free from abuse, victimisation and exploitation 
4. Have access to play, leisure, sporting and cultural activities 
5. Be listened to, treated with respect, and have their race and culture identity recognised (participation in decision making)
6. Have a safe home and a community which supports physical and emotional wellbeing 
7. Not to be disadvantaged by poverty

(Wales, 2000) 


These examples from Scotland and Wales are not comparative to England and Northern Ireland who have adopted different ways of monitoring child wellbeing across statutory services.  The Department for Education in Northern Ireland launched a Children’s and Young People Strategy (Northern Ireland, 2017) with the aim of services working collaboratively to improve the wellbeing of all children and young people in Northern Ireland.  It is envisioned that this will contribute to producing positive outcomes.  In England, child wellbeing is measured by the government using the five Every Child Matters (2003) outcomes for children: being safe; being healthy; enjoying and achieving; making a contribution and economical wellbeing.   


If schools and the education sector are expected to contribute to child wellbeing, then it is inevitable progress and impact will be monitored.  As discussed earlier, given the ambiguous definition of child wellbeing and the variety of ways that schools can interpret and promote it, it can sometimes be difficult for subjective wellbeing indicators such as self-confidence, happiness and safety etc. to be measured.   McAuley and Rose (2010), cite the work of Husband, Shreeve and Jones (2008) who recognised that “health and wellbeing indicators were less common that pupil attainment measures, and that these varied in different countries” (2010, p. 105).  With this is mind, different approaches to measuring wellbeing are used across the four nations of the UK.  In Wales, schools are accountable to Estyn who are the office of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate for Education and Training following the introduction of the Wales (1992) Education Act (Wales, 1992).  Estyn are independent of, but funded by, the National Assembly for Wales.  Estyn’s purpose is to inspect standards and quality of education and training across Wales.  In 2010, wellbeing was introduced as a key inspection area within the Common Inspection Framework (2010) and remained a key feature after the re-launch in 2017 (Estyn 2017).  All educational settings are inspected against the five inspection areas; Standards; Wellbeing and Attitudes to Learning; Teaching and Learning Experiences; Care, Support and Guidance and Leadership and Management and a judgement is made on a setting’s current performance and prospect for improvement.  This framework supports Welsh Government’s curriculum reform and Professor Donaldson’s; Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015) report which is being adopted as the new curriculum for Wales with statutory roll out in 2022.  Donaldson (2015) sets out distinctive purposes for the new curriculum in Wales with wellbeing named as one of the six Areas of Learning and Experience;


· Expressive Arts
· Health & Wellbeing 
· Humanities 
· Languages, Literacy & Communication 
· Science & Technology 
· Mathematics & Numeracy 

Donaldson (2015)


Many of the indicators that contribute to the ecological wellbeing of children which was presented at the start of this review are explicitly linked to the Articles enshrined within the UNCRC (United Nations Convention on the Rights of a Child) (Unicef, no date) such as health linked to Article 6 and Article 24, access to education to Article 29 and reaching potential to Article 29.  Therefore, it could be argued that a child rights-based approach to education and the fulfilment of rights can be directly linked to aiding child wellbeing.  Wales has for some time been used to working with the framework of the UNCRC as it not only shapes Wales’ 7 Core Aims (Wales, 2000) for children’s services but was introduced fully into the functions of Welsh Ministers in May 2014 following the passing of the landmark legislation, namely, Rights of Children and Young Persons (Wales) Measure 2011 (Wales, 2011).     


Accountability 

A system of accountability can be broadly applied to all services and disciples such as medical services or restricted to special initiatives such as truancy reduction as offered by Stobart (2007).  The reason for accountability in relation to education resides in the facts that not only is it publicly funded but a universal state service.  Accountability in the education system is therefore in the public interest and must be accountable at both the national and local level (House of Commons, 2010).  Published books, organisations and theorists offer a range of definitions for accountability, which can be applied to different disciplines but for the purpose of this paper, I want to look offer accountability directly linked to education.  Anderson (2005) offers;

In the field of education there are three main types of accountability system: (a) compliance with regulations, (b) adherence to professional norms, and (c) results driven. School accountability systems operate according to a set of principles and use a variety of implementation strategies.
									
(Anderson, 2005 p. 1)


When looking at the history of accountability of education across Wales and the UK, we have seen radical changes across the last four decades sparked by the then Labour Prime Minister, Jim Callaghan (1976) at Ruskin College.  During his famous Ruskin speech (1976), Callaghan launched what is now known as ‘the great education debate’, which many including Chitty (2014) argue marked “a clear shift on the part of the labour leadership towards policies that would facilitate greater control of the education system” (2014, p. 45).  Callaghan called for a democratic approach to the curriculum as highlighted by Sharp and Dunford (2009) which emphasised the need for the world of business and parents to be involved in education.  This initiated a rapid change in the accountability of the educational system across the UK which is still very much present today.


There has a been a succession of laws, acts and legislative changes since Callaghan’s speech including the introduction of the Education Reform Act (Great Britain, 1988), which is well known for introducing a National Curriculum and standardising a national testing framework which would later become a key measure to which schools would be held account.  In 1992, Government again set out to restructure and introduced the Education (School Performance Information) (England) Regulations (Great Britain, 1992).  These regulations transformed the composition of Governing Bodies in schools to make headteacher’s hierarchically accountable to parents.  This gave parents autonomy and empowered them to play a major role in education.  The regulations were part of the wider Education (Schools) Act (Great Britain, 1992) which saw the establishment of Estyn, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate for Wales, and also the imposition of league tables which saw a significant development in terms of school accountability.  Authors such as Mattei (2012) have presented much debate about the impact of this on schools.  


The Devolution Settlement in 1998 enabled Wales to have responsibility for nearly all areas of education and training through Wales’ newly instated devolved powers.  Since then, and as the devolved administration in Wales has gained in competence and confidence, Wales has introduced distinct education policies that have resulted in a gradual differentiation from those of England, aiming to match its education needs.  An example of this was the Welsh Government eradicating league tables in Wales.  To further discuss this, the earlier work of Thomas (1998) raised the issue that overall statistics of pupil performances do not give a true reflection of how effective a school is at raising standards and the attainment of its pupils.  Following this, interesting research emerged when Burgess et. al (2010) tested the hypothesis that school effectiveness decreased in Wales after the abolition of league performance tables in comparison to counterparts in England.  The authors reported that Wales’ eradication of league tables did in fact reduce school effectiveness in Wales.  


The overall responsibility for the Welsh education system lies with the Department for Children, Education, Lifelong Learning and Skills (DCELLS) who are responsible for (with the exception of Higher Education) funding across all levels of education and training (Great Britain, 1992).  That said, as local authorities have a statutory duty to secure the provision of primary and compulsory secondary education, it could be argued that the responsibility for education provision is largely decentralised and lies with local authorities, the governing bodies of educational institutions, the teaching profession and voluntary providers including churches.  The publication by the European Commission (2013) also stipulated that schools have responsibility for promoting high standards of education for children and young people of school age in their area.


The eagerly awaited publication of The Learning Country:  A Comprehensive Education and Lifelong Learning Programme to 2001 (DCELLS, 2001) was the first major articulation of the vision for the education system in Wales.  Furthermore, The Learning Country (DCELLS, 2001) stated that it was providing the “first comprehensive strategic statement on education and lifelong learning” (2001, p. 1) ever produced for Wales.  As well as the approval from educationalists across Wales and beyond, this publication attracted international recognition with authors including Jones and Roderick (2003) applauding the vision as “a radical departure, providing Wales with an education system based on different social principles which amounts to a statement about the nature of Welsh society” (2003, p. 225).  Systems and practices including the establishment of Estyn, a qualifications body, the continuing role of local education authorities and a state comprehensive school system were introduced following the Learning Country (DCELLS, 2001) and helped create many of the features that we still see in Wales today.  Another significant movement to strengthen the framework for school accountability and to help simplify the school improvement process was the introduction of the Education Act (Great Britain, 2005).  Whilst maintaining rigour, the Act brought about shorter school inspections and put greater weight on a school evaluating its own progress against benchmarked national data.  


The School Effectiveness Framework (SEF) (DCELLS, 2008) synthesised international evidence and provided schools and teachers with a framework to enable them to raise standards for learners and placed greater accountability on local authorities, governing bodies and headteacher’s.  Wales used the work of the international movement on school improvement and effectiveness to design the SEF.  One of the drivers for this was the spotlight on Wales’ educational policies from 2006 after evidence emerged from authors including Chapman et. al (2010) who highlighted that the standards of attainment by learners in Wales had fallen below our neighbouring counties in the UK.   


Whilst the SEF was met with broad approval from the education community, its implementation was problematic which thrust Wales back into the spotlight from 2009.  This was further supported by poor PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment) results (2009) which sparked a national debate on how far Wales was from realising its curriculum commitment.  However, a revised curriculum had begun to be introduced in 2008 and the Skills Framework for 3 to 19-year-olds in Wales (DCELLS, 2008) sought to meet the needs of leaners ready for the twenty first century by focusing more on skills and reducing the prescribed content of the current curriculum.  This revised curriculum also aimed to ensure progression and continuity for learners between all phases of their education and satisfy other government priorities including global citizenship and bilingualism.  The final phase of this revised curriculum was implemented in 2011 through the introduction of the Foundation Phase (DCELLS, 2008) which became statutory for three to seven-year olds across Wales.  The Foundation Phase (DCELLS, 2008) philosophy was to offer children experiential learning through play and investigation which were both organised and practical.  It combined and replaced early years education (ages three to five) and key stage 1 (ages five to seven).  Wales embarked on a large-scale reform of school improvement with this backdrop in 2011, which resulted in a range of policies introduced all aimed at improving the quality of the Welsh education system.  The OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) in its published report, titled; Improving Schools in Wales: An OECD Perspective (2014) recognised that prior to this reform, there was little accountability on school leaders and that school monitoring, evaluation and assessment processes were primarily developmental.  To further support this, the report stated that countries who implemented the most comprehensive mechanisms for formal assessment and evaluation, also ranked the highest for their quality results in the PISA surveys.  Countries named included Australia, Canada, the Netherlands and Korea (OECD, 2014).


It was in 2014, that Welsh Government invited the OECD to conduct a review of its school system which was sparked by its ever-changing landscape.  After looking at Welsh education, the OECD (2014) analysed the strengths of systems, highlighted weaknesses and proposed a series of recommendations to strengthen and shape Wales’ long-term vision.  In response to this report, and several other research publications including the earlier work of Hill (2013), Wales announced a revised vision and strategic plan for education and Qualified for Life: An Education Improvement Plan (DCELLS, 2014) was introduced.  Furthermore, a Welsh Education Report Card (DCELLS, 2014) which evidence’s progress against the strategic aims of the plan through a range of performance indictors is published annually.  


As well as standards, PISA (2009) also measured whether learner achievement is communicated to parents, posted publicly, tracked by authorities or used to inform decisions on resource allocation.  However, even though many contested to what PISA (2009) alluded to, tensions across Wales heightened.  For instance, PISA’s (2009) analysis showed that there was a measurable relationship between the performance of school systems and the use of assessment data for the purpose of accountability.  However, looking at evidence from sixteen different jurisdictions, it indicated that headteacher’s who made learner achievement public out performed schools that did not.  Whilst this went some way in providing a more consistent pattern between the relationship between published assessment data and school performance, the evidence was weakened (and made more complicated) as the schools in the majority of these sixteen jurisdictions were socially and economically advantaged.  The pattern only remained true in six of the jurisdictions (Romania, Chinese Taipei, Columbia, Turkey, Hong Kong-China and Kyrgyzstan) when this factor was controlled.  In recognition of contradictions such as this, PISA (2009) did highlight the complexity of comparing such findings which exposes the difficulty in supporting individual accountability using cross country analysis.  Furthermore, PISA (2009) clearly stated that standardised tests should provide schools with the tools in which they can compare themselves against other schools.  Evidence provided by PISA (2009) amongst others supports the hypothesis that publicising standardised test results (locally comparative) is an effective means to reduce inequalities in attainment and raise standards and test-based accountability to have a positive impact on the performance of learners as highlighted by Burgess et. al (2010). 


Although resistant, the aftermath of PISA (2009) did go some way in initiating a movement which saw Wales somewhat following England’s more focused approach to education and training.  The then Education Minister, Andrews (2011) took a lead in consolidating a series of policy reforms and as a result Welsh Government launched a twenty-point plan aimed at raising the performance and standards of Welsh schools as set out in the Improving Schools Plan (DCELLS, 2012).  The plan’s objectives were to: 1) improve levels of literacy; 2) improve levels of numeracy; and 3) reduce the impact of deprivation on educational attainment.  Alongside this plan, the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework (DCELLS, 2012) was introduced which became a statutory component of the National Curriculum for all learners aged between five and fourteen.  This framework also saw the introduction of statutory numeracy and reading tests for learners from year two to year nine in May 2013.  The dual purpose of these statutory tests was to provide the school community with a clear understanding of the performance of their learners and secondly to use the data collected to inform the All Wales Core Data Sets as introduced as part of the Making the Most of Assessment 7 – 14 framework (DCELLS, 2010).  The objective of All Wales Core Data Sets was to enable all stakeholders including Estyn, local authorities and the school to monitor and evaluate the performance of all schools in Wales.  


Andrews (2012) placed further accountability on school governing bodies stating they “must understand and examine the data of their school.  Regulations made on 01 September 2011 set out the requirement for school governors’ annual report to parents to include the most recent comparative report of performance in end of key stage 4 study programmes and the most recent summary of secondary school performance” (Andrews, 2012).  Andrew’s went further to address school accountability stipulating that no school would do well under Estyn’s inspection framework unless this was done. Additionally, through Wales’ equivalent to an Act of Parliament, the Education (Wales) Measure (Wales, 2011), legislated a statutory requirement for school governors and clerks to attend training.  The introduction of all these reforms represent a significant move in the Welsh education system to tighten accountability and the assessment arrangements to raise learner performance and improve education policy.


Coinciding with the Improving Schools, Raising School Standards plan (DCELLS, 2012), sixty-six leadership standards were introduced as part of a revised performance management and appraisal framework.  These standards saw greater accountability placed on school leaders across Wales as the process linked directly to school improvement priorities.  The standards sat within the revised Professional Standards for Education Practitioners (DCELLS, 2011) which aimed to reinforce teaching and learning supported by a strengthened school governance system and improved performance management of headteacher’s.  In 2018, Welsh Government reviewed and relaunched the New Professional Standards for Teaching and Leadership (DCELLS, 2017) which were developed in partnership with teachers, consortia and other key stakeholders across Wales.  These new standards consist of five key standards which concentrate on the essential elements of every teacher’s work from trainee teacher to experienced school leader.  The standards will be fully implemented into initial teacher training from September 2019.  When the initial standards were introduced in 2012, Welsh Government was acknowledged for its clear desire to foster distributed leadership thus spreading accountability across all levels.  Even though this was clear in the Improving Schools, Raising School Standards plan (DCELLS, 2012), in 2014, the OECD (2014) criticised Welsh Government stating that in practice, the leadership development system at all levels was under resourced, weak in its implementation and disconnected from the wider reform efforts in Wales.  The review concluded that that this was detrimental on educational practice and accountability.   


Welsh Government remained positive despite what was reported by OECD (2014) and education continued to be a key legislative and strategic priority.  The Standards and Delivery Unit (Wales, 2012) which sat within DCELLS was created to oversee the successful implementation of the Improving Schools, Raising School Standards plan (DCELLS, 2012), building on Welsh Government’s commitment to raise standards and the achievement of learners in Wales.  At the same time, secondary schools across Wales were grouped together and ‘school banding’ became compulsory.  Schools were grouped using a range of indicators including end of key stage results, attendance, the proportion of learners in eligible for free school meals and their relative improvement (School Standards Unit, 2011).  However, Hill (2013) amongst other educationalists challenged the aim of the policy which was to place an emphasis on the annual progress of school performance to avoid complacency.   This review, titled The Future of Education Services in Wales (Hill, 2013) criticised the school banding system stating that it merely provided a tool for schools to be benchmarked against each other.  The review also exposed the conflicting conclusions of a school delivered by the two different school evaluation systems in Wales i.e. school banding and Estyn (Hill, 2013).  These criticisms were supported by OECD (2014) who summarised that there are “implications for the trust in the system and may be counterproductive to achieving the government’s goal of Wales having a world class education system” (2014, p. 30).  


In an attempt to strengthen the infrastructure and improve the delivery of services to schools, four regional consortia’ were established by Welsh Government in 2012.  To bring about consistency across Wales, consortia aimed to streamline school improvement services by supporting local authorities with the long-term vision of raising school improvement.  Whilst met with optimism, Hill (2013) recognised that schools were not clear on who to approach for support and there was uncertainty of the roles and relationships (including the accountability) between DCELLS, consortia and local authorities.  It was also clear that consortia were not established consistently around all areas in Wales.  In response to this review, Welsh Government were quick to action a series of measures aimed at strengthening the support systems and defining its governance and as a result a National Model for Regional Working (School Management and Effectiveness, 2015) was introduced to address accountability and governance, even though local authorities had been working through the regional consortia arrangements since 2012.  With this changing landscape in education, the OECD (2014) forewarned Welsh Government to be proactive to ensure that “adequate care is taken to build the capacity of the school improvement services, that there is a clarity of roles and responsibilities of the consortia and the local authorities, and that this is transmitted to schools” (2014, p 36).  With this in mind, Welsh Government placed greater accountability on all levels of the education system in Wales.  


As the secondary school banding; introduced as part of the Improving Schools, Raising School Standards plan (DCELLS, 2012) was deemed a success as improvements were seen, the then Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, Lewis (2014) extended the system to primary schools in his written statement; National School Categorisation System (Lewis, 2014).  The banding would cover all phases of education and set out to assess schools under the following headings; 1) a range of performance indicators provided by Welsh Government; 2) a robust self-evaluation from individual schools on their ability to improve in relation to leadership, teaching and learning; and 3) corroboration of the school’s self-evaluation by regional consortia Challenge Advisers under the newly agreed National Model for Regional Working (School Management and Effectiveness, 2015). A categorisation for individual schools was determined by the outcome of a school’s self-evaluation and performance data.  To ensure consistency across schools and regional consortia’s, the outcome for a school would be initially determined by consortia, discussed with the school and finally moderated by the Assurance and Standardisation Group.  As alluded to throughout this review, accountability in Wales is primarily exercised through school inspections concluded by Estyn, an increased use of data sets collated through national testing, a stronger focus on literacy and numeracy within all areas of the national curriculum and through the establishment of regional consortia and Wales’ categorisation system.  Therefore, it must be recognised that distributed accountability is apparent at all levels within these systems from the headteacher to governing bodies and inclusive of all school staff.
     

It is useful as part of this review to focus on the role and function of Wales’ inspectorate, Estyn given its importance.  Estyn’s purpose is to inspect the standards and quality of education and training (Great Britain, 1992) throughout Wales through statutory inspections across all sectors of the education system including pre-school education, private and public schools, further education institutes, local authorities and regional consortia’s.  Educational establishments are expected to conform to key questions set out in Estyn’s Common Inspection Framework (2017) and a judgement is made on its current performance and prospects for improvement; benchmarked against this framework.  In addition to Estyn’s periodic inspections, schools are subjected to further monitoring by their local authority and School Challenge Advisors who are appointed by regional consortia’s following the introduction of the National Schools Categorisation System (Lewis, 2014).  Furthermore, schools would be further indebted to additional levels of accountability if they are faith schools or part of other initiatives such as Welsh Government’s School Challenge Cymru (Lewis, 2017).  School inspection reports are released and made available for public scrutiny by Estyn and school categorisation is published annually.  It could be argued that greater pressure is being put on school leader’s, teachers and governing bodies because of the exponential growth in accountability that we have seen in Wales.  Before the explosion of educational policies and systems in Wales, Elmore (2007) argued that such a disproportionate use of accountability could be counter-productive, and this argument has resurfaced through the introduction of so many layers of scrutiny.  When looking at the systems for accountability in Wales, much of the process is data driven and it could be suggested that the Welsh education system is at risk of becoming data obsessed.  The value and need for data should of course be recognised, but as indicated in the Alliance for Useful Evidence (2016) publication, titled; Using Research Evidence (2016), a triangulation of evidence is needed and data should not be used in isolation as it is merely one form of evidence.


Wellbeing remains on the forefront of Welsh policy, which was reinforced through the introduction of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act (Wales, 2015).  The Act requires public bodies in Wales to think about the long-term impact of their decisions, to work better with people, communities and each other, and to prevent persistent problems such as poverty, health inequalities and climate change (Wales, 2015).  Through seven wellbeing goals (Wales, 2015); which public bodies are expected to work towards achieving, Wales is hoping that the Act gives the ambition, permission and legal obligation to improve the social, cultural, environmental and economic wellbeing of people living in Wales.   

 
This literature review has looked at the concept of child wellbeing within the ever-changing world of education.  Non-bias research has been presented to analyse how child wellbeing has emerged within education and is now on the forefront of education policy development.  Linked with it, the history and development of school improvement and accountability in Wales has been discussed, particularly with the emphasis on distributed accountability at all levels of the school system which encompasses child wellbeing.  This literature view recognises the successes and challenges such a system faces and outlines the policy aspirations and education vision for Welsh Government.
 

Wales has not slowed down with its constant change and is currently amid a curriculum reform. This reform has set in motion a new approach to policy design in Wales as the new curriculum; Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015) which has been co-constructed by key stakeholders including schools and practitioners and will become statutory across Wales in 2022.  Even though distributed leadership and accountability for school improvement remains a consistent theme throughout Wales’ policy development, it must be noted that there are dangers for Wales as they embark on such a rapid journey.  The OECD whilst applauding Wales’ vision and commitment to education, noted such dangers in it 2016 review titled Welsh Education Reform Journey: A Rapid Policy Assessment (2016) stating; "to support the realisation of its education objectives and ultimately its vision of the Welsh learner, Wales should continue its curriculum reform efforts underpinned by sustained investments in key policy areas and strengthen the implementation process to ensure that its reform journey is comprehensive and effective” (2016, p. 7).


























Chapter 3.	Research Design


As my research study is taking place in education, it is identified as ‘Educational Research’. Educational research has now become so diverse and complex that beyond even the most basic of definitions, it js no longer has any single identity. Sharp (2009) supports this, stating "educational researchers do what they do in a whole manner of different ways, for a whole manner of different reasons and for a whole manner of purposes. As a direct consequence, the boundaries between the different approaches which bind educational researchers together and shape their values and beliefs have become blurred and confused" (2009, p. 1). In its simplest format, educational research can be loosely defined as concerning itself with finding things out about education, but as an operational definition, Sharp (2009) offers:


Educational research involves the rigorous and ethically appropriate process of arriving at dependable answers to questions and solutions to problems of an educational nature through the systematic collection and critical analysis, interpretation and presentation of relevant data and other forms of information". 

(Sharp, 2009, p. 3)

It must be recognised that this study is ‘Action Research’ as it will inform my professional practice as outlined in the introduction. Action research is designed to bridge the gap between research and practice with Cohen et al. (2011) offering the definition; "action research is a systematic study that combines action and reflection with the intention of improving practice" (2011, p. 345). As identified by Yin (2009), this is a single-case exploratory study as it provides the opportunity for my research question to be studied in some depth within a limited time scale. There are many advantages to case studies with Dyer (1995) arguing that they have advantages over historical studies as they are descriptive and detailed, with a narrow focus, and combine subjective and objective data. For this research, a single through school for three to sixteen-year olds in Wales was chosen. The selection was based on the school's recent expression of interest to engage with the RRS programme.  However, it is noted that I had not visited the school in any professional capacity before this research study. My intention from the outset was to capture as many participants views as possible and to hear the voices of a wide range of adults in the school which is why I did not restrict the sample size to just teaching or senior leadership staff. However, to ensure my research findings were as robust as possible, I did request that the participants worked directly working with children, thus excluding office, premises, lunchtime supervisors and cleaning staff.


Mixed methodology of qualitative and quantitative data was collected through an anonymous written questionnaire (Appendix 7.4), a semi-structured interview and baseline data collated on a questionnaire summary sheet (Appendix 7.2) by Unicef UK.  Whilst qualitative research is arguably more diverse than quantitative research, there are at the same time important features that reoccur across many strategies in qualitative research. A major feature of qualitative research is that by and large it is naturalistic and generally studies people, things and events in their natural settings. This is supported by Punch and Oancea (2014) who state that qualitative data "doesn't artificially contrive situations for research purposes" (2014, p. 146). Furthermore, my research conforms too many of the recurrent elements of Miles et al. (2017); notably "the researcher attempts to capture data on the perceptions of local actors from the inside" (1994, p. 6).


The research questionnaire consisted of open and closed questions with qualitative data being captured through adults expressing their thoughts, feelings and opinions during open ended questions and at the end of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was not compulsory, and during my initial visit to the school where I met with staff, participants were verbally informed that there would be no positive or negative repercussion if they opted into the research. Additionally, this was explicitly noted on the introduction page at the front of the questionnaire. Participants had the option to partially or fully complete the questionnaire or return it blank. As identified by the school, all staff could speak English as their first language and were able to complete the questionnaire in English therefore no translation was required. The demographics of the staff group are not known, so the research is not able to tell us male/female, age, length of teaching service etc. However, the school did state that their staff group was diverse with a wide range of teaching experience. To conform to the work of Bell (1996) who highlights that more cooperation is likely if personal contact is established with the participants, I initially visited a compulsory, all staff afterschool twilight session to introduce myself, my role as the researcher and the purpose of the study. Furthermore, I offered onsite support sessions for participants throughout the twenty-day open period (one session per week) should participants require clarification or additional support. The support sessions lasted for two-hours which overlapped with the end of the school day; ensuring they were accessible to staff, including those with teaching commitments. At the end of the 'open' period, no member of staff accessed the support sessions or contacted me via the researcher's email or postal address. All questionnaires were distributed after the staff twilight session, accompanied with a pre-paid envelope. This gave participants the option of either posting the questionnaire or returning them to a sealed box (clearly marked) in the onsite main office which was emptied by the researcher after each support session and at the end of the twenty-day 'open' period. As previously discussed, the questionnaire aimed to gather quantitative and qualitative data and identify emerging key themes. 


Further quantitative data was collated through a semi-structure interview with the PSE (Personal Social Education) lead teacher in order to gain a strategic perspective of the whole school's approach to child wellbeing and to pick up and expand on the participant questionnaire results. An 'interview guide approach' as highlighted by Cohen et al. (2011) was adopted and the lead teacher was presented with a brief of the research topic and interview in advance. This type of interview allowed me to discuss child wellbeing and the participant's responses to ensure that the data collected was systematic, but I could determine the sequence of the questions during the interview. Cohen et al. (2011) further describe the interview as being an 'encounter' to help the researcher fully appreciate the unavoidable features of the situation i.e. being conducted in their place of work during the school day. A semi-structured interview allowed me to ensure the interview flowed so thoughts, feelings and anecdotal evidence could be naturally shared and discussed whilst maintaining structure to ensure the intended questions were asked. Due to the nature of this small-scale research, this approach to interviewing supports the work of Thomas (2013) who highlights that "this type of interview provides the best of both worlds as far as interviewing is concerned. Because of this combination, it is the most common arrangement in most small-scale research" (2013, p. 198).


Another method for quantitative data collection were the results taken from the summary sheet from anonymous adult questionnaires completed by a school as part of the RRS programme (Appendix 7.2). When a school engages with RRS, they are requested to complete questionnaires with a sample of children and adults. The main purpose of this data collection is for a school to establish their baseline position, so that they have an overview of their school community’s current awareness and understanding of children's rights along with the wider wellbeing agenda.  The RRS questionnaire uses subjective wellbeing indicators to ask adults and children about their feelings. Schools are then required to repeat their questionnaires (with the same sample) at different progression stages of the RRS programme to help evidence their progress. As Professional Advisor for Wales, the school submitted the summary sheet for their baseline anonymous questionnaires to me after this independent research was completed in school. The results have been compared against the findings from the research questionnaires and discussed during the findings section in this research.


Due to the nature of this research question, the timescale and size of the research, I believe that there are many strengths in my chosen research design. The anonymous questionnaire allowed me to capture a wide sample of participants and produce quantitative data on adults’ perception of child wellbeing. Choosing purposive sampling allowed me to select participants based on the research question to maximise the quality of the data collected which is recognised by Cohen et al. (2011). For this research, using adults who worked directly with children helped the validity of the research as they would be better informed and educated on child wellbeing within a school setting given their direct contact with children and young people. However, using a single-case study (Yin, 2009) also limited the data collection that was captured. Whilst the aim of this research is to explore adults’ perception of child wellbeing, it should be acknowledged that the evidence presented is not conclusive and it could be argued that there are flaws in the methods used. This will be discussed in later chapters of this paper with further opportunities for research explored and recommendations made.


Ethical Considerations

Ethical guidelines were followed in accordance with BERA Ethical Guidelines for Education Research (2018) and the research is consistent with typical educational research i.e. staff questionnaires. Participants were able to make an informed decision as to whether they opted to take part in the research as all staff were provided with a formal face-to-face introduction to the research, given adequate literature on the research proposal, provided with information on their right to withdraw by not completing and/or returning the questionnaire incomplete and issues around anonymity and confidentiality were transparent. However, all staff were made aware that once a questionnaire was returned, withdrawal was not then an option. This was because individual questionnaires could not be traced due to their anonymity. However, the PSE lead teacher was informed that their right to withdraw stood any stage of the research; before, during or after the semi-structured interview took place. Neither the identities of the participants or the school name is available within this research and the raw data is held solely by the researcher in a secure, locked cabinet and will be destroyed in accordance with the UWTSD policy and Data Protection Act (Great Britain, 2018) once the research is completed. [image: ]Several ethical considerations were considered to ensure the validity of the research.

Staff (including Headteacher, PSE Lead Teacher)

School may feel an obligation to participate as I have already established contact with the school (headteacher) through their recent engagement in the RRS. As Unicef's Professional Advisor for Wales, it is my role to support all schools in Wales to engage and progress with RRS. To manage this risk, the right to not participate or the school's withdrawal from the research was formally explained to all participants. Withdrawal could have been done verbally (telephone/face to face) or through written forms of communication (e-mail, letter). The whole school community will be given the opportunity to see the final research paper, which will be anonymised and not traceable to the school or individual members of staff. The headteacher has been chosen as the appointed nominee for the research study and consent to work in the school for the purpose of this research has been gained. The school's participation is completely voluntary and the headteacher can withdraw the school from the research or refuse to participate without prejudice at any point.

There is a small risk that the school could be identified and that of the PSE lead teacher who took part in the semi-structured interview. This risk has been be managed through my published research containing no traceable information on the school or lead teacher. The research does not contain any information that would have any detrimental effect on the school as the research is aimed at gathering perspectives and not making a judgement or decision on what is deemed to be correct or incorrect. This risk was made explicit to all participants before the research was carried out.

[image: ]Researcher

The researcher conducted the semi-structured interview with the PSE lead teacher. However, there was a potential risk for the staff member to take the discussion in a different direction which was difficult to predict. To manage this risk, I brought the discussion back to the focus of the research when necessary. I also set out guidelines to ensure anonymity and confidentiality within the discussion. When discussing the findings from the questionnaires, no individual participant was traceable, or any staff member discussed by their name.


I was also conscious that I was conducting this research as a student and not visiting the school in my professional capacity. To alleviate any conflict of interest, the RRS programme nor was child rights education discussed during any of the research visits and all onsite visits were carried outside my normal working hours. I also carried out the research before the school submitted any RRS paperwork or had undertaken any staff training, or any support was provided. Therefore, I was a new and unknown visitor to the staff group.


These risks in addition to further risks that I became consciously aware of during the research will be further discussed in the discussion and findings chapter. 

University

This research poses a risk to the University because its reputation is based on the quality of the research carried out by its staff and students. I have and will continue to ensure that the research is carried out in accordance with what is laid out in the Application for UWTSD, Ethical Approval form (E1) completed and signed (Appendix 7.5) and request sought from my Tutor as and when needed. The researcher has attended supervision sessions with the course Tutor, so the study is monitored, and further help from the Programme Director continues to be available if needed.  




















Chapter 4. 	Findings & Discussion 


The findings from this research project have been gathered using a variety of data collections methods.  I aim to employ a range of strategies to interpret the data to achieve the desired outcomes of exploring adults’ perception of child wellbeing.  From my analysis, I will draw out key emerging themes which will be presented and discussed to help inform my conclusion along with future recommendations.  Johnson and Qnwuegbuzie (2004) suggest that the rationale behind mixed methods research is that you can learn more about a research topic if you combine the strengths of methods focused on quantitative data with the strengths of methods focused on qualitative data, whilst compensating at the same time for the weaknesses each method brings.  This approach is known as the functional principle of mixed methods research (Johnson and Qnwuegbuzie, 2004); “combine the methods in a way that achieves complementary strengths and non-overlapping weaknesses” (2004, p. 18). 


Findings from each data collection method will be presented individually and the results will be synthesized by drawing on the findings from the triangulation of data collection, to support and discuss the key themes.


The questionnaire aimed to explore participants’ (adults’) perception of child wellbeing and primarily capture quantitative data through closed questions that could be presented in a visual format.  That is not to say that rich qualitative data was not gathered during the questionnaire as participants’ were invited to share their subjective opinions through open questions which enabled me to draw out emerging themes.  I was aware that research is only as good as the data on which it is based, so before presenting the questionnaire to participants’, I was mindful to take every precaution to ensure the data was as good as it could be. I largely conformed to Dillman’s (2006) three general principles as cited by Punch and Oancea (2014) to;

· Ensure that respondents have been approached professionally, and, within limits, fully informed about the purpose and content of the research, about confidentiality, and anonymity, and about what use will be made, and by whom, of the information they provide.
· The researcher should stay in control of the data collection procedure, rather than leave it to others to chance.  Thus, if face-to-face administration is possible instead of a mailed questionnaire, it is preferred, despite the additional work.
· It is better to have a smaller data set of good quality, than a larger one of lower quality.

(Punch and Oancea, 2004, p. 301) 


As outline in the research design, all these principles were adopted through a face-to-face introduction and support sessions, the collection of the questionnaires in person from school site and choosing a purposive sampling for participants’ based on their role within the school setting.


When looking at the validity and reliability of the findings from the questionnaire, I needed to be consciously aware of the advantages but also flaws in this data collection method.  Cohen et. al (2011) notes “there are many advantages of questionnaires over interviews, for instance: it tends to be more reliable, it encourages greater honestly because it is anonymous” (2011, p. 209).  Other advantages supportive of Cohen et al’s (2011) work which applied to my research included the option of mailing the questionnaire back which is more economical in terms of time and money.  As the questionnaires were anonymous, it would encourage participants’ to be honest with their answers and they were informed that there were no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answers, so would not be marked or judged on their reply.  This is a clear strength of anonymised questionnaires and enabled rich data to be collected.  However, the disadvantages of questionnaires cannot be ignored and must be considered.  Cohen et. al (2011) recognise that “the questions have different meanings for different people, respondents may be unwilling to write their answers for one reason or another and questionnaires are often filled out hurriedly” (2011, p. 209).  Considering these disadvantages, I included both closed and open questions so participants’ were not required to write for every answer and followed up the questionnaire with a semi-structured interview which could be conducted with appropriate speed.  Another central issue when considering the validity and reliability of questionnaires is that of the environmental and external factors that are out of the control of the researcher.  Factors that could hinder the results include the mood of the participant on the day of completion, the time of day the questionnaire was completed, the conditions in which it was completed e.g. in the car, staff room, during lunch etc.  All of these external factors provide a valid reason as to why an unidentifiable percentage of the results may not be accurate and therefore this research cannot be conclusive in its findings.   To help alleviate this, I was not prescriptive in when, where or with who the questionnaire was completed and gave participants’ a twenty-day ‘open’ period to take part in the research.


The questions were designed for participants’ to think about child wellbeing which as discussed in the literature review is on the forefront of education policy in Wales.  Due to the nature of my professional practice, I was interested in as to whether any of the participants’ used the UNCRC as a framework to support child wellbeing and explore how many of them actually know of the Convention’s existence.  With this said, I did not want to ask any leading questions or contaminate my findings, so consciously ensured that any questions relating to the UNCRC were asked in the latter part of the questionnaire and after general questions about wellbeing had been answered.


Sixty-two questionnaires were distributed with a total of forty-eight responses; meaning a seventy-seven percent success rate of participants’ who returned their questionnaire through the sealed box left on school site.  No participant returned their questionnaire via the postal option.  No questionnaire was returned blank and all forty-eight participants’ completed the four closed questions.  However, many participants’ chose not to complete the open questions which will be discussed later in this chapter.  The key findings of the quantitative data collated from the closed questions are outlined in figure 1.  The questionnaire consisted of eight questions in total, four closed with the rest open for participants’ to answers as they felt appropriate.  The findings from the four closed questions, indicate that all participants’ were aware of child wellbeing, however many of them did not feel personally accountable for it.  Furthermore, only a small minority were guided by a framework when thinking about child wellbeing and just under a quarter of participants’ had heard of the UNCRC.  

Figure 1: Adults perception of child wellbeing (closed questions)



I will now explore each question individually, presenting and discussing their findings grouped with the relevant open question/s that allowed me to expand on the closed question answers.


Q1. Have you heard of child wellbeing?

One-hundred percent of participants’ stated that they had heard of child wellbeing.  This was unsurprising given the momentum and priority placed on child wellbeing; discussed in the literature review.  However, given the ambiguous nature and lack of a universally agreed definition for child wellbeing in education (Pollard and Lee, 2003), the findings do not indicate whether there is a consistent or agreed consensus of what definition participants’ are referring to.  Furthermore, we know that there are a range of indicators that make up child wellbeing (Unicef, 2007) including those for ecological wellbeing and subjective wellbeing, therefore, the findings are not conclusive in evidencing to what extent participants’ understand its concept.  


To some extent, this was explored in question five, which asked:

Q5. Can you think of (up to 5) characteristics that you identify with child wellbeing?

The aim of this question was to explore participants’ knowledge of the components they believe contribute to or make up child wellbeing.  The number was limited to prevent participants’ feeling pressure to learn or research more than naturally came to mind.  I did not want to include more components that Unicef (2007) offer in their ecological definition for child wellbeing which was used for the purpose of this research.  Figure 2 illustrates how many characteristics were noted out of the forty-eight responses.

Figure 2: Number of characteristics identified by participants’


Participants’ were not asked to rank their chosen characteristics in order of importance, but for the purpose of this research, I have analysed and disaggregated the answers given to enquire if the participants’ matched any of their characteristics to the UNCRC or Unicef’s (2007) ecological definition of child wellbeing.  Out of the answers received, their popularity was ranked; illustrated in figure 3.

Figure 3: Top characteristics chosen by participants’; ranked by popularity 


Figure 3 clearly shows that forty-two of the forty-eight eight participants’ chose ‘happiness’ as their first characteristic.  When referring to Unicef’s (2007) ecological definition of child wellbeing, happiness is not one of the components.  Nor is happiness cited as an article in the Convention or mentioned in its four guiding principles. This is interesting because even though the literature review does not include or indeed mention a child’s happiness as an indicator for ecological child wellbeing, most participants’ in this research, immediately connected with it as their first characteristic.


Happiness is a difficult indictor to measure to help determine the state of anyone’s ecological wellbeing.  However, there is widespread recognition, that if we are to have true child-centered education policy and service delivery, there is a need to included subjective wellbeing indicators, as identified in A Guide to Measuring Child Wellbeing; “indicators based on individuals’ self-reports of whether they feel happy, satisfied, content and fulfilled in their daily lives” (Action for Children, 2009) to accurately measure it.  The use of subjective indicators with children and young people has been regarded as problematic for a variety of reasons (Action for Children, 2009).  One of the main risks is that children may not always ‘feel happy’ about adults making a ‘for them’, but this cannot always not determine their wellbeing.  For example, as presented in the literature review, as a guiding principle of the UNCRC, duty bearers (adults) are required to act in the best interests of children.  This could mean that a child could be removed from a chaotic or dangerous environment to protect their safety (Article 19) but would not necessarily make them happy.  With this said, noted earlier in the review, The Good Childhood Report (The Children’s Society, 2016) showed that asking children directly about what contributes to their wellbeing can lead to findings that might not otherwise have been discovered (Action for Children, 2009). 


The next three characteristics ranked in order of popularity were ‘safe’, ‘healthy’ and ‘protection’ which are all components encompassed within the ecological definition of child wellbeing (Unicef, 2007).  ‘Safety’ ranked the second most popular characteristic with thirty-six responses (out of forty-eight), ‘healthy’ ranked third with thirty (out of forty-six) responses and ‘protection’ placed forth with eight out of a possible twenty-one responses.  Two participants’ were able to name five characteristics with one participant citing ‘loved’ and the other response being ‘heard’.  Interestingly, ‘heard’ can be linked directly to Article 12 of the Convention which states that children should have their voices heard and opinions taken seriously (Unicef, no date).  However, it cannot be determined if the participant was referencing Article 12 when citing the answer.


Questions two and four required participants’ to provide answers on a sliding scale.  Using the Likert scale which was introduced by the Psychologist Renisis Likert (Thomas, 2013), participants’ had to indicate their level of agreement to the question rated from one to five (illustrated below).  The results are shared and discussed.
1 (not at all)			2	     	             3		              4	                  5 (extremely)



Figure 4 illustrates the results from question two.

Q2. On a scale from 1-5, how important do you think child wellbeing is?

Figure 4: How important do you think child wellbeing is?














Figure 5 illustrates the results from the second of the scaling questions.

Q4. One a scale from 1-5, how much do you think child wellbeing impacts on individual learning?




Figure 5: How much do you think child wellbeing impacts on individual learning



When participants’ were given the option of plotting their answer on the sliding scale, for question two, one-hundred percent of them chose ‘five’ stating that they felt child wellbeing was extremely important with ninety-six percent of participants’ choosing ‘five’ for question four, stating that they think child wellbeing impacts on individual learning. Three participants’ chose position four on the sliding scale for question four. However, whilst both these questions clearly illustrate the importance and impact of child wellbeing, supportive of the literature review, participants’ were not given the option to expand on or state their reasons for their chosen choice.  Therefore, it is hard to determine form the data why this is.  We can speculate that participants’ were mindful of its important because as we know, child wellbeing is a priority for Welsh Government through the mass of policy introductions and secondly, the Common Inspection Framework, (Estyn, 2017) inspects schools against their progress and prospects for improvement; with wellbeing, as one of their key inspection areas.  With this in mind, it is not surprising that participants’ were in almost total agreement of the importance of child wellbeing and its wider impact.


The next closed question looked solely at the accountability of child wellbeing, followed up by an open question where participants were asked to follow up their answer if they choose 'no'. Figure 1 represents the data collected for closed question three.

Q3. As a practitioner, do you think that you are accountable for child wellbeing?
Only fifty-four percent of participants thought that they were personally accountable for child wellbeing which was a surprising result. Even though we have seen a huge rise in distributed accountability in the education system, which was discussed in the literature review, this result indicates that this is not being translated to practitioners. This does support the hypothesis of this research and the need to include explicit content on child wellbeing and accountability in my future training courses. With this said, the data is not conclusive and must be discussed in relation to the second part of the question which asked the forty-six percentage of participants who answered no to question three:
Q3b. If answered no, who do you think is accountable for child wellbeing?
Out of the forty-six percent of participants who were required to expand on their answer, ninety-five percent provided an answer. Out of these answers received, sixty-six percent noted the headteacher with twenty-nine percent citing the PSE lead teacher and five percent answering that they thought that government were accountable for child wellbeing. The remaining five percent of questionnaires left question three (b) blank. It is interesting when analysing the data that all answers given are of people placed in a senior position in the school hierarchal structure. This could lead us to the possible conclusion that practitioners feel accountability lies with senior leaders in a school and for those in positions of power i.e. governments. However, as the data is anonymous, the roles of the participants completing the questionnaire cannot be determined. There is no way of identifying what percentage of the participants who thought that they were not accountable for child wellbeing were senior leaders, teachers or support staff. If we are to presume that a large percentage are support staff, it can be fully understood why they do not feel accountable and may have cited senior colleagues as accountable as they are not paid a QTS (Qualified teacher Salary) and are not therefore required to adhere to the new Professional Standards for Teaching and Leadership (DCELLS, 2017) as presented in the literature review. Furthermore, Estyn would not directly observe support staff as part of their school inspection, so accountability for teaching and standards; inclusive of child wellbeing within a school system would be placed on teachers and the school senior leadership team to evidence the school's system to support child wellbeing.
If we are to look accountability linked to the UNCRC, as all adults are duty bearers for protecting, upholding and realising the rights of children, accountability is placed on all practitioners despite one's hierarchal position in a school or education system. The literature review recognises how children's rights correlates directly too many of the components that contribute to the ecological wellbeing of children and are explicitly linked to Articles in the Convention.


As I live in a professional world where I work within the framework of the UNCRC, I was consciously aware not to assume that all practitioners had any knowledge and awareness of children's rights. Question's six and seven were aimed at determining participant's knowledge of the Convention and whether they linked it to wellbeing.
Q6. Are you guided by any framework when thinking about child wellbeing?
Figure 1 illustrates that when asked this question, ninety-six percent of participants stated that they were not guided by any framework whilst four percent stated that they were. If participants answered 'yes' to question six, they were asked to expand on their answer.


6b. if yes, please state what framework:
All participants who were invited to complete this question (four percent), provided the same answer, citing Estyn as the framework they were guided by when thinking about child wellbeing. This was unsurprising given the status of Estyn and its significance to the education system in Wales. This supports the literature review which strongly suggests that because of accountability, schools conform to the key questions as set out in Estyn's Common Inspection Framework (2017) of which child wellbeing is one. No participant recognised that the UNCRC could be a framework to support child wellbeing, but to establish participants' awareness of the Convention, question seven directly relates to this.

Q7. Have you ever heard of the UNCIRC (United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child)?
As a closed question, figure 1 illustrates that seventy-nine percent of participants had heard of the UNCRC.  Even though the UNCRC is littered throughout policy documents and is on the forefront of Welsh Government, namely through the Rights of Children and Young Persons (Wales) Measure (2011), my experience of working with schools in my professional capacity, suggests that awareness of the Convention is much lower on average than that identified by this purposive sample. The results from this question can however be somewhat contradicted by the third method of data collected through the summary sheet from the adult questionnaires submitted to Unicef by the school.


This summary sheet from the baseline questionnaire (sample available as Appendix 7.2) collects baseline data from a sample of adults and children in a school as they engage with Unicef' RRS programme. After the data collection for this study, five weeks later, the school submitted their questionnaire summary sheet to me as part of their requirement for working towards RRS Bronze status. The questionnaire helps a school to identify their baseline position and once completed at different stages of their journey, will help them to measure the impact of RRS and evaluate their progress. Additionally, it can serve as a useful tool for a school to set actions as part of their RRS journey based on an analysis of their questionnaire results.


The school identified that out of the fifty-six adults who completed the RRS questionnaire, ninety-eight percent of them did not feel confident to talk to children about their rights (summary sheet; question three). Even though the numbers do not directly correlate, namely as more adults completed the RRS questionnaire than took part in this research, almost all adults stated that they were not confident on the Convention. Whilst the school RRS questionnaire seems to be a contradiction to this research results as a higher percentage of participants stated that they knew about the UNCRC, it must be acknowledged that there is a difference between an awareness and an understanding which neither of these data collection methods can determine.

If participants answered yes to question seven, they were asked to complete part 'b' which asked their thoughts of the UNCRC linked to wellbeing.
Q7b. If yes, do you think the UNCIRC has any relevance to child wellbeing and if so, why?
Seventy-nine percent of participants were invited to complete this question.  Out of that, seventy-four percent left the response blank with twenty-six percent of participants giving an answer. However, most of the responses reiterated that they did think the Convention was important and linked to wellbeing, but failed to give a reason or expand on as to why. The three of the responses with a substantive response were:
'Rights help children to feel safe'.
'The UNCRC is for all children'.
'We should help children to be safe and know their rights'.
Looking at these responses, they explicitly link to Article 2 and Article 19 of the Convention and can be linked to the components of the ecological definition of child wellbeing offered by Unicef (2007) in the literature review.


The final question allowed participants to express any additional thoughts or comments for the researcher. Out of a possible forty-eight responses, four comments were left:

'A thought-provoking questionnaire, thanks'.

'Made me think about wellbeing, not sure if I would have even considered it, we just don't get time to stop and think about it'.
'Thank you — very friendly researcher'.

'l think wellbeing is the most important thing for children, but parents also have a responsibility.

The research questionnaire enabled me to gather quantitative and qualitative data in a way that was effective to the aim of the research and went some way in supporting the need for a change in the content of my future training in Wales. However, there were constraints in the outcome of this data method and weaknesses that questionnaires in general pose, as outlined at the start of this chapter. The results left me pondering over some of the questions and feeling frustrated that I had no opportunity to disaggregate the data or further explore some of the questions. Examples of this include differentiating between participant’s awareness and understanding of the UNCRC, establishing if there was a consistent definition being referred to when participants thought about child wellbeing and further exploring personal accountability and its possible link to the job role and hierarchal structure of the school and education system.


A major advantage of the semi-structured interview is its adaptability. I used the semi-structured interview with the PSE lead teacher as an opportunity to investigate some of my frustrations which supports the work of Bell (2002) "a skilful interviewer can follow up ideas, probe responses and investigate motives and feelings, which the questionnaire can 'never do" (2002, p. 135). As the questionnaires had to be taken on face value, the one-and-a-half-hour interview, allowed me to explore and to some-what clarify some the responses. Of course, there are problems that must be considered with interviews with some already noted in the research design. The biggest problem that I wanted to avoid was bias. As a researcher, I need to be consciously aware of the fact that bias can creep into any research, rather than to try to eliminate it altogether.  Largely because, as Selltiz et. al (1962) forewarns "interviewers are human beings and not machines and their manner may influence the interviewee” (1962, p. 583). As this research was conducted by one researcher, bias may go unnoticed which is why I was aware of the problem and had heightened self-control to conduct the interview as objectively as possible. As I hold strong views and have professional knowledge on the research topic, I had to follow the wording of the questionnaire in a conscious attempt not impose my frustrations, thoughts and feelings onto the interviewee. During the interview, I remained impartial when conversation digressed slightly which can be expected as part of 'encounter' interview (Cohen et al., 2011).  Before I conducted the interview, I became consciously aware of the potential risk that the interviewee could be bias and possibly defensive of the questionnaire results to try and provide answers that were deemed correct. This is consistent with the risks that Borg (1981) identifies:

Eagerness of the respondent to please the interviewer, a vague antagonism that sometimes arises between interviewer and respondent, or the tendency of the interviewer to seek out the answers that support his preconceived notions are but few of the factors that may contribute to biasing of data obtained from the interview. These factors are called response effect by survey researchers.
(Borg, 1981, p. 87)
After some initial pleasantries, I re-iterated the purpose of the research, stating the interviewee's right to withdraw and issues around confidentiality and anonymity. The interviewee was told that the interview would be used in conjunction with the other data collection methods to help synthesize and interpret the findings. The interviewee was told that they were not being judged or tested on the answers provided and they would face no receive no benefit or prejudice if they chose to take part. The interview flowed well for the duration and promptly ended after the allocated hour-and-a half session. This allowed the interviewee to have lunch onsite before returning to teaching commitments. The date, time and location were chosen by the interviewee to ensure comfort and ease. The discussion largely remained on topic and the questionnaire was discussed in sequential order. From the interview with the PSE teacher much of the evidence extracted aligns with what has already been discussed in this chapter. When focusing on the frustrations I felt following the questionnaire, a summary of the additional points that the PSE lead teacher noted are outlined below in key themes.


Definition of child wellbeing
The interviewee confirmed that the school has not published a universally agreed definition for child wellbeing amongst staff.  However, teaching staff would be more aware of Estyn's; Common Inspection Framework (Estyn, 2017) and conform to the expected requirements.  The interviewee also highlighted that teaching staff would be more aware of the school development plan and self-evaluation process. The interviewee confirmed that wellbeing is noted as a whole-school priority in the school development plan and that staff are grouped in cross-phase teams to look at one area of the school development plan and work together to set actions and monitor its progress. The school has engaged with Unicef's RRS programme as an action under the wellbeing priority area and it is hoped that a rights-based approach will bring about a consistent approach to supporting children and their wellbeing. Teaching staff have designated time through compulsory staff twilight sessions to work on this and therefore have heightened awareness of the importance of wellbeing and its impact on learning. This was supported by the questionnaires.
Accountability
As noted earlier in the findings, there is no way to disaggregate the role of the participants against who did not feel personally accountable for child wellbeing. There are a high percentage of support staff in the school who are not required to conform to the Professional Standards for Teaching and Leadership (DCELLS, 2017) and are there primarily to support the teacher. The interviewee felt that many of the respondents were support staff who would undoubtedly not feel accountable for the systems and practices that are adopted within school. As wellbeing is a whole-school priority, respondents may have taken a literal approach to answering the question and feel accountability lies with the member of staff with a TLR (Teaching and Learning Responsibility) for the priority area i.e. PSE lead teacher for wellbeing. Due to the ever-growing accountability systems being placed on school through Estyn inspections, local authority monitoring and regional consortia, participants may also ultimately direct accountability to the senior leadership team. This was supported to some extent by the limited number of participants who answered question three (b).

UNCRC
The interviewee felt strongly that there is a good whole school awareness of the UNCRC which was supported by the questionnaire. As discussed earlier, the lead teacher noted the difference between an awareness and an understanding. As Wales is amid a curriculum reform, staff have received information and attended whole staff twilight meetings where the four core purposes of the new curriculum; Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015) has been discussed. As Success Futures (Donaldson, 2015) makes explicit reference to the Convention playing a pivotal role in supporting the purposes of the new curriculum, the interviewee believes that there is a heightened awareness and 'buzz' around children's rights. The questionnaire cannot determine to what extent participants understand the Convention or the rights enshrined within it, but the interviewee summarised that this is a developmental area in the school. This need is supported by the low percentage of adults in the school who do not feel confident to talk to children about their rights; identified in the RRS adult questionnaire.


The findings from my data collection methods enabled me to successfully explore adults’ perception of wellbeing from the purposive sample used. There were many successes in the chosen data collection methods outlined throughout this chapter.   However, the research has left me with frustrations and wanting to further explore some of the findings to gain a more comprehensive understanding of these initial findings. The impact of this research has enabled the school to have a clear baseline for their work on children's rights as they progress through the RRS programme. With future support from me in my professional capacity, the school can see how a rights-based approach can be used as a framework to support child wellbeing through using a consistent universal language that makes sense to the child. Furthermore, this will help the wider educational audience as the school will work collaboratively with other schools through engagement in a RRS PLC’s (professional learning community).  During these PLC meetings, the school will have the opportunity to share best practice on children's rights and evidence how it supports wider school priorities including child wellbeing.  



























Chapter 5.	Conclusion and Recommendations


This research study has explored adults’ perception of child wellbeing through a triangulation of data collection methods.  By analysing the results from anonymous questionnaires and evidence extracted from the semi-structured interview, I have drawn out some key themes which will help to inform my professional practice.


Undertaking this study has enabled me to formalise my thinking and begin to explore child wellbeing as it continues to gain momentum in Wales; presented in the literature review.  From informal discussions that I was having with delegates during training, I knew that there was a trend emerging to indicate the inconsistency around the concept of child wellbeing linked with the accountability for it.  Although not conclusive through these results, this study goes some way to support my hypothesis and has allowed me to gain an insight into the varied perspectives of adults working with children and young people in a school setting.  As identified in the results, adults have heard of child wellbeing, do think that it is important and feel it impacts on individual learning.  However, there are inconsistencies about the characteristics that make up child wellbeing, with the most popular one; happiness, more difficult to measure as it constitutes subjective wellbeing.


A further surprise in the results was the percentage of participants who didn’t feel personally accountable for child wellbeing.  The literature review presented the rapid growth and importance being placed on distributed accountability at all levels in the school system, so this result was not expected.  Related to this was the awareness of the UNCRC and whether participants could identify any link between the Convention and child wellbeing.  Given that the welsh government litter their policies with the UNCRC, and that the UK ratified this convention over two decades ago, it is fair to say that I remain perplexed at the number of professionals who work with children and young people and have no idea of the Convention’s existence.  As the results cannot be disaggregated, I am unable to conclude the job role or teaching experience of the participants that had heard of the UNCRC.  This was again a frustration and has sparked an initial thought on whether there is a need for an introductory training course solely on the UNCRC which could be offered as part of the regional training menu.


The results have supported the aim of the research enough for it to inform my professional practice and propose changes to the content of the training I deliver across Wales.  As outlined in the introduction, the current content introduces the Convention but primarily focuses on practical ideas for delegates to understand how it can support their current practice.  A lot of time is spent explaining to delegates how articles are implicit in school life and demonstrating how through the RRS programme, articles can be made explicit both in policy and practice to bring about a whole school awareness and commitment to children`s rights.  Following on from this research, I intend to design content for future training which explores the definition of child wellbeing, supports participants to look at the characteristics that make up wellbeing, the difference between ecological and subjective wellbeing and more importantly how the values and principles of the UNCRC can be used as a shared framework to support child wellbeing. Furthermore, I aim to develop content which introduces the language of children as `rights holders` and adults as `duty bearers` for the Convention.  Linked with this, I will aim to address the accountability of children`s rights linked to wellbeing by using frameworks such as the Common Inspection Framework (Estyn, 2017), Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015) curriculum and the revised Professional Standards for Teaching and Leadership (DCELLS, 2017) to address distributed accountability.


Although these frameworks are specific to Wales, I will be sharing them with the Unicef UK team as the RRS programme has presence across all four jurisdictions of the UK.  It would be interesting for the RRS team to explore the similarities and differences in perceptions of adults in their region to determine if the need for extended content is required.  Furthermore, this research has promoted me to begin to explore the need for an introductory child rights training course which could be offered universally to all schools in the UK.  Whilst, this thought is in its infancy, this research has taken me out of my professional world and allowed me to gain an insight into the lack of understanding by professionals on how the Convention can be used as a framework to support who school development beyond school`s who are already engaged with RRS.


Recommendations

Following on from the findings and discussions, there are several recommendations that I propose to develop this research:


· Referring to the work of Yin (2009), there are limitations when working with a single-case study which limits the strength of the conclusion.  Adopting a multi-case study could add validity to the initial results of this research.  Replicating this single-case study with more than one school would allow me to provide analytical conclusions drawn from more than one source.  If the findings form a replicated multiple-case study contradicts this research, then that would be a powerful conclusion and would allow for further research opportunities.  
· Moving away from exploratory research, a recommendation is to undertake a comparative study where adults’ perceptions could be gathered using participants from a range of schools at different progression stages of the RRS programme.  This would enable the research to explore if perceptions change or develop as the UNCRC becomes embedded into a school’s ethos and culture; in policy and practice.
· Whilst there were many strengths in the data collection methods used, I recommend reviewing the questionnaire to carefully re-word some of the questions to allow for less subjective interpretation.  The questions also need to be reviewed to ensure they capture what is intended i.e. gaining participants general awareness or to what extent they understand.  Furthermore, I would recommend asking some of the questions twice, in two different ways, so comparative data could be drawn from the results.
· Purposive sampling was somewhat effective in this study as the research aim was to explore adults’ perception.  However, there is a scope to disaggregate this and look at the perceptions of adult`s in different hierarchal positions in the school system.  By doing this, the results would be more reliable, and the content of future training could be tailored to suit the role of the delegates i.e. the accountability on headteacher`s, teachers, governors and support staff.


With the imminent curriculum reform, the recent review of Estyn, the ever-changing policy arena and the heightened awareness of child wellbeing, this is an exciting time for Wales.  If the change in my training content is evaluated and successfully meets the developmental needs of teachers, it could prove transformational.  If linked successfully to some of the priority frameworks noted above, the appetite for this training could be extended much further than just RRS schools.  If this research is the start to such a potential change, I am forever grateful.
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7.1	Rights Respecting Schools Award (RRS); leaflet.

7.2	RRS summary sheet; adult questionnaires 

7.3	RRS school evaluation 

7.4	Research questionnaire: Child Wellbeing; what does it mean to you?

7.5 	UWTSD, Approved Ethics form (E1) 


Sales	
1 (not at all)	2	3	4	5 (extremely)	0.0	0.0	0.0	0.0	100.0	

Sales	
1 (not at all)	2	3	4	5 (extremely)	0.0	0.0	0.0	6.0	94.0	

Yes	
Q1.	Q3.	Q6.	Q7. 	100.0	54.0	4.0	79.0	No	
Q1.	Q3.	Q6.	Q7. 	0.0	46.0	96.0	21.0	



No. of characteristics identified by participants (%)	
One 	Two 	Three 	Four 	Five 	100.0	100.0	96.0	44.0	4.0	



Happiness 	
Characteristic One	Characteristic Two	Characteristic Three	Characteristic Four 	Characteristic Five 	42.0	Safe	
Characteristic One	Characteristic Two	Characteristic Three	Characteristic Four 	Characteristic Five 	36.0	Healthy 	
Characteristic One	Characteristic Two	Characteristic Three	Characteristic Four 	Characteristic Five 	30.0	Protection 	
Characteristic One	Characteristic Two	Characteristic Three	Characteristic Four 	Characteristic Five 	8.0	Other 	
Characteristic One	Characteristic Two	Characteristic Three	Characteristic Four 	Characteristic Five 	8.0	12.0	16.0	13.0	2.0	
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