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Section 5 Developing a picture of the 
impact of museum provision for 
schools: the teachers, the 
pupils and the schools involved 

 
 
 
5.0 Evaluation Packs completed and included in the data 
 
 
A total of 620 Evaluation Packs were distributed to teachers and students by 27 
organisations across 10 of the 12 projects in the DCMS/DfES Programme.  Five 
hundred and forty-five packs were received back by RCMG, so the overall response 
rate was 87.9%. 
 
Of these 545 packs, 4 packs were not included in the data because they were 
completed by community groups, adult groups, or postgraduate students.  Therefore 
541 of the 545 packs were sent to Infocorp for data analysis.   
 
Of the 541 packs included in the data analysis, 503 packs included a Form A 
completed by a teacher.  The remaining 38 packs contained students’ Forms B but 
no Form A, either because this was not completed by the teacher, or because the 
form had been photocopied and stapled in such a way that it could not be processed.  
In some large groups, only one teacher may have completed Form A while there may 
have been over 40 students completing forms from two or more packs.  
 
It is possible to estimate the maximum number of Evaluation Packs that partner 
organisations could have distributed, based on the total number of pupil contacts 
reported in Form C (29,701), by dividing this figure by the average number of pupils 
in each group (28.52), as reported by teachers on Form A.  This gives a total of 1041 
packs which could potentially have been distributed.  There are several reasons why 
the actual number of packs distributed (620) was lower.  It was not appropriate to 
distribute packs in all cases, and in some cases organisations worked with the same 
group of pupils over a sustained period of time and therefore did not distribute packs 
every time pupils took part.  These issues are described in full in Section 5.2.1, 
where the number of pupils reported by teachers on Form A is also compared with 
the total number of pupils reported by organisations on Form C. 
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5.0.1 Issues relating to distribution of Evaluation Packs in specific cases  
 
The Partners in Time project did not distribute Evaluation Packs during outreach 
visits, but only on visits to the partner museums.  The pupils in outreach sessions 
were still counted on Form C.  This is one of the reasons for the difference between 
the numbers of forms completed and the numbers of pupils involved, discussed 
further in Section 5.2.1.  All of the groups participating in outreach still completed 
Evaluation Packs on their museum visits, since the project required them to 
undertake at least one visit during the programme.  Overall, Partners in Time still 
generated the highest number of Evaluation Packs of all the projects (224 packs). 
The distribution and completion of Evaluation Packs was a major administrative 
burden, especially with the large numbers of groups that took part in Partners in 
Time.  A part-time staff member was employed to administrate the project at Imperial 
War Museum Duxford, including distributing and collecting RCMG Evaluation Packs 
and the museum’s own evaluation forms, as well as monitoring schools’ bookings on 
a database.    
 
The Anim8ed and Texts in Context projects worked with specific groups of pupils 
over a period of time.  Each class was allocated one Evaluation Pack, although there 
were multiple contacts with the same pupils.  For Texts in Context, groups were 
asked to complete the packs after the second museum visit.  It can also be noted that 
the response rates for these two projects were relatively low, perhaps because there 
was no one period of time set aside for the completion of forms during the ongoing 
project, in contrast to a one-off visit where groups ideally completed forms at the end 
of the visit. 
 
In People, Places, Portraits, Montacute House distributed Evaluation Packs to 
several Brownie packs who participated in the same outreach sessions as school 
groups.  A few of these groups did not complete or only partially completed Form A 
since it was not considered appropriate.  At Beningbrough Hall, some groups visited 
specifically for the People, Places Portraits project, while others took part in activities 
related to the project briefly as part of a visit for other purposes. (This affects 50 
pupils in September and 226 pupils in October).  Those who were not visiting 
specifically for the project were only asked to fill in the teachers’ Form A and not 
pupils’ Forms B. 
 
At Sheffield Galleries and Museums Trust, Evaluation Packs became mixed up 
between the three National/Regional partnerships projects in which Sheffield was 
involved (Image and Identity, Supporting Regional Schools and People, Places, 
Portraits).  Since packs were individually numbered under the different projects this 
was problematic in terms of working out response rates.  However, it was possible to 
match pack numbers back up with projects at the end of data collection.  This raises 
the issue that some partner organisations may have been over-committed in 
participating in more than one National/Regional partnership within the programme.  
 
Some of the organisations who used Evaluation Packs on outreach sessions 
changed the wording of Forms B from ‘visit’ and ‘place’ (which implied a visit to a 
museum or gallery) to read ‘workshop’, ‘day’ or ‘today’. In particular, Sunderland 
Museum and Winter Gardens and Beningbrough Hall used adjusted wording. 
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5.0.2 Comparison with Renaissance in the Regions 
 
Section 5 discusses which schools were involved in the DCMS/DfES Programme, 
and, where relevant, compares these findings with the results of the evaluation of 
Renaissance in the Regions. 
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5.1 The museums and galleries visited by school groups who 
completed Evaluation Packs 
 
 
Section 2.10 showed the response rates for each partner organisation, based on 
Evaluation Packs distributed and received back.  
 
Table 5.1 below shows the number of Forms A received from museums that 
distributed Evaluation Packs.  The data is based on Form A Question 1, where 
teachers were asked to name the museum that they were visiting or working with.  
Although museum and gallery names had been spelled or written in different ways, 
they were individually coded under the ‘official’ museum names as given in the table.  
The table shows the museum name, the project(s) in which that museum was 
involved, and the number of Forms A received.  
 
Since some of the organisations were involved in more than one project, for instance 
Sheffield Galleries and Museums Trust, the entries for all projects are combined in 
the total.  In some cases, several individual museums are combined under one 
heading, for instance Norfolk Museums and Archaeology Service, which includes 
Norwich Castle Museum, The Royal Norfolk Regimental Museum, Strangers’ Hall, 
Roots of Norfolk at Gressenhall, Town House Museum of Lynn Life, Thetford Ancient 
House Museum, the Tolhouse Museum and the Elizabethan House Museum in Great 
Yarmouth.  Where teachers had not written the museum name but had described 
outreach sessions, for instance ‘Visiting Artist Leader’ or ‘Your Visit to All Saints 
School’, it was possible to identify the organisation from the unique DCMS code.   
 
The organisations are listed in descending order by the number of Forms A received.  
The table shows that the largest number of Forms A by far were completed by 
teachers taking part in the Partners in Time project.  Projects which worked with 
small numbers of pupils over several sessions, such as Anim8ed, Texts in Context 
and People, Places Portraits at Dove Cottage, only returned a small number of 
Packs. 
 
The table also shows the number of Evaluation Packs received from each 
organisation that did not include a Form A completed by a teacher, or where the 
Form A had been photocopied and stapled so was unable to be processed.  There 
were 38 Evaluation Packs without a Form A.  The pupils’ Forms B from these packs 
were analysed as normal, but these 38 packs are excluded from the Form A analysis. 
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Name of Museum (based 
on Form A Question 1) Project(s) Forms A 

received 

Packs 
missing 
Form A 

Imperial War Museum Duxford Partners in Time 91  
Norfolk Museums and Archaeology 
Service 

Partners in Time 80  

Stockwood Craft Museum and Gardens Partners in Time 52 1 
Montacute House People, Places, Portraits 51 13 
Manchester Museum The Story of Money 37  
Sunderland Museum and Winter 
Gardens 

People, Places, Portraits 27 2 

Beningbrough Hall People, Places, Portraits 20 2 
Sheffield Galleries and Museums Trust People, Places, Portraits

Image and Identity 
Supporting Regional 
Schools 

18 8 

British Empire and Commonwealth 
Museum 

Understanding Slavery 
Texts in Context 17 2 

National Maritime Museum Understanding Slavery 17  
Creative Canals Project Creative Canals 16 2 
Royal Pavilion, Libraries and Museums  
(Brighton and Hove) 

Image and Identity 10 2 

Manchester Art Gallery Image and Identity 10  
Abbot Hall Art Gallery Supporting Regional 

Schools 9  

Bristol City Museum and Art Gallery Take One Picture  9 1 
New Art Gallery Walsall Supporting Regional 

Schools 9 1 

Harris Museum and Art Gallery Image and Identity 8  
Birmingham Museums and Art Gallery Image and Identity 7 1 
Merseyside Maritime Museum Understanding Slavery 4 2 
Dove Cottage and the Wordsworth 
Museum 

People, Places, Portraits 3 1 

Dorset County Museum Texts in Context 2  
National Museum of Photography, Film 
and Television 

Anim8ed 2  

Bradford Industrial Museum* Anim8ed 1  
Lyme Regis Philpot Museum Texts in Context 1  
Roman Baths Museum Texts in Context 1  
York Castle Museum Anim8ed 1  
Not stated  0  

Total packs with and without Form A  503 38 

Total packs received 
 541 

 
Table 5.1 Numbers of packs received from partner organisations with and 
without a teacher’s Form A 
 
* One teacher who took part in the Anim8ed project gave Bradford Industrial Museum as the name of 
the museum visited. This visit took place as part of the ‘Linking Schools’ Initiative, to introduce the two 
schools prior to the animation project. The form is dated in January, and therefore is understood to refer 
to the Anim8ed workshops rather than the visit to the Industrial Museum alone.
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5.2 Numbers of school visits, pupils, teachers and 
accompanying adults 
 
 
In Form A (Questions 8, 9 and 10) teachers were asked to specify the number of 
pupils, accompanying teachers and other adults in their group.   
 
Steps were taken to avoid double-counting pupil numbers.  It was thought possible 
that more than one teacher might have accompanied a group and completed a 
questionnaire.  This raised the prospect of counting the same information multiple 
times.  An attempt was made to identify where multiple entries had been made for a 
single visit to a museum using information present in the questionnaire.  This was 
done on the basis of identifying possible identical entries with respect to museum, 
date of visit, theme of visit, school and year group(s) present.  In all such cases, one 
entry was identified as the ‘single visit’ entry to be used where issues of multiple 
counting were deemed to be of relevance. 
 
Overall some 424 distinct museum visits were identified from the total of 503 teacher 
questionnaires.  Therefore 15.7% of the teacher questionnaires were identified as 
potentially counting the same participants more than once.  This figure is likely to be 
an over-estimate of the duplicated responses in that it will include cases where there 
was more than one class visiting the same museum for the same purpose on the 
same day and where respondents have completed independent entries for each of 
these classes.  Whilst the figures for duplicate entries may be an overestimate this 
was felt to be less significant than the problem of multiple counts. 
 
The 424 distinct ‘single visits’ consisted of 12,009 pupils, 735 accompanying 
teachers and 1458 other adult helpers.  
 
 
 Number of 

children 
Number of 

accompanying 
teachers 

Number of 
accompanying 

adults 
 

Total 
 

 
12,009 

 
735 

 
1458 

Base: 424 teachers 
 
Table 5.2: Form A. Questions 8, 9 and 10. Total number of pupils, 
accompanying teachers and accompanying adults visiting with a group 
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5.2.1 Comparison of Participant numbers from Form C and numbers of 
groups completing Evaluation Packs 
 
The number of pupils in groups that completed Evaluation Packs based on ‘single visit’ 
entries (12,009) makes up 40.4% of the total number of pupil contacts reported on Form 
C (29,701). 
 
It was not expected that all pupils would necessarily complete an evaluation form, or that 
an equal number of forms would be completed as the number of pupil contacts.  There 
are several reasons why each pupil contact did not necessarily result in an evaluation 
form. 
 

1. Form C counts all pupil contacts including repeat visits or sessions with the same 
pupils.  However, most projects (with the exception of Partners in Time and Dove 
Cottage in People, Places, Portraits) did not issue Evaluation Packs to the same 
pupils more than once.  The Anim8ed and Texts in Context projects worked with 
specific groups of pupils over a period of time.  Each class was allocated one 
Evaluation pack, although there were several contacts with the same pupils. 
Therefore the numbers of pupil contacts for these two projects are higher than 
the number of Evaluation Packs given out would suggest.  

 
2. In addition, the response rates for these two projects were relatively low, perhaps 

because there was no one period of time set aside for the completion of forms 
during the ongoing project, in contrast to a one-off visit where groups ideally 
completed forms at the end of the visit.  These low response rates also mean that 
some pupils have not been counted in the figure of 12,009, which was based on 
teachers’ questionnaire responses.  

 
3. Form C includes outreach and workshops held in schools as well as visits to 

museums and galleries.  However, the Partners in Time project led by Imperial 
War Museum Duxford did not issue Evaluation Packs at outreach sessions but 
only on museum visits.  This means that the figure of 12, 009 from teacher 
Evaluation forms excludes a substantial number of pupils in Partners in Time 
outreach sessions.  

 
4. Thirty-eight of the Evaluation Packs received did not include a teacher’s Form A 

but only pupils’ Forms B.  These pupils will not have been counted in the 12,009, 
since this figure is based on information from teachers about the size of their 
group.  12,009 is a slightly conservative estimate in any case due to the measure 
taken to exclude double counting, as mentioned previously. 

 
5. In two cases, organisations worked with schools and counted pupil contacts in 

Form C but did not issue Evaluation Packs (British Library and Laing Art Gallery). 
The Laing Art Gallery focused on teachers’ INSET sessions to enable work to 
take place in schools, so the Evaluation forms were not considered appropriate. 
Some organisations, for instance in the Understanding Slavery project, involved 
pupils in consultation exercises in order to improve provision, and in these cases 
it was also inappropriate to use the Evaluation Packs (for instance, the pupils 
from St. Thomas More Catholic Secondary School, who took part in an 
experimental project with the British Empire and Commonwealth Museum, did 
not complete Evaluation forms).  
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6. It is also a possibility that partner organisations may have counted pupil contacts 
in Form C but did not issue Evaluation Packs by mistake. The Evaluation relied 
upon organisations to distribute packs, so this factor was beyond control.  

 
Given that Form C counts pupil contacts, including a significant number of repeat visits 
or sessions, the fact that approximately 40% of these contacts are represented in the 
data from teachers’ Forms A means that the evaluation has reached an impressive 
proportion of the school pupils involved in the programme.  
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5.3 Reaching Schools from areas of deprivation 
 
 
Social inclusion forms an important strand of the National and Regional Education 
Partnerships, both in terms of the objectives set for the overall programme by DCMS 
and DfES  (see Section 1) and within many of the individual projects being developed 
(see Section 3).  One way which the projects may contribute to social inclusion is by 
connecting to school located in areas of social deprivation, either by engaging in out 
reach activities within such schools or by visits to museum sites by such schools. 
 
 
5.3.1 DETR Indices of Deprivation and Child Poverty: Renaissance and 
National/Regional Partnerships 
 
In the evaluation project on the Renaissance in the Regions Education Programme 
Phase 1 Hubs, the issue of social inclusion was addressed through an evaluation of 
the extent to which museums were attracting visits from schools located in areas with 
differing levels of social deprivation.  The analysis drew upon the DETR's Indices of 
Multiple Deprivation 2000 (or DETR IMD 2000) with the postcodes of school visiting 
the museums being cross-references against ward level indices of 'multiple 
deprivation' and 'child poverty index'.  The research showed that regional Hub 
museums were attracting visits from schools located in areas with some of the 
highest levels of deprivation with just over 28% of the visits being made from schools 
located in wards classified as being amongst the ten percent most deprived wards in 
England, and 46% of the visits were made by schools located in wards which fell into 
the twenty percent most deprived wards in England. The results for the child poverty 
index were very similar, with just under 24% of the visits being made by schools 
located in wards which are amongst the highest ten percent on the child poverty 
index.  
 
A similar analysis was conducted with regard to visits to the National/Regional 
Museum Education Partnerships, with very similar results being produced (Figures 
5.1 and 5.2).  
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Figure 5.1: Actual numbers of school visits ranked by Index of Multiple 
Deprivation 2000, Ward Rankings, from top 10% most deprived to bottom 10% 
least deprived 
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Figure 5.2: Actual numbers of school visits ranked by Index of Child Poverty 
2000, Ward Rankings, from top 10% most deprived to bottom 10% least 
deprived 
 
 
For both indices, the more deprived a ward the lower its ranking (i.e. the most 
deprived ward in the country is given a rank of 1, and the least deprived ward is given 
a rank of 8414). Wards included in the DCMS/DfES programme analysis ranged in  
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rank from 10 to 8325 for the Index of Multiple Deprivation and from 13 to 8393 for the 
Index of Child Poverty, a range which closely parallels that for the Renaissance in the 
Regions programme (where the range was from 3 to 8397 for the Index of Multiple 
Deprivation and from 7 to 8358 for the Index of Child Poverty).  
 
The results shows that in both programmes, museums were attracting visits from 
schools located in areas with some of the highest levels of deprivation right through 
to areas with some of the lowest levels. Indeed, just under 22% of recorded single 
visits for the DCMS/DfES National/Regional Partnership projects came from schools 
located in wards classified as being amongst the ten percent most deprived wards in 
England, and just under 43% of the visits were made by schools located in wards 
which fell into the twenty percent most deprived wards in England. In respect to child 
poverty, just under 19% of the visits were made by schools located in wards which 
are amongst the highest ten percent on the child poverty index, while 41% of the 
visits were made by schools located in wards classified as lying within the top twenty 
percent of wards in terms of child poverty. 
 
 
5.3.2 ODPM Indices of Multiple Deprivation / Income Deprivation 
Affecting Children 
 
Just as the current project was being completed, new indices of multiple deprivation 
and child deprivation have been compiled by the Social Disadvantage Research 
Centre at the University of Oxford for the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 
(ODPM).  These indices are the Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004 (or IMD 2004) 
and the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI).  The former, like DETR 
IMD 2000, is a composite index derived from a series of other indices. In the case of 
IMD 20004, there are 7 sub-indices which relate to income; employment; health and 
(dis)ability; education, skills and training; housing and services; living environment 
and crime, while DETR IMD 2000 contained 6 deprivation indices focused on 
income; employment; health and (dis)ability; education, skills and training; housing; 
and geographical access to services.  The aim of the 2004 indices has been stated 
as being to broadly adopt the same approach and methodology employed in the 
DETR IMD 2000, although making use of more up to date information (much derived 
from the 2001 Census) and incorporating some additional data sources.  In addition, 
the geographical units used for constructing the indices was changed from ward level 
to newly established Super Output Areas (SOAs).  These areas were created in 
association with the 2001 Census and are designed to provide a consistent basis for 
the output of socio-demographic information than provided, for instance, by the use 
of electoral wards, which varied considerably in size, both in terms of area, extent 
and in population size.   Furthermore, of clear benefit to the present research, these 
areas were created out of so-called 'output areas' which were themselves created out 
of an amalgamation of adjacent postcode areas.  As a result IMD 2004 and IDACI 
held out the prospect of providing a slightly more spatially fine grained dataset (the 
number of SOAs listed in these indices for England is 32,482, while in IMD 2000 
there were some 8,414 in England and Wales) which directly linked to postcode 
addresses. 
 
This should not be taken to mean that the dataset is unproblematic. Social exclusion 
and deprivation are multi-dimensional problems which even multiple criteria indices 
may fail to represent adequately. Second, not all questionnaires could be used in this 
analysis, due to incomplete or incorrect completion of addresses and postcodes and  
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non-appearance of postcodes in the Postcode to Output lookup tables accessed at 
UKBorders (www.edina.ac.uk/ukborders), and the restriction of the 2004 data at 
present to England.  This meant that of the 424 single school visits identified, only 
329 could be located in a Super Output Area and their IMD 2004 and IDACI values 
obtained. This compares with some 375 single school visits which were usable for 
the IMD 2000 ward based analysis. 
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Figure 5.3: Percent of school visits ranked by Index of Multiple Deprivation 
2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most deprived to bottom 10% 
least deprived 
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Figure 5.4: Percent of school visits ranked by Income Deprivation Affecting 
Children Index 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most deprived 
to bottom 10% least deprived  

http://www.edina.ac.uk/ukborders


Inspiration, Identity, Learning: The Value of Museums 

Section 5 Developing a picture of the impact of museum provision for schools 110

 
 
5.3.3 Comparing the 2000 and 2004 indices 
 
Despite the problems of implementing the 2004 indices, and differences in the 
constituent variables and spatial units of the two sets of indices, comparison of 
Figures 5.1-5.4 indicate that the distribution of schools across the ten percent 
bandings is broadly consistent between the 2000 and 2004 measures of multiple 
deprivation and child poverty/income deprivation.  Once again it appears that schools 
visiting the museums range from ones located in areas with some of the highest 
levels of deprivation right through to areas with some of the lowest levels (the most 
deprived SOA included in the analysis was ranked 59th, and the least deprived 
ranked 31,913 out of 32,482, while the SOA with the highest level of child income 
deprivation was ranked 31st and the ward with the lowest level 32,036).  Just under 
19% of the recorded single visits came from schools located in SOAs classified as 
being amongst the ten percent most deprived in England, and just under 30% of the 
visits were made by schools located in SOAs which fell into the twenty percent most 
deprived wards in England.  In respect to income deprivation affecting children, just 
over 17% of the visits were made by schools located in SOAs which were amongst 
the highest ten percent on IDACI, while again almost 30% of the visits were made by 
schools located in areas classified as lying within the top twenty percent of SOAs.  
 
The analyses using both the 2000 and 2004 indices do suggest some contrast with 
the Renaissance in the Regional Hubs in that the National/Regional partnerships 
show slightly higher relative involvement by schools located in the less deprived 
areas.  If one considers schools which have indices which place them below half-way 
in the rankings we find the following variations: 
 
 
Index Renaissance in the 

Regions Hubs 
National/Regional 

Partnerships 
IMD 2000 6.7 33.2 
Child Poverty 2000 7.2 32.8 
IMD 2004 - 38.6 
IDACI 2004 - 41.3 
 
Table 5.3: Comparison of percentage of visits from schools to Renaissance 
and National/Regional partnership museums from less deprived areas 
 
 
These figures suggest that the National/Regional partnerships may have been less 
successful in attracting visits from school located in the more deprived areas, 
although it should be stressed that even by the most negative of measures (IDACI 
2004), the majority of school visits were from schools located in areas which figured 
within the more deprived half of the rankings. 
 
This having been said, there do appear to be some differences in participation by 
schools in more deprived locations between the programmes.  This may in part 
reflect the location of museums in the two programmes, with the Renaissance 
programme involving a series of museums located in inner city locations and in 
regions with a high proportion of wards classified as having high levels of 
deprivations.  The study What did you learn at the museum today (Hooper-Greenhill, 
et al, 2004) highlighted significant variations between the regional Hubs.
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5.3.4 Variations between projects 
 
Although clearly impacted by regional socio-economic variations, regional analysis is 
less appropriate when examining national/regional partnerships, several of which 
involve quite disparate regional partners.  Whilst it is possible to examine visits to 
individual museums, the numbers in many cases are too small to allow meaningful 
comparisons to be drawn.  For this reason analysis will be restricted to comparisons 
between the partnership projects.  Figures 5.5-5.24 show the distribution of school 
visits against the IMD 2004 and IDACI ranking for each project, and even at this level 
it is evident that in several cases the base number of visits from schools with 
identified derivation information is too limited to undertake reasonable analysis. 
 
However, examining projects where there is a base level of 20 or above is revealing.  
In all of these projects (i.e. Image and identity; Partners in Time; People, Places, 
Portraits; Story of Money; Understanding Slavery) there is, as might be expected 
from the general level data, participation from schools located in areas with some of 
the highest levels of deprivation right through to areas with some of the lowest levels. 
Furthermore, in all of these cases 19% or more of school visits were from schools 
located in SOAs, which fell into the twenty percent most deprived SOAs in England 
on both the multiple deprivation and income deprivation affecting children indices. 
People, Places, Portraits and Understanding Slavery figure particularly highly in 
terms of the relative number of schools coming from areas which lie within the 
highest ten percent deprivation band.  Such schools also figure in absolute terms 
strongly with Partners in Time, although relatively this project accessed more schools 
in the bottom twenty percent bands than it did in the top (i.e. rather more schools 
located within the twenty percent least deprived SOAs participated in the project than 
did schools located in the twenty percent most deprived SOAs).  
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Figure 5.5: Number of school visits to Anim8ed ranked by Index of Multiple 
Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most deprived to 
bottom 10% least deprived 
 
 

0.00

4.00

8.00

12.00

16.00

20.00

24.00

Top 10 % 10-20% 20-30% 30-40% 40-50% 50-60% 60-70% 70-80% 80-90% Bottom 10%  
Base = 2 school visits, non-coded visits = 1 
 
Figure 5.6: Number of school visits to Anim8ed ranked by Income Deprivation 
Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.7: Number of school visits to Creative Canals ranked by Index of 
Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
 
 

0.00

4.00

8.00

12.00

16.00

20.00

24.00

62 35 44 30 31 20 23 29 45 10  
Base = 7 school visits, non-coded visits = 5 
 
Figure 5.8: Number of school visits to Creative Canals ranked by Income 
Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 
10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.9: Number of school visits to Image and Identity ranked by Index of 
Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
 
 

0.00

4.00

8.00

12.00

16.00

20.00

24.00

Top 10 % 10-20% 20-30% 30-40% 40-50% 50-60% 60-70% 70-80% 80-90% Bottom 10%  
Base = 31 school visits, non-coded visits = 7 
 
Figure 5.10: Number of school visits to Image & Identity ranked by Income 
Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 
10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.11: Number of school visits to Partners in Time ranked by Index of 
Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.12: Number of school visits to Partners in Time ranked by Income 
Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 
10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.13: Number of school visits to People, Place, Portraits ranked by Index 
of Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.14: Number of school visits to People, Place, Portraits ranked by 
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, 
from top 10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.15: Number of school visits to Story of Money ranked by Index of 
Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.16: Number of school visits to Story of Money ranked by Income 
Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 
10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.17: Number of school visits to Supporting Regional Schools ranked by 
Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% 
most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.18: Number of school visits to Supporting Regional Schools ranked by 
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, 
from top 10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.19: Number of school visits to Take One Picture ranked by Index of 
Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.20: Number of school visits to Take One Picture ranked by Income 
Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 
10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.21: Number of school visits to Texts in Context ranked by Index of 
Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived  
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Figure 5.22: Number of school visits to Texts in Context ranked by Income 
Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 
10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.23: Number of school visits to Understanding Slavery ranked by Index 
of Multiple Deprivation 2004, Super Output Area Rankings, from top 10% most 
deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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Figure 5.24: Number of school visits to Understanding Slavery ranked by 
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index, Super Output Area Rankings, 
from top 10% most deprived to bottom 10% least deprived 
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5.4. School and Key Stage breakdown 
 
 
From September 2003 to March 2004, the majority of schools visiting museums as 
part of the DCMS/DfES scheme were primary schools (71% of the total).  Secondary 
schools and colleges made up 18% of the total and there were a very low proportion 
of other schools such as special and private schools.  In the figure below, special and 
private schools have been included in other categories where these were also 
indicated. 
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Figure 5.25: Form A. Breakdown of type of school based on Question 6 
 
 
When these findings are compared with those from the Renaissance in the Regions 
Education Programme evaluation some differences emerge.  Primary school visits to 
the three Phase 1 museums during September and October 2003 made up 78% of 
the total, with only 13% of visits from secondary schools and colleges. The 
DCMS/DfES programme therefore reached a slightly larger proportion of secondary 
school groups. 
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From the information given about years of pupils in Form A, it can be seen that 78% 
of pupils were Key Stage 2 and below and 21% of students were Key Stage 3 and 
above. 
 

Not stated
1%

Mixed
0%

Key Stage 2 and 
below
78%

Key Stage 3 and 
above
21%

 
Base: 424 teachers 
 
Figure 5.26: Form A. Breakdown of pupils by Key Stage based on Question 7. 
Years of pupils / students 
 
In the Renaissance in the Regions Evaluation, 86% of the pupils were at Key Stage 2 
or below and 14% of pupils were at Key Stage 3 and above, much lower than for 
DCMS/DfES funded visits.  Again, this shows that the DCMS/DfES programme has 
reached proportionately more secondary pupils at Key Stage 3 and above. 
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5.5 The pupils who completed Form B 
 
 
Two age-related versions of Form B were prepared for pupils to complete.  Form B 
KS2 was designed for pupils aged 7 to 11 years. Form B KS3 and above was 
designed for pupils aged 11 and over.  It was acknowledged that it would not be 
appropriate for the youngest pupils and those from special schools to be asked to 
complete these forms. The decision whether to complete Forms B was left to the 
teachers concerned. 
 
9415 completed Forms B were returned to RCMG in the Evaluation Packs.   
 
! 7354 pupils completed Form B KS2  

(78% of the total of pupils completing forms, compared to 86% of the total for 
Renaissance in the Regions) 
 

! 2061 pupils completed Form B KS3 and above  
(22% of the total of pupils completing forms, compared to 14% of the total for 
Renaissance in the Regions) 

 
The percentages of students completing the two versions of the form match the Key 
Stage breakdown based on teachers’ questionnaires almost exactly, as would be 
expected. 
 
 
63% of the 503 teachers who completed Form A said that their pupils completed a 
Form B.   
 

Yes
63%

No
32%

Not stated
5%

 
Base: all teachers (503) 
 
Figure 5.27: Form A. Question 11. Has this school completed “My Museum 
Visit” sheets? 
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It was the teacher’s decision whether their pupils could or should complete 
questionnaires, depending on the circumstances for each visit.  Form A included 
instructions that Key Stage 1 pupils should not complete Form B.  However, 2 of the 
returned questionnaires were completed by 4 year olds, 5 by 5 year olds and 26 by 6 
year olds.  This may be due to the mixture of ages and Key Stages present in some 
groups, particularly those from very small, especially rural schools, where the whole 
school might participate in the same activity or visit together.  
 
Some pupils did not complete Form B where the teachers thought it would take too 
much time out of their visit, or where participation in the activity provided as a result 
of DCMS funding was only a minor part of the visit, as at Beningbrough Hall (see 
Section 5.0.1).  A very small number of Key Stage 2 pupils in the Partners in Time 
project did not complete forms because of administrative difficulties.  Some groups of 
pupils with Special Educational Needs did not complete forms as it was considered 
inappropriate. 
 
When the number of pupils who completed Form B (9415) is compared with the 
estimated total number of pupils based on teachers’ Forms A (12,009), it appears 
that approximately 78% of pupils filled in Form B, higher than the 63% claimed by 
teachers.   However, the figure of 12,009 may be a slight underestimate of the total 
pupils, as it is based on ‘single visit’ entries only (see Section 5.2).  Also 38 packs 
included only Forms B, returned without a teacher’s Form A, so these forms are not 
taken into account in the total of 12,009.  The difference between the figures of 63% 
and 78% can therefore be explained. 
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5.5.1 The pupils completing Form B KS2 
 
7354 KS2 and below pupils completed Form B KS2 (78% of the total), with slightly 
more girls than boys.  The age range of pupils completing the questionnaire was 
varied, with 2 pupils as young as 4 years old completing a questionnaire (these 
numbers were too small to show up as a percentage on figure 5.28).  Most pupils 
aged 11 and over would have been in a KS3 group. The largest proportion of Key 
Stage 2 pupils were 8 years old, making up 30% of the total. 
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Figure 5.28: Breakdown of pupils completing Form B KS2 by age 
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Girls made up 50% of the total and boys 48% (3622 and 3565 pupils respectively).  
In the Renaissance evaluation, the gender breakdown was very similar, with almost 
equal numbers of boys (48%) and girls (49%), and 3% not stated. 
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Figure 5.29: Breakdown of pupils completing Form B KS2 by gender 
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5.4.2 The pupils completing Form B KS3 and above 
 
2061 pupils at KS3 and above completed Form B (22% of the total). 
 
The majority of pupils who completed Form B KS3 and above were female – 56% of 
the total – with male pupils making up 42% of the total.  The difference between the 
proportions of female and male pupils is much greater at KS3 and above than at 
KS2. 
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Figure 5.30: Breakdown of pupils completing Form B KS3 and above by gender 
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The gender breakdown for pupils of KS3 and above varies considerably from the 
results from the Renaissance in the Regions evaluation with a much higher 
proportion of girls at this age range in the DCMS/DfES programme. 
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Figure 5.31: Comparison of gender breakdown for KS3 and above pupils, 
Renaissance and DCMS/DfES Programmes 
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The breakdown by age of those pupils who completed Form B at KS3, shows that 
there was a larger number of pupils aged 13-14 years, with the largest proportion 
(32%) of older pupils aged 14.  
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Figure 5.32: Breakdown of pupils completing Form B KS3 and above by age 
 
This is a strikingly different pattern to that of the older pupils completing evaluation 
forms during the Renaissance in the Regions evaluation.  The Renaissance results 
showed a marked decline in numbers as students increased in age.  The largest 
proportion of KS3 and above pupils were aged 11 (30%), and as the students 
increased in age, there was a steady decrease in their representation in the visiting 
groups. 
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 Figure 5.33: Renaissance in the Regions evaluation. Breakdown of pupils 
completing Form B KS3 and above by age 
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When gender and age are compared, it can be seen that there were more males 
completing Form B KS3 at the younger end of the scale but more females in the 
older years: 56% of male pupils were under 14 years old, compared to 47% of female 
pupils. Only 14% of male pupils were aged over 14, compared to 19% of female 
pupils. 
 
Age 14 was the largest category for both male and female (30% of males and 34% of 
females).  After 14 years of age there would appear to be far fewer visits. 
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Figure 5.34: Form B KS3 and above.  Pupils completing Form B KS3 and above 
by age and gender 
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Overall, the data shows that at KS2, fairly similar numbers of boys and girls 
completed questionnaires, while at KS3, a greater number of girls than boys did so. 
The numbers of pupils completing forms declined greatly after the age of 14 years, 
suggesting that visits become less likely as pupils move through their school careers. 
The pressures of examinations may explain the low proportions of pupils participating 
after age 14.  
 
However, the data suggests that the DCMS/DfES projects attracted higher numbers 
of older pupils than the Renaissance-funded work, and that the majority of these 
older pupils are girls.  There is more work to be done to investigate why the 
DCMS/DfES projects were able to attract more teachers to take their older pupils out 
of school, but this is beyond the scope of this research.  It is well known that the 
organisation of school visits to museums, while not easy at any school phase, is 
more difficult for secondary schools because of problems of teacher cover and 
requirements of forthcoming exams.  The findings suggest that projects that are 
targeted at older pupils and that meet their researched needs, do attract older pupils, 
but this needs further consideration before final conclusions can be drawn. 
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