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Inclusive educational leadership to establish a co-operative school cluster? Exploring perspectives and making links with Leadership for Learning
One remarkable feature of the contemporary school landscape in England is the number of schools that have chosen the co-operative framework to shape their work and relationships. When a group of schools decides to become a coop-operative trust, leadership challenges arise both in the process of establishing an inclusive collaborative cluster and in living out co-operative values. To add to the limited literature on co-operative school leadership, a study in a school cluster trust explored headteachers’, governors’ and teachers’ perspectives and beliefs through interviews, group discussions and questionnaires. These data sources revealed some of the motivations for, benefits of, and strategies to support inter-school collaboration guided by the co-operative values of democracy, solidarity, equality, equity, self-help and self-responsibility. Importantly, a range of perspectives on the extent to which leadership was viewed as, and appeared to be, an inclusive practice undertaken by all members of the cluster was identified. A particular contribution of this work is that it exemplifies resonances between the values and principles of the co-operative movement and those of the Leadership for Learning framework.  Since these two models are being increasingly adopted and integrated into a variety of educational settings, the research findings may inform leadership practice more widely.
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Introduction
The contemporary school landscape in England is one of great diversity and fluidity, a situation that accentuates the importance of educational leadership in responding to multiple challenges and shaping the future. Both reactive and proactive leadership are integral to school leaders’ everyday and strategic actions, and tensions frequently arise: what may be expedient, expected and easy in the short term may prove problematic in the longer term; choices sometimes have to be made between pragmatic and principled options. Decision-making in education, as in many other spheres, is rarely straightforward and is often influenced by values that may or may not be explicit. The research reported in this article looks at leadership in a particular context – a cluster of eight schools in England working together under the auspices of the co-operative movement – but the insights revealed and issues raised are likely to have wider resonance. 
Forming and developing a collaborative group of schools requires leadership at all levels, and it might be expected that the process of doing so would reflect inclusive co-operative values. Whilst there is a considerable, and growing, body of research into co-operative schools (for example Facer, Thorpe and Shaw 2012; Arnold, 2013; Coates, 2015; Woodin, 2015; Dennis, 2018), very little of it as yet focuses on leadership; this paucity was a key motivation for this research. The study investigated headteachers’, teachers’ and governors’ perceptions and beliefs about leadership in the eight schools, and considered the alignment of reported practice with underlying values. The close resonance between co-operative values and Leadership for Learning (LfL) principles (MacBeath and Dempster, 2009) prompted use of the LfL model as the theoretical framework for the research.  
In the following section literature is used to provide background to the research - particularly the recent growth of co-operative schools in England, some implications of co-operative values and principles for leadership practices, and an outline of the LfL framework and principles. The discussion of inclusion promoted by co-operative values focuses on leadership practices, organisational culture, and leading for equity. The methods section starts with a statement of research aims and participant details, before elaborating the quantitative and qualitative data gathering and analysis methods. Findings are presented in the next section, where teacher questionnaire data is followed by interview data generated by headteachers and governors, leading to the discussion and final conclusion.
Background Literature and Research
A professed intention of recent governments has been to improve schools by allowing them greater ‘freedom’, reducing the influence of local authorities and opening up possibilities for different forms of school structures and governance. Changes in legislation, guidance and funding have been based largely on neo-liberal policies promoting competition and marketization (Ball, 2013). The introduction of academies, academy chains, trusts and free schools has been especially significant, particularly perhaps because of the influence of organisations and individuals not traditionally associated with state education. 
In this dynamic environment co-operative schools have emerged and grown rapidly in number, in what Thorpe (2013) has described as ‘a quiet revolution’. The roots of the co-operative movement as it is known today can be traced back 200 years to Robert Owen’s experimental village at New Lanark, where education played a key role. Provision within the 2006 Education and Inspection Act enabled the establishment of the first co-operative school trust in 2008 – at Reddish Vale in Stockport (Arnold, 2013; Simpson 2015). The number of co-operative schools grew rapidly, and even though the creation of multi-academy trusts saw a decline in overall numbers to around 600 in 2019, co-operative schools are the second most prolific type of school in England after church schools (Woodin, 2019). The development and expansion of the co-operative model of schooling in England have been well documented (see for example Facer et al., 2012; Thorpe, 2013; Woodin, 2015; Woodin, 2019; Hextall, 2019). However, there has been limited research into the leadership of co-operative schools.
Any new configuration of schools presents challenges to those who lead them. For a newly created group of co-operative schools in particular, leadership challenges arise both in the process of establishing an inclusive collaborative trust and in living out the co-operative values (Davidge, 2013; Coates, 2015). Structures, practices and relationships either have to be fashioned from existing ones or invented. When schools espouse a particular philosophy there is an expectation that leadership actions and outcomes are consistent with that philosophy. Co-operative schools ‘sign up’ to a set of values, as set out by the international overarching organisation in its ‘Statement on the Co-operative Identity’:
Co-operatives are based on the values of self-help, self-responsibility, democracy, equality, equity and solidarity. In the tradition of their founders, co-operative members believe in the ethical values of honesty, openness, social responsibility and caring for others. (International Co-operative Alliance, 1995)
Whilst the widespread and explicit alignment of schools in England with co-operativism is recent, the values are broadly similar to those that have been embraced by many schools for many years. This makes their adoption perhaps both unsurprising, and also in some respects problematic. As Woodin commented ‘Co-operative values and principles are wide ranging and open to varying interpretations’ (2012, 333-4). The fact that different meanings and practices can be attached to the same nominal values may be behind Coates’ (2015) report of a school senior manager who believed that becoming a co-operative trust academy would make absolutely no difference. Nevertheless, co-operative values provide a framework to guide discussion, decisions and actions, and promote inclusivity especially through the emphases on democracy, equality, equity, solidarity, openness, social responsibility and caring for others. 
The interpretation of inclusion adopted here is of a broad concept that embraces diversity and is concerned with increasing participation by eliminating social exclusion on whatever grounds (UNESCO, 2001; Ainscow and Sandill, 2010; Booth and Ainscow, 2011). In a school setting inclusion is about enabling everyone – pupils, teachers, school leaders, parents and community members – to participate as fully as possible and to exercise agency in all aspects of school life.
Much research on educational leadership stresses the importance of shared moral values (for example Sergiovanni, 1992, 2007; Fullan, 2003; Gunter, 2006; MacBeath and Dempster, 2009; Starratt, 2012) particularly in relation to inclusive practices (Riehl, 2000). The ‘Index for Inclusion’ (Booth and Ainscow, 2011) is a comprehensive framework for evaluating and developing inclusive practices, and is explicitly a values-based approach, clearly and closely resonating with co-operative values. Through a systematic review of the effectiveness of school-level actions for promoting participation Dyson, Howes and Roberts (2002) identify the importance of shared inclusive values and of what they term ‘inclusive cultures’.
Organisational cultures, conditions and context are common strands in studies of educational leadership, emphasising the situated nature of leadership. School leaders both operate within established cultures and existing contexts that influence the effect of actions, and – consciously or unconsciously – change the culture of their schools through their actions. Ainscow and Sandill (2010) considered the role of organisational culture and leadership in developing inclusive education systems, and pointed to many organisational and cultural factors. These included shared values, distributed leadership, networking, and social relationships – themes common to much of the research on educational leadership. They concluded that inclusive practice is about social learning processes and emphasised the importance of discussion and the development of a common language.
In their review, Ward and colleagues (2015, 340) identified three possible approaches to leadership for equity but concluded that given the pervasiveness of neo-liberal values the only possible one is ‘transforming dialogue’. The particular examples given – of a school council influencing pupils’ dress code and library lunchtime access, and of primary school children planning playtime to avoid potential problems – are open to critique as being fairly superficial and adult directed forms of pupils participation; nevertheless the notion of developing collective wisdom through transformational language practices resonates with other research about educational dialogue (for example Gunnlaugson, 2006; Mercer, 2019).  
Many of the educational leadership themes and issues discussed above can be identified in the LfL framework that was developed through an international research and development project involving 24 schools in seven countries (MacBeath and Dempster, 2009). The project explored understandings of leadership, and of learning, and the connections between educational leadership and learning. It was based on democratic values and conceptions of both leadership and learning as activities that everyone can engage in through exercising agency, regardless of their status or role. The LfL framework emphasises moral purpose, and has five principles for practice (MacBeath and Dempster, 2009). In summary, these are:
Maintaining a focus on learning as an activity – recognising that everyone (not just students) is a learner, that learning is contextual and involves social and emotional processes as well as cognition, and that learning both enables and arises from the exercise of leadership. 
Creating conditions favourable to learning – acknowledging the importance of cultures, as well as physical and social spaces, tools and strategies, and opportunities to reflect.
Creating dialogue about leadership for learning – making practices explicit, developing shared understandings and values, and exploring different perspectives thus promoting leadership for learning.
The sharing of leadership – symbolised in the day-to-day flow of activities, supporting everyone to lead and participate in learning communities, and drawing on expertise across boundaries of role and status.
A shared sense of accountability – with systematic self-evaluation, focusing on evidence and its congruence with core values, a shared approach to internal accountability, recasting external realities in accordance with core values, and attention to sustainability and legacy.
These principles are interrelated and complementary, rather than being independent and mutually exclusive. 
The LfL framework, and the principles in particular, have been adopted and adapted in many contexts around the world (Swaffield, Dempster, Frost and MacBeath, 2014), guiding policy, practice and formative evaluation. The LfL framework resonates very closely with co-operative values: for example LfL’s moral purpose, democratic values, agency and activity are similar to co-operative solidarity, democracy, and self-help - which together with equality, equity and responsibility also relate to LfL principles particularly dialogue, shared leadership and a shared sense of accountability. Similarity between the LfL framework and co-operative values precipitated discussions between the co-operative schools’ and LfL networks, eventually leading to researching leadership in a group of co-operative schools.
Methods
The aims of this research were threefold: to investigate perceptions of leadership in a group of co-operative schools; to consider the alignment of reported leadership practices with espoused values; and to explore resonances between co-operative values and the LfL framework.
The eight schools in this research are located in a small English market town and its immediate surrounding rural area. They are all local authority maintained, had a history of working together by virtue of serving pupils and families in the same locality, and began to explore possible models to formalise the cluster arrangement in order to sustain the collaboration. The co-operative trust model was considered particularly attractive because it is values-driven with mutualism at its heart – a concept that has a strong tradition in the agricultural economy dominant in the area. According to the head of the secondary school, the most compelling consideration for becoming a trust was to cement relationships that were working well and were having a strong impact on the quality of local education and support for families. The existing relationships among the schools were highly valued, but without formal agreements they were considered vulnerable to changes in key personnel. Discussions and consultations to address this concern led to the formation of the co-operative trust in 2011. 
The trust consisted of one secondary phase school (serving pupils aged 11-18 years) and seven primary-phase feeder schools. Four of these were primary schools (for pupils up to the age of 11 years), with two infant schools (for pupils up to 7 years old) and one junior (7-11 years) school, but to avoid identification and unnecessary complexity all are referred to as primary schools in this article. Another local primary school whose pupils also transfer to the secondary school did not initially join the trust, and was not part of this research. The trust board comprises the head and a governor from each of the member schools, along with a representative from each of the community partner organisations that are a feature of cooperative trusts. 
Mixed-method research combining quantitative and qualitative approaches was undertaken. The study was planned in consultation with the headteachers and the cluster co-ordinator (a full-time administrative post), and was also designed to provide them with information useful for the continuing development of the cluster. The co-ordinator acted as gatekeeper and mediated the data gathering arrangements, liaising between the research team and participants. 
Data were gathered from headteachers, teachers and governors of the eight schools in the trust. In total there were 115 teaching staff across all the schools, 61 of whom were employed at the secondary school. All headteachers and teachers were invited to participate, as were the chairs of schools’ governors or their nominees. Three data gathering methods were used: a teacher questionnaire; semi-structured individual interviews with headteachers; and group discussions with governors, and with headteachers following data feedback. The undesirability of withdrawing teachers from their classes or making more demands upon their time, together with the small-scale nature of the project, meant that teachers were not interviewed.
To establish teachers’ perceptions of leadership within the cluster, an existing questionnaire was employed. This has been developed, tested and used in LfL-related projects in the UK and international contexts over more than 15 years (MacBeath et al., 2005; MacBeath and Dempster, 2009; Jull et al., 2014; Swaffield et al., 2014). It provides data about LfL as a broad concept and also about each of the LfL principles separately since the items map onto the five principles – although given the connections among the principles this mapping is indicative rather than exact and exclusive. Using 30 statements about leadership, learning and their interrelationship, and two Likert scales, the questionnaire elicits perceptions about (i) the prevalence of practices in respondents’ school (‘practice’), and (ii) the importance of practices (‘importance’). 
The questionnaire was administered online using the Qualtrics survey software and completed by 81 teachers (representing 70% of potential respondents). Response rates varied among the schools, as did the numbers of teachers in each school. For the primary phase schools total teacher numbers ranged between 6 and 10; in four of the seven schools all teachers completed the questionnaire, in two schools half did, and in the remaining school one-third of the teachers responded. 38 (62%) of the teachers in the much larger secondary school completed the questionnaire. Questionnaire data were analysed descriptively providing percentages for the 30 items by response categories (strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree; and, not important, quite important, very important, crucial). Statements were also ranked for both practice and importance. Analysis was conducted for the trust as a whole, for the secondary school separately and for all the primary schools collectively. Results for individual primary schools are not considered here due to the small numbers of teachers involved (although these data have been shared with each primary school for their own use). For each grouping of respondents, analysis provided information in relation to: 
both scales (practice and importance) separately
differences between the scales (revealing for example practices that were thought important but less common)
 the practice and value of LfL principles.
Headteacher interviews were guided by a semi-structured schedule to explore perspectives and beliefs about co-operative identity, the practical application of co-operative values and principles, the perceived impact on teachers of the schools becoming co-operative, and challenges and dilemmas relating to the leadership of co-operative schools. Five headteachers, including the secondary head, made themselves available for interview. Interviews lasted between 25 minutes and one hour, were audio-recorded and transcribed in full, and transcripts offered to interviewees for validation. Iterative analysis of interview transcripts was independently undertaken by the two authors based on Miles’ and Huberman’s (1994) suggestions for data reduction and display, and Robson’s (2011) guidelines for thematic coding. This was followed by a collaborative review and discussion during which a final set of emerging themes was agreed.
School governors (one from each school) were invited to participate in a group discussion interview shaped by a semi-structured interview schedule that mirrored the schedule used with the headteachers, but from a governor’s perspective. In the event only two governors were able to attend the interview and contribute to the research. As with all data gathering, the arrangements were made through the cluster administrative co-ordinator, and the reasons behind the limited governor participation are unknown. Both governor respondents had been governors of primary schools in the trust since before its foundation, and had participated in meetings for governors of all schools in the trust. At the time of the interview, one was governor of both a primary and the secondary school; the other was chair of governors of another primary school and also had a significant role in the governance arrangements for the whole cluster. The discussion lasted 45 minutes, was audio recorded, transcribed and analysed as for the individual headteacher interviews. 
Anonymised and generic preliminary findings from the questionnaire and interviews were shared and discussed in a meeting with five headteachers (four of whom had been interviewed) and the cluster co-ordinator. This enabled data feedback, validation, checking of interpretations, and elicitation of additional perspectives. The whole of this final meeting was also audio recorded and transcribed. 
Findings
Data are presented below in two sections: firstly teachers’ responses to the questionnaire, and then data from the headteachers’ and governors’ interviews.
Teacher questionnaire responses
The vast majority of teachers (80%) ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly agreed’ that each of the 30 statements in the questionnaire reflected general practice in their school. The highest rated statement of all was ‘Student success is recognised in this school’ (#7), with which all but one of the teachers ‘strongly agreed’ (88%) or ‘agreed’ (11%). On the ‘importance’ scale, there was near unanimity that all the statements were important, with only one or two teachers rating 10 of the statements as ‘not important’. 80% of teachers regarded 23 of the 30 statements as ‘very important’ or ‘crucial’. There was great similarity between the items teachers thought reflected general practice and those that they considered most important; six of the eight items that more than three-quarters of the teachers ‘strongly agreed’ reflected general practice were also among the eight items they thought most important (see Table 1). The pattern of responses for these items by primary and secondary teachers was very similar. Analysing the questionnaire data with reference to the LfL principles indicated that the teachers were clearly focused on learning, with four of the six items they rated highest for both practice and importance relating to Principle 1 (A focus on learning) and Principle 2 (Conditions for learning). Exceptions to this pattern concerned secondary school teachers’ responses on the ‘practice’ scale, where all five principles were represented in their five highest rated ‘practice’ items, and indeed were quite evenly spread throughout.
TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

The six items teachers rated lowest for practice were also among the eight lowest ranked items for importance (see Table 2) – though it should be remembered that most teachers thought all items reflected general practice in their schools and there was near unanimity that all items were important to some degree. The items rated lowest for practice were ‘Teachers consult students about how they can learn together’ (#9) and ‘Teachers plan their teaching together’ (#27), with a similar range of responses from both the secondary and primary phase schools, although joint planning appeared more prevalent among primary than secondary teachers. 

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

On both the practice and importance scales, four of the ten lowest rated items concerned Principle 4 ‘shared leadership’. Teachers tended to ‘agree’ rather than ‘strongly agree’ that all these four items reflected general practice, and to consider them ‘very important’ or ‘quite important’ rather than ‘crucial’. The one ‘shared leadership’ item rated very highly for practice (ranked 2) with 100% of teachers agreeing or strongly agreeing and 79% (both primary and secondary teachers) ‘strongly agreeing’, was ‘Teachers exercise professional judgement in their classroom practice’ (#17). 98% of teachers (both primary and secondary) considered this ‘very important’ or ‘crucial’, with 53% considering it ‘crucial’.
Items that are indicative of ‘inclusive leadership’ include not just the six categorised as ‘shared leadership’ (#1, #6, #16, #17, #20, #23) but also some that relate to the LfL Principles 3 and 4 (dialogue and a shared sense of accountability respectively):
Teachers encourage students to be responsible for their learning (#3)
There is a continuing dialogue about the school’s core purposes (#4)
Teachers consult students about how they can learn best (#9)
Teachers share ideas about teaching approaches with colleagues (#29).
So in total 10 out of the 30 items concern practices relating to inclusive leadership. Teachers’ ratings for seven of these 10 items put them in the low half of ranking (16th – 30th) with teachers ‘agreeing’ rather than ‘strongly agreeing’ that they were general practice in their schools. This suggests that teachers did not consider the practice of leadership to be particularly inclusive; inclusive leadership was also viewed as not particularly important compared with other practices, particularly those focused on learning. 
Interviews with headteachers and governors
The interviews and group discussions with headteachers and governors provided contextual and rich qualitative data that complemented the quantitative data. 
The interviews made it clear that headteachers and governors greatly value the collaboration among their schools, and the formation of the co-operative trust was a deliberate act of leadership to secure and further strengthen valued ways of working. As one head put it “Our overriding consideration was cementing working relationships that were having a strong impact upon the quality of educational experience for young people and the support that you can give to families”.  They had realised that, although working well, the collaboration was potentially fragile and perhaps over-reliant on a few key people; with a number of headteachers approaching retirement the issue of sustainability was heightened. In reviewing the various structural options for the future of the cluster, the co-operative trust model had appealed particularly because its values resonated so closely with those that were already evident in the cluster. 
Initial work to establish the trust involved extensive discussions, a joint meeting of all the governors, and mapping the existing cross-school provision and collaborations. One key early action was a professionally facilitated event for all the schools involving governors, heads, teachers and other stakeholders, to develop a common vision and make shared values explicit. A crucial point of agreement was collective responsibility to the whole community for every child, regardless of the school attended. The trust operates on the basis of one school one vote, regardless of size or type of school - a significant difference from the previous cluster arrangements where the secondary school was clearly the dominant partner. Another key difference is the open sharing of financial and pupil enrolment information. Governors, reflecting on the establishment of the trust, reported that whilst there was strong support for working together there was also an element of suspicion among the primary schools, some of whom were protective of their own identities. The maintenance of individual school identities and autonomy while developing collaborative working is an on-going focus of attention.
One of the leadership challenges in setting up the trust was how to develop established collaborative practices within the new structure. A case in point was the subject meetings, for example for English and maths, that in the original cluster had been organised and led by teachers. Paradoxically, with the formation of the trust the headteachers’ role in these teacher meetings initially became more prominent, as their overview of all cross-school activities facilitated coherence and enabled immediate decision-making. Their knowledge of individuals was another factor, with one head explaining the direct involvement of headteacher colleagues in the subject meetings in terms of being cautious and not wanting to risk the overall cluster trust development: 
If the network doesn't work as well as it should do, that can send ripples through different schools… The risk to wider collaboration across schools on the teacher leadership perspective is not thinking carefully how you put those people together in a room.
Collaborative ways of working developed over time, shaped to some extent by the trust’s development plan. Examples related to enabling the best provision for all pupils regardless of particular school attended, sharing and developing expertise, joint professional learning and support as needed. Shared responsibility for pupils with special educational needs entailed developing protocols directing funding and support across the trust according to pupil need, rather than distributing them through a fixed formula. As one head explained “if I had a very challenging child come to my school it is a case of the support is needed for that child not ‘you have had your allocation that is it’”. Curriculum decisions were also shaped by co-operative values and cross-school discussions, providing support and security to make decisions in the best interests of pupils, resisting alternative pressures. Whole trust working groups and networks - for example on special needs, literacy, numeracy, early years and outdoor learning - support quality education for every pupil by developing common policies across the trust and by increasing professional learning opportunities. Teachers with particular areas of expertise or interest are able to take a lead on something across the trust, which also builds capacity. Professional expertise was audited, making it available for everyone, with all schools able to benefit from an early years specialist or a teacher with a deep understanding of autism, for example.
The auditing and sharing of expertise goes beyond teachers to include teaching assistants, headteachers, governors and parents. Groups and individuals have become resources for the whole trust, not just the specific schools to which they belong. Examples include a teaching assistant who has expertise working with children with cerebral palsy, governors making their expertise, capacity and professional networks available across the trust, and parent associations sharing knowledge about risk assessments and protocols for social media communications. Peer headteacher support is evident through individual contact for particular issues, in other schools taking on bureaucratic tasks for small schools so the heads can focus on teaching and learning, and in a programme of support and challenge undertaken in triads. Groups of three headteachers visit each others’ schools to focus on specific needs and provide feedback to the host. Learning infuses almost all collaborative working activities, and is also deliberately facilitated through joint teacher professional development provision, workshops for governors, and family learning days that also include community partners.  
To summarise, there was a range of perspectives on the extent to which leadership was viewed as, and appeared to be, an inclusive practice undertaken by pupils, teachers, senior leaders and governors of the schools forming the co-operative trust. Nevertheless, the collective shared commitment to each and every pupil in the area was undisputed, and the on-going development of collaborative working across the trust provided many opportunities for recognising, nurturing and utilising everyone’s leadership capacity.  The study also exemplified resonances between co-operative values and principles and those of the LfL framework. 
Discussion
The overriding impression of the cluster co-operative trust given by the headteachers and governors was of a group of educational leaders taking responsibility and using their influence with their colleagues and community to promote everyone’s learning and improve opportunities for all. There was a strong feeling of solidarity through shared interests and common purposes, and a shared sense of accountability for all the children and families in the area whatever their individual needs and whichever school they attend. Equity was pursued for example through the distribution of funds, by each school having a single vote, and fair provision of opportunity for children and teachers. Moral purpose and a desire for justice were evident in their practices. 
Interviews and discussions with headteachers and governors revealed that the motivations for evolving the existing cluster arrangements into a co-operative trust were clearly rooted in a desire to secure and strengthen inclusive collaboration among the schools. The educational leadership and school improvement literature supports claims about the benefits of collaboration among schools (see for example Hopkins, 2007; Muijs, 2010; Hargreaves and Fullan, 2012). Packer (2011, 53), reflecting on his leadership role shaping co-operation among 21 schools, wrote of “the belief that the needs of every child can be met best if a school strategically adopts a co-operative approach”. The schools in this study committed themselves to collaboration within the co-operative framework because they found the values resonated strongly with their existing beliefs and practices. Practice in the cluster is infused with co-operative values through an inclusive approach to leadership – at least at the senior levels.
Coming together with a cluster wide commitment to co-operative values stimulated collaborative working practices, enabling additional and improved opportunities for everyone as demonstrated by a range of examples. Collaboration built on and deepened the established trust among the cluster members, and with their long view the headteachers prioritised gradual building of the trust that is so essential to such endeavours rather than imposing artificial structures with undue haste. Much has been written about trust, not least in the field of education, and it is striking that Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s (2000) multi-disciplinary analysis of trust identified four facets of trust - willing vulnerability, benevolence, honesty and openness - that are remarkably similar to the co-operative’s ethical values of openness, honesty, social responsibility and caring for others. 
In this study 81 teachers’ views were ascertained through a questionnaire about leadership for learning that elicited responses relating to the five LfL principles, including ‘shared leadership’. The large majority of teachers thought that all the 30 LfL practices they were asked about were general practice in their school, and were important. However, teachers generally rated items relating to inclusive leadership – and by extension responsibility, self-help and democracy - lower both in practice and importance than items relating directly to learning (the first two LfL principles: ‘A focus on learning’ and ‘Condition for learning’). Teaching was their priority, demonstrating their clear moral purpose of supporting pupils’ learning. 
The apparent contradiction of teacher leadership initially seeming to decline with the establishment of the co-operative trust can be understood as arising from the leadership challenge of establishing confidence in a new cluster model while transforming existing arrangements. The reference by one of headteachers to ‘the risk to wider collaboration’ of problems arising from people trying to work together without knowledge of relevant opportunities and constraints relates to creating the conditions for teacher leadership to flourish, or in other words enablement (Frost, 2017). In a school setting inclusion is about enabling everyone – pupils, teachers, school leaders, parents and community members – to participate as fully as possible and exercise agency (Bandura, 2001) in all aspects of school life. Ainscow and Sandhill (2010), arguing that inclusive practice is about social learning processes, emphasised the importance of discussion and the development of a common language. The central LfL principle - dialogue – encompasses communication but also implies everyone having a voice that is listened to and respected, clearly relating back to values of equality and democracy as in student leadership (Frost and Roberts, 2011). 
Conclusion 
By focusing on leadership in co-operative schools this study contributes to the current small corpus of research in the area. Specifically and firstly it revealed teachers’, headteachers’ and governors’ perceptions of leadership values and practice in a school cluster that had recently become a co-operative trust. Secondly, the teachers’ questionnaire showed that their views of practices were broadly in line with the importance they assigned them, while headteachers and governors spoke of and gave examples of shared co-operative values and principles informing decision making and leadership actions. However, in teachers’ everyday practice and in the initial establishment of cross-school working groups, teacher leadership did not seem as prominent as might have been expected. Finally, the LfL framework clearly resonates with co-operative values, and discussions with school leaders demonstrated that the questionnaire reflecting LfL principles was meaningful in the context of co-operative schools.
A number of limitations to the research are evident, arising particularly from small scale of the study and from the involvement of small schools. The latter made it especially difficult for participants to be available for interviews, so only two governors and six headteachers were interviewed or took part in recorded group discussion. Small schools may also have influenced teachers’ questionnaire responses: despite the complete guarantee of anonymity, when there are only a handful of respondents in one school the results may prompt queries about individuals’ views – although there was no evidence that this was the case. 
The most significant limitations are typical of such small scale of the research. It relied on self-report without opportunity for observation or for triangulation through multiple data sources with the same participants. The most glaringly omission though is that pupils and parents were not involved in the study, which is particularly unfortunate when considering inclusive leadership in co-operative schools. 
There is clearly a need for much more research into the leadership of co-operative schools in England. These schools have such an important role in contemporary education provision; leading them with fidelity to co-operative values is both demanded and demanding, yet engagement with explicit frameworks of values and principles can be a powerful support for ethical leadership (Spalding 2017).  
The research reported here was with one group of schools at a particular time in its development as a co-operative cluster. The hope is that it has already helped those schools, that exploring the links between co-operative values and LfL principles will encourage further use of both these frameworks, and that this study is complemented by additional contributions to extant literature on co-operative school leadership. Through further research we will develop understanding, and thus better support, leadership by all members of co-operative schools. 
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Table 1: Questionnaire items rated highest on both ‘practice’ and ‘importance’ scales

	Item number (#)
	LfL Principle
	Statement
	Practice
	Importance

	
	
	
	Ranking (based on all scores)
	‘Strongly agree’ %
	Ranking (based on all scores)
	‘Crucial’ %

	 7
	1
	Student success is recognised in this school
	1
	88
	3
	67

	17
	4
	Teachers exercise professional judgement in their classroom practice
	2
	80
	7
	53

	2
	2
	In lessons teachers encourage students to ask questions in order to learn
	=3
	80
	=1
	77

	28
	2
	Teachers who have a problem with their teaching can usually turn to colleagues for help
	=3
	79
	4
	67

	3
	5
	Teachers encourage students to be responsible for their learning
	=6
	76
	=1
	77

	21
	1
	Everyone in the school is a learner
	8
	76
	5
	67





Table 2: Questionnaire items rated lowest on both ‘practice’ and ‘importance’ scales

	Item number (#)
	LfL Principle
	Statement
	Practice
	Importance

	
	
	
	Ranking (based on all scores)
	‘Strongly agree’ %
	Ranking (based on all scores)
	‘Crucial’ %

	14
	5
	Help is given to students to plan the next stages in their learning
	25
	41
	24
	31

	5
	2
	What is learnt in school is often related to life outside school
	26
	33
	23
	25

	19
	5
	There is wide agreement among school staff on how best to measure success
	27
	32
	=25
	26

	6
	4
	Students sometimes have opportunities to decide what they want to learn
	28
	30
	30
	7

	27
	3
	Teachers plan their teaching together
	29
	33
	29
	16

	9
	3
	Teachers consult students about how they can learn best
	30
	21
	28
	17
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