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Abstract
This research project arose from the concern tbhbas are increasingly being
asked to address issues of violence. The focuthefstudy is to evaluate the
effectiveness ofowards a Non-Violent Society: Checkpoints For 8th@/arnava,
2000) as an intervention strategy in supporting young pteecand schools in
promoting non-violence. The longitudinal study ¥&ar) built on the UK-001
CONNECT project funded by the European Union in clihCheckpointswas
selected for evaluation as part of ongoing worktie) to violence in schools (see
www.gold.ac.uk/connelt The work also builds on a range of small scalet p
studies across the country wh&keckpointdhad been used as an intervention. The
research design focused on a test/retest desigiving baseline measures utilizing
the My Life in Schools ChecklistArora, 1987); theStrengths and Difficulties
Questionnaire(Goodman, 1999) and qualitative case study datduding semi-
structured interviews, diaries, observations, andudhentary evidence. Schools
were selected through previous involvement with kwan anti-bullying. The
guantitative results suggest th@&heckpoints For School¢Varnava, 2000) is
successfully addressing overt behaviours suchttisdqitripping or shouting, but is
less successful in influencing emotions and inteqracesses such as feeling
unhappy. The qualitative data also suggests@hatkpoints for School¥arnava,
2000) acts as a springboard for action on pracigsiies such as self-auditing,
raising and increasing self-awareness. Analysib®fcase study data suggests three
models that illustrate the process of a schooBsdinessto implement an
intervention: the Circular Model, the Corkscrew déb and the String Model.
Further systematic evaluation of the interventi@en necessary to consider its
effectiveness in the long term.

Key Objectives

This study aimed to support the development of a safe environmenafomig and
teaching in a group of schools and to evaluate the effectiveneSheakpointsin
supporting children, young people and schools in promoting non-violence. More
specifically, the key aims were:

» to evaluateCheckpointsas an intervention strategy - to create new momentum
to carry schools further forward in their own practice on the atéolu of
violence;

* to integrateCheckpointsinto current initiatives such as the development of
Citizenship and PSHE, healthy school and teaching and learning policies;

* tointroduceCheckpointsas a whole school initiative in a cluster of schools;

» to describe howCheckpointss successful in effecting change.

Definition
For the purposes of this study, the following definition was used:

“...behaviour which causes physical or psychological ha(™érnava,
2000, pi).



Resear ch Design

The research design comprised of quantitative and qualitative elements.

Quantitative: Two group pre-test, post-test design. Study schools received the
interventionCheckpoints For School®/arnava, 2000) an€heckpoints For Young
People (Varnava, 2002); control schools received the intervention after gsist-t
measures had been administered.

Qualitative: Study schools were invited to implement and @eeckpointsin an
unspecified way in accordance with their current view of bullyimdj\aolence in their
school and the process was documented using documentary evidence,wstervie
diaries, observations and questionnaires.

Sample: Twelve Birmingham schools; seven primary, four secondary andpewal
school.

Participants: Year 6 and Year 7 children and young people in seven study schools

(N =560) and 5 control schools (N = 674).

Quantitative Measures. Pre- and post-test baseline measures were selected on the
basis of considering the impact of the intervention on tangible aggrdsshaviour

and internal emotional well-being. Ty Life in School CheckligArora, 1987), a
40-item self-completion questionnaire, was employed in secondary schndl a
primary version consisting of 39-items was employed in prinsahools to measure
elements of behaviour such as bullying and overtly aggressive behaviboe
guestionnaire consists of a mix of positive items, suclAamther pupil was very
nice to me”and negative items, such &another pupil tried to make me give them
money” describing bullying behaviour, friendly behaviour and aggressive behaviour.
Participants were asked to indicate whether they had experidreéehaviour in the
last week eithemot at all”, “only once” or “more than once” The checklist enables

a Bullying Index to be calculated for each school on the basiseofollowing six
items: “Tried to kick me”, “Threatened to hurt me”, “Demanded money from me”,
“Tried to hurt me”, “Tried to hit me”and“Tried to break something that belonged to
me” to gauge the extent of bullying and aggressive behaviour in the schaol a
particular point in time.

The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnai&oodman, 1999), a 25-item self-
completion questionnaire, was employed to measure children and young'peopl
behaviours, emotions and relationships. The 25 items can be sub-divided into 5 scales
of 5 items each as shown below:

Hyperactivity Scale: “lI am restless. | cannot stay still for long”, “ | am constantly
squirming”, “I am easily distracted; | find it extremely diffitttb concentrate”, “I
think before | do thingsand*l finish the work | am doing. My attention is goad”
Emotional Symptoms Scale: “I get a lot of headaches, stomach-aches or sickness”,
“I worry a lot”, “I am often unhappy, down-hearted or tearful”, “I am nervous i
new situations. | easily lose confidencahd “I have many fears; | am easily
scared”.

Conduct Problems Scale: “I get very angry and often lose my temper”, “I usually do
as | am told”, “I fight a lot. | can make other people do what | wafit’am often
accused of lying or cheatingind*| take things that are not mine from home, school
or elsewhere”.

Peer problems scale: “I am usually on my own. | generally play alone or keep to
myself”, “I have one good friend or more”, “Other people my age generally like me”,



“Other children or young people pick on me or bully ngeid“l get on better with
adults than with people my own age”.

Prosocial scale: “I try to be nice to other people. | care about their feelingsr’, “
usually share with others (food, games, pens, etc)”, “I am helpful if somednat,
upset or feeling ill”, “I am kind to younger childrendnd*l often volunteer to help
others (parents, teachers, children)”.

Participants were asked to indicaiot True”, “Somewhat True’or Certainly True”
for each behaviour for the last six months.

Qualitative Measures

In-depth case study data was collected from the seven stimplscincluding
documentary evidence, semi-structured interviews, diaries, olsesvatand
guestionnaires with headteachers, middle managers, children and young people.

Key Findings

Quantitative data was unavailable for two of the study schooldsatiterefore not
reported. Of the remaining five study schools, analysis ofMizelife in School
Checklist(Arora, 1987) data revealed that two primary and two secondapplsc
experienced a significant reduction in levels of bullying andesgive behaviour, and
one primary school experienced an insignificant increase. Oiviaedntrol schools,
one primary experienced a significant increase in bullyingamutessive behaviours
and one primary experienced a significant reduction. For the mamgahree control
schools, one primary and one secondary experienced an insignificardasandre
bullying and aggressive behaviours and one primary experienced no chiamggsis
of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaif@®oodman, 1999) data suggests that in
one study secondary school there was a significant decreasgative behaviours,
emotions and relationships overall. In all other schools, study and ¢omasllts
were insignificant. Analysis of the sub-scales, hypersertgit@motional symptoms,
conduct problems and peer problems, revealed that of the study psomayls there
was a significant increase in the experience of difficult behasi on the
hypersensitivity subscale for one school, a significant decreastheorconduct
problems subscale for another school and a significant decrease meethgroblems
subscale for a third school. Of the study secondary schools, Wasra significant
decrease in the experience of difficult behaviours on the hypmstiséy, emotional
symptoms and peer problems sub-scales for one school and on the pesmgrobl
subscale for a second school. Of the control schools, there wgisfecant decrease
on the hypersensitivity subscale for one primary school only.

Of the seven study schools, two schools chose not to implement tivemign. Of
the remaining five schools, a variety of approaches were adopted:

* Two schools introduce@€heckpoints For Schoolgs an additional initiative
and usedCheckpoints For Young Peopteer a series of lessons addressing
oneCheckpointt a time;

* One school introduce@heckpoints For Schoobss an extension of the School
Development Plan and did not uSkeckpoints For Young People

* One school introduce@heckpoints for Schoobkss an additional initiative and
used Checkpoints For Young Peopl|m one lesson addressing all the
Checkpointdogether;



* One school did not introdug&heckpoints For Schoobnd usedCheckpoints
For Young Peoplen one/two lessons addressing all @geckpointdogether.

Evaluation of Checkpointsfor Schools as an I ntervention Strategy
In consideration of the quantitative results the researchers wé&aldolihighlight a
number of limitations of the study:

» conducting the study within a relatively short cycle;

* the suitability of the baseline measures to measure thetiedieess of the
intervention;

» the different approaches of each school to the implementation of the
intervention;

» other interventions and initiatives that schools were involved in thdd cou
have had an impact on bullying and violent behaviour.

That said, the analysis of the results from ki Life in School CheckligtArora,
1987) suggests th&heckpoints For School¥/arnava, 2000) had a positive impact
on bullying and aggressive behaviours in the study schools; with thptiexcef one
study school, all Bullying Indices have reduced at post-test. Whilst tlyidendue to
the impact ofCheckpoints For School@/arnava, 2000), it should be noted that,
according to Arora and Thompson (1987), there are seasonal variati@vels of
bullying, with rates often higher in the Autumn term (pre-testil lower in the
Summer Term (post-test). Whilst it might have been preferabldminister the
measures at the same time in the academic year, this hwawgdpresented problems
with the Year 6 cohort who would have made the transition from pris@rgol to
secondary school by the time of the administration of the post-@émiown measure.
Future research might consider recruiting Year 5 and Year 7 gapilse study with
the post-intervention measures being carried out in Year 6 and Year 8 respectivel

Despite one school introducinGheckpoints For Schoolévarnava, 2000) as an
extension of their School Development Plan and uSimgckpoints For Young People
(Varnava, 2002) with Year 6 over a series of lessons, takinGbeekpointat a time,
the rates of bullying and aggressive behaviours increased betweeeangrpost-test.
Whilst this rise is statistically insignificant, it is netreeless interesting as the data
does not present any obvious reason for this rise in incidence. Gatethis school
implementedCheckpointsas an intervention these results highlight the need for
further investigation. One possible explanation for these resuttgisduring the
period between the administration of the pre- and post-intervention regasoe
Iragi War broke out. Indeed, one Headteacher reported observing an entgreas
physical war play in the playground.

With regard to the control schools, levels of bullying and aggrebsiwaviours have
significantly increased for one school and significantly decrefsednother. This
decrease could be explained in terms of seasonal variations outlbwack; a
alternatively, it could be that this control school was involved invides or
initiatives other thaitCheckpoints For Schoo(¥arnava, 2000) that had an impact on
the levels of bullying and aggressive behaviours. The design ofdkentrstudy did
not include interviews with control schools. On reflection, it would Heaen helpful

to conduct follow up interviews with the control schools at the end ottty to



ascertain what activities and initiatives they had been engagkding the academic
year in order to explain the findings.

On the other hand, the results are less clear forStinengths and Difficulties
Questionnairg(Goodman, 1999) suggesting tlzheckpoints For School&/arnava,
2000) has had little impact on young people’s behaviours, emotions atiohsgs.
Only one study school experienced a significant decreasegatine behaviours,
emotions and relationships overall. One possible explanation for tthiatisn this
school, emphasis is placed on the training of young people in terhfis ahd peer
counselling, and this provides an opportunity for both peer supporters in tefms
increased self-confidence, a sense of responsibility and a lbbefthey are
contributing positively to the school community, and users of the sarvieems of
feeling that the school is a ‘caring school’ (Cowie and Wall&9)00). When each
behaviour is taken separately (that is, Hypersensitivity, Emadti@ymnptoms,
Conduct Problems and Peer Problems), of the study primary schoaddsishar
significant increase on the Hypersensitivity subscale for chead, a significant
decrease on the Conduct Problems subscale for another school andfieastgni
decrease on the Peer Problems subscale for a third school. Stidyesecondary
schools, there is a significant decrease on the Hypersensikwiytional Symptoms
and Peer Problems sub-scales for one school and on the Peer Prothiscasesor a
second school. Of the control schools, there is a significant decrashe
Hypersensitivity subscale for one school only. In general, one possibl@nation
for these results is that whil§theckpoints For Schoold/arnava, 2000) may have
helped reduce externally experienced negative bullying and aggrésdiaviours as
measured by thkly Life In Schools Checkligirora, 1987), it may not be addressing
the more subtle, internally experienced behaviours as measured 3tyahgths and
Difficulties QuestionnairdGoodman, 1999). Bearing in mind the four limitations
outlined above, in particular the suitability of the baseline nreasito measure the
effectiveness of an intervention and the different approaches bfseaool to the
implementation of the intervention, this suggests to the author€tieakpoints For
Schools(Varnava, 2000) is successfully addressing overt behaviours, sucttiag, hi
tripping or shouting, but is less successful in influencing emotams internal
processes such as feeling unhappy or distracted or having Fefser longitudinal
work, therefore, needs to be conducted to consider the impachexkpointson
emotions and internal processes. This would need to involve the design and
development of a specific evaluation tool for measuring the efficaChetkpoints

Furthermore, analysis of the qualitative data suggestCthatkpoints For Schools
(Varnava, 2000) acts as a springboard for action on practical issgbsas self-
auditing and raising and increasing self-awareness:

“It provided the focus for the work on non-violence. It was alsoulisef
refer back to the documentation for self-evaluation throughout the year”
(Headteacher)

However, whilst the qualitative data suggests Gla¢ckpointsachieves two out
of three of its main functions, that is, raising awareness antitatiog
institutional self-audit, it failed to achieve the third in terms of offegnglance:



“We moved to doing our own development of behaviour as we felt
there was no back up once the audit was dqriadteacher)

Evaluation of the process of implementing Checkpoints For Schools

In considering the case study data in terms of cultural, maahged organisational
factors that either impede or facilitate implementation, theedaapproaches to the
introduction and, in some cases, the integratioGlwckpointoffer a unique insight
into the process of change in termsreédiness Qualitative analysis of the case
study data generated three models that help to further our undergtaidthe
process ofreadinessto implement an intervention: the Circular Model, the
Corkscrew Model and the String Model (see Figure 1).

The Circular Model reflects an organisation that is self-aware and responsie a
operates from a clearly focused rationale. The school is@blgotitise its course of
action and is aware of the need for constant review and evalwdtnactice. The
culture in the school could be characterized as democratic dttua on children’s
participation in decision making. The school recognizes the negatns=quences
of not addressing the issues of bullying and violence and is cordrtotte process
of change. The school has an internal locus of control. A schodtogefrom this
model ofreadinessis likely to implement botifCheckpoints For Schoold/arnava,
2000) andCheckpoints For Young Peop{®arnava, 2002) as an extension of the
School Development Plan.

The Corkscrew Modd reflects an organisational culture that fluctuates. The school i
sometimes able to identify action through self-reflection butatti®n is not always
clearly focused. The culture in the school could be characterizpdagmatic with
some emphasis on children’s participation. Whilst the school acknowledges
existence of bullying and violence, takes ownership of the probledhjdemtifies
some of the negative aspects of its presence, it is ambident committing to the
process of change. The school has a locus of control that flichetigeen external
and internal input. A school operating from this modeieaidinesss likely to either
feel complacent about the issue of violence or to feel ambivalbentt implementing
Checkpoints.

The String Moddl reflects a fragile organisational culture. The school hagelin
self-evaluation and experiences difficulty in identifying aacleourse of action. The
culture in the school could be characterized as strategic wtithdmphasis on the
children’s participation. The school is not yet sensitive to the bullying and violence
experienced by their children and young people; however, otherbenayare of a
problem, for example, parents or the wider community. The schoolnhasternal
locus of control. A school operating from this model of readinesaslikely to have
much success with implementi@peckpoings.

In considering the road to readiness (see Figure 2) the modélgght a spectrum
where a learning network and support either provides protection or prqutesesre.
Notwithstanding the different kinds of schools, the balance betweemaixt&nd
internal locus of control varies according to the conditions pertinent to each individual
school. A school’s readiness to change, therefore, will be dependenthepextent

to which the key elements defined in the three models will sugprihtroduction of

an intervention and whether children, young people and staff are emgoteere



Figure 1: Readinessnodels
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Key Characteristics

Circular Model

The school clearly articulates its educational vision

The school ethos is explicit through all areas of school life

Emphasis is placed on children's participation and empowerment

Emphasis on the wider curriculum and emotional Iteracy

Places value in children's social time outgide the classroom to enhance leaming
across the school day

A responsive and reflexive leadership and management styla

The school displays good knowledge of its strangths and weaknesses and can

prioritise targets

Strives for consistency betwaan behaviour policy and practice

An emphasis on communication and dynamic relationships with children, staff,

parents, governors and the wider community

Training and development is linked to the school review process

The school rationalises and selects from initiatives at both national and local level

Corkscrew Model

The school shares its aducational vision

The school ethos not always made explicit

Emphasis is placed on children's participation

Emphasis on the wider curriculum and emotional literacy

An absence of supportive strategles that value children's time outside the
classroom

A pragmatic "Quick fix" style of managemeant

The behaviour poficy facilitates the review of practice

An emphasis on communication with some evidence of parental support and
community links

Training as a mechanism for change and self-reflection

The school selacts from initiatives at both national and local leve!

String Model

The schoaol has difficulty In articulating Its educational vision

The school ethos is not explicit

Emphasis Is placed on academic achiavement and the farmal curriculum

Lite emphasis is placed on the supportive strategies that value children's time
outside the classroom

A strategic or autoeratic style of management

Inconsistencies between behaviour policy and practice

Limited evidancea of systems and policies for the managament of pupils and staff

Ineffective communication between staff and professional Isolation

Limited evidence of home/schoollcommunity links

The school has difficulty selacting from initiatives at national and local level and tends

to hecome overloaded




participate meaningfully in its development. This concurs withwtbek of Roffey
(2000), Dusenbury, et al. (1997) and Sammons, et al. (1995) for example.

To summarise therefore, drawing on the models outlined above, sonegalge
conclusions about the core principles that should underpin the succagsfu&tion
of an intervention are identified, such as the importance of undersgjaheimproblem
of violence and aggressive behaviour and ownership of the process of imiateome
of an intervention. Clearly schools operating from within the Circlvadel
experience an internal locus of control that requires lessnakt@put. On the other
hand, schools operating from within the String Model experience ex¢eenal locus
of control and require greater external input to enable effenteels analysis and
evaluation. Sadly, schools that operate within the String Modehast in need of
radical change with the least means at their disposal to achieve this.

In an educational culture where schools are bombarded with inifateaglinessand

the ability to cope with change are crucial for success. h&ugnalysis of cultural
and organisational factors that promote greater understanding aedmidet
readinessare crucial in order to move beyond a reactive model of chandeeqatt

of the organisation towards a model of change that is meaningful, oegahreflects
the needs of the children and young people.

The case study analyses highlight the strengths and limitatfoinsplementing the
interventionCheckpoints For Schoo(¥arnava, 2000) and its impact on behaviour in
school. In describing the process of implementing the interventibiasitbeen
possible to suggest a modelrebdinessand emphasize the key factors that enhance
or impede success. Further systematic evaluatioiChckpoints For Schools
(Varnava, 2000) an@heckpoints For Young Peopl€¢arnava, 2002) is necessary to
consider its effectiveness in the long term.



Figure 2: The role of the LEA
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