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Executive Summary
Strengthening Education in Mangere and Otara (SEMO) was a Ministry of Education intervention designed to increase the capacity of the schools and communities of Mangere and Otara to offer high quality learning environments for children. It was one of several area-wide initiatives being co-ordinated under the national school support policy of the Ministry of Education. One of the special features of SEMO was the commitment to a three-way partnership between the Ministry, the schools and the communities to strengthen education in the two districts. The evaluation of this initiative was awarded to a team of researchers from the School of Education of the University of Auckland in 1998, and this is their third and final report. The initiative itself has evolved, with new partnerships being developed and old ones re-negotiated. As a result, SEMO has been replaced with a range of initiatives managed by local school clusters and supported by the regional and national office of the Ministry of Education. One of the most important of these initiatives is AUSAD (Analysis and Use of Student Achievement Data) designed to help principals, teachers and board members improve teaching through analysis and discussion of student achievement data.

Three separate studies are considered in this report: School Governance, Reporting to Parents, and Perceptions of Pasifika Student Achievement. The first two studies were undertaken as follow-ups to studies reported in the first two evaluation documents (Timperley, Robinson & Bullard 1999; Robinson, Timplerley & Bullard 2000). The third study addressed a gap in the earlier work. 


School Governance

During the 1989 educational reforms the highly centralised and regulated system for administering New Zealand's state schools was dismantled and replaced with a model of single-school lay governance (Minister of Education, 1988). Under this model, a school’s board, comprising a majority of locally elected parent trustees, was given more responsibilities than in any other system of school-based management.

In the 12 years since the introduction of Tomorrows Schools (Minister of Education, 1988), there have been few empirical studies of the performance of boards. Despite that, the general consensus among professional and academic commentators has been that the 15,000 lay volunteers who govern New Zealand schools at any point in time are doing at least as well as the national and regional levels officials who came before them (Fiske & Ladd, 2000; McKenzie, 1999). As a result there are few calls for its overhaul, let alone reversal.

However, this generally satisfactory report is being increasingly qualified, as evidence emerges about variable board performance, with those in small and low decile communities being most at risk. In 1996 the Education Review Office published a highly critical evaluation of schooling in Mangere and Otara, which formed the catalyst for the SEMO initiative. As well as alleging widespread governance failure, the report raised questions about the appropriateness of the lay trustee model in communities where it was difficult to elect or co-opt sufficient financial and professional expertise, and where cultural norms conflicted with the requirement that boards act as the employer and appraiser of the principal (Education Review Office, 1996). The authors concluded that in some schools, boards gave principals both more discretion and less assistance than was intended by the legislative framework under which New Zealand schools are governed.

One strand of the SEMO initiative involved the improvement of governance through both area-wide and school-based initiatives including the appointment of board mentors, the systematic involvement of boards in decisions about expenditure of SEMO monies, and increased school and cluster-based training. One outcome of this work was the formation of the Otara Boards Forum, a collective of the Chairpersons of Otara schools.

The first two chapters of this report detail the findings of a study which was designed to produce both quantitative and qualitative data about how principals and chairs of Otara schools, along with Ministry officials involved in the initiative, understood selected governance tasks.  The methods were based on a set of four standardised scenarios, each of which portrayed the work of a hypothetical Board of Trustees. The four scenarios described situations that were similar to those we had encountered during earlier research in the area. Three of the four scenarios focussed on the educational, rather than financial or property dimensions of a boards’ role.  These were monitoring student achievement, responding to a parental complaint and developing a homework policy. The fourth scenario considered the process of appraising the principal.

At the time of this study, there were 15 state and integrated schools in Otara, 14 of which were members of the Otara Boards Forum.  Interviews were completed with 12 chairpersons and 11 principals.  The remaining chairpersons were either unavailable during the data collection period, or declined to participate. The nine Ministry officials who were interviewed were employed in either the national or Auckland regional office, and had responsibility for policy or operational aspects of school governance. About half of the Ministry sample had direct responsibilities for the SEMO initiative.

The findings of the study are reported in the first two chapters of this final report.  In the first Chapter, Lay Governance of New Zealand Schools: An Educational, Democratic or Managerialist Activity, we explore how principals, trustees and Ministry officials think about governance. We are interested in the extent to which the ideas that have shaped governance policy have penetrated the thinking of those to whom governance responsibilities have been delegated.  We are also interested in the extent to which the thinking of the three groups is comparable.

In the second chapter, The Difficulties of School Governance: Perceptions of Trustees, Principals and Ministry Officials, we consider participants' perceptions of the extent and nature of the difficulties which boards encounter in completing key governance tasks. This is done through a detailed examination of the match between the demands of selected governance tasks and the difficulties that trustees encounter in completing them.

Lay Governance of New Zealand's Schools: An Educational, Democratic or Managerialist Activity. Participants’ understandings of governance were revealed by asking them to rate the performance of the hypothetical board in each scenario and to give reasons for their ratings. On two of the four scenarios, there were significant differences between lay trustees and Ministry officials. The two scenarios which portrayed a Board as not understanding data on its students' achievement, and handing responsibility for the principal's appraisal over to the principal, were rated significantly more positively by lay trustees than by the Ministry sample.

Three major components of participants' conceptions of good governance emerged during analyses of their explanations for their ratings. The first of these was compliance with governance formalities. Such formalities include learning a governance language and way of thinking, and include correctly determining who does what and in what sequence. While this emphasis on formal role was shared across all three groups, close analysis of their views revealed differences in their conceptions of the governance role and of the governance-management distinction in particular. The evaluations of the Ministry sample were guided by their understanding of national policy requirements and guidelines, while the point of reference for principals and board chairs was their own locally developed school policy.

Comments about the effectiveness and efficiency of governance tasks were the second most frequently employed evaluative category for all three respondent groups.  Trustees and principals made more comments about the efficiency of task performance than did Ministry officials.

The third category, frequency of reference to communication and relationships suggests that governance is not only about formal roles and task completion. Nearly as important is the quality of relationships through which roles are enacted and tasks pursued. Respondents expected those relationships to allow trustees to gain the information and understanding they need to exercise their responsibilities. They also agreed on the nature of the barriers to gaining such understanding – professionals’ use of complex educational language, trustees’ reluctance to ask questions and their assumption of professionals’ expertise.

The analysis of interviewees' evaluations of the four scenarios also showed that, in justifying their evaluation of the Boards' performance, very few references were made to either educational values or the interests of the community that the Board served. The former finding was somewhat surprising given that three of the four scenarios were written to capture the educational (concerned with aspects of teaching and learning) rather than non-educational aspects of a Board's work. It suggests that educational purposes and values, while strongly espoused by participants in governance, do not yet inform the practical understandings and actions of our sample. The latter finding is also interesting, given that one key purpose of the reforms was to strengthen schools' responsiveness to their communities through a form of local democracy.

The Difficulties of School Governance: Perceptions of Trustees, principals and Ministry Officials. As part of the wider school governance study described above participants were asked whether their own boards, or in the case of the Ministry staff, whether boards similar to those in Otara, found it hard to perform the tasks portrayed in each scenario, and if they did, to describe the nature of any such difficulty. The first section of the report considers which tasks were perceived as difficult by the different participant groups while the second investigates the nature of the perceived difficulties.

Difficulties were more likely to be reported for the two tasks of most relevance to the core business of teaching and learning (achievement and reporting) and for principal appraisal, than for the fourth task of responding to parental complaints. The latter task requires skills of communication and diplomacy, while the other three tasks also require considerable educational and human resource expertise - qualities, which are less likely to be present in lay governors. In other words, dealing with parental complaints may be seen as posing fewer difficulties because it is better matched to the skills and experience of lay governors than the other three governance tasks.

Principals, Ministry officials and chairs attributed much of the difficulty of governance tasks to limited understanding and expertise. Respondents varied in their accounts of the difficulties, with some seeing them as arising out of communication problems and the use of professional jargon. Others saw them as going far deeper to the question of whether laypersons have the conceptual frameworks needed to make sense of the language, even when it is suitably simplified. While most respondents saw it as the professionals’ responsibility to help trustees to understand, a few principals raised serious doubts about the appropriateness of this strategy.

The data presented suggest that when trustees have limited understanding of what to do and how to do it, they become very reliant on the advice and guidance of professional staff.  The latter, in turn, may unwittingly contribute to this dependence through an inability or unwillingness to coach their trustees, who are also their employers, into their governance role.  The dependence is further sustained in the sample of trustees we spoke to, by a cultural tradition of deference to high status professionals.  The end result may be a self-sustaining cycle of trustee delegation of governance duties, which overburdens principals and produces incorrect assumptions on the part of both principal and trustees of their respective roles.

The consequence of this dynamic is that the quality of governance depends crucially on the willingness of the principal to adopt the role of adviser and coach of their trustees. Depending on the particular approach taken, such coaching can result in a one-sided relationship which reinforces the dependence of the board, or over time it can lead to the empowerment of trustees.  Our data suggested considerable variation in principals’ willingness to adopt this role and uncertainty about their obligation to do so.

Reporting to Parents

The development of a partnership between schools and their communities formed a central tenet of the reforms of education administration in New Zealand more than a decade ago (New Zealand Government, 1989; New Zealand Public Service Association, 1988). This partnership was to be based on the free flow of information between schools and their communities. While the sentiments of openness and shared information formed the basis of the policy, for the next 10 years the content of the information to be shared between the partners was not specified clearly.

In chapter three we report on a series of three studies which describe and explain the reporting practices of schools in Mangere and Otara. Over the period of the three studies, the schools' reporting practices became increasingly focused on student achievement in response to the SEMO initiative and the changed reporting regulations. We sought to answer the research questions, "To what extent did the reporting practices involve parents /whanau as educational partners with the school?" and "What difficulties were experienced by school personnel and parents / whanau when changing their reporting practices in the directions required by the new regulations?"

The first study involved an interview survey of school personnel and a document analysis of reports to parents from thirteen randomly selected schools. Parent reaction to the reports was sought by interviewing parents who had attended report evenings in two of the thirteen schools.  The first part of this study was reported in the first SEMO Evaluation report (Timperley, Robinson, & Bullard, 1999).  The findings showed that, consistent with national practices in primary schools at the time, student achievement was likely to be evaluated against implicit individual or class-based referenced standards.  As a consequence, parents of under-achieving children were frequently misled about their children’s achievement levels.  The major themes that emerged from this study were communicated to professional and community groups through a story about a hypothetical student called Lita who received excellent reports throughout her primary schooling, and was then shocked to learn at high school that her achievement levels were several years behind the national average.  The story named “O le Tala ia Lita” or “Lita’s Story” described the reactions of the parents to learning that their daughter was not doing nearly as well at school as they had been led to believe. The discussion of Lita's story resulted in a deeper understanding of both the causes and consequences of schools’ current reporting practices, and a commitment on the part of some school leaders to changing the way they reported students’ achievement to their parents.

Two years after the first study, a second was carried out to assess the impact of these discussions and of the changes in the legislative requirements for reporting student achievement.  This second study involved a questionnaire, interview survey and document analysis of fifteen schools in the two communities. All schools were planning changes to their reporting practices. The survey indicated that teachers believed student achievement information should be reported to parents / whanau more accurately and with reference to national standards.  Analysis of the actual school reports showed that more schools were reporting student achievement against explicit standards or were planning to do so. For most respondents, however, this focus on becoming more accurate did not appear to be driven by a desire to involve parents more closely in their children's education. The idea of a partnership where accurate information is shared for the purpose of working together to improve student achievement did not appear to be part of the thinking underpinning either the current or planned reporting practices.

The third study explored the long journey undertaken by two schools as they introduced more accurate and transparent reporting of student achievement. Data collection methods for these case studies included interviews of school personnel and parents, and analyses of selected school reports. Both schools in this study believed that it was important to report achievement against the national curriculum, to benchmark achievement against national rather than local standards, and to communicate to parents in ways that were readily understood. Our data suggest that a number of technical, ethical and professional dilemmas need to be resolved before schools can meet their goals. The technical dilemmas arise because teachers want to reference achievement to national curriculum levels yet there are few tools available to help them to do this and the curriculum levels themselves are so broad that they provide little guidance as to a student's progress. The ethical dilemmas arise around how to report low achievement honestly yet constructively and safely. The professional dilemmas arise for teachers who want to report in ways that convey their professionalism and yet can be understood by parents with limited knowledge of the New Zealand curriculum and, in some cases, of the English language.

These three New Zealand studies raise issues consistent with those identified in the international literature on reporting student achievement to parents. Schools believe that parents have a right to know, and the parents indicate that they want to know, about their child's achievement. Meeting this apparently simple goal requires resolution of complex technical, ethical and professional dilemmas. 

Pasifika Student Achievement

The Ministry of Education, researchers, educators and the Pasifika communities in New Zealand have expressed concern with the educational achievement of their students. A recently released Pasifika Education Plan (Ministry of Education, 2001) describes the Governments' commitment "to reducing disparities and improving the well being of Pacific peoples in the New Zealand education system." Various strategies have been proposed as a means to strengthening Pasifika students' cultural identities and creating a better educational match.

In chapter four we report on a study in which we seek the views of participants on what they believe is needed to raise the achievement of Pasifika students. We then examine the congruence between these views and the strategies proposed in the Ministry's Pasifika Education Plan (2001) and what is proposed in the research literature. Pasifika teachers from four schools in Mangere, with Pacific bilingual units, were interviewed along with the principal and a second member of the Senior Management team from each school. The 24 teachers who took part in the interview study were a mix of bilingual and mainstream teachers. Six Ministry of Education officials, who had direct responsibility for Pasifika education issues and policies or their implementation in Mangere, were also interviewed.

The interview schedule included both open-ended questions that were designed to capture the participants' views about how to raise Pasifika students' achievement and more closed questions that probed specific issues, such as employing more Pasifika teachers and creating additional bilingual units. We also specifically asked what respondents believed the Ministry of Education should do to raise student achievement. Finally participants' were asked to rank the importance of particular school tasks such as preparing children for the next level of schooling or nurturing children's ethnic identity. The issues relating to the various strategies for raising achievement are reported in part one while the rankings of school tasks are reported in part two of this chapter.

The strategies suggested by the respondents for raising achievement fell into eight broad categories. In summary, all respondent groups considered teacher quality and home-school liaison issues as most important although there were considerable differences between the groups. Another area considered to be in need of a change by at least some respondents in each group was the provision of bilingual education. Other responses included increasing the number of Pasifika teachers, improving assessment practices, increasing teaching resources, being more positive about the achievement of Pasifika students and changing school management practices.  Each of these response categories is elaborated below.

Issues of teacher quality included concerns about teacher attitude and the need to change teaching practices in ways that reduce the mismatch between the Pasifika students’ cultural capital and the expectations of the school as the key strategy to improving achievement.

One way to facilitate a teaching process that utilises Pasifika children's cultural capital is to increase the number of Pasifika teachers. However, there was a greater endorsement from all groups for bilingual education than for increasing the number of Pasifika teachers. Although the introduction of bilingual programmes is dependent on employing fluent native speakers who can also speak English, it appeared that this more focused strategy was preferred over the more general one of increasing the proportion of Pasifika teachers. In fact the only group for whom more than 10% of responses endorsed an increase in Pasifika teachers in order to raise student achievement was bilingual teachers.

In the interviews, the frequency with which parent and school-community liaison issues were mentioned was second only to the teaching process. While the research literature focuses on appreciating what parents bring to the home-school partnership most of our interviewees framed their responses in terms of parents learning from the school so they can support their children at home.

Analysis of the other categories showed that although there were some specific concerns with the experiential basis and language of current assessment, changing assessment practice was not seen as a way to raise student achievement by most of our respondents. It also appeared that more resources were not on the minds of these respondents when thinking about raising student achievement in general, but became so when asked specifically about the role of the Ministry of Education. Being more positive about Pasifika achievement was also important for some of our respondents.

A consistent theme in the responses to the question of what the Ministry needed to do was for the Ministry to be a more active partner with schools. Overall, the findings suggested that more discussion needs to occur to establish greater understanding of what each group believes to be important in the schooling of Pasifika students.

In part two of the study, the analysis of the rankings given to the importance of various school tasks revealed a lack of agreement amongst participant groups as to which educational tasks were held to be important in the education of Pasifika students. Tasks rated highly by two of the groups were not so highly rated by the third. For example, “Preparing children for the next level of schooling” received the highest ranking by teachers and the second highest by Ministry respondents but was ranked sixth by management. Items ranked relatively highly by all groups included “Teach reading, writing and maths in English” and “Make children feel good about themselves”.

Although there were differences in the details of the responses between the different groups, there was an overall consistency between researchers, Pasifika Education Plan (Ministry of Education, 2001) and Pasifika teachers. Themes identified from the research literature on promoting Pasifika children's identity and reducing the mismatch between the cultural capital students bring to a Palagi-dominated system and what is expected of them were evident in the Ministry's plan and our interviewees' responses. The underlying assumption appears to be that improving achievement is likely to occur through teachers giving greater recognition to Pasifika children's culture, improving the interface and understandings between home and school, increasing bilingual provision and resources and giving more positive publicity to the achievement of those who have succeeded.

The concern we have raised in concluding this chapter is that most of these strategies have been tried in some form, but few have been evaluated systematically in terms of their success in raising student achievement.
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Chapter 1:
Lay Governance Of New Zealand's Schools: An Educational, Democratic Or Managerialist Activity?

While many OECD countries have undertaken sweeping reforms of their public sector in the last 15 years, the reform of the New Zealand public sector is frequently described as among the more radical, aggressive and coherent examples of any of these efforts to date (Kettl, 2000). These qualities are well illustrated by the 1988 educational reforms, during which the highly centralised and regulated system for administering New Zealand's state schools was dismantled and replaced with a model of single-school lay governance (Minister of Education, 1988). Under this model, locally elected parent trustees were given more responsibilities than they are accorded in any other system of school-based management. The uniqueness of these governance arrangements lies in the fact that:

While other countries may have school councils or advisory committees on which parents or community members are represented, New Zealand is the only country in the world to have schools governed by a majority of elected parent representatives, one of whom acts as chairperson.  Boards of Trustees also have wider responsibilities than in other countries, in particular as the legal employers of staff including the principal.  Elsewhere it is common for the principal to be employed by a state or district education system. Thus while in many countries it is the principal who has formal responsibility for the local management of the school, in New Zealand it is the school trustees who are formally responsible and who in turn employ the principal. (Education Review Office, 1999, p.4)
After 13 years of this model of lay governance, there are few calls for its overhaul.  In an article reviewing the fortunes of some of the key recommendations of the reforms, McKenzie concludes that "Generally speaking, however, and despite some murmurings from experts, the decade's experience of local governance of schools has endorsed Picot's claim that it is appropriate to presume the likelihood of competence among BoT membership" (McKenzie, 1999, p. 11).

The regular surveys of New Zealand schools by the New Zealand Council for Educational Research have consistently reported that while the task of lay governance has been far more onerous than initially anticipated, few respondents want a return to the former centralised system. These same surveys also show that trustees themselves have little enthusiasm for any government plan to change their current role (Wylie, 1997; 1999).

Reports from the Education Review Office (ERO), through whom all boards are accountable to the Crown, have also endorsed the overall success of the governance model by stating that "there are no indications that it is less effective than other models" (Education Review Office, 1999, p. 18).  However, this agency is increasingly qualifying its endorsement with such statements as "while this [governance] approach has worked well for many schools, it is questionable whether it is appropriate for the small number of school boards which are still struggling to understand their governance role and meet the requirements placed on them" (Education Review Office, 1999, p. 15).

According to ERO, there are an unspecified minority of schools whose boards either abdicate or misunderstand their role. But what is this role that is reported to be well understood by the majority and misunderstood or abdicated by the remainder?  What aspects of the role are misunderstood or avoided?  Why are they not understood, and what unofficial understandings are more salient?  To what extent do those with an interest in governance (officials of the Ministry of Education, school principals and lay trustee members) share common understandings of the roles of trustees?  To what extent are those understandings compatible with each other and with the values that motivated the 1989 reforms?

The purpose of this study is to investigate how those directly involved in school governance understand its various tasks. Those understandings will reveal how the various strands of the reform have shaped actual governance practice and enable us to discern which of the various reform imperatives have had most practical impact.

The Rationale for New Zealand’s Model of Lay Governance

New Zealand's reform of school governance emerged from a taskforce which had received numerous submissions from educators about the rule-bound and inflexible nature of the central and regional structures of school administration. In addition, parents had been vocal about the unresponsiveness of schools to their preferences and concerns (Taskforce to Review Education Administration, 1988). The Taskforce believed that nothing short of radical restructuring would resolve these twin problems of inflexible and inefficient state control over schooling, and unresponsiveness to the concerns and preferences of parents.

The complex of policy ideas known as New Public Management (NPM), which were highly influential in the concurrent reform of New Zealand’s wider public sector, (Kettl, 2000; Behn, 2001) shaped their response to the first problem of administrative inflexibility and inefficiency. The efficiency of educational administration was to be improved by greatly reducing government's operational involvement in schooling. Regional levels of administration were eliminated and a smaller Ministry of Education focussed on providing policy advice to government and establishing a national framework under which self-managing schools could achieve both national and local education goals. The achievement of those goals became the responsibility of 2,700 locally elected Boards of Trustees.  This decentralisation of governance was intended to give school leaders the freedom to be responsive to local priorities while satisfying government’s policy requirements.

Under the theory of NPM, the freedom to manage does not imply reduced accountability to the state. Rather, government priorities are ensured, while protecting local discretion, by shifting the focus of accountability from inputs and procedures (money expended and processes employed) to outputs (services delivered) and outcomes (results obtained). Such results-oriented accountability has, however, proved very difficult to implement in the compulsory education sector. Boards of Trustees, which are accountable to the Crown through the Education Review Office, have not been held accountable for student learning, nor, until recently, for reporting this information (Education Review Office, 1999). The accountability mechanisms have focused instead on trustee compliance with legislative requirements to act as a good employer, be fiscally prudent, provide safe workplaces, and deliver the curriculum. Many schools have experienced accountability under devolved governance in exactly the manner that NPM was designed to obviate – as an increase in bureaucratic procedural compliance (Robertson, 1999).

While local school management was designed to meet NPM's efficiency imperative, it did not in itself ensure the responsiveness of schools to their local communities. Two additional reform strategies addressed this problem. The first involved the creation of a more powerful educational market by abolishing enrolment zones and forcing schools to compete for the allegiance of parents and students (Fiske & Ladd, 2000, p. 62). Under NPM, the creation of a competitive marketplace was a key strategy for orienting managers to the needs of the consumers rather than the providers of services (Kettl, 2000, p.1). The second strategy for increasing responsiveness of schools to their local communities was not inspired by NPM, and was in considerable tension with its emphasis on efficiency. That strategy involved the implementation of locally based democratic school governance. Parents of enrolled students elected the majority of the members of their school's governing body (Board of Trustees). Each Board was given considerable legal authority including setting and monitoring school policy and appointing and appraising the principal. The division of responsibility between the lay board and its professional employees is intended to reflect, at school level, the same policy-operational split which was central to the reform of the prior Department of Education.  It was anticipated that schools’ responsiveness to their local communities would increase through their power to set local school policy and there three year electoral accountability of their Boards.

In summary, New Zealand’s current school governance arrangements reflect a mix of democratic and managerial ideas about how to achieve the twin purposes of increased administrative efficiency and greater responsiveness to parental preferences. Reform of the structures of governance, however, is not the same as reform of governance itself.  The extent to which these structures have shaped the actual practice of governance is determined through analysis of the conceptions of governance which participants bring to their governance tasks, not through a description of changes in governance mechanisms. This point has been made compellingly by Donald Kettl, one of the foremost commentators on NPM:

The success or failure of the movement depends on how deeply its reforms become wired into a nation's governance systems – its political institutions, public expectations and civil society (Kettl, 2000, p. 5).
In this chapter we explore, via a sample of participants in the governance of New Zealand schools, the values and ideas that are “wired into” their understanding of key governance tasks. When participants evaluate the performance of Boards, what values, ideas and standards of governance do they employ? To what extent are those ideas, values and standards reflective of the core ideas that shaped the reform of New Zealand school governance? How salient in participants' thinking, for example, are the values of efficiency, effectiveness or democratic representation? We were also interested in the extent to which conceptions of governance were shared by the three major groups of participants, namely, school principals, board chairpersons and officials of the New Zealand Ministry of Education.

Research Approach

The findings reported in this study were obtained as part of a three-year evaluation of a Ministry of Education initiative to improve schooling in Mangere and Otara. The 42 schools in these two communities serve mostly Maori and Pacific Island families, many of whom are economically disadvantaged. In 1996 the Education Review Office published a highly critical evaluation of schooling in the two suburbs. As well as alleging widespread governance failure, the report raised questions about the appropriateness of the lay trustee model in communities where it was difficult to elect or co-opt sufficient financial and professional expertise (Education Review Office, 1996). The authors concluded that in some schools boards gave principals both more discretion and less assistance than was intended by the legislative framework under which New Zealand schools are governed.

The government responded to the challenges presented by the report by launching a series of initiatives known as Strengthening Education in Mangere and Otara (SEMO). One strand of the initiative involved the improvement of governance through both area-wide and school-based initiatives including the appointment of board mentors, systematic involvement of boards in decisions about expenditure of SEMO monies, and increased school and cluster-based training. One outcome of this work was the formation of the Otara Boards Forum, a collective of the Chairpersons of Otara schools and two non-voting principals' representatives.  The Forum participated in strategic decisions about schooling in Otara and was both recipient and provider of tailored professional development for Otara trustees.
  While the Forum had no formal authority over its constituent boards, the collective support and development which the Forum provided its members is likely to have altered their understanding of and confidence in their trustee roles.

Research Participants

At the time of this study, there were 15 state and integrated schools in Otara, fourteen of which were members of the Otara Boards Forum.  Interviews were completed with twelve chairpersons and eleven principals.  The remaining chairpersons were either unavailable during the data collection period or declined to participate. The nine Ministry officials interviewed were employed in either the national or Auckland regional office and had responsibility for policy or operational aspects of school governance. About half of the Ministry sample had direct responsibilities for the SEMO initiative.

The Education Review Office (ERO) declined to participate in the study.

Research Design and Methods 

The study was designed to produce both quantitative and qualitative data about the understandings and values that informed aspects of governance practice. Ideally, this would have been achieved by questioning respondents about their actual governance practice, but since we could not observe comparable governance activities in 12 schools, we focused our questions on participants’ understandings of four governance scenarios which portrayed the work of a hypothetical Board of Trustees.

Participants’ understandings of governance were probed by asking them to evaluate the performance of the hypothetical board in each scenario and to give reasons for their ratings.  Participants' reasons for their evaluations revealed the content standards that they thought applicable to the task in question. If they justified their evaluative rating in terms of timelines of Board action, for example, then such comments suggest that efficiency is a relevant value. In justifying their evaluation, participants were free to provide any number and type of explanatory comment.

The question arises as to whether or not such explanations are predictive of the conceptions of governance that inform participants' actual governance practice. As indicated above, we would have preferred to probe participants' understandings of governance by interviewing them about what we had observed them to be doing. Since it was not possible to make such observations, we used four standardised scenarios so that participants' understandings of governance were grounded in actual governance practice, even though that practice was not their own. This method was more likely to produce evidence about the values and understandings that informed participants' actual governance than the more traditional interview, which asks decontextualised questions about how participants understand their governance role, or what they consider to be important. Such questions tell us what participants profess to be important, rather than about what they treat as important in their consideration of particular governance tasks.

Four governance scenarios. The four scenarios described situations that were similar to those we had encountered during earlier research on schools in the area. Each four-paragraph scenario provided sufficient detail to make the story credible, and incorporated practices which might elicit varying evaluative reactions.  The ambiguity of some aspects of the scenario invited respondents to project their own understandings of governance into the scenario, and thereby to reveal more about their conception of the role (Appendix A).

Since the scenarios were designed to reflect the intention of the SEMO initiative to strengthen Board involvement in the educational and community aspects of their role, they do not cover all aspects of governance. Those aspects that were not covered include financial and property management, health and safety and staff employment.

Three of the scenarios focussed on the educational and community dimensions of a boards’ role. The first one (Scenario A: Monitoring Student Achievement) described a board that had developed a policy of regular monitoring of student achievement, but could not understand the information that teachers had provided. The second scenario (Scenario B: Parental Complaint) described a board that took a parent’s concern about lack of homework to the principal and, in following it up, discovered that there might be a more general issue about implementation of the school’s homework policy. In the third scenario (Scenario C: Development of Policy on Reporting) the board chair offered to consult the community about what they wanted in school reports and then did nothing for three months, at which point he indicated that the task should probably be tackled by the professionals. The fourth scenario (Scenario D: Principal Appraisal) probed the board’s role as employer of the principal through an account of an appraisal process in which the chair and principal agreed that the latter would manage the task.

The face validity of the four scenarios was checked with local school and community leaders and, after revision, they were incorporated into an interview schedule.  Respondents were asked to read the first scenario and then use a 9-point scale to evaluate how well the hypothetical board had done its job. The scale ranged from '1' which indicated that the Board did its job "extremely poorly" to '9', meaning the Board did its job "extremely well". After giving reasons for their overall evaluation, the interviewee was then asked to explain the reasons for their evaluation. This cycle of evaluation and explanation was then repeated for the remaining three scenarios.

Research procedures. The study was developed in conjunction with Ministry representatives, the Otara Board Forum and two Otara principals. It was made clear that the intention was to probe understandings and evaluations, not to test the competence of individuals. Written consent for participation and tape-recording was gained from every participant. The interviews, which lasted approximately one hour, were conducted at a time and place convenient to the interviewee.  Board members were interviewed by a Samoan educator who had previously worked in the district, and principals and Ministry officials were interviewed by either one of the two authors of this report or a research assistant.  Each interview was transcribed so that the reasons respondents gave for their evaluations of each scenario could be accurately coded.

Data analyses. The evidence of respondents’ understandings of governance comprised both their ratings of how well the board in each scenario performed and their reasons for those evaluations. Procedures for the analysis of the ratings are described in the next section alongside the relevant findings. The analysis of respondents’ reasoning involved the development of coding rules and categories, the calculation of inter-coder agreement, and the determination of respondents’ relative use of the various coding categories. Interviewees’ explanations of their evaluations of each scenario were coded into one of eight categories. Six of the eight categories were developed inductively, after repeated reading and discussion of the major themes that were present in a sample of interview transcripts. These six categories capture the main ideas and values that participants used to justify their evaluations of each scenario. The remaining two categories (educational value and serving/representing the community) were prompted by the interest of the researchers in assessing the extent to which educational and community values influenced the evaluations of the participants. (The definitions of all eight categories are provided in Appendix C).
 A reason was defined as any statement which explained why the board’s practice had been rated as it had. The proportion of total reasons given that were coded in each category was treated as an indicator of the relative importance of each category.

A random 10% sample of transcripts was coded by the first and second authors. The degree of agreement between the coders was calculated separately for two of the four scenarios (A & D) by first calculating the percentage of agreement in identification of reason statements, and then by determining the agreement in assignment of particular codes for those agreed statements.  Percentage of agreement was determined in each case by dividing the number of agreed units by the total number of relevant units. The reliability of coding for Scenario A was 96% for the number of reason statements and 85% for actual code assignment. For Scenario D the percentage agreement was 97% and 82% respectively.

Research Findings

In the first section we address the question of how board chairpersons, principals and Ministry officials understand governance by presenting a quantitative analysis of their respective ratings of board performance. In the subsequent section we address the same question by revealing the conceptions of governance that participants offered as explanations for their ratings.

Participant Evaluations of Board Performance

Figure 1 provides a visual overview of how the four different governance scenarios were rated by the three respondent groups.
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Figure 1: Mean ratings of governance scenarios by three groups 
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A two-way repeated measures analysis of variance
 was used to test whether there were significant differences between the ratings of the four scenarios of the three groups, and whether there was an interaction effect between the two.  The quality of the board performance was perceived to be significantly different across the four stories (F=9.96, p<.01), but this finding is of little importance as it is an artefact of the way each scenario was written.  Of more interest is whether there were overall differences between the ratings of the three respondent groups and whether they reacted differently to the different scenarios. The difference between the groups fell just short of statistical significance (F=3.2, p >.05) but there was a significant interaction between groups and stories indicating that the relative ratings of the groups changed across the four stories (F = 3.4, p ( .01).

Separate analyses of the ratings of each scenario showed significant group differences in the perceived quality of governance for the scenario on monitoring student achievement (F= 4.4, p<.05) and principal appraisal (F=7.4, p<.01).  Both these effects were caused by the difference between the evaluations of Ministry staff and trustees, with the latter rating the board’s performance more positively than the former (Table 1). This difference was especially marked for the scenario about principal appraisal.

Table 1
Ratings of the Adequacy of Board Performance by Scenario and Group


Scenario Type


Achievement
Complaint
Reporting
Appraisal
Total

Principals (n = 11)






M
4.9
5.1
4.1
3.5
4.4

SD
1.2
2.4
2.0
1.4
1.8

Trustees (n = 12)






M
*5.2
5.0
3.5
4.9**
4.7

SD
1.6
1.7
2.0
1.8
1.8








Ministry (n = 9)






M
*3.6
6.8
2.9
2.4**
3.9

SD
1.0
1.8
1.2
1.1
1.3

Total






M
4.6
5.6
3.5
3.7


SD
1.4
2.1
1.8
1.8


Note:
Respondents were asked to rate “how well the board did its job” on 9 point scales (1 = extremely poorly, 9 = extremely well).

*p< .05.  Means in the same column differ at less than the indicated level on Tukey’s HSD comparison.

** p<.01.  Means in the same column differ at less than the indicated level on Tukey’s HSD comparison.

Table 1 also shows differences in the range of ratings used by the three groups. The average ratings of Ministry staff ranged from 2.9 – 6.8, which was greater than the range of average ratings given by either the principals (3.5 – 5.1) or trustees (3.5 – 5.2).

In summary, the ratings show that while differences in the overall standards of governance employed by our three respondent groups fell just short of statistical significance, there were significant differences between them in how they rated certain aspects of governance. Ministry staff were more critical of a board that was unable to monitor the achievement of its students than were trustees themselves. Similarly, Ministry staff rated the performance of a Board that did not actively manage the appraisal of its principal more negatively than did lay trustees.

These results show that for two of the four stories, Ministry officials were likely to be more critical than trustees themselves of the way the Board performed. In the scenario about the principal's appraisal, they were particularly concerned about the way the lay trustees handed responsibility for the appraisal to the principal himself. In the scenario about reporting student achievement, they were concerned that the Board had not understood the information they were given about the achievement of the students for whom they were responsible. Further exploration of these differences requires understanding the reasons for these ratings. To what extent do they reflect qualitatively different conceptions of what counts as good practice, and to what extent do they reflect differences in the way similar conceptions are applied to specific situations? The subsequent analyses of respondents’ explanations for their ratings will tell us more about their conceptions of good governance and the extent to which these conceptions are shared both within and across groups. 

Understandings of Good Governance 

When respondents were asked for their reasons for their evaluation of each scenario, they revealed their understanding of what would count as good practice in that specific situation. Participants' explanations for their ratings were coded into eight major categories, with each category representing a broad criterion of good governance practice.

Table 2 provides an overview of how the combined samples understand good governance as revealed by their reflection on these four scenarios. Of the 2125 reason statements given by our 32 respondents, 76% fell into the three categories of roles and procedures (28%), task performance (26%) and communication and relationships (22%). This means that, for our sample, a key aspect of governance is compliance with the formal requirements of the role, whether those requirements are specified in law, in guidelines issued by the Ministry of Education or School Trustees' Association, or are expressed in a school's own policies. In contrast to these formal requirements, which are generic to all governance tasks, the second most frequently coded category of task performance captured those evaluative considerations that were specific to the tasks portrayed in the scenarios. Statements that were coded in this category revealed respondents’ conceptions of how a task should be done independently of the formal requirements of the governance role. The quality of Board performance was also seen as a matter of the quality of communication and relationships, with 22% of reason statements coded in this category.

Table 2
Type of explanation offered to justify the evaluation of Board performance in four governance scenarios (% of explanatory statements).


Scenario

Evaluative Criteria 
Monitoring Achievement
Parental Complaint
Policy on Reporting
Principal Appraisal
All Scenarios

Communication and relationships 
31
21
16
10
22

Roles and procedures 
12
34
38
38
28

Developing capacity 
9
0
5
4
5

Knowledge and expertise 
16
4
9
9
10

Personal and cultural qualities 
7
2
8
1
5

Task performance 
23
30
13
37
26

Serving and  representing  community 
1
7
11
0
5

Educational value 
3
1
1
0
1

Total reasons 
631
443
600
451


Comments about the adequacy of the knowledge, skills and understandings of participants in governance made up a further 10 percent of the reasons provided although, as we explain later, the importance of this category is greater than this figure suggests as there was some overlap between this category and those of communication and role performance. About 5% of reason statements were concerned with how the board was representing or serving its community and another 5% with whether the actions of the board would build the capacity of its members, the staff or the community. Another 5% of the statements evaluated the quality of Board performance in terms of the personal or cultural attributes of those involved. Reluctance to ask questions, for example, might be attributed to personal shyness or the deference which Pasifika lay trustees accord to school leaders.

The four governance scenarios were least likely to be evaluated in terms of their educational value (defined as implications for teaching and learning), with only one percent of reasons falling in this category. This finding needs explanation since three of the four scenarios were deliberately written about educational matters rather than the more typical board concerns of property and finance. Furthermore, it is important to note that references to educational matters are not hidden in other category such as that of task effectiveness, for any reference to such material was allocated to the educational category. The question of why educational criteria were not used as often as other categories will be discussed more fully in subsequent sections of this chapter.

Questions can also be raised about why more importance is not given by these respondents to the values of democratic representation and capacity building. With respect to the first category, we have already discussed how governance by elected parent representatives was intended to strengthen the responsiveness of schools to the preferences of their local community. The evidence of Table 2 suggests that these respondents give little consideration to these values when judging governance practice, although they had been involved in a government initiative designed to do that. With respect to the second issue of capacity building, the data suggest that development of skills and understandings of trustees, teachers and schools and communities was also seldom used as a criterion for judging governance practice.

Situational variation in understandings of good governance. The similarity in relative usage of the eight types of explanation across four scenarios was tested by calculating six rank-ordered correlations.
  Four of the six paired comparisons proved significant, indicating that the categories were used with similar relative frequency across these four paired comparisons.  The remaining two comparisons produced non-significant rank-ordered correlations indicating that the pattern of explanations differed across these scenarios.  These latter comparisons involved the scenario on monitoring student achievement (Scenario A), which elicited a different pattern of evaluative reasoning from that used to evaluate the scenario describing a parental complaint (Scenario B) and the development of a policy on reporting (Scenario C).

Group variation in understandings of good governance. Our previous analysis showed some significant differences between respondent groups in their average ratings of the four scenarios. Table 3 suggests that these reflect differences in the relative importance given to the eight types of explanation, rather than to each group offering qualitatively different explanations. There is a high level of agreement between principals, lay trustees and Ministry staff on the broad indicators of good governance practice.
 There is some indication, however, that compliance with the formalities of the governance role is less salient in the minds of trustees than of the other two groups, and that Ministry staff discussed the adequacy of task performance more than either principals or trustees. However, a great deal of information is lost when over 2000 reasons are compressed into eight categories. In the next section, where each category is illustrated and analysed, a more nuanced qualitative analysis is presented which shows subtle yet important differences in how the three groups evaluate Board performance.

Table 3
Type of explanations offered by three respondent groups for their evaluation of board performance in four governance scenarios. (% of explanatory statements)


Respondent groups

Evaluative Criteria
Principals


Trustees
Ministry

Roles and  procedures 
33
26
37

Task performance 
24
24
31

Communication and relationships 
20
22
22

Knowledge and understanding 
9
10
13

Developing capacity 
5
7
3

Serving and representing  community 
4
4
8

Personal and cultural qualities 
5
5
6

Educational value 
1
1
2

Total reasons 
746
829
451






Conceptions of Good Governance 

In the following sections we use the eight emergent evaluative categories as an organising framework for further analysis of our respondents’ conceptions of governance. Given the broad similarity of conception across the three groups, our discussion will refer to the combined sample, unless otherwise indicated. In the final section we move beyond analyses of discrete categories, to identify how they work together to produce a logic of governance.

Formal role and procedures.  When our respondents evaluated the adequacy of the governance scenarios, they were more likely to use conformity with the requirements of the role than any other category of explanation. What is paramount here is compliance with the respondent's understanding of the duties, responsibilities and accountabilities of the position. Two types of understanding are included in this category – understanding of role performance (54% of role-related reasons) and understanding of role demarcation (45% of role-related reasons).

Role performance. In this category, respondents considered how well the board complied with formal procedures and policies.  Four key themes were evident in their statements. First, doing the job right requires an adequate grasp of a governance language including such difficult distinctions as that between policy and procedure, governance and management
, and policy development and policy approval. The language has major significance for many of our respondents, for it is the scaffold on which they organise the duties and responsibilities of their governance roles. The second theme goes beyond language to a particular style of decision-making. Good governance requires participants to interpret individual cases in terms of overarching policies and procedures. These are designed to constrain individual judgement in the interest of transparency and procedural fairness. The complexities of the linguistic and cognitive demands of the role are vividly illustrated by this principal as she discusses the scenario in which the board takes a parental complaint about homework to the principal:

Principal: …the trap that … the board chair fell into there, early on in this scenario was just really listening to one parent. Also it doesn’t mention here what the school policy is on concerns and complaints and even if there is anything that distinguishes a concern from a formal complaint.  I have two policies - one is for concerns and my other policies relate to complaints that I have... and …both of them have a set of procedures to be followed and I’m not sure that in these cases, there is any mention of those procedures being followed in any way….

For this principal, good governance practice in respect of this situation requires trustees to consider the representativeness of a single complaint, to act in accord with a policy (i.e. avoid idiosyncratic action), to discriminate the appropriate policy, and to follow the procedures specified by that policy.  This is more than the learning of a language – it also involves a style of decision-making in which the particular is subsumed under the general case.

The third theme that emerged from comments about role performance shows that the practice of governance involves complex decision sequences where the next step in a chain of decisions, including who should be involved, is contingent on the outcomes of a prior step. The quality of governance was frequently judged by whether the correct steps had been taken in the correct order and with the right people. In the quote below a chairperson explains why she thinks that the board jumped the gun in going straight to the principal. She expects the board to have a policy about parental complaints, to follow the procedures specified in the policy, and to do so through an appropriate sequence of steps.

Board Chair: Because if there’s a policy in place, there’s also procedures they need to go through, and I mean, if a parent approached me about a complaint, I’d direct them to the principal first for them to go and complain to the principal, but if they’re not satisfied and the parent feels that whatever the complaint is, that’s the end result, then I’d advise her to put a written complaint in, and if that’s not good enough then a written complaint to the board.

The fourth theme in the comments about the adequacy of role performance, was that of compliance with formal meeting procedure. Keeping the whole board informed, and keeping agendas and minutes, enabled people to follow up and be held accountable for prior commitments. As this principal explained, when it came to getting things done, reliance on informality had its costs.

Principal: Poor practice.  I believe it should have been raised at a board meeting for a start and the principal’s only raised it with the board chair so it’s been discussed in an informal way and the board chair’s made an offer… He probably wandered off and forgotten all about it.  There’s no minutes of that recorded.  There’s no accountability on it being started so I think it’s poor practice.

Role demarcation. Learning governance seems to be as much about learning who does what, as it is learning what to do. Nearly half the comments about the quality of the performance of the governance role touched on issues of role demarcation (Table 4).  While principals made more comments about demarcation than the other two groups, they were not significantly more sensitive to this issue than the other two groups ((2 = 2.75, n.s.).  The scenario about the parent who complained about homework elicited considerable comment about the relative responsibility and authority of the concerned parent, the board chair, the whole board, the teacher and the principal. The question of who should talk to whom, about what, and on what authority elicited far more comment than the substance of the parent’s concern about her child’s lack of homework. The scenario about the principal’s appraisal also elicited numerous comments about role demarcation, and these were mostly critical of the way the board had delegated the management of the process to the principal.

Table 4
Number of comments about role performance and role demarcation in four governance scenarios by respondent group 


Number of Comments 
Total Comments 
% Demarcation 

Groups 
Performance
Demarcation



Principals (n=11)
123
120
243
49

Trustees (n=12)
123
94
217
43

Ministry staff (n=9)
97
70
167
42

Note:  (2 = 2.75, n.s.

The governance - management distinction was the normative framework around which most respondents evaluated issues of role demarcation. Although the distinction has become common currency in New Zealand educational circles, our data suggest that there is still wide variation in understanding of the implications of the distinction for actual governance practice.

While everyone seemed to understand governance as embracing the approval of school policies, there was considerable variation in views about whether it also included their development and monitoring. These differences were revealed by principals’ discussion of the scenario on the development of a policy on reporting.  The principal below understands the legislation as requiring only the approval of policies, though he says he would welcome an occasional greater contribution from his board.

Principal: That [scenario] illustrates what I’m probably saying… you can’t ask lay people to do a professional job - leave it up to the professionals. I think, in theory though, it is the responsibility of the board to approve the policy, not necessarily to actually write it, or whatever, or go through the process. Although, on occasion that would be nice.

By contrast the principal of a neighbouring school appeals to the same legislative framework to assert that it is the board’s role to develop and not just approve policies.

Principal: And in terms of the chairperson believing that developing a policy is a professional matter… [that] also says to me that this person has no clear understanding of what the governance role is because quite clearly the governance role is to develop the policies …

Board members themselves, while recognising the limits of their expertise, believed it was their role to develop as well as approve policy.

Board Chair: I think one of the responsibilities [of boards] I guess is to work on policies even though they think that they haven’t got the expertise for that but I mean it should be something that all board members should be involved with or you have a policy committee that you know comes up with – gets guidance from the principal, or from anybody else I guess if they want to, to help them write out a policy.

There is a similar variation in understanding of the board’s role in monitoring the implementation of policies. This principal was very critical of how the board in Scenario B had asked their principal for a report on the implementation of their homework policy.

Principal:  Well the board is involved in management of the curriculum here.  They’ve decided they want to ask the principal to provide a report on the implementation and monitoring of policy – they do not have the right to do that.

However, other principals and many Ministry staff saw such monitoring as completely consistent with the governance role.

So far we have established that appropriate role demarcation was an important evaluative criterion, that demarcation was judged against a conception of the difference between governance and management, and that there were widely different understandings of the implications of the distinction for governance practice. Those differences reflected both different interpretations of the distinction itself and, perhaps even more importantly, differences in the perceived importance of the distinction. It is to this latter point that we now turn.

The scenario on appraisal was rated more negatively by Ministry staff than by principals or trustees, because they saw the board as abdicating its responsibility to manage the appraisal of its chief executive. For them, the evaluative benchmark was the legislative requirement on boards to exercise their duties as employer of the principal. As public servants charged with implementing these legislative requirements, they were experienced in judging the degree of compliance. For many Ministry staff the issue was relatively clear cut – the principal and board were simply not conforming to the roles required by the legislation.

Ministry official: Well basically the appraisal of the principal, the CEO in effect, is the responsibility of the board.  The board totally delegated the responsibility to the principal.  Both in terms of when, who, what and how and also that it was owned by the principal and not by the board.  I mean, the principal - it was given to the principal.  The principal corrected it, reviewed it.  The principal should have been the receiver of it, not the manager of it.

Ministry official: Well it reads - the story reads as though the appraisal was taken over by the principal.  The principal was controlling it and the board’s the employer so the board should have been controlling it with consultation, on an agreed process, but controlling it.

The action taken by the Board in this scenario was not as important to principals, not because they were unaware of the implications, but because the importance of policy compliance was tempered by other more pragmatic considerations. Their evaluative framework was shaped not just by expectations of how Boards should perform, but also by their experience of working with boards who may not perform as envisaged by the national legislation, Ministry of Education or School Trustee Association guidelines.  Over time, they adjust their expectations, and hence, compliance with policy guidelines becomes a less important evaluative criterion. Such adaptation is vividly portrayed by these two principals’ evaluation of the scenario on principal appraisal. They know that boards should seek external advice on matters like appraisal. They also know, however, that their boards have considerable difficulty accessing such assistance.

Principal: [They should] maybe have some awareness of what kind of consultants are around and how they go about doing appraisals and what is it that they want to know about the principal. Having said that, this is exactly what I found with my own board....  Yeah, so go for [a moderate rating], because I know how difficult that is anyway.

Principal: Yes.  I think - you know, it depends what sort of school it was in.  Sort of - that would be true that the board might not know any consultants so it seems appropriate to take the principal’s advice and that would be quite good. And that’s fair enough.

In short, while both principals and Ministry staff employ a governance-management distinction, the former have adjusted how they draw the distinction to fit the experience of their own boards.

While trustees also employ the governance-management distinction, they are even less likely than principals to ground it in an understanding of national guidelines. Trustees’ point of reference in determining the adequacy of role performance was not the specifications of legislation, training manuals, templates or guidelines, but the on-the- job feedback that they themselves had received. Unless they had been told otherwise, what counted as desirable practice was what they had done themselves. That is how this lay trustee came to know that the board in the appraisal scenario was not doing its job.

Board Chair: …this actually happened here with our principal who decided in all his wisdom that he would choose the appraiser …and so he brought it to the board and then he told us that he was going to do the appraisal and so we went along with it. …We let him do it all, yeah.  So [this part of the scenario] is extremely poor.

When the board in the scenario performed at a standard above that of her own board she judged the scenario more positively.

Board Chair: [Here] they score better than [my board]. The [board in the scenario] knew it was time to complete the principal’s appraisal - we didn’t even know that.

In summary, compliance with governance formalities comprises a major component of these respondents’ conceptions of good governance. Such formalities include learning a governance language and way of thinking under which trustees interpret individual situations in terms of broader school policy and action those situations accordingly, including correctly determining who does what and in what sequence. While this emphasis on formal role is shared across all three groups, close analysis of their views reveals important differences in their conceptions of the role and of the governance-management distinction in particular. Policy advice and guidelines shape the evaluative stance of Ministry officials.  At the level of the school, where governance is played out, such guidance features less prominently. Each self-managing school evolves a local policy-in-use and that, rather than national guidelines, becomes the touchstone for good practice.

Task performance. This category comprised evaluative comments that were based on the effectiveness and efficiency of the boards’ approach to their various tasks. In contrast to the previous category, the concept of good practice that applied here was grounded in a task-specific understanding rather than in a conception of a generic governance role. Within this category of comment, we distinguished between task effectiveness and task efficiency. Considerations of efficiency included comments on the timeliness of board action and on the cost-benefit ratio associated with various board actions. Ministry officials made relatively fewer comments about the efficiency of governance than did the other two groups (Table 5). Perhaps their distance from the deadlines and pressures of school governance accounts for their relatively greater concern with the correctness rather than the timeliness of the work described in the scenarios.

Table 5
Number of comments about effectiveness and efficiency of governance in four scenarios by respondent group


Number of Comments
Total Comments
% Efficiency

Groups 
Effectiveness
Efficiency



Principals (n=11)
137
40
177
23

Trustees (n=12)
159
42
201
21

Ministry staff (n=9)
119
21
140
15

In the remainder of this section we discuss our interviewees’ conceptions of effective and efficient task performance in relation to monitoring student achievement, handling parental complaints and principal appraisal. The fourth scenario, which was based on the task of developing a policy about reporting to parents, is not discussed as it elicited relatively few comments in this category.

Principals’ comments about Scenario A revealed a shared conception of how student achievement should be reported to a board. First, it should be planned as a cycle of reporting so that achievement in each curriculum area can be reported in turn against pre-established objectives. Second, the teacher in charge of each area should be invited to report directly to the board, rather than through the principal. Third, sufficient time should be set aside to allow the board to fully understand the information presented. While these three points were made in common, others were more idiosyncratic. One principal objected to the use in the scenario of the term monitoring curriculum delivery, arguing that it was the board’s business to monitor outcomes and little else. Two principals discussed how the board might use the information provided, with one outlining how each year’s data should provide a point of comparison for the next, and the other seeing the board as a provider of resources to help address any deviation from target levels of achievement.

Unlike Scenario A, Scenario B revealed important differences between the groups in their conception of how to handle a parental complaint like the one portrayed. These differences reflect the significantly more positive evaluation of the scenario provided by the Ministry staff in comparison to the other two groups. While Ministry staff approved the way the  board asked their principal for information and actively monitored implementation of the homework policy, lay trustees were focussed on a speedy response to the original complainant. Effective boards did things and did them quickly, especially when they had been approached for help by a member of their community.

Board Chair: Not following it up. … All she needed to do was ring the principal and say, so and so mentioned to me yesterday ... rather than waiting [while that’s] going on, the poor child will just go without homework for that long.

Principals tended to make the opposite point – arguing that the board had acted precipitously and without sufficient information. Their desire for caution combined with their concern about the involvement of trustees into day-to-day school management accounted for most of their criticism of the board’s handling of this complaint.

Interviewees’ evaluation of Scenario D was a rich source of information about their conceptions of good appraisal practice. Principals’ evaluations revealed their belief that appraisal should be a formal review of a prior performance agreement based on a range of evidence that was relevant to the criteria specified in the agreement. The following illustrates the procedural detail that was typical of principals' discussion of this scenario.

Principal: Well, first of all the chairperson and the principal should have had a clear timeline right from the beginning of the appraisal year. It shouldn’t be the chairperson or the board just saying to the principal, “hey you organise it”. And just agreeing with the principal’s suggestion that they use the same person as last year, suggests that the principal may well be in a comfort zone so it’s much easier to kind of sit there.... The consultant [spent] the best part of a day ... I’m not sure what if anything that you learn from the best part of a day I think it’s more appropriate for a consultant to be in and out at different times of the year ... different things are happening. And it also said that the interview was informal and I thought that appraisal should really be a formal process. ......... The third bit, the consultant conducted confidential interviews.  I don’t have a difficulty with that.  I think that is a very good part of the process and it will give somebody an overview of the principal’s leadership.......  What are the things that the consultant wanted to know is whether the staff are working together as a team.  One would wonder what that has to do with performance objectives if it was an objective. It wasn’t actually stated here why that featured.

These beliefs about good appraisal practice were very similar to those expressed by Ministry officials, though the latter were much more likely to provide a rationale about the need for high quality independent information, from a range of stakeholders, about the performance of the principal.

By contrast, lay trustees were far less confident than either principals or Ministry staff about what counted as good practice. Some were confused about the origins of the appraisal criteria, the type of information that should be collected, who should have access to the report, and whether the board’s responsibility went any further than ensuring that an appraisal was conducted.

Board Chair: In the appraisals that I’ve done, I haven’t had to involve the board-  it’s just been me as a chair and a lot of the paperwork’s already been there and I’ve just gone over it and seen how well [the principal] has performed.  I suppose I’ve seen how well she’s performed on a daily basis when I’ve turned up at the school.  But as an overall....

Interviewer: So who’s set that criteria - was that sort of- just standardised was it?

Board Chair: It was just standard procedure.

Interviewer: Yeah, but do you think that that’s sort of - those sort of things should have been sort of…

Board Chair: Well maybe they should have been discussed at the board meeting but ... because we haven’t - since I’ve been there, we haven’t done it and maybe that’s a practice that I’m not too clear on.

The vagueness of trustees’ descriptions of good appraisal practice contrasted with their confident critique of the scenario. These trustees knew it was their job to appraise the principal but they were far less clear about precisely how to do it.

In summary, comments about the effectiveness and efficiency of governance tasks were the second most frequently employed category for all three respondent groups.  Trustees and principals were more concerned about the efficiency of task performance than were Ministry officials. The scenario about the parental complaint revealed important differences between groups about how to handle such situations, with principals advocating caution and trustees advocating quick action.  The appraisal scenario showed that the group responsible for carrying out this governance task had the least knowledge of its various requirements.

Communication and relationships. The quality of communication and relationships was the third most frequent type of evaluative comment (Table 2). For our respondents, governance is not just about role performance and task effectiveness. It is also about building and maintaining the relationships that enable lay trustees and principals to work productively together. The two scenarios that elicited the most comments of this nature were those on reporting student achievement and handling a parental complaint.

The first of these two scenarios described a board who were trying to systematically monitor the core business of schooling by receiving regular reports from teachers on students’ achievement in particular curriculum areas. While this board had the policies and procedures in place to hold staff accountable for improved student achievement, the quality of communication was such that the purpose was not achieved. All three respondent groups were critical of board members’ reluctance to ask staff sufficient questions to ensure their understanding of the material. To a lesser extent, they were also critical of teachers’ presentation of material that was not accessible to their audience. They explained how board members did not ask enough questions of teachers (communication), which left them with inadequate understanding (knowledge), which in turn was compounded by professional’s lack of skill in presenting material (knowledge). A few respondents painted an even more complex picture by linking personal and cultural qualities (e.g. shyness and deference to professionals) to the difficulties of communication and gaining understanding. The following quote from a trustee illustrates these themes.

Board Chair: No, [it’s not good practice] because they don’t understand the educational jargon which is true. They should have asked for it to be simplified so it was on the level that they understand.  

Interviewer: Okay so simplification of explanations should have been asked for?

Board Chair: And of course the teachers would know what they’re talking about because they are professionals but then teachers too have got to realise that board members don’t always understand what they’re saying.

This same scenario described how the board had expressed its appreciation to the teachers for their hard work in presenting the achievement report. Principals were particularly sensitive to this issue, making many more positive comments about the expression of this appreciation, than the other two groups.

Scenario B was written to portray a board which conscientiously followed up a parental complaint and involved the principal in consideration of its implications for wider school policy. This aspect of the scenario was responsible for quite different evaluations of the quality of board-principal relationships.

Ministry official: …The board gave the principal an opportunity to follow up so the board chair didn’t generalise [from the complaint] - just sort of quietly asked the principal to follow it up with the teacher. I think that was good.  But continued to monitor the situation albeit anecdotally.

Principals, on the other hand, were much more likely to read the scenario in terms of its potential to embarrass the principal and provoke conflict.

Principal: …the story doesn’t give enough information about whether that was an agenda item so everybody knew it was coming up, or whether it was just a kind of - one of those surprise things that happens at a board meeting.  If it was one of those surprise things, then it would often be how a conflict between the board and the principal could [begin] a …. And the last part, [request to the principal to provide a report on the implementation of the homework policy] to me, is quite clearly an instance where serious conflict could start.

In summary, the frequency of reference to communication and relationships suggest that governance is not only about formal roles and task completion. Nearly as important to our respondents is the quality of relationships through which roles are enacted and tasks pursued. Respondents expect those relationships to allow trustees to gain the information and understanding they need to exercise their responsibilities, although as we discussed earlier there are varying views on just what information is required. Respondents also agreed on the nature of the barriers to gaining such understanding – professionals’ use of complex educational language and trustees’ their assumption of professionals’ expertise.  The emphasis by our respondents on relationships confirms earlier research on New Zealand boards, in which trustees report that the key ingredient in a good board is the quality of teamwork, communication and working relationships (Wylie, 1997).

In tension with this shared view of quality communication is a second dimension of particular importance to principals. For this group, quality relationships are those in which surprise and conflict are avoided. Yet there will be many governance tasks which inevitably raise the possibility of conflict.  A strong emphasis by principals on conflict avoidance could prevent already diffident trustees from pursuing the information that their duties require them to access. If principals and trustees are not skilled at resolving this tension, good governance could be sacrificed for comfortable relationships.

Principals’ sensitivity to conflict is understandable however, in the context of the contingencies that operate in their work environment. A deteriorating board-principal relationship will create daily stress and could mean damaging publicity for the school.

Knowledge and understanding.  New Zealand’s model of lay governance of single schools has raised questions about the availability of relevant expertise, especially in economically disadvantaged and small communities, where there might be few parents from professional backgrounds (Fiske & Ladd, 2000). School leaders have also expressed concern about being directly accountable to boards who might have little understanding of the business of teaching and learning. We were surprised, therefore, that the adequacy of knowledge, expertise and understanding was not a more frequently used criterion for judging the quality of governance practice. The percentage of such reasons ranged from 16% (Monitoring Achievement) to 4% (Parental Complaint) with an average of 10% across all four scenarios. One of the possible explanations for this finding is that closely allied reasons were coded in other categories. For example, comments about the failure of lay trustees to ask sufficient questions were coded under the communication category, yet lack of knowledge could explain such communication failures. Such explanations were not coded however, unless they were specifically mentioned.  Similarly, lack of awareness of, and compliance with, a governance role was coded under role performance rather than knowledge.

These coding rules do not explain the whole story however. Scenario A was replete with cues about the level of understanding and expertise of the board. Yet even then, this category accounted for only 16% of evaluative comments. Respondents tended to comment on the communication patterns (rather than on how depth of knowledge might produce these patterns), on role performance (rather than on how knowledge gaps made it difficult for boards to perform their role) and on task effectiveness and efficiency, rather than on the links between knowledge and performance.

The comments that were made about knowledge revealed beliefs about what boards needed to know about student achievement and the process through which it should be acquired. Good practice in monitoring achievement involved knowledge of the curriculum, of how achievement levels matched appropriate benchmarks, and of the conventions through which such information is reported.

There were two different conceptions of how knowledge could be acquired. The prevalent view was that trustees could understand reports on students’ achievement by appropriate questioning of the teachers, who were assumed, by virtue of their being professionals, to understand the material they had presented. At the same time, many of those who expressed this view acknowledged that it was hard to know what questions to ask if one barely knew what one did not know. Here is how one trustee expressed this dilemma as he explained his reaction to the reluctance of the trustees to ask more questions about the achievement data that had been tabled:

Board Chair: Well the board members do not like to ask too many questions - well it’s quite true - what would they ask anyway?

Interviewer: They don’t understand? 

Board Chair: They don’t understand.  If they don’t understand, well what are you going to ask?  They know what they don’t understand but they don’t know what to ask and the board members ... thank the teachers which is a common thing.  We have to thank them to encourage them.

A second less typical conception, questioned the assumption that professionals did have the requisite knowledge, and that trustees learned by a process of transmission from professional to lay board member.  This principal describes how the knowledge of trustees and professionals grows through shared engagement in the task of understanding and acting on the student achievement data.

Principal: … for me to move to a higher score [the board] would have to discuss what shared understanding there is of those curriculum levels and of what they should be, because I suspect, in this, that although the teachers come with a great deal of professional mana to the table, they actually don’t have a great detailed understanding of the levels and the board members come to the table probably feeling very apprehensive about the jargon and the professional barriers and have a different perception of curriculum levels.

In short, this principal had moved beyond an uncritical view of professional knowledge, under which trustees struggled to understand the report of professionals, to a model under which knowledge was generated together in the process of board decision-making.

Building Capacity. This category of evaluative comment revealed whether board practice was evaluated in terms of its potential for developing the board itself, the school, the staff or the wider community. Table 2 shows that less than 5% of comments were of this nature. This was something of a surprise given the intense involvement of all respondents in an initiative designed to build the capacity of the schools, trustees and teachers who were involved in this study. Clearly, the evaluative significance of the four scenarios lay in the standard of their current practice, not in the implications of that practice for reaching a higher standard in the future.

The great majority (86%) of these comments were about the development of the board rather than of staff, school or community. The few comments that were made about building professional capacity were made in the context of the principal appraisal, an explicitly developmental process. These results suggest that everyday governance practices are not interpreted as developmental opportunities – development occurs in special contexts such as that of appraisal. It is also an asymmetric process with both principals and trustees making far more comments about the need for development in the latter than the former.

On those few occasions when interviewees did evaluate the scenarios in terms of capacity building different views emerged, especially among principals, about how this would happen. Some expected to act as coaches of their own boards, while others rejected the role of coach of their own employers. The principal quoted below illustrates the first perspective, for she gave a low rating to the principal in the scenario for failing to “hold the hand” of his board chair through the development of a policy on reporting:

Principal: … I do believe as a professional, it’s your job to lead to get those... to gain confidence- Take them by the hand and you lead them - you take them on a journey through these things so that they become more skilled, they become more knowledgeable about what their task is and they’re also learning at the same time but you never say - you never make them feel as though they haven’t something to offer.  There’s a very fine line with ... how to do it.

There is considerable ambiguity about the role of the principal in developing their board. In theory, the board is an independent voice governing in the interest of both the Crown and the community. If the principal, as its chief executive, coaches the board, then that independence is prejudiced because the governors have been taught by the governed.  Furthermore, it mistakenly suggests that it is the principal who is most responsible for ensuring governing adequacy (Carver, 1997). On the other hand, the principal, through his or her board membership, can act as an educational adviser to the board, without compromising the board’s role as his or her employer.  There is a considerable difference, however, between providing educational advice and expertise, and teaching board members how to govern.  The responsibility for developing the capacity to govern lies primarily with board members themselves, and those to whom they are accountable – the Crown and the communities that elected them.

Community. As discussed in the introduction, one of the thrusts that shaped New Zealand’s system of school governance was the desire to make professionals more responsive to the interests of their local communities. This was to be achieved in part through the election of a majority of board members by parents of enrolled children.  These trustees would help ensure that teachers understood their students’ communities and that this understanding was reflected in the culture and curriculum of the school.

Five per cent of respondents’ comments about the adequacy of governance were coded as being concerned with how the Board served or represented its community (Table 4). Most of these comments were elicited by Scenario B which made explicit reference to a parental complaint (7% of comments about the scenario) and by Scenario C which referred to a process of community consultation about school reports (11% of comments).

These results suggest that while the democratic imperative may be strongly espoused, it is not salient in the evaluation of governance practice. If the value was embedded in the practice of governance it would have been used as a touchstone of whether or not the value was explicitly cued by the scenario. Scenario A, for example, could have been read as an opportunity to report to community representatives on arguably their most important interest, namely the achievement of their children. While interviewees discussed how trustees had difficulty understanding the information, they did not discuss the implications of that difficulty for the Board's ability to serve the interests of the community that had elected them.

Of the three groups interviewed, one might expect lay trustees to champion the value of community service more than the other two groups. In fact the reverse was true, with Ministry staff twice as likely as either trustees or principals to consider this value (Table 3). Despite their genuine passion for their local communities, they made infrequent reference to this value when evaluating Board practice.

Ministry staff, on the other hand, may have been prompted to consider community interests by their knowledge of and experience with governance policy. This Ministry official admires the board which follows up the parental complaint because that is what was intended by the New Zealand legislation.

Ministry official: …I have to say I admire that because once again, in our system of government, parents elect the board and therefore have a right to expect boards to work and act in their interests and on their behalf and this board chair does that.

For principals and trustees, however, conformity with policy purposes provides a far less salient evaluative benchmark, not only because they are less familiar with it but also because community interests must be served in ways that are procedurally correct and protect relationships. When role conformity and relationships are in actual or possible tension with values of community representation, as they were in Scenario B, the former are usually given far more weighting than the latter, particularly by principals. The following quote from a principal illustrates how the value of community service drops out of consideration in the face of concern about procedural correctness.

Interviewer: So what do you think they should do?

Principal: I think the board should - the chairperson should direct that parent back to the right channels - making sure that parent goes through the right channels rather than the board chair bringing that up at a board meeting.

Educational Value. Judging from Table 2, school governance and teaching and learning seem to be two different worlds. At 1% of the total number of comments, it seems that the quality of governance is only rarely evaluated in terms of its educational implications. This was somewhat surprising, when at least three of the four scenarios described governance activities related to the reporting or monitoring of aspects of teaching and learning. Despite their subject matter, these scenarios were discussed with hardly a reference to the educational value of what was portrayed. The salient issues were compliance with governance roles, the effectiveness and efficiency of task completion, and the quality of the relationships portrayed.

Why did these portraits of the governance of educational activities elicit so little educational reflection? The most obvious answer is a methodological one –the fact that educational values were not articulated by interviewees may not mean that such values did not inform their judgments. In discussing Scenario A, for example, some interviewees evaluated the achievement reporting against conceptions of good practice such as the provision of a comparison of students’ achievement with a relevant external benchmark. With further probing, interviewees may have been able to provide an educational rationale for this concept of good practice. Their advocacy of the practice may, in other words, have been based on an unarticulated understanding of its educational worth.

Whether or not such an educational rationale could have been elicited, our results indicate that governance discourse is not primarily educational, even if the governance activities have profoundly educational implications. As governance is currently understood, such apparently educational activities as developing a policy on reporting to parents can be completed with little or no explicit consideration of its educational value and of the features which are required if such a policy is to promote that value. If good governance in policy development involves only adequate community consultation, appropriate role demarcation and effective task completion, there is no assurance that the resulting policy will be educationally sound. It is only the injection of an educational discourse that will direct governors to incorporate features that ensure that the resulting policy requires educationally sound reporting practices. The question remains, of course, as to how such discourse can be incorporated in school governance processes when they appear to be dominated by non-educational considerations. This question will be pursued in the subsequent discussion section.

Discussion

This study has revealed the conceptions of good governance that are held by a sample of participants in the governance of New Zealand schools. Before discussing the broader implications of these findings, it is important to consider whether it is legitimate to generalise from this small sample of 32 interviewees to the wider population of boards and principals of New Zealand primary schools.  On the one hand, there were few trustees in our sample with professional backgrounds and tertiary qualifications.  While these factors could reduce their confidence in and understanding of their trustee role, they had, on the other hand, participated in a considerable amount of trustee training, much of it associated with the school improvement initiative that provided the broader context for this study.  If their background knowledge was any less than that of the average New Zealand primary school trustee, their extra training and involvement in a major school improvement initiative could have been a compensating factor.  Another factor which suggests that this sample may not be atypical is the similarity of many of the themes which have emerged, such as the importance of communication and teamwork, with those that have been reported in prior national surveys of the work of trustees (Wylie, 1997; 1999).

We suggest, therefore, that while the generalisability of our findings should be tested through further national studies, there are good reasons to believe that the broad conclusions have relevance to the national scene.

Conceptions of Governance

Three big ideas dominate our participants’ evaluations of the performance of school boards. First, they think of it as a highly formalised activity, where conformity with school-based policy and national policy requirements and guidelines is crucial. These requirements are expressed in legislation and other policy documents as well as in understandings that are assumed to have authoritative force. This emphasis on formal role and role demarcation does not mean that there is always a shared understanding of the rules and roles. Indeed, in several cases we uncovered diametrically opposed views of what was required for particular governance tasks, both within and across respondent groups. What is shared is the conviction that good governance involves compliance with standardised ways of doing things.

Secondly, good governance is about acting in accord with internalised understandings of what counts as good practice with respect to specific tasks. In this case, the standards of good practice have emerged from repeated experience with the relevant activity. In the minds of our participants, therefore, governance is regulated by both externalised and internalised standards of practice. The qualitative data suggest that lay trustees are much more dependent on the former than the latter. They have little, if any, first hand experience of the tasks and activities which they are governing. Unlike our principals, they struggled to explain how boards should monitor student achievement and how a principal’s appraisal should be conducted. Without direct experience of these activities, they are forced to rely on conceptions of good practice grounded in procedural rules rather than in their own experience of the activities. This raises questions about how they can then write wise rules to govern those activities, and how they can critically review those they already have.

The third key conception of good governance concerns the quality of relationships and communication. Governance is an interpersonal activity where high importance is placed on appreciating staff, and on avoiding conflict and unpleasant surprises. Given the potential for serious conflicts of interest between principals, parents, staff and lay trustees, the maintenance of cordial relations is essential. Our data suggest, however, that such cordiality may come at the price of mutual accountability, challenge and capacity building. It was rare for interviewees to use any of these criteria to judge the quality of communication and relationships.

Since conceptions of governance are revealed by both what is and is not present in the accounts of participants, we turn now to two dimensions of governance that were of little relative importance. In saying this, it is important to stress that we are not talking about what participants would profess to be important, when asked directly, but about what actually counts as important when they evaluate governance practice. Our analysis suggests that governance practice is neither an educational nor a democratic activity. On the educational side, there is very little consideration of the implications of various management activities for the quality of teaching, learning and achievement. These issues are overshadowed by consideration of the quality of role performance, relationships and task efficiency and effectiveness. It must be acknowledged that such considerations may serve educational ends if educational values are embedded in understandings of appropriate role and task performance. The fact that participants in governance judged school policy development, for example, against primarily procedural and relationship criteria, does not mean that those procedures do not serve educational ends. The almost complete absence of educational discourse does suggest, however, that for these participants, governance activities seldom involve discussion of the educational implications of alternative courses of action.

There was little evidence that the democratic impulse of the Tomorrow's Schools reforms influenced the way those participants judged Board performance. Those who were most likely to refer to democratic values were Ministry officials, whose familiarity with the rationale for Tomorrow's Schools sensitised them to the importance of governance as a mechanism for serving local communities. By contrast, while our sample of lay trustees understood that they represented a local and cultural community, they did not articulate the substance of those interests, nor their implications for the boards whom they were evaluating. Two possible reasons for the infrequent reference to this value come to mind. First, it may be linked to the absence of educational discourse. If educational knowledge is weak, then trustees will have difficulty developing a concrete sense of the nature of their community’s educational interests and of how those educational interests should be served through governance. The basis of their representation will be more symbolic than substantive – they serve community interests, ipso facto, because they live in it, and/or are from a relevant cultural group.  The centrality of an informed public to democratic participation has also been emphasised in overseas studies of school-based management (Walker, 2002).

A second possible reason for the infrequent reference to the democratic character of trusteeship is the absence of information which could motivate stronger democratic participation.  Until the passage of the Educational Standards Act in 2001 (New Zealand Government, 2001), New Zealand’s governance framework made no reference to the core purpose of schooling, which is, arguably, what is of greatest interest to parents. For example, the legislation which initiated the Tomorrow's Schools makes no mention of any educational matters, that is, with considerations of teaching and learning. Trustees were swamped with requirements to develop and monitor a range of functions that had little to do with teaching, learning and achievement. This governance context gave neither parents nor their trustee representatives much incentive to engage with each other about the educational purposes and progress of their local school.  Without a strong educational focus there is little incentive for strong democratic participation in schooling.  It will be interesting to see whether this changes under the new legislation which requires schools to set and report on student achievement targets.

The Match with the Drivers of the Reform

How do these conceptions match the key ideas that shaped the reform of the administration of New Zealand’s schools? To what extent were those ideas reflected in the way our study participants evaluated governance practice?

In the introduction to this paper, we described how the twin imperatives of increased efficiency and effectiveness of public service delivery and increased responsiveness to local communities, shaped the democratic and managerialist strands of the reforms of educational administration in New Zealand.  Our findings suggest that the managerialist strand has influenced participants' thinking about governance to a far greater degree than the democratic strand. Managerialism is described by Christopher Pollitt (1990, p. 1) as the seldom tested assumption that “better management will prove an effective solvent for a wide range of economic and social ills.” Central to managerialist thinking is the idea of generic management – that since the management of different types of enterprise involves common principles and practices, it can be learned and carried out without deep experience in and knowledge of the core business of the enterprise. The separation of governance activities from explicit consideration of the educational work that it should regulate was obvious in the data we obtained from participants with both extensive and limited professional experience in education. The separation has been reinforced by the belief on the part of some trustees that educational matters are the purview of the professionals rather than of Boards, by trustees' lack of access to independently generated information about the achievements levels of their students, and by the amount of time required to meet their responsibilities in non-educational areas (Wylie, 1999). From 1989, when the New Zealand model of lay trusteeship was first introduced, until 2001, when governance of educational activities was first mentioned in legislation, Boards have not been expected to become involved in monitoring how well their school serves the educational interests of their students.

A second aspect of managerialism is a shift from central to local control over the means by which government goals are pursued. Such devolution is intended to provide managers with the freedom to manage in ways that better serve their local communities without compromising government goals. Rather than being accountable for following centrally specified rules, accountability of local agents shifts to the quality and quantity of the outputs and outcomes they are responsible for. Our data suggest that the radical decentralization of New Zealand educational administration has not reduced the need to understand and follow rules and procedure - rather, it has relocated them from the center to the local school level. There is still an extensive rulebook – what has changed is that much of it is now written in each and every local school. The combination of local policy development and limited educational discourse means that New Zealand’s governance framework has produced a cadre of local agents who have tried to learn to do the work that was formerly accomplished by central agencies. Thousands of lay persons have become more familiar with the language and decision processes involved in school policy making and monitoring. As such, New Zealand’s experience in lay governance can be seen as a major exercise in community development, but what has been developed is school-based bureaucracy
, rather than the capacity to articulate, debate and pursue community-driven educational purposes.

The problem is not the emphasis on bureaucracy, whether central or local. As we have argued earlier, standard procedures are required for impartial and coordinated governance. What has yet to be achieved is the development of a professional and community-based alliance to articulate, measure and pursue shared educational purposes, and to do so through formal and informal governance processes that are steeped in, rather than disconnected from, such purposes.

Twelve years after the introduction of New Zealand’s school governance legislation, a new bill has been passed which begins the process of re-focusing school governors on the core business of teaching, learning and student achievement (New Zealand Government, 2001). Some may argue that this new legislation represents a new phase in the New Zealand reform, and that the earlier phase was a necessary prerequisite to its introduction. We are inclined to disagree, for some aspects of the culture and structure of school governance which have evolved in SEMO schools in the last 12 years will have to be dismantled before educational values can be successfully integrated into governance processes. The evidence for this claim lies in the evaluation studies presented in this and earlier reports on the SEMO initiative. In Chapter 3 of this report, we document how schools have developed policies on school reporting which permit, albeit unintendedly, educationally ineffective practices. Similarly, in our second evaluation report, we described how Boards can become involved in curriculum resourcing decisions without adequate consideration of the educational effectiveness of the interventions they are resourcing (Robinson, Timperley & Bullard, 2000). The challenge of governance is not to learn a generic notion of governance which can then be grafted onto educational purposes, but to integrate educational values and purposes so that a truly educational governance can emerge.
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Appendix A: Four Scenarios Describing the Work of a Hypothetical Board of Trustees

Scenario A: Monitoring Curriculum Delivery and Student Achievement

The Board of Trustees wanted to know more about how well the curriculum was being taught in the school. A subcommittee met with the school's senior management team to develop a policy and agreed that one curriculum area should be reviewed every two months. The report to the board was to be an overview of the curriculum area together with some information on how well the children were achieving in that area. The board members were very impressed with the reports the staff presented and appreciated the work put in. The reports were very detailed and always completed on time. Usually, the teacher in charge of the curriculum area came and presented the report to the board. Sometimes, the teachers’ language and curriculum ideas were difficult to understand, because the educational jargon was new to the board. The teachers obviously knew what they were talking about, but the idea of the curriculum levels, what should be covered at each level, and who should be on each level were hard to grasp. Some of the graphs were complicated as well, and there was not time to go over it all in detail. The board members were also not sure if the children were achieving as well as other children in New Zealand. It seemed like they were. The board members did not like to ask too many questions because they were not sure what to ask and they could see that the teachers were very professional. The board members sincerely thanked the teachers for all the work they had put in for each of these meetings.

Scenario B: A Parental Complaint

Over lunch at the school sports day, a parent told the Board Chair about her concern that her Year 7 child never had homework.  The parent indicated that she had mentioned it to the teacher but nothing had changed. She didn’t really know what else she could do. The Board Chair was aware that regular setting and checking of homework at this level was school policy, so told the parent not to worry and that she would follow up with the Principal. The Board Chair then mentioned the complaint to the Principal at their regular weekly meeting. The Principal assured the Chair that she would talk to the teacher and follow up with the parent. As far as the Chair is aware this had happened. Over the next few weeks the Chair noticed that her own relatives attending the school didn’t seem to be getting homework, and this impression was confirmed in discussion with other board members. They decided to discuss the matter with the Principal at the next meeting. Maybe the new homework policy was not working. At the next board meeting the Principal indicated that as far as she was aware the senior school homework policy was being implemented. This puzzled the board because their contacts gave a somewhat different impression. The board decided more information was needed so asked the Principal to provide a report on the implementation and monitoring of the policy at the next board meeting.

Scenario C : Development of Policy on Reporting

The Principal of Fern Intermediate was aware that the school needed to develop a policy on reporting to parents. He discussed the matter with his Board, and the Chair offered to begin a round of community consultation about what parents wanted in the reports. Three months later the Principal realised that nothing had happened. After raising the matter again with the Board, the Chair suggested that the Principal write the policy with his senior staff. The Chair believed that developing policies of this kind was a professional matter that was not really the Board’s role. The Principal agreed with the Chair’s suggestion because he doubted whether the Board had the required expertise, and it was easier to have the senior management team do the job.  Two months later, the Principal put the new policy on the agenda and it was formally approved. The Board and Chair were pleased that the work had been done in time for the next ERO review.

Scenario D: Principal Appraisal 

The Board of Valley School knew that it was time to complete the Principal’s annual appraisal so they asked him to organise it. They agreed with the Principal’s suggestion that he use the same consultant, Warren Monk, as had been used the previous year. The Principal indicated that Warren and he shared similar approaches to school leadership, and that his fee was reasonable compared to that charged by some other educational consultants. The Board did not know any other consultants and so it seemed appropriate to take the Principal’s advice.  The Principal then rang Warren and organised for him to come and do the appraisal the following month.  The consultant spent the best part of a day at the school. He began by interviewing the Principal and asking him to describe his main activities and achievements for the year. The interview was fairly informal with the consultant using his own extensive experience as a Principal to comment on what the Principal said. The consultant then conducted confidential interviews with the rest of the senior management team, two junior staff and the Board Chairperson to gain their impressions of the Principal’s leadership over the past year. One of the things the consultant wanted to know was whether or not the staff were working together as a team. Two weeks later the Principal received a detailed draft report summarising the Principal’s achievements for the year and recommending areas for further development. The Principal then wrote back correcting a few factual inaccuracies in the report. When the final report was received, the Principal informed the Board Chair that the appraisal had been completed. The Chairperson did not ask for a copy of the report for he thought that he was not entitled to see it. Believing that an open relationship with his Chair was important anyway, the Principal let the Chair read the report on a confidential basis.

Appendix B: Interview Schedule

Q.1a.
Overall, how well did the Board in the story do its job?


(Hand rating scale on card to interviewee)


1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  



    extremely


    neither well


     extremely

       poorly


     nor poorly


          well

Q.1b.
Please explain the reasons for your score.

Q.2.
There are many aspects to this story.  For each different aspect I would like you to tell me whether you think what people did represents good or poor practice and why.  Let’s take each paragraph in turn.

(Hand the interviewee the card with the numbered paragraphs and ask for each paragraph separately).

a(i)
For paragraph a, would you consider it describes good practice or poor practice?

a(ii)
Can you tell  me why you believe that it is [poor/good] practice?

(Repeat for paragraphs b, c, and d)

Appendix C: Criteria Used to Code Respondents’ Explanations of their Evaluations of Board Performance

1.
Communication and Relationships

Reasons refer to the quality of the communication or relationship between participants in the scenario.

2.
Formalisation/Roles and Procedures

The evaluation is based on the extent to which people are knowledge of and acting in accord with their formal roles, including the development of, monitoring and compliance with policies and procedures.  The proper exercise of, and conformity with, role-related responsibilities, accountabilities and authority.  The category also includes knowledge of and compliance with correct demarcation of roles and responsibilities.  The reasons for the evaluation are expressed in terms of role/rule/procedural/policy correctness or incorrectness.

3.
Developing capacity

The evaluation refers to the contribution of the practice to the individual or collective personal/professional development of individuals, groups, organizations or communities.  The practice is good/bad because it develops/fails to develop capacity.  The development can be reflected in improved understandings or actions, and may include self-development e.g. “it was good that the board wanted to learn more about assessment.”

4.
Knowledge/Expertise/Understanding

The evaluation refers to the adequacy of individual or collective knowledge/skills/ understandings of the participants.

The category includes:

· References to background understanding and knowledge and

· References to understanding demonstrated on particular occasions

· Reference to expertise may be indicated by statements about the need to seek advice.  If such judgment is accompanied by a developmental perspective, reasons in terms of level of current expertise would be coded under 4 and the developmental reasons under 5.

5.
Personal/cultural qualities

The reason for good/poor practice is given as some aspect of persons’ attitudes, motives, dispositions.

This includes reference to cultural traits (ethnic or professional cultures) and personal attributes e.g. shyness, professional arrogance, desire for power, sense of duty, pecuniary interests.  Where the relationship is explained in terms of general cultural factors, e.g. Pasifika community people put professionals on a pedestal, code as 5 rather than 1.3

6.
Task Performance

The evaluation is based on the effectiveness or efficiency of the task performance.  Interviewees may make these judgments by noting the presence or absence of specific actions which are signs or indicators of good or poor practice.  The evaluative standard is expressed as the interviewee’s own conception of adequate task performance (e.g. how to conduct an appraisal or present data), without explicit reference to formal roles, policy, procedure or rules.  For example, “it was good that the teachers presented at the board meeting”, “it was good that the board hired the consultant.”  Note that reference to the development of the board’s knowledge would be coded as 3.

7.
Serving/Representing Community/Parents

The evaluation refers to the conduct of duties with reference to informing, consulting, serving or representing the parent or wider community.

Adequacy of practices with respect to consulting/informing/representing the community, including meeting community expectations.

8.
Educational Value

Practices and understandings are evaluated in terms of their implications for teaching/ learning and achievement of students and families.  For example, “the board must hear reports on student learning to ensure our children are getting the best quality”; “we want our children achieving at national levels”; “homework must be followed up if our children are to benefit”.

Chapter 2:
The Difficulties Of School Governance:
Perceptions Of Trustees, Principals
And Ministry Officials
In 1989, the administration of New Zealand’s schools was transferred from national and regional agencies staffed by public servants, to approximately 2700 single-school Boards of Trustees, comprising a majority of parent-elected volunteers. This administrative reform was one of the more dramatic exemplifications of the wave of public sector reform, known as New Public Management (NPM), which took place in OECD nations in the eighties and nineties (Kettl, 2000).

New Public Management was a response to a growing disquiet in OECD countries about the cost, effectiveness and responsiveness of public services. The advocates of NPM saw the distribution of previously centralized governance and operational decisions to local communities and provider networks as one way of increasing the responsiveness and flexibility of services. An obvious risk of such distributed governance is that of capacity – in the case of the New Zealand education reforms, the risk involved the capacity of 2700 predominantly lay boards to meet the goals of government and their local communities, and the capacity of government to support and regulate the boards.

The capacity required of Boards of Trustees is high, for New Zealand’s model of school governance gives trustees both more authority and more responsibility than any other equivalent body in the OECD (Education Review Office, 1999).  Boards are responsible to government for overseeing all aspects of school management, including property, health and safety, finances, staffing and the delivery of the national curriculum. Arguably their most important responsibility is the appointment and appraisal of the principal, who is a full member of the board and required to comply with the board’s general policy direction in his or her day-to day administration of the school (New Zealand Government, 1989)
In order to carry out these extensive responsibilities, boards need interpersonal, organisational, legal, human resource, financial and educational expertise. There may be a considerable mismatch between these requirements and the skill sets of those who are elected by a school’s parent body to be their trustee representatives. This is particularly likely to be the case for boards in small rural and economically disadvantaged communities (Education Review Office, 1994, 1995, 1996b, 1999).

It is surprising that there has been so little discussion about the capacity of lay trustees to fulfil these demanding expectations, and of the conditions required to help them do so. Such questions have been largely overshadowed by debates about how the balance of power and responsibility between the state and local communities has been altered by the various reforms (Codd & Gordon, 1991; Nash, 1989).

In the following section we discuss why questions of expertise were not more fully debated during and after the reform process. We then review existing empirical research on boards of Trustees to highlight what is known about the level and development of board capacity. The remainder of the paper presents an empirical investigation of the difficulties which board chairs, principals and Ministry officials report in carrying out selected governance tasks.

Expertise of Lay Trustees: A Non-issue? 

Before exploring the reasons why the question of expertise was seen as relatively unproblematic, it is important to acknowledge the steps that were taken in the 1989 reforms to help lay trustees develop or access the required expertise. First, the school’s principal and one staff representative were required to be full board members, thus providing the parent representatives with a degree of educational guidance (New Zealand Government, 1989). Second, although the board was legally responsible for everything, it could also delegate nearly all of those responsibilities to the principal, except its responsibility to oversee the work of the latter (Smelt, 1998). Through such delegation, and by accessing the services of independent educational consultants, a board could reduce the demands on its own expertise. Third, the initial legislation and its various amendments have allowed boards to co-opt members with particular skills and experience. In 2000, 56% of boards had co-opted additional members, though one cannot conclude from this figure that the result is always an increased board capacity (Minister of Education, 2000). Fourth, the agents that oversee boards, notably officials of the Ministry of Education and the Education Review Office, have expected boards to develop their own expertise by engaging in various forms of training and participating in the activities of the national School Trustees Association.  The assumption behind New Zealand’s framework of school governance, therefore, is that lay trustees will either have the required expertise, or the capacity to recognize and remediate any shortfall.

What were the origins of the assumption that every school community could elect parent representatives with the capacity to govern their local school? Why was the issue of expertise given so little attention in the 1989 reforms? In essence, the problem was formulated as one of structure rather than capacity. The education sector was judged less effective and responsive than desired because the state was inappropriately involved in decisions that were better taken at a local level. Local managers and communities had the capacity required to run their schools – the problem was to restructure in a way that released that capacity by removing unnecessary layers of central control.

While the doctrine of locating decision-making as close as possible to the point of implementation explains the radical devolution of school governance, it does not explain why powers of governance were given predominantly to local parents rather than local teachers and principals. That particular choice is explained by recognising the desire of NPM advocates to reduce provider capture. For them it was not only the state that exercised too much power - it was also providers, who were alleged to be insufficiently responsive to those who used their services (New Zealand Treasury, 1984). Parental control of the board was one of several mechanisms used in the 1989 and subsequent reforms to give parents more control over their local school. Parents could express their educational preferences through their choice of school, and through their involvement in its governance. Achieving this goal was a matter of installing the right governance structures, not of capacity building.

The demarcation between policy formulation and implementation also reduced any concern about the expertise of lay trustees. The key tasks required of trustees were to formulate and monitor school policies that reflect national and local priorities. It is the principal’s job to implement those policies and report on the achievement of strategic objectives. A strict separation of policy formulation and policy implementation, another hallmark of NPM, reduces the apparent demand for task-specific expertise. While considerable technical expertise is required to design the means to achieve specific goals, far less expertise is required to set goals, for the latter is seen as a matter of preference and common sense rather than technical expertise. Hence, the reasoning goes, the limited expertise of lay trustees is relatively unproblematic, for it is the managers’ and not the trustees’ job to determine how to achieve policy objectives.

Finally, the doctrine of generic management, another hallmark of NPM, also helped to keep the issue of expertise off the educational policy agenda (Pollitt, 1990; Whitley, 1989). If the knowledge and skills required to manage a school were not substantially different from those required to manage a small business or a household, then vesting governance in lay trustees was far less risky than if the requisite expertise was seen as sector-specific.  The non-specialist nature of the trustee role was vividly portrayed by an early television advertisement encouraging parents to stand for election. A reassuring voice declared that “if you can manage one of these (showing a child),  you can manage one of these” (showing a school) (Gordon, 1992, p. 188).

In summary, there was little debate about the adequacy of the expertise of parent trustees, because the policy agenda was the reduction of inappropriately high state and professional control of the management of local schools. This agenda would be more difficult to pursue if trusteeship was portrayed as requiring specialist expertise. Furthermore, the idea of generic management and the strict separation of policy formulation and policy implementation lent weight to the claim that governance required common sense rather than specialist knowledge. Finally, legislative and operational provisions to supplement and develop the expertise of trustees were designed to reduce the risk that lay persons would be unable to fulfil their governance role.

Expertise and Board Performance: The Evidence. 

In the 12 years since the introduction of Tomorrows Schools (Minister of Education, 1988), there have been few empirical studies of the performance of boards. Despite that, the general consensus among professional and academic commentators has been that the 15,000 lay volunteers who govern New Zealand schools at any point in time are doing at least as well as the national and regional levels officials who came before them (Fiske & Ladd, 2000; McKenzie, 1999). This generally satisfactory report is being increasingly qualified, however, as evidence emerges about variable board performance, with those in small and low decile communities being most at risk. Much of that evidence comes in periodic reports from the Education Review Office, but their findings are based on secondary analyses of their reviews of schools, rather than on systematic research studies (Education Review Office, 1994, 1995, 1996b, 1999).

More systematic information has been produced by the New Zealand Council for Educational Research, which has carried out national surveys of primary school trustees, parents, teachers and principals since the inception of Tomorrow’s Schools in 1989. In a 1997 survey (Wylie, 1997) of approximately 42% of the nation’s school boards, 81% of boards reported that they were either “on top of” or “making steady progress” with their board tasks. At least 70% of the same respondents thought they had adequate expertise on the board in educational, property, financial and human resources areas, but this figure dropped below 40% for the areas of industrial and legal activities.  High decile schools were significantly less likely than low decile ones to report a need for more expertise. Issues of expertise also emerged when respondents were asked about the possible drawbacks of school self-management, with 41% citing workload, followed by 31% who saw trustees’ lack of relevant knowledge as a drawback. In the most recent survey (Wylie, 1999) there appears to be less expertise on boards than there was in 1997, with an average 16% decrease in perceptions of the experience and skills on boards across the areas surveyed (educational, property maintenance and repair, financial, human resources, industrial relations and legal). The most significant decrease was in educational expertise which dropped by 39% from its 1997 level. Despite these figures, most trustees did not see the need to increase the level of expertise on boards in any area. Workload remains a major concern for trustees with 13% seeing a reduction in workload as the main thing they would change about their role. This was followed by more support from the Ministry of Education (8%) and increase in payments (7%).

The measures of confidence and expertise provided through the NZCER surveys are dependent on self-reports and these may be an unreliable indicator of actual board competence and performance. In a small-scale study of board chairs, Timperley and Robinson (2002) were able to compare board chairs’ confidence in and understanding of one aspect of their role with their actual practice.  When asked to interpret their own school’s reports of aggregated student achievement, only 2 of 16 chairpersons could do so accurately. By contrast, this same group rated their confidence in their ability to interpret such data as, on average, seven out of ten, with ten representing “very confident”. Part of the reason for the disjunction was that respondents did not know what they did not know - a factor which is likely to produce positively biased self-evaluations of performance and expertise.

In summary, there are two patterns emerging from empirical research on governance in New Zealand schools.  First, participants in governance report moderate to high levels of satisfaction with and confidence in their roles. Evidence from studies which do not rely on self-reports, however, suggests a much more uneven picture, with boards in low decile and small communities more likely to be judged as less than satisfactory.

Research Approach

The study reported in the remainder of this paper examines the issue of trustee expertise through a detailed examination of the match between the demands of selected governance tasks and the difficulties that trustees encounter in completing them. The purpose is not to evaluate the competence of particular trustees, but rather to inform debate about the adequacy of current governance policy and practice.

Research Context 

The findings reported in this study were obtained as part of a three-year evaluation of a Ministry of Education initiative to improve schooling in Mangere and Otara. The 42 schools in these two communities serve mostly Maori and Pasifika families, many of whom are economically disadvantaged. In 1996 the Education Review Office published a highly critical evaluation of schooling in the two suburbs. As well as alleging widespread governance failure, the report raised questions about the appropriateness of the lay trustee model in communities where it was difficult to elect or co-opt sufficient financial and professional expertise, and where cultural norms conflicted with the requirement that boards act as the employer and appraiser of the principal (Education Review Office, 1996a). The authors concluded that in some schools, boards gave principals both more discretion and less assistance than was intended by the legislative framework under which New Zealand schools are governed.

The government responded by launching a series of initiatives known as Strengthening Education in Mangere and Otara (SEMO). One strand involved the improvement of governance through both area-wide and school-based initiatives including the appointment of board mentors, systematic involvement of boards in decisions about expenditure of SEMO monies, and increased school and cluster-based training. One outcome of this work was the formation of the Otara Boards Forum, a collective of the Chairpersons of Otara schools and two non-voting principals' representatives.  While the Forum had no formal authority over its constituent boards, the collective support and development which the Forum provided its members is likely to have altered their understanding of and confidence in their trustee roles.  Its members were both chairpersons of their board and members of a trustee collective which serves the interests of all schools in the Otara community.

Research Participants

At the time of this study, there were 15 state and integrated schools in Otara, fourteen of which were members of the Otara Boards Forum.  Interviews were completed with twelve chairpersons and eleven principals.  The remaining chairpersons were either unavailable during the data collection period, or declined to participate. These twenty three respondents provided information about their own boards.  The nine Ministry officials who were interviewed were employed in either the national or Auckland regional office, and had responsibility for policy or operational aspects of school governance. About half of the Ministry sample had direct responsibilities for the SEMO initiative.  The nine Ministry staff acted as informants reporting from their experience of boards in Otara or similar communities.

The participation of the Education Review Office was also sought because, through its various review and evaluation functions, it communicates the government’s standards for school governance. After reviewing the interview and ethical protocols for the study, a Head Office spokesperson indicated that ERO staff would not be participating.

Research Design and Methods 

This study was designed to reveal participants’ perceptions of the extent and nature of the difficulties which boards encounter in completing key governance tasks.  The inclusion of three different groups and four different governance tasks meant that we could determine whether principals, chairs and ministry staff reported different types of difficulty and whether some tasks presented particular types of difficulty.  Ideally, we would have studied actual board practice, but since we could not overcome the practical difficulties involved, we investigated the difficulties that boards experience through discussion of four standardised scenarios, each of which portrayed the work of a hypothetical Board of Trustees.

Four governance scenarios. Each of the four scenarios illustrated a Board of Trustees faced with a particular governance task (Appendix A). Three of the four scenarios focussed on the educational, rather than financial or property dimensions of a boards’ role.  The first one (Scenario A: Monitoring Student Achievement) described a board that had developed a policy of regular monitoring of student achievement, but had difficulty in understanding and seeking clarification of the report it received. The second scenario (Scenario B: Parental Complaint) described a board that took a parent’s concern about lack of homework to the principal and, in following it up, discovered that there might be a more general issue about implementation of the school’s homework policy. The board then discussed it further and asked the principal to provide them with a report. In the third scenario (Scenario C: Development of Policy on Reporting) the board chairperson offered to consult the community and then did nothing for three months, at which point he agreed that the task should probably be tackled by the professionals. The fourth scenario (Scenario D: Principal Appraisal) probed the board’s role as employer of the principal through an account of an appraisal process in which the chairperson and principal agreed that the latter would manage the task.

The face validity of the four scenarios was checked with local school and community leaders, and, after revision, they were incorporated into an interview schedule.  Participants were asked to read each scenario, evaluate the performance of the hypothetical board and then explain the reasons for their evaluation. These findings are reported in chapter one of this report. Principals and chairpersons were then asked whether there were any aspects of the scenario which their own boards would find difficult and to describe the nature of any difficulty. Ministry officials were asked to report on their experience of boards in Otara or similar communities.

Research procedures. The study was developed in conjunction with Ministry officials, the Otara Board Forum and two Otara principals. Written consent for participation and tape-recording was gained from every participant. The interviews, which lasted approximately one hour, were conducted at a time and place convenient to the interviewee.  Participants were asked whether there were any aspects of each scenario which their board would find particularly hard and, if there were, to identify particular aspects and what would make them difficult. Board members were interviewed by a Samoan educator who had previously worked in the district and principals and Ministry officials were interviewed by the two authors of this report and a research assistant. Each interview was transcribed to facilitate coding and analysis of responses.

The categories used to code the nature of the identified difficulties were developed inductively by repeated reading of a sample of transcripts to identify major themes.  Three major themes were identified and defined in a brief codebook.  All transcripts were then coded into either one of these three categories, or into a fourth, miscellaneous category.  For the purpose of coding, each respondent’s description of what a board found difficult about the portrayed task was treated as the unit of analysis.  This meant that the coder counted whether or not there was at least one mention of the particular type of difficulty.  This coding procedure meant that a maximum of four points could be awarded per scenario for each participant.

Research Findings

In the first section we report how often the three groups evaluated boards as having difficulty with the type of task portrayed in each scenario. This is followed in the second section by more qualitative analysis of the types of difficulties that were described by each group.

The Difficulty of Governance Tasks

When considering the total interview group, Table 1 shows that the four governance tasks were described as particularly hard for boards by between 50 and 75 percent of interviewees.


Table 1
Percentage of participants identifying governance tasks as difficult


Principals
Chairs
Ministry
Total

Scenario 
(n = 11)
(n = 12)
(n = 9)
(n = 32)

Achievement
73
67
89
75

Complaint
45
25
89
50

Reporting
64
58
100
72

Appraisal
55
42
100
67


Total
62
48
94
66

Difficulties were more likely to be reported for the two tasks of most relevance to the core business of teaching and learning (Achievement and Reporting) and for principal appraisal than for the task of responding to parental complaints. The latter task requires skills of communication and diplomacy, while the other three tasks require, in addition, considerable educational and human resource expertise - qualities which are less likely to be present in lay governors. In other words, dealing with parental complaints may be seen as posing fewer difficulties because it is better matched to the skills and experience of lay governors than the other three governance tasks

With respect to groups, Table 1 shows even greater variation, for while 94% of Ministry informants see boards as having some difficulty with these tasks, only 48% of chairpersons and 62% of principals do so. There are two possible explanations for these differences.

Firstly, it must be remembered that while the principal and chairpersons were asked whether their own boards, of which they themselves were members, had found aspects of these tasks particularly hard, Ministry staff were reporting on the performance of other people. It could be argued, therefore, that the former two groups had much more to lose in acknowledging difficulties than did the Ministry staff.

The second possible explanation lies in the differing expectations of the three participant groups – expectations which reflect their differing experience of governance policy and practice.  The fact that Ministry staff report greater difficulty than do principals and chairpersons suggests they hold higher standards of governance than the latter two groups.  This pattern replicates the findings of our earlier study on the evaluation of board performance.  We argued in that study that Ministry staff evaluated board performance differently from principals and chairs because they used governance policy as their benchmark, whereas the former two groups used their own experience of what was practical and possible as their benchmark (see chapter one).

The Nature of Governance Difficulties

The four scenarios presented boards with three main types of difficulty. The first concerns the adequacy of trustees' knowledge, skill and understanding. The second type involves potentially problematic interactions between trustees and professional staff, and the third involves the governance role itself, including how the distinction is drawn between governance and management. A fourth miscellaneous category was used to indicate those respondents who reported additional types of difficulty.

Table 2
Percentage of perceived difficulties in each scenario by category 


Achievement
Complaint
Reporting
Appraisal
Total

Code Category






Knowledge, skills, understanding 
64
27
50
42
48

Interacting with professionals
26
41
16
32
27

Understanding roles and responsibilities 
8
27
16
13
15

Other
2
5
18
13
10

Table 2 shows that the great majority (48%) of total reported difficulties involved issues of trustee expertise and understanding This was true for three of the four scenarios, with the scenario about the parental complaint proving, once again, to be the exception. Issues of professional-trustee interaction were the next most frequently reported (27% of difficulties) followed by difficulties in interpreting the requirements of the governance role (15%).

Table 3 shows all three groups report similar patterns of difficulty, with issues of expertise being the most frequently mentioned for all three, followed by difficulty working with professional staff and understanding the governance role. Chairs were more likely to report difficulties working with professionals (36% of difficulties) than were the other two groups and they were likely to report difficulties in understanding their own role. Ministry staff were also more likely to report other types of difficulty including not being aware of a need to follow through on something, or not being able to start a task they had not considered doing before.  It was also suggested that establishing and following routines can be difficult for trustees.

Table 3
Percentage of perceived difficulties in each group by cataegory (n = 32)


Group


Principals

(n = 11)
Ministry

(n = 9)
Chairs

(n = 12)

Adequacy of knowledge, skills, understanding
52
44
52

Difficulties related to interacting with professionals
21
28
36

Understanding and interpreting roles and responsibilities
19
14
8

Other
7
14
4

In the remainder of this section we report a qualitative analysis of the nature of the three major categories of reported difficulty.

The adequacy of the knowledge, understanding and skill of trustees. Across the four scenarios, respondents discussed how limited understanding of educational concepts, procedures and language posed difficulties for boards (Table 2).

Years of training and experience provide professionals with a conceptual framework which enables them to make sense of educational information. Without that framework, some respondents questioned whether lay trustees could meaningfully carry out their responsibilities:

Principal: Is there any other profession where you have this body of lay people governing a situation who don’t have any understanding or knowledge basically of the implications and intricacies of managing and running a school and of the professional requirements in terms of knowledge and expertise and skill of teaching?

The scenario about monitoring student achievement was particularly likely to generate concerns about trustee expertise, with 64% of the difficulties mentioned falling in this category. Monitoring and reporting of aggregated student achievement, as required under the revised National Administration Guidelines (1999), requires understanding of the framework of the national curriculum framework, and of such inter-relationships as those between year levels, benchmarks and achievement objectives. Some respondents saw these difficulties as ones of language rather than of conceptual understanding. While there is an inevitable overlap between the two the distinction is important because, while difficulties of language are resolved by a process of simplification and translation, gaps in conceptual understanding require a much deeper immersion in educational ideas.

Difficulty with technical language also contributed to communication difficulties between professionals and trustees.

Principal: You have people who have limited language, you're trying to articulate highly professional technical stuff to them. Their understanding is limited and therefore there's the whole communication barriers.

For some respondents, the use of professional jargon was seen as a means by which professionals could maintain inappropriate authority and power.

Ministry official: I think the language of the professional - the way that professionals have a major ability to make it … even more and more complicated, the more they answer questions, so that it's their property…..I guess it’s a mixture of arrogant knowledge, cover up, making it more complicated than it is, to look professional. And I think a lot of that is subconscious.

Limited procedural knowledge was the third type of expertise that was referred to. In principal appraisal, trustees were perceived as having difficulty in selecting and overseeing the work of a consultant, for example, if they themselves did not know how to conduct an appraisal.

In practice, conceptual, linguistic and procedural expertise are all inter-related. For example, procedural difficulties with policy writing may reflect inadequate understanding of the nature and purpose of a policy, and the grasp of the latter may be hindered by professional jargon. These difficulties have important implications for both professionals and trustees. For trustees, limited expertise can mean the inappropriate delegation of governance tasks to the professionals.  The result may be that on some matters trustees have to "put a lot of faith in the practitioners and the professional leadership" and are unable to participate in the governance role except as ‘figureheads' or community liaison persons. One Ministry official with extensive experience helping boards in low decile communities put it this way:

Ministry official: In a sense they don’t – are not up to the play with the things like curriculum delivery, and curriculum management, financial delivery, financial management and all those things so they basically become non- participants in the board.

The impact on the professionals is two-fold. Firstly, those who wish greater participation of trustees in governance may find themselves educating their own employers. This adds to both their workload and their responsibilities as school leaders. Secondly, it gives principals the opportunity to manipulate and control the information the trustees are given, placing the latter in a position of greater dependence on the chief executive than is compatible with their governance role.

Principal: The relative power of the principal to understand and twist and exploit that [dependence] in a way that can be for personal gain, be that subtly or intentionally, is there.

In summary, principals, Ministry officials and chairs themselves, attribute much of the difficulty of governance tasks to limited understanding and expertise. Respondents varied in their accounts of the difficulties, with some seeing them as a matter of professional jargon and others seeing them as going far deeper to the question of whether laypersons have the conceptual frameworks needed to make sense of the language, even when it is suitably simplified. While most respondents saw it as the professionals’ responsibility to help trustees to understand, a few principals raised serious doubts about the appropriateness of this strategy.

Difficulties related to interaction with professionals. Interaction between professional staff and trustees accounted for the second most frequently mentioned category of difficulty (27% of scored difficulties). Once again, there were interesting differences between groups, with chairs more likely to describe such difficulties (36% of those reported by this group) than either principals (21%) or Ministry staff (28%).

The difficulty was usually described as inappropriate trustee deference towards and dependence on professional staff. While their relationship is most frequently with the principal, this difficulty can also extend to teachers and other professionals they may meet. This is how one chair described the difficulties of her board in tackling the task of monitoring student achievement.

Chairperson: There seems to be thinking that the teachers are higher than them. They look up to them and they just okay anything they do, because they are professional and they put themselves down.

A Ministry official described how trustees’ fear of losing face in front of professionals could even extend to reluctance in asking for help from trustees’ own national association.

Ministry official: Sometimes it's just a fear of talking to another professional about something they really don't understand…..That's what stops most of the people that I specifically deal with. They're too scared of being seen to be dumb.

Respondents gave three related causes for this deference. The first of these relates to the tendency of Pasifika people to put professionals on a pedestal. As a result they generally "believe whatever the teaching professional tells them" and are unwilling to be seen as "stepping on their toes" (Chairperson). The second cause reflects the lack of knowledge and expertise discussed in the previous section. Trustees who find themselves out of their depth can avoid seeking help for fear of losing face.

Principal: asking the questions of the principals is difficult…asking questions about those professional things that they don’t understand are most difficult for board members.

A third reason for trustees’ dependence on professionals, in the opinion of one Ministry official, was a national framework which provided boards with insufficient independent advice and guidance and which was unclear about a principal’s responsibility to assist their board.

Ministry official: Well I think what boards would find difficult is the fact that they have to - many of them rely heavily on the principal and the principal's good will and cooperation, and I think the law is not explicit enough about the servant leadership role that's expected. Nor does the infrastructure give the board sufficient external support to counter-balance the need for a relationship that borders often on friendship, rather than professional performance.

The consequences of this deference are that trustees may rubberstamp the decisions made by the professionals with little real understanding of what is happening. Deference to professionals, combined with face-saving, may make it difficult to ask sufficient questions or seek independent advice. Many Ministry staff and principals were aware that such deference and dependence was incompatible with the board’s legal responsibilities. The formal authority accorded to trustees by legislation may have less psychological significance, however, than the feelings of dependence and inferiority that are triggered by some governance tasks.

Difficulties related to the interpretation and understanding of roles and responsibilities. The third category of difficulty, and the least frequently mentioned (15% of all codes counted), concerns how trustees understand their role and responsibilities. Once again, chairpersons were the least likely to identify such difficulties (8% of the codes counted for this group), in contrast to principals and Ministry staff for whom it made up 19% and 14% of codes respectively.

Some principals attributed the difficulty to a confused governance framework in which the principal was both a board member and its employee.

Principal: They would find all of that [appraisal of the principal] hard because in my view this is where the rubber meets the road in all of this - because you have now this stupid situation of an employee of the board also being a trustee on the board and therein lies the difficulty because you’ve got a mix of expectations and requirements. Here you have a person who operates on a trustee basis in that board on one part, but then is appraised by the board as an employee and because of that structure then all the other things just follow, the confusion and roles and the debates happen.

Other principals were concerned that trustees do not cross what they perceive to be the line between governance and management.

Principal:…but when we’re talking about governance and management, it then comes down to accountabilities and responsibilities and roles and people need to know what their roles and responsibilities are. Board members need to know, chair people need to know and professionals need to know. And in relation to homework, that’s got nothing to do with governance. It’s got everything to do with management.

While some principals were concerned about trustees’ over-involvement in management, Ministry staff were more likely to be concerned about their under-involvement in governance, particularly with respect to the core business of teaching and learning.

Ministry official:  I think most parents, individually, have a real keen interest in what their students are achieving but you put a group of parents together and say you’re on a board of trustees, I’m not sure that’s where – we’ve actually got the message out there that this is your first responsibility. They’ll often think their first responsibility is making sure there’s property – that there’s money in the bank – that kind of stuff.

In summary, Ministry staff and principals, but not trustees themselves, described boards as having difficulty understanding their role, and in many cases, attributed the difficulty to either unclarity of the legislative framework or to the messages that have been communicated in the last twelve years about the nature of their role.

Other difficulties.  Aside from the three categories described above, a number of less specific difficulties were identified which related to the professionalism of trustees. They included such things as not following through on tasks and not establishing and maintaining routines. This category was used far more frequently by the Ministry staff than by any other group. They were responsible for 67% of all "other" codes counted.

Summary. In discussing the difficulties presented by the four tasks, many interviewees drew attention to both their interaction and their consequences for school governance.  Those relationships are diagrammed in Figure 1, together with our more speculative suggestions about the systemic features which contribute to the perpetuation of the pattern portrayed.

Figure 1:
The Dynamics that Sustain Governance Difficulties



In the introduction, we discussed how the doctrine of generic management, along with the desire to empower local parents, meant that questions of local capacity were set aside.  This history, together with limited use by boards and those who advise and regulate them, of public indicators of good governance practice, has obscured the nature and extent of expertise required to perform the role.  In addition, uncertainty about where responsibility lies for developing the capacity of boards has further confused the picture about what constitutes good board practice, and what is required to achieve the appropriate standard.

An infrastructure which provides few signals about requisite standards of performance relies, by default, on the standards of those who participate in it.  Without external feedback, variable experience produces, over time, variable self-referential standards of performance. The data presented here suggest that when trustees have limited understanding of what to do and how to do it, they become very reliant on the advice and guidance of professional staff.  The latter, in turn, may unwittingly contribute to this dependence through an inability or unwillingness to coach their employers into their governance role.  The dependence is further sustained in the sample of trustees we spoke to by a cultural tradition of deference to high status professionals.  The end result may be a self-sustaining cycle of trustee delegation of governance duties, which overburdens principals and produces incorrect assumptions on the part of both principal and trustees of their respective roles.

The consequence of this dynamic is that the quality of governance depends crucially on the willingness of the principal to adopt the role of adviser and coach of their trustees. Depending on the particular approach taken, such coaching can result in a one-sided relationship which reinforces the dependence of the board, or it can lead, over time, to the empowerment of trustees.  Our data suggested considerable variation in principals’ willingness to adopt this role and uncertainty about their obligation to do so.

Discussion

The reports of these 32 principals, chairs and Ministry officials raise important questions about the implementation, if not appropriateness, of our governance model.  Before engaging with such questions, however, we need to return to the context and design of this study to consider its possible limitations as a guide to the state of school governance in New Zealand.

Since the data reported here were generated by participants in the governance of decile one urban multicultural schools, the obvious question to raise is whether the findings are able to be generalised to a wider set of New Zealand schools.  Are similar difficulties encountered in mid and high decile schools?  Certainly, the ERO reports discussed earlier suggest similar difficulties will be experienced in many low to mid decile schools.  It would not be appropriate to assume, however, that the reported difficulties are restricted to this group because it is widely agreed that the challenges of good school governance are a lot greater than was anticipated by either government or those who have assumed the role (Smelt, 1998; Wylie, 1998).

The second caution that is needed is recognition that these findings do not reflect the overall competence or performance of the participating boards.  The study was designed to uncover the challenges that boards experience in tackling selected key governance tasks, not to measure their overall performance.

The significance one attributes to these findings will depend on one’s attitude towards two fundamental tenets of NPM.  Those who subscribe to the policy – management distinction and to the concept of generic management, will see the gaps in trustee knowledge and skill as far less significant than those who question the validity of these ideas.  New Zealand’s governance framework incorporates the assumption that “Policy was to be determined at the national level by politicians and at the local level by parents who, guided by what ought to be, gave direction to the principal who was deemed to be an expert on the best means of achieving the ends set” (Clark, 2000).  This means, to put it in the context of the scenario on monitoring achievement, that it is the role of lay trustees to set achievement targets and to monitor outcomes, and of the professionals to ensure that the desired results are achieved.

The first problem with such a strict demarcation between the responsibility for setting and that for achieving goals is the assumption that it is reasonable to set targets in the absence of knowledge about what is involved in achieving them.  It is possible to do so, and to administer sanctions contingent on the results, but trustees who do so are likely to be seen as unreasonable if they set goals without serious consideration of what is involved in achieving them.

Secondly, trustees require substantial expertise if they are to carry out their responsibility to monitor the outcomes of their policies.  Such monitoring involves far more than just gauging the match between targeted and current levels of performance.  Trustees cannot exercise their responsibilities unless they can make independent judgments about the reasons for any gap between desired and current levels of performance.  Advocates of confining trustees to a strict policy setting and monitoring role might well argue that trustees can make such judgments by asking the professionals for explanations of any gap.  Quite apart from the fact that our data suggest that some trustees find it very difficult to question professional staff, there remains the problem of how to evaluate the answers that are proffered.  Accountability of professionals to trustees requires not only that the latter obtain reports and ask clarifying questions, but that they can, in addition, make an independent judgment about the adequacy of the answers they are given (Behn, 2001). In short, trustees need sufficient knowledge of the teaching and learning process to be able to take responsibility for the setting of defensible targets, for interpreting the relevant achievement data, and for formulating their own independent assessment of the causes and implications of any discrepancy between target and actual levels of performance.

Defenders of current governance practice could argue that the educational knowledge that is required to do these tasks is provided by the principal.  In a well functioning board, such a partnership approach to these tasks would be taken, but the required level of board expertise should be set by the demands of the task and trustees’ legal responsibilities not by the extent of the principal’s contribution.  The crucial test of governance capacity is whether a board can make an independent judgment about the information and explanations provided by the professional staff.  We have argued that this standard entails not just knowledge of the community’s goals and interests, but a sufficient level of technical expertise to judge both the reasonableness of possible goals and the proffered explanation of the results in addition.

The answer is not to reject localism altogether, but to be far more thoughtful about the forms of expertise that are required to govern schools, and about where those forms are best located and nurtured.  If assumptions about generic management, about the separation of policy and management, and about the ability to sensibly monitor outcomes with only superficial knowledge of the contributing processes are open for rigorous debate, then new questions can be raised about our governance framework.

To make this more concrete, take the example of setting and monitoring achievement targets, a requirement introduced by the recent Education Standards Act (New Zealand Government, 2001).  Each and every New Zealand school is required to set such achievement targets annually, and to report on them to both the Crown and the local community.  What is the knowledge required to do this in a quality manner, and what aspects of that knowledge should be developed locally, and what aspects should be developed centrally?  While there are clear advantages in terms of fostering commitment, ownership and school development that the final decisions should be taken locally, it seems equally clear that those local decisions will be uninformed unless centrally generated information of various sorts is made available to and used by local decision-makers.  Local decision-making becomes self-referential and ghettoised unless it is informed by consideration of the national context.  Only governments can develop and provide the data-bases and infrastructure that will enable each and every local school to calibrate their preferences and performance against national and regional standards and benchmarks.  While there are good reasons for achievement targets to bet set locally, there are equally good reasons for the state to ensure that those decisions are well-informed.

It is ironic that under New Zealand’s administrative law, there is an obligation on the state to ensure that, when consulting with local groups, they are fully informed about all relevant matters (New Zealand Government, 1989).  When decision-making is fully devolved to local groups, however, as in the case under discussion, it seems there is little obligation at present for the state to ensure that those groups have the information and the knowledge required to make good decisions.  All boards need to know not only what to do and how to do it, but how to do it well.  Indicators of good practice that are built into external and internal review processes, could break down the insularity and variability of board practice and provide all participants with clearer messages about the requirements of the role.  For example, requirements to write a policy are not helpful to lay trustees, nor in some cases to the professionals, without indicators of what would count as a good policy.
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Appendix A: Four Scenarios Describing the Work of a Hypothetical Board of Trustees

Scenario A: Monitoring Curriculum Delivery and Student Achievement

The Board of Trustees wanted to know more about how well the curriculum was being taught in the school. A subcommittee met with the school's senior management team to develop a policy and agreed that one curriculum area should be reviewed every two months. The report to the Board was to be an overview of the curriculum area together with some information on how well the children were achieving in that area. The Board members were very impressed with the reports the staff presented and appreciated the work put in. The reports were very detailed and always completed on time. Usually, the teacher in charge of the curriculum area came and presented the report to the Board. Sometimes, the teachers’ language and curriculum ideas were difficult to understand, because the educational jargon was new to the Board. The teachers obviously knew what they were talking about, but the idea of the curriculum levels, what should be covered at each level, and who should be on each level were hard to grasp. Some of the graphs were complicated as well, and there was not time to go over it all in detail. The Board members were also not sure if the children were achieving as well as other children in New Zealand. It seemed like they were. The Board members did not like to ask too many questions because they were not sure what to ask and they could see that the teachers were very professional. The Board members sincerely thanked the teachers for all the work they had put in for each of these meetings.

Scenario B: A Parental Complaint

Over lunch at the school sports day, a parent told the Board Chair about her concern that her Year 7 child never had homework.  The parent indicated that she had mentioned it to the teacher but nothing had changed. She didn’t really know what else she could do. The Board Chair was aware that regular setting and checking of homework at this level was school policy, so told the parent not to worry and that she would follow up with the principal. The Board Chair then mentioned the complaint to the Principal at their regular weekly meeting. The Principal assured the Chair that she would talk to the teacher and follow up with the parent. As far as the Chair is aware this had happened. Over the next few weeks the Chair noticed that her own relatives attending the school didn’t seem to be getting homework, and this impression was confirmed in discussion with other Board members. They decided to discuss the matter with the principal at the next meeting. Maybe the new homework policy was not working. At the next Board meeting the principal indicated that as far as she was aware the senior school homework policy was being implemented. This puzzled the Board because their contacts gave a somewhat different impression. The Board decided more information was needed so asked the Principal to provide a report on the implementation and monitoring of the policy at the next Board meeting.

Scenario C : Development of Policy on Reporting

The Principal of Fern Intermediate was aware that the school needed to develop a policy on reporting to parents. He discussed the matter with his Board, and the Chair offered to begin a round of community consultation about what parents wanted in the reports. Three months later the Principal realised that nothing had happened. After raising the matter again with the Board, the Chair suggested that the Principal write the policy with his senior staff. The Chair believed that developing policies of this kind was a professional matter that was not really the Board’s role. The Principal agreed with the Chair’s suggestion because he doubted whether the Board had the required expertise, and it was easier to have the senior management team do the job.  Two months later, the Principal put the new policy on the agenda and it was formally approved. The Board and Chair were pleased that the work had been done in time for the next ERO review.

Scenario D: Principal Appraisal 

The Board of Valley School knew that it was time to complete the Principal’s annual appraisal so they asked him to organise it. They agreed with the Principal’s suggestion that he use the same consultant, Warren Monk, as had been used the previous year. The principal indicated that Warren and he shared similar approaches to school leadership, and that his fee was reasonable compared to that charged by some other educational consultants. The Board did not know any other consultants and so it seemed appropriate to take the Principal’s advice.  The Principal then rang Warren and organised for him to come and do the appraisal the following month.  The consultant spent the best part of a day at the school. He began by interviewing the principal and asking him to describe his main activities and achievements for the year. The interview was fairly informal with the consultant using his own extensive experience as a principal to comment on what the principal said. The consultant then conducted confidential interviews with the rest of the senior management team, two junior staff and the Board Chairperson to gain their impressions of the Principal’s leadership over the past year. One of the things the consultant wanted to know was whether or not the staff were working together as a team. Two weeks later the Principal received a detailed draft report summarising the Principal’s achievements for the year and recommending areas for further development. The Principal then wrote back correcting a few factual inaccuracies in the report. When the final report was received, the principal informed the Board Chair that the appraisal had been completed. The Chairperson did not ask for a copy of the report for he thought that he was not entitled to see it. Believing that an open relationship with his Chair was important anyway, the Principal let the Chair read the report on a confidential basis.

Chapter 3:
O Le Tala Ia Lita – Lita’s Story:
The Challenge Of Reporting Achievement
To Parents
The development of a partnership between schools and their communities formed a central tenet of the reforms of education administration in New Zealand more than a decade ago (New Zealand Government, 1989; New Zealand Public Service Association, 1988). This partnership was to be based on the free flow of information between schools and their communities. While the sentiments of openness and shared information formed the basis of the policy, for the next 10 years the content of the information to be shared between the partners was not specified clearly. At the level of the individual students, schools were to report to parents on matters that, in the principal's opinion, “… are preventing or slowing the student's progress through the school." (New Zealand Government, 1989, Section 77 (b)(i)). Reporting to the community was the responsibility of Boards of Trustees through an annual meeting and report. Apart from mandatory financial statements, the nature of the information to be included in the annual report was unspecified. Subsequent regulation (Ministry of Education, 1993) required schools to report to parents on student progress and to provide the community with a statement of service performance, but the difficulties involved in specifying this latter requirement on boards resulted in its waiver each year.

Greater certainty about the content of what was to be reported was achieved recently with the introduction of the Revised National Education Guidelines in 2000 (Ministry of Education, 1999) and the Education Standards Act in 2001 (New Zealand Government, 2001). At both the individual and institutional levels, student achievement has become the focus of the reports. Currently, schools are required to "… report to students and their parents on the achievement of individual students and to the school's community on the achievement of students as a whole" (Ministry of Education, 1999, p.2). School charters must include the board's aims, objectives, directions, priorities, and targets relating to intended student outcomes and schools must report on those areas where the school's performance has failed to meet or has exceeded what was specified (New Zealand Government, 2001). In this paper, we examine the schools' and parents' responses to these reporting requirements and identify some of the issues involved in making the transition from the earlier vague guidelines to the more specific current requirement to report on children’s achievement.

The changes in New Zealand legislation are consistent with international trends towards greater transparency and accountability of schools to individual parents / whanau and their communities about the schools' central task of promoting student achievement. Regulation and legislation, however, are somewhat blunt instruments for bringing about meaningful education change because it is the "on the ground" issues that determine how any particular policy is implemented. Similar changes in the United Kingdom with the introduction of the "Parents' Charter" (Department for Education, 1994) was met with some skepticism by Bastiani (1996) who argued that that Government legislation and administrative requirements, either separately or combined, are not a satisfactory basis for planning a school’s work with its parents. Some of Bastiani's concerns were confirmed in a survey of parents from 183 United Kingdom secondary schools reported by Power and Clark (2000). These authors indicated that little had changed in school reporting since a study undertaken prior to the legislation by Goacher and Reid in 1983. Schools still did not provide parents with the kind of information they wanted:

Parents often felt that reports were too generalized and were also confused about grading systems and apparent discrepancies in reports - irrespective of the style of the report …. Despite Government legislation, schools are still falling some way short of providing parents with the kind of information they need to be able to participate actively in their children's education (Power & Clark, 2000, p.25).

The paucity of either international or local research on school reporting to parents makes it difficult to determine the generality of these problems. However, some of the same concerns were echoed in a study by Ohlhausen, Powell & Reitz (1994) in Southern Nevada. The parents of primary school students who participated in this survey reported higher levels of satisfaction with their children's report cards than appeared to be the case for their counterparts in the United Kingdom. Ninety-four percent of the parents in the telephone interviews gave moderate to high ratings to traditional progress reports where grades of A to E were used. However, 47% shared frustrations similar to those of their United Kingdom counterparts:

Some parents were concerned over the lack of clear criteria for objective assessment strategies, most particularly for assigning grades to students. Moreover, parents voiced their concern over the high degree of variance that exists between teachers in interpreting what grades represent (Olhausen, Powell, & Reitz, 1994, p.94).
Despite these problems, none of these authors suggest that the findings should be interpreted as a problem of teachers wanting to sabotage the system or withhold information. In Power and Clark's (2000) study, for example, the majority of schools reported more frequently than required and the teachers spoke positively about involving parents as partners. In addition, each school had undertaken some form of review and reform of their reporting procedures in order to facilitate better communication between home and school. So what had gone wrong? Power and Clark argue that the nature of professionalism means that parents and teachers have different roles and, therefore, different assumptions about what should be reported and the language that should be used. Moreover, they suggest that the class and cultural attributes of teachers often set them apart from working class and ethnic minority parents, thus making communication difficult.

Another possible explanation for the problems experienced with reporting is that neither teachers nor parents have confidence in their ability to interpret and communicate assessment information. A survey of 2,500 Arizona teachers by Nolen, Haladyna , & Haas (1992) found that nearly half the teachers felt unprepared to discuss test results with parents and so were reluctant to do so. A more recent questionnaire and interview study by Barber (1992) in Michigan, indicated that few parents were able to accurately interpret their children's state test results even though the tests had been compulsory for 15 years and parents were given information by schools in state-sponsored pamphlets and the media. It is not surprising that most parents in this survey indicated that they were highly satisfied with their children's achievement, because they interpreted criterion-referenced tests in normative terms. Given that nearly 90% of students passed 85% of the objectives in reading and mathematics, most students scored above 85%. The normative interpretation put on these results by the parents meant that they believed their children were all achieving in the top 15% of students throughout the state. Even those parents who reported good understanding of the test answered incorrectly, on average, about half of 19 researchers' questions that were based on information that the Michigan State Education Office recommended for presentation at parent-teacher sessions.

Given the paucity of New Zealand research, it is difficult to determine if the problems identified in the international literature also apply in this country. In this paper, we report on a series of three studies which describe and explain the reporting practices of schools in the South Auckland communities of Mangere and Otara. Over the period of the three studies, the schools' reporting practices became increasingly focused on student achievement in response to the changed reporting regulations and to an initiative undertaken by the Ministry of Education to strengthen education in the two suburbs. We sought to answer the research questions, "To what extent did the reporting practices involve parents /whanau as educational partners with the school?" and "What difficulties were experienced by school personnel and parents / whanau when changing their reporting practices in the direction required by the new regulations?"

Research Overview

In this section, we provide an overview of the method and results of the three studies. Further details are provided in subsequent sections. The first was part of the SEMO initiative and some aspects are reported in the first evaluation report (Timperley, Robinson, & Bullard, 1999).  The second was part of the project to use student achievement data to improve teaching and instructional programmes (AUSAD).  The third comprised case studies of two schools as they tried to change their reporting practices.  Following each study, the research results were reported to the participants in both oral and written form, with opportunities given for feedback to the researchers prior to any public release of the information. 

Study One involved an interview survey of school personnel and a document analysis of reports to parents from thirteen randomly selected schools. Parent reaction to the reports was sought by interviewing parents who had attended report evenings in two of the thirteen schools. The purpose of the study was to examine how SEMO schools reported student achievement to parents, and to evaluate parental understanding of those reports. The main finding was that few schools told parents how their child was achieving in relation to an explicit standard, and, as a consequence, teachers evaluated students’ achievement in ways that were potentially misleading.

The major themes that emerged from this study were communicated to professional and community groups in narrative form, through a story about a hypothetical student called Lita who received excellent reports throughout her primary schooling, and was then shocked to learn at high school that her achievement levels were several years behind the national average.  The story named “O le Tala ia Lita”or “Lita’s Story” described the reactions of the parents to learning that their daughter was not doing nearly as well at school as they had been led to believe. A copy of both Samoan and English versions is contained in Appendix A and B. The story was widely discussed with professional and community groups in Mangere and Otara.  This led to a deeper understanding of both the causes and consequences of schools’ current reporting practices, and a commitment, on the part of some school leaders, to changing the way they reported students’ achievement to their parents.

Two years after Study One, a second study was carried out to assess the impact of these discussions and of the changes in the legislative requirements which were described earlier.  This second study involved a questionnaire, interview survey and document analysis of fifteen schools in the two communities. All schools were planning changes to their reporting practices. The survey indicated that teachers believed student achievement information should be reported to parents / whanau more accurately and with reference to national standards. Few teachers, however, provided an educational rationale for these changes.  Analysis of the actual school reports showed that more schools were reporting student achievement against explicit standards.

The third study explored how two of the schools made the change to more accurate and transparent reporting of student achievement. Data collection methods for these case studies included interviews of school personnel and parents, and analyses of selected school reports. The case studies showed that changing reporting practices was a complex process that involved technical, ethical and professional dilemmas.  The technical dilemmas were focused on the difficulties involved in reporting against broad curriculum levels in ways that were sufficiently precise to evaluate progress.  The ethical dilemmas involved a conflict between reporting accurately, but positively, and the professional dilemmas centred on the use of language.  How could the teachers report in ways parents would understand while appearing professional?

Together, these three studies paint a picture of the journey that will need to be taken by many schools if they are to report to the state and their local communities in ways that are intended by the new regulations.

Study One: Initial Reporting Practices

The first research question underpinning this initial survey asked, "To what extent did the reporting practices involve parents / whanau as educational partners with the school?"  We propose two conditions for this educational partnership. Firstly, that parents are given accurate and understandable information, about the child's current level of achievement. Secondly, that parents are aware of the appropriate target level of achievement, so they are able to detect any gaps between their child’s current achievement and those expectations. When reporting meets these two conditions, parents and teachers are more likely to develop a partnership to close any identified gaps between actual and expected achievement. Given that Maori and Pasifika parents form the main cultural groups in the two suburbs, and that their aspirations for their children are to achieve success in national examinations and to gain entry into tertiary institutions (Nash, 1993; Smith, 1997), we were particularly interested in whether or not the reports enabled parents to compare how their child was achieving in relation to national benchmarks.

Research Design and Method

Ten primary and one middle school provided copies of their reporting policies and of their reports on a sample of students. In most cases, the sample included the reports on two high, two middle and two low achieving students in whichever of Years Four, Six, Seven or Ten were appropriate for the particular school. Instructions to teachers on how to report student achievement were identified from schools' policy documents on reporting to parents. The analysis of the reports themselves focused on how student achievement was reported, with particular attention given to the evaluative standards that had been employed.

After analyzing the reports, we interviewed up to five staff members in six of the schools. In the interviews, we asked about the purpose of their reporting process, the nature of the interviews conducted with parents and the standards used to judge student achievement. In two schools, we also attended a report evening and asked a selection of parents what they learned from the reports about their child's achievement and the standards that they thought were used to judge that achievement.

Schools’ Reporting Practices

Many schools noted the importance of accurate information in their policy documents. One school, for example, stated that "Reports give clear, honest and accurate accounts of children's progress, achievements and attitudes". Similarly, another stated in their rationale for reporting to parents, "Reporting to parents is keeping parents informed as to the progress, achievements, strengths and weaknesses of their children." Despite these statements, only two of the eleven schools (one primary and one middle school) reported achievement information against an explicit standard, and this applied to reading only. In five other schools, the standards were implicit rather than explicit.

The descriptors for these standards were different in each school. Sometimes they referred to the frequency with which a child reached a particular objective (e.g. always, usually, sometimes, not yet). Other schools used normative references to achievement in a particular curriculum area (e.g. above average, average, below average) or quality descriptors (e.g. excellent, very good, satisfactory, improving, needs improving). Interviews revealed that these various descriptors might be referenced against class standards, individual teacher decisions, or the teacher's perceptions of the child's potential. The basis for these standards was not made explicit to the parents.

Some of these schools provided descriptive comments alongside the evaluative ratings of achievement, while other schools provided descriptive comments with no evaluative rating.  One school provided no achievement comments or ratings and reported on student effort only.

This mix of undisclosed standards left the parents, in all but the two schools with explicit standards, in the position of making their own interpretations of the reports' meaning. Particularly confusing was the use of the child's perceived potential as the standard, because a teacher's judgment of a child as having low potential but working as well as could be expected, led to an "excellent" being awarded. The parent interviews we conducted in two schools showed that many parents were confused about the meaning of these evaluations. In one school, about half of the interviewed parents correctly indicated that they understood that the evaluation reflected their child's standing in relation to the rest of the class, while others believed their child had been compared to all New Zealand children of the same age. In the second school, where the standard was the child's potential, nearly all of the interviewed parents indicated that they believed that the standard was a national one. In many cases, therefore, parents perceived their children’s achievement to be far higher than was in fact the case.

Research as a Catalyst for Change

As formative evaluators, we were committed to using our research findings to improve the educational value and outcomes of the SEMO initiatives.  In order both to test the validity of these findings, and to contribute constructively to change, we needed to understand the causes and consequences of these reporting practices. What forces had led primary schools, in particular, to report to parents in ways that were inconsistent with their own school policies and which undermined the possibility of developing an educational partnership between parents and teachers?

In summary, the interview responses indicated that fierce competition between local schools as a result of school choice policies (New Zealand Government, 1991) meant that schools worked hard to establish and maintain their reputation in the local community.  One of the ways that primary schools could maintain this reputation, in the absence of a national requirement for benchmarked reporting, was to present positive information to parents about their students’ achievement.  In addition to these contextual constraints on transparent reporting of achievement, teachers had limited access to the tools and expertise that would enable them to report against external benchmarks.  These limits in assessment and reporting capacity, along with a genuine desire to report in a constructive and positive manner, produced written reports that were positively biased and left many parents with an incorrect understanding of their child’s level of achievement.  In some cases, parents did not learn how their child’s achievement compared to that of all New Zealand children of a similar age until they encountered their first external exam at Year 11 in secondary school.

These dynamics underpinning the reporting practices were communicated to local parents, teachers and the community, in a story we wrote, in both English and Samoan about the school career of Lita, a hypothetical Otara student (see Appendix A and B).  The story was a mechanism for feeding back our research findings, for deepening our understanding of reporting, and for prompting debate about the need for change.  Lita’s story was discussed in three community meetings attended by between 13 and 25 adults.  They were facilitated by local community workers and conducted in both Samoan and English.  Parent comments at these meetings indicated that they wanted honest reporting and they wanted teachers to use national rather than class-based standards.

Lita’s story was also discussed at a conference of Pacific Island educators
 who confirmed that the reporting practices described by the story were also found in lower North Island schools, and likely to be endemic in disadvantaged communities where schools were struggling with the same dilemma of how to be positive and constructive about the communication of low achievement levels.

A third group, local principals, were invited through individual letters, and at a meeting of their local association, to comment on the validity of our analysis of Lita’s story.  They recognized the challenge the research presented and acknowledged its overall accuracy.  One was frank enough to admit that while it portrayed a pattern of unprofessional practice, any school leader “would be a fool” to report achievement against national standards while colleagues in competing neighbouring schools continued to report student achievement levels against class and individually-referenced standards.

The final cross-check of the validity of this analysis was provided by a subsequent national survey of primary school assessment practices which included an analysis of a sample of school reports. The researcher concluded:

The general impression from reading all the reports is that it must be rare in New Zealand classrooms to find students who are not achieving. Part of this impression comes from the categories used to define the lowest performance…and it was very rare to find these categories used in the reports (Peddie, 2000, p. 89) .
Conclusion

The results of this study indicated that the reporting process did not meet the requirements for an educational partnership between parents / whanau and the school.  In all but two schools, parents did not have access to accurate information in the sense that they were unaware of the basis of the professionals' judgements about the achievement of their children. The study also showed how factors within national policy, school culture and in the parent communities themselves produced these reporting practices.  Communication of the research findings through the medium of a story about a fictional school student and her family generated debate about the adequacy of current reporting practices, and challenged principals, parents and Ministry officials to consider the need for change.

Study Two: Changed Beliefs about Reporting

Approximately two years later a second study was designed to find out if planned or actual changes in reporting practices were likely to lead to greater involvement of parents /whanau as educational partners with the school. Since the completion of Study One, the reporting context for the schools had changed as the revised National Administration Guidelines (Ministry of Education, 1999) now required schools to report on achievement.

Research Design and Method

Thirteen primary schools, one intermediate and one middle school in Mangere and Otara participated in this second study. All were taking part in an initiative that focused on the use of student achievement data to inform school and community decision-making. Four of these 13 schools had also participated in the survey reported in Study One. A sample of student reports equivalent to that used in the first study was collected from each school. Board chairpersons, twenty-nine senior management staff and 232 teachers in the schools were surveyed about their opinions on the use of local and national reporting standards. In addition, the principal and the lead teacher for the initiative in each school were interviewed about the reasons for using particular reporting formats. The answers to these open-ended questions were coded for references to helping parents understand their children’s achievement in terms of a benchmark and / or involving parents in their child’s education as educational partners. An independent reliability check on the coding showed greater than 85% agreement for each question.

Research Findings

This second study showed that a much higher proportion of schools reported against a clearly defined national standard than was the case in Study One. Eight of the 15 schools used national curriculum levels for reading and four schools did so for mathematics. Five others graded reading achievement against an undefined standard with nine doing so for mathematics. Two schools reported effort only, although some teachers commented on achievement in particular curriculum areas.

Not surprisingly, the increased benchmarking of achievement against national standards was reflected in the principals’ and teachers’ beliefs.  The average level of agreement with reporting against national standards was considerably higher for all three respondent groups than the level of agreement with the use of local standards.  Board members, in particular, wanted students’ achievement to be benchmarked against national rather than local standards (Figure 1).

Figure 1.
Average level of agreementa of principals, lead teachers and teachers with use of local and national achievement standards.
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Following an introductory statement about standards, respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the following statements: “The standard of comparison for our school should be the achievement of children in similar schools in Mangere and Otara” and “The standard of comparison for our children should be the achievement of all New Zealand children of a similar age”.  A scale of 1-7 was used with 1 representing strongly disagree and 7 representing strongly agree.
When principals and lead teachers were asked in the interviews why they used a particular reporting format in their schools, the most frequent answer referred to giving parents an understanding of the adequacy of their child’s achievement in relation to a standard. Describing achievement or effort without reference to a standard was mentioned much less frequently. Only two respondents, however, mentioned facilitating parental involvement in education as a reason for reporting as they did (Table 1).

Table 1
Reasons for using a particular reporting format

Reasons for the report format
Principals and lead teachers (n=27)

Emphasise effort rather than achievement
1

Describe / understand achievement (no use of a standard)
4

Describe / understand the adequacy of achievement (using a standard)
10

To be parent friendly
3

Other (e.g. be positive)
2

Unsure of reason
7

Note: Some respondents gave more than one answer.

When asked about planned changes to reports, all the principals indicated that they intended to make changes. What they planned to do and the reasons for doing so varied although the most common reason given was to be more accurate or more honest (n=17) and to report in ways parents could understand (n=8).  The idea that reports were a vehicle for engaging parents as educational partners in their children’s education was not, however, stated explicitly in any responses.

Conclusion

In this second study, more parents were receiving standardised information about their children's achievement, and schools were changing the reporting processes with this purpose in mind. Changes were evident in both beliefs and practices. For most respondents, however, this focus on becoming more accurate did not appear to be linked to the purpose of forming educational partnerships with parents. The idea of a partnership where accurate information is shared for the purpose of working together to improve student achievement did not appear to be part of the thinking underpinning either the current or planned reporting practices.

Study Three: The Challenges of Changing Reporting

The purpose of this third study was to deepen our understanding of the changes required if the schools were to achieve their goal of accurate and meaningful reporting of achievement. What were the schools up against in making these changes? What assessment resources and aspects of teacher and parent culture facilitated and inhibited the achievement of this goal? We addressed these questions in a follow up study of two of the primary schools included in Study One. One of the schools, Kauri Primary, had used class-based standards of reporting student achievement and now wanted to report student achievement against national curriculum levels.  They also wanted to learn more about how parents understood and used the school reports. The second school, Rimu Primary, was one of the two schools in the original sample of thirteen that reported at least one aspect of achievement against national benchmarks. The senior management team in both schools had invited the researchers to contribute to a review of the school’s reporting practices. 

Research Design and Method

A variety of methods were used to describe and explain how these two schools reported students’ achievement to their parents. Analyses of completed reports revealed how achievement was described, the evaluative codes that were employed and the nature of the teachers’ comments. The explanation for these practices was constructed from analyses of school policy documents and interviews with senior management and teachers. Parental understanding of written reports was assessed through attendance at parent evenings where a sample of parents was interviewed about their child’s report. Details of the methods used in each school are summarized in Appendix C. Selection of parents and teachers and the questions used in each school reflected the chosen focus of each school’s review of its reporting practices.

Research Findings 

Both schools in this study believed that it was important to report achievement against the national curriculum, to benchmark achievement against national rather than local standards, and to communicate to parents in ways that were readily understood. In describing our results, our main purpose is not to evaluate the overall progress of these two schools towards their ideal, but to deepen our understanding of what is involved in reaching it. 

Our data suggest that a number of technical, ethical and professional dilemmas need to be resolved before schools such as these can meet their goals. The technical dilemmas arise because teachers want to reference achievement to national curriculum levels, yet there are few tools available to help them do this and the curriculum levels themselves are so broad that they provide little guidance as to a student’s progress.  The ethical dilemmas arise around how to report low achievement honestly yet constructively and safely. The professional dilemmas arise for teachers who want to report in ways that convey their professionalism and yet are still readily understood by parents with limited knowledge of the New Zealand curriculum, and for some of the English language. 

Technical Dilemmas in Reporting. Reports on achievement are meaningful to parents if they can discern what their child has achieved and whether or not their achievement is at, below or above the expected level. If parents understand the developmental sequence that is implicit in the New Zealand curriculum, then they will use their own internalized benchmarks to determine the adequacy of their child’s progress. If they do not have such curriculum knowledge, then they will be entirely reliant on the evaluative judgments that are communicated through the reporting process. In communities where parents are in this dependent position, like most of those involved in these three studies, it is particularly important that benchmarks are made explicit, and that they are meaningful to parents and teachers.

Both schools used levels of the national curriculum at which the child was working as the benchmark, with Rimu Primary also indicating the level of the book that the child was reading along with a statement about whether that level was age appropriate. 

While the use of curriculum levels satisfied the requirement to reference achievement levels against the benchmarks used in the national curriculum, it did not meet teachers’ desire to evaluate the adequacy of progress, because the levels of the New Zealand curriculum are calibrated at two to three year intervals. Since such a broad metric was too coarse for demonstrating student progress, Kauri Primary teachers divided each level into early, emergent and fluent, but in so doing created problems of consistency. As one described, “We had no criteria for early, emergent, fluent – there weren’t any specific categories or guidelines”. Another expressed her concerns in this way; “J. [another teacher] looked at my written language. If they had all ticks for Level One, she thought they were fluent. Whereas I said they were at emergent Level Two. We may not be comparing apples with apples”. 

Rimu teachers had also attempted to use the national curriculum as a benchmark, but instead of levels they reported against specific learning outcomes derived from national curriculum objectives. Achievement in reading was reported against three outcomes at junior level and a fourth outcome was added for senior students. The student’s adequacy of achievement on these outcomes was signalled by one of four frequency codes: ‘Not yet’, ‘Sometimes’, ‘Usually’ or ‘Always’. The teacher interviews showed, however, that teachers had a variable understanding of these achievement codes. Teacher 1 below correctly interpreted them as frequency codes while Teacher 2 incorrectly interpreted them as class-based levels of achievement.

Teacher 1: … sometimes they just do it. I would say 3-5 times out of 10 times.

Teacher 2: … the ‘S’ [sometimes] comes from the average [ability] in my class.

The second type of external standard that Rimu teachers used to signal the adequacy of achievement was a comparison of each child’s chronological and reading age, where the latter was determined by the text level of their independent reader. The text level was indicated by an alpha-numeric code, such as E9. A statement about whether or not the child’s reading level was appropriate for his or her age accompanied this information.

In summary, this brief analysis of the report formats of these two schools suggests that there are considerable technical challenges in designing a reporting process that tells parents both what students have achieved and whether that achievement meets or exceeds some transparent standard. In the case of reading, the use of curriculum levels as the standard led both schools to introduce finer-level distinctions. Kauri School’s solution of dividing the curriculum levels into three led to problems of accuracy and consistency. At Rimu, two different standards were used which did not link. One used curriculum objectives and the other converted text levels into a reading age and compared this with the child’s chronological age.

These technical dilemmas are exacerbated further by the additional requirement that parents can understand both the description and the evaluation of their child’s achievement. The majority of parents at Kauri (n=9) expressed their appreciation of the schools' efforts to report achievement against national standards. As one mother explained:

This report has its good parts. It gives an accurate account of where my child is at in each subject. In the old report, the 'excellent', 'very good', 'good' did tell me what he was excellent in - but compared with who?

The main problem parents encountered, however, was how to interpret the report. The graphs showing the curriculum levels were new and unfamiliar as a form of reporting. As one father said, “I get muddled about the curriculum. I'm not sure what the curriculum level means".  They were particularly confused about the relationship of the graph (that indicated achievement) and the comments (that typically described effort or progress). In the face of these difficulties, many parents described the considerable efforts they put into understanding the report. For example, they explained how they looked up words in the dictionary, asked their children for assistance in understanding the report, and compared the new report with the old report. They found parent-teacher interviews to be the most useful source of information. The extra effort teachers put into explaining the new report appeared to have been effective in improving parents' understanding because those interviewed after the parent-teacher interview were much better informed than those interviewed prior to it.

Rimu Primary teachers had made explicit links between their descriptors of student achievement and the National Curriculum, but by using the language of the curriculum document, they had made it difficult for some parents to understand what was meant.  When asked about their understanding of “Recalls main facts” one parent indicated he didn’t know while another thought that Reading to gain information” meant that “…they usually repeat something”.  
A similar problem arose around the reporting of book levels, for while the teachers’ evaluation of reading achievement was clearly signaled, parents found the alpha-numeric codes difficult to interpret. Sixty percent of interviewed parents spontaneously commented that they did not understand this information. For example one explained:

… When I say E12, I thought he was up, I didn’t understand what the E12 was, I thought it was with the book levels and I didn’t know if it was lower or higher, I was confused about that.

Overall, however, most parents understood the schools’ message about the adequacy of their child’s reading achievement, largely because teachers had explicitly described it as “appropriate” or “not appropriate” in terms of the child’s age.

Ethical Dilemmas in Reporting. Teachers who regularly report achievement levels that are below implicit or explicit age-related standards face particular challenges in meeting their goal of writing reports that are both constructive and accurate. How can teachers give positive messages about achievement while accurately describing the gaps between target and current levels? In this section we describe how school leaders and teachers dealt with this tension and how their resolution of the dilemma resulted in mixed messages that confused many parents. 

Teachers at Kauri School met this challenge by marking the achievement graph as accurately as they could but by softening the message by writing positive comments. For example, one student whose achievement was located in the middle of the range for her year was described as “Very able. Capable of effective logic. Very clear thinker”. Another, whose achievement was much lower, received the following comments on her written language progress. “M. has made progress in her creative writing and is using a lot of detail with interesting ideas.” 

While this strategy served to make the achievement message more positive, it created confusion for many parents who relied on the comments to interpret the graph on the report card. As one parent explained, “Comments are important, especially if [I] don’t understand the graphs.”
At Rimu, the school’s policy on reporting was a powerful influence on how the teachers resolved the tension between being accurate and positive. Teachers took the policy requirement for positive reporting seriously:

Teacher 1: …it is an expectation to insist that the teachers find something positive to say… 

Teacher 2: …we have a policy that is very strict on what we write in the reports. Our wording is such and the idea is to put more positives in, than negative… I have to balance it up (negative) with something that they are really good at and they need to work on this or word it in a way that it doesn’t offend the parents and make the child look horrible.

These interview comments explain the pattern of teacher comments in the 15 reports that were analysed. Teachers strove to be positive by acknowledging effort and emphasising what the child could do. In the four reports where reading achievement was evaluated as “not appropriate for his/her age” the requirement to make positive comments meant that eight year old students who were reading at a six to six and a half year level might be described as “achieving an excellent understanding of what he has read”. In order to understand the educational significance of such a comment, however, the parents who read this report have to understand each of the following: 

1. That their child’s “excellent understanding” referred to their comprehension of the book he or she was currently reading.

2. That the book level was matched to his or her current reading ability.

3. That since the child’s current reading age was two to two and a half years behind what was expected for his age, he or she was reading much simpler books than the average child of his age.

4. That an intensive and highly skilled effort is required to help eight year old students who are two to two and a half years behind in their reading to catch up to the levels required to enable them to engage in the New Zealand curriculum at the level expected of students of that age.

Rimu School teachers themselves acknowledged the positive bias in some of their reports and explained it in terms that paralleled the themes of Lita’s story of wanting to be positive and protective of the children. As a result, the Rimu School reports were an awkward compromise between transparent messages about the adequacy of student achievement, (conveyed through the information about book level) and positive reassurance.

If school leaders and teachers view “being positive” as implying reassurance, then they will find it very difficult to not only convey descriptions of achievement gaps, but more importantly, to communicate the educational significance and implications of those gaps.  Parents who understand the latter are more likely to be motivated to become educational partners and to work with teachers to learn how to help their child make faster progress.  Paradoxically, it is parents of low achieving children, and those who arguably need the clearest messages about their children’s achievement, who are being asked to “read between the lines”.  If being positive about low levels of achievement means acknowledging effort and describing what children can do, then the dilemma of how to be positive and accurate is intractable.  If  “being positive” is reframed, however, as the clear communication of the gap between current and expected levels of achievement, along with a description of how parent and teacher can work together to close the gap, then the dilemma between being positive and accurate can be resolved.

Professional Dilemmas. The third dilemma teachers encountered was how to report in ways that parents would understand while still retaining an acceptable level of professionalism in their language. At Kauri school, all but one teacher met this challenge by erring on the side of professionalism. They continued to use the type of educational jargon that was familiar to them but not to the parents. For example one wrote, “Is capable of effective logic” while another wrote, “She is hindered by her comprehension skills.” Although aware that the target audience was parents, the teachers' desire to be "professional" resulted in most parents struggling to understand many of the written comments. The curriculum levels and graphs were new and unfamiliar as a form of reporting. In addition, many parents had difficulty accessing the professional language used in the report. One mother, for example, expressed a wish that the reports were written in “plain English.”  
Rimu School teachers experienced this dilemma in exactly the same ways as their counterparts at Kauri.  Two teachers expressed their concern this way:

Teacher 1: They [management] keep telling us it is a professional document [but] … Some of our parents are not very good at English.

Teacher 2: I think it is a teacher document more than a parent one, because we know what we put in, that it works for us.  The report format, any way.  It is the terminology that we put into the report that sometimes parents don’t understand.  It has to be, it is a professional document, but at the same time I feel as though there are comments in there that parents will not understand.

If teachers are to report in ways that allows parents to become educational partners, then being professional needs to be redefined in terms of the educational purpose of reporting. Parents cannot be full educational partners if the reports are couched in professional language that is not understood by parents. In this context, being professional means reporting in ways that parents can understand.

Conclusions

These three New Zealand studies raise issues consistent with those identified in the international literature on reporting children's achievement to parents. Schools believe that parents have a right to know, and the parents indicate that they want to know about their child's achievement. But this apparently simple condition is not as easily achieved as it first appears. Surveys in the United States identified problems with professional reporting and parental understanding of assessment information (Nolen et al., 1992; Barber, 1992). The teachers and parents in the first case study school experienced the same problems. Making valid connections between the assessments used and the authentic reporting of outcomes is not a trivial issue, particularly when non-standardised assessments are used (Hargreaves, Earl, & Schmidt, 2002). Which measure is an appropriate indicator of a particular outcome? How should it be recorded? How can the meaning of the measure be conveyed to the parents?

There are obvious questions to be asked about the ability to generalise these three studies to all New Zealand primary schools. To what extent are the reporting practices described in these Mangere and Otara schools likely to be found in schools in wealthier communities? The national sample of school reports analysed by Peddie (2000) suggest that the majority of New Zealand primary schools do not report against explicit benchmarks and that many of them engage in positively biased reporting. Furthermore, a study of portfolio reporting practices in a decile seven West Auckland primary school is showing a similar pattern of confusing detail, unclear benchmarks, and an emphasis on parental reassurance. The pattern of reporting described in these studies may be typical of all New Zealand primary schools faced with the dilemma of how to report constructively on achievement that falls short of expected levels.

The two case studies help explain the dilemmas and complexities that produce these patterns of reporting. In order to meet new government requirements, schools will have to resolve the technical challenges of providing accurate and useful reports, and change how they understand “being professional” and “being positive”. Although regulation (e.g. National Administration Guidelines, 1999) and legislation (e.g. Education Standards Act, 2001) can give direction to schools' efforts on what to report, the product of the legislation is dependent on schools and their communities developing a format that is acceptable to the teachers and meaningful for the parents. There is little point in reporting achievement if the report is misunderstood by the intended recipient.

The consistency and apparent universality of the problems beg the question of who should be responsible for developing an effective solution. In the final analysis, it is the individual schools and their parent communities that must communicate effectively with one another if the reporting process is to be meaningful. This situation does not mean, however, that each school should be left to develop a unique system that may or may not work. Resources and support from those who regulate the changes and have a wider spectrum of resources to bring to the task should assist individual schools to develop effective local solutions. As the studies reported here and in the international research show, good reporting depends, firstly, on having available appropriate and accurate achievement information. The next task, of presenting that information, requires a sophisticated understanding of the assessment information on the part of the professionals and the ability to present it in ways that are readily understood by parents. Substituting "plain English" for educational jargon is difficult for those who use the jargon everyday in their professional lives.

What is most important is to develop reporting systems that not only give accurate information but also serve an educational purpose so the parent can contribute meaningfully to their child's education. Few teachers and principals in these three studies gave reasons for their efforts that went beyond developing better parental understanding of the report.  While reporting accurately against valued benchmarks is an important first step, there is little point in attaining it if sight is lost of the educational rationale for doing so.
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Appendix A: O le Tala ia Lita (Lita’s Story, Samoan version)
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Fa'atomuaga: Sa ou tusia lenei tala e faamalamalama atili ai lo matou
talitonuga i nisi o mafua'aga ua 'au 'ese atu ai e le to'atele mitua a latou
fanau i &'oga i fafo atu o Otara. O nei manatu ua matou fofola atu ina ia
fa'atupula'ia ai ni talanoaga i vé o e o lo'o aafia, ma e mafai foi ona toe a iai
ma fa'aleleia ona oni su'esu’ega ma ni manatu fa'aalia e tu'uina mai.

O le tala ia Lita

O Lita e le se tagata moni, e fa'apea fo'i le tala, e le o tupu fo'i ia mea i
tamaiti a'oga uma i totonu o Otara. Ae matou te talitonu, o mea o lo'o
ta'ua e lenei tala, e moni i nisi o tamaiti a'oga, aiga ma e o lo'o galulue i
a'oga i totonu o Otara.

Ina ua o'o atu Lita i le a'oga tu totonu, e tusa e 3 tausaga ua pa'ii mamao ai
i tua lona malamalama i mea o lo'o ona faitau, ae tasi le tausaga ua pa'il ai'i
tua le lelei o lana faitau tusi. Sa le iloa lenei mea e Lita ma lona aiga sa
fiafia lava Lita i lana #'oga Peraimeri ma ona faia'oga. Sa ia lagona fo'i le
filemu ma le mafanafana i lona loto. O ona matua fo'i, e lagolago tele i
so'o se mea e fai a le a'oga, i mea tau i tu ma aganu'u atoa ai ma
fa'atalanoaga o ripoti.

Aisea la ua le iloa ai e Lita ma ona matua, le matua'i pa'ii o lana faitau
tusi, pe 4 fa'atusatusa ia ma e latou te tausaga tutusa i fuafuaga
fa'alaua'itele a le mal6? Muamua o faia'oga o Lita i le a'oga Peraimeri, sa
latou fuafua le lamaitiiti lava ia ta'ito’atasi, ¢ amata mai i le mea ua ia
mafai ona fai, ma fa'asolosolo lemu atu ai i nisi la'asaga i luma pe afai ua
latou talitonu ua saunia le tamaitiiti. Na gata mai lo latou fuafua o le
faitautusi a Lita a'o ono ona tausaga. Latou te le'i iloa le mamao o le mea
ua 0'o iai lona malosi i fa'atusatusaga fa'alaua'itele a le mals. Sa le'i iai ia i
latou ni iloa e fa'ataunu'u ai, o nisi fo'i o faia'oga, na latou manatu e le aogé
ia auala. Lua — O le tulafono a le a'oga, ia aua ne'i ta'ua ni mea fa'aletonu i
le ripoti. O lona uiga, pau le mea e ta'u e le faia'oga na'o le mea ua mafai
ona fai e Lita ae le ta'ua mea na te le mafaia. O le mea na tupu, sa matua le
iloa e mitua o Lita le tuluga moni o iai o ia, pe 4 fa'atusatusa ma tamaiti
latou te tausaga tutusa ia niu Sila atoa.




[image: image4.jpg]Ina ua fuafuai Lita i le aoga til totonu, sa iloa ai i'ina le mea ua o'o iai. O
nisi o su'ega sa iloa ai, o Lita ma le to'atele o nisi tamaiti latau te tausaga
tutusa, ua matua pa'it maulalo mai le tulaga e tatau ona iai i fa' atusatusaga
lantele, sa filifili faia'oga i mea e lua. l) Sa lafoa'i suega na, ae fa'aaogi isi
suega e talafeagai ma mea e iloa ma o'o i ai le mafai e tamaiti. Aui sa
matud fa'avaivai mafaufau o tamaiti ina ua latou le mafai ona tali le tele o
fesili. 2) Latou te le'i tauina i matua le mea ua tupu. Ua fai lava le latou
fa'aiuga ma le iloa, a malama i ai matua, o le & matui le toe fa'atuatuaina
aoga a le pitonu'u. Sa fa'amalosia atili fo'i falaoga i na manatu ua sa'o le
mea ua latou fai, talu ai o nisi o tainui e 6 mai ile a'oga nisi o fanau ma
uno'oa i tino mai fasiga e métua pe a fa'aletonu le ripoti.

Sa alualu i luma Lita i le 2'oga tu totonu, nia lona fa'atuatuaga o le a alu i le
Iunivesite ma avea ma se tama'ita'i pule i se fale falgaluega e pex ole
tama'ita'i na la fetaui e sau mai ia Fletcher Challenge. Ae ina ua o'o atu ile
vasega fa ile a'oga maualuga, sa matua'i fa'ate'ia ona matua i lona ripoti
muamua. O le tausaga na soso'o ai, sa su'e ai lona School Certificate, ma e
na le pasi le tele 0 ana mataupu. Sa matua'i tu'vai'a e matua le a'oga
maualuga, aui sa la manatu, na lelei tele Lita i le a'oga. Pe fa'amata la ai le
a'oga maualuga ua le a'oa'o leleia ia e pei o le mea sa iai ile a'oga tii
totonu? E le tia'i vasega fo'i ia e pei o isi la e ma te va'ai so'o iai i faleoloa?
Sa la filifili ai loa i'ind, o,le & le toe 'auina atu nisi ole fanau i a'ofa
maualuga i totonu o le latou pitonu'u.

Fesili: Matau te fiafia e talia ni outou finagalo i le tali mai o fesili nei.

1) E te masani ai i le tala?

2) O le a sou finagalo, e i ai ni mea o sesé&, po ua le ta'ua i le tala?
3) E tatau ea ona sui le mea na tupu ia Lita?

4) Afai o lea, Pe fa'apefea ona suia?

Fa'afesoota'i mai a'u

Viviane Robinson (Ph: 373 7999 extn 7379, Fax: 373 7455)

Sui o le 'au qalulue mo le faamalosia 0 ao'a oga i Magele ma Otara.
Ofisa 0 A'oga

Iunivesite o Aukilani

Setema 25, 1998




Appendix B: Lita’s Story (English version)

LITA’S STORY

Lita is not a real person, nor does Lita’s story capture the experience of all students in Otara. We believe that the issues raised by her story, however, are real for many students, families and school staff in Otara. 

When Lita arrives in middle school she is 3 years behind in her reading comprehension and about one in reading accuracy. Lita and her family don’t know this. Lita loved her primary school and its teachers and felt safe and secure. Her parents were supportive of the school and attended cultural events and report evenings.

Why didn’t Lita and her parents know that she was behind in her reading compared to national standards for her age group? First, the teachers at Lita’s primary school treated each child as an individual - starting with what they could do and carefully taking them to the next level when they believed the child was ready. Apart from the reading assessment they did when Lita was six, they didn’t really know how her achievement compared to national standards, because they didn’t have the tools to make these comparisons, and some teachers didn’t think they were necessary anyway. Second, the school had a policy of not saying anything negative on school reports. This meant that the teachers described only what Lita could do and avoided saying what she could not do. As a consequence, her parents had little idea of how Lita compared with other children throughout NZ of the same age.

When Lita was assessed at middle school, the teachers did know how Lita compared to other children her age. Some of the tests showed Lita and many others in her age group were well behind the national average. The teachers decided to do two things: They dropped these tests and used others that seemed better suited to the abilities of their students. After all, the students’ confidence had been knocked when they found they couldn’t answer many of the questions. Second, they did not report the results to the parents - the school judged, understandably, that such results were negative and would further threaten the confidence of parents in the local schools. The teachers were further convinced they were doing the right thing because they remembered how one or two children had come to school with bruises after they had been beaten by a parent after coming home with a bad report.

Lita made a lot of progress at middle school and became a confident young woman full of aspirations to go to university and become a manager like the woman she had met from Fletcher Challenge. When she arrived at high school in the fourth form her parents were shocked at her first school report. The next year she sat School Certificate and missed most of her papers. The parents blamed the high school - after all, they thought, Lita had always done well at school. Maybe the high school was not looking after her as well as the middle school had?  Surely she hadn’t been skipping classes like some of those they saw down the Town Center at lunchtime? They decided not to send the other children in the family to the local high school.

Questions: We’d love to hear from you if you have any thoughts on the following questions. 

1.  Do you recognise this story? 

2.  Are there things in the story that you think are wrong or missing? 

3.  Do you think that what happened to Lita should change?

4.  If so, how could this happen? 

My contact details are: 

Professor Viviane Robinson

School of Education

The University of Auckland

Room 401, 55 Anzac Avenue

Private Bag 92019

Auckland

New Zealand

Phone: 64 9 373 7599 ext. 7379*

Fax: 64 9 373 8781

Email: vmj.robinson@auckland.ac.nz
On behalf of the Evaluation Team for Strengthening Education in Mangere and Otara.

September 25, 1998

Appendix C: Study Three: Data Collection Methods at Two Primary Schools 



Kauri 
Rimu 

1. 
Document Analysis 
· School policy on reporting 

· Analysis of 14 school reports of children of interviewed parents
· School policy on reporting 

· Analysis of reporting of reading achievement on 15 students’ reports 

2
Semi-structured Teacher Interviews 
Principal 

· Purpose of reporting to parents 

Teachers – all Years 5 and 6 teachers (n=5)

· Reasons for their pattern of report writing 
Deputy Principal

· Management’s expectations for teachers’ reporting 

Teachers:  Years 1-3 (n=2); Years 4-6 (n=3).  

· Reasons for their pattern of report writing

· Beliefs about parental understanding of reports

3
Semi Structured Parent Interviews 
14 parents of Years 5 and 6 students who were available and willing immediately BEFORE or AFTER their conference with their child’s teacher. Major themes: 

· Understanding of report format

· Understanding of own child’s report 
16 parents of students of the sampled teachers who were available and willing AFTER their teacher conference. Major themes:

· Understanding of report format 

· Understanding of own child’s report

Chapter 4:
How to Raise The Achievement of New Zealand Students of Pasifika Nations Ethnicities: Educators' Views
The Ministry of Education, researchers, educators and the Pasifika communities in New Zealand are concerned with the educational achievement of their students. Anae, Anderson, Benseman and Coxon (2001) document the high proportion of Pasifika students who leave school without qualifications and the low number who leave with an A or B Bursary. Only 7% of Pasifika school leavers go onto university, compared to 21% of all school leavers (Pasikale & Yaw, 1998).  At the other end of the education system Phillips, McNaughton and McDonald (2001) describe the disparity in achievement between these students and their Palagi counterparts at school entry. A recently released Pasifika Education Plan (2001) expresses the Government’s commitment “to reducing disparities and improving the well being of Pasifika peoples in the New Zealand education system.” (Ministry of Education, 2001a, Foreword Section, Paragraph 3).

As part of its Pasifika Education Plan (2001), the Ministry of Education identified a set of integrated strategies to improve the achievement of Pasifika students in the early childhood, primary, secondary and tertiary education sectors.  These strategies however, are complicated by the cultural and intra-cultural diversities of the Pasifika peoples in New Zealand. There are multiple Pasifika communities, with the main groups being Samoan, Tongan, Niuean and Cook Island. Emerging sub-groups that depend on the country of birth and the time of immigration to New Zealand further complicate these main groupings. Diagnosing problems with student achievement is compounded by the limited knowledge of the Pasifika ethnic groups separately and collectively (Coxon, Anae, Mara, Wendt-Samu & Finau, 2001).

The problem of underachievement is typically attributed to a mismatch between the cultural capital these students bring to a Palagi-dominated system and what is expected of them. Coxon, Anae, Mara, Wendt-Samu & Finau (2001) for example, argue that schools do little to access the cultural capital of their Pasifika students or to match appropriate paradigms of learning to these students. Part of the problem the students experience with non-recognition of their cultural capital is the issue of establishing a Pasifika identity. Knowing about one’s origins is believed to be integral to one’s future development (May & Mitchell, 1993) and self-acceptance (Pasikale, 1996). These concerns about developing relevant cultural capital and identity have underpinned the rationale for expansion of the Pasifika early childhood provision where a holistic and community focus is ensured (Coxon, Anae, Mara, Wendt-Samu & Finau, 2001).

Various strategies have been proposed as a means to strengthening Pasifika students' cultural identities and creating a better educational match. These include improving teaching quality, employing more Pasifika teachers, developing better school-community liaison, establishing bilingual programmes, and developing more appropriate assessments and more resources. In this study, we seek the views of Pasifika teachers and their school managers in the South Auckland suburb of Mangere and relevant Ministry officials in order to understand what they believe is needed to raise the achievement of Pasifika students. We then examine the congruence between these views and the strategies proposed in the Ministry's Pasifika Education Plan (2001) and what is proposed in the research literature.

Research Approach

Four schools with Pasifika bilingual units in Mangere and Ministry of Education officials who had direct responsibility for Pasifika education issues and policies or their implementation in Mangere took part in an interview survey in the second half of 2001.

Research Participants

The four Mangere schools were selected on the basis that they had bilingual units on-site and were participating in an initiative to raise student achievement. In each school, all teachers of Pasifika ethnicities were interviewed, as were the principal and whichever other senior manager had particular responsibility for Pasifika students or the bilingual units. Management interviewees were all Palagi.  In addition, six Ministry of Education officials were interviewed. They were selected on the basis that they either had particular responsibility for Pasifika education or had a leadership role in the initiative to raise student achievement. The participants are described in Table 1. It is inevitable that these different groups brought different perspectives to the questions and so respond to them in diverse ways.  Ministry of Education officials could be expected to bring a national context, senior management a school context, and teachers the immediate context of the reality of their daily life in classrooms.

Table 1
Research Participants

Participants
Number in each group

Teachers in bilingual programmes
15

Teachers in mainstream
9

Management
8

Ministry of Education
6

Total
38

The first four authors of this study were involved in the interviews. The Pasifika teachers were interviewed by the Samoan member of the team. All other respondents were interviewed by one of the Palagi authors.

Interview Schedule

The interview schedule included both open-ended questions that were designed to capture the interviewee's views about how to raise Pasifika students' achievement and more closed questions that probed specific issues, such as employing more Pasifika teachers and creating additional bilingual units. Given the recent release of the Ministry of Education's Pasifika Education Plan (2001), we specifically asked what respondents believed the Ministry of Education should do to raise student achievement.

The five interview questions are listed below:

Question One: What do you think is needed to raise the achievement of Pacific Nations’ students?

Question Two: Is there anything you think the Ministry of Education should do, that you haven't mentioned already, that you think will raise student achievement?
Question Three: Do you think Pacific Nations’ students achieve better if they are taught by Pacific Nations’ teachers?

Question Four: Do you think Pacific Nations’ students achieve better if they are taught in a bilingual programme?

Question Five: When you think of Pacific children's education, how important is it for the school to teach the following things:

· Prepare children for the next level of schooling

· Nurture children's ethnic identity

· Teach children to be multicultural

· Teach children to think for themselves

· Prepare children for a future job

· Teach reading, writing and maths in English

· Teach reading, writing and maths in their first language

· Help children serve in their community

· Make children feel good about themselves

Data Analysis

All interviews were tape recorded and transcribed. A schedule for coding the responses was developed for questions 1 - 4 from a sample of transcripts. Once the coding schedule was finalised, the Samoan researcher coded all 38 transcripts. The transcripts were subsequently checked by two of the Palagi research team for coding consistency. Disagreements in coding were discussed and resolved. For each question, the participants' replies were coded for presence or absence of a code. The length and depth of the descriptions, which varied from a few lines to repeated mention of the same strategy, were therefore disregarded. Any one participant could have multiple codes. The number of participants' who used a particular code was totalled across each of the four groups. The groups comprised Pasifika teachers in bilingual units, Pasifika teachers in the mainstream, management personnel and Ministry of Education officials. Quotes were selected on the basis of being typical of others' statements in the group and that they illustrated particular codes.  The issues related to the various strategies for raising achievement, and the participants’ responses to questions one to four are reported in part one.

Question Five required the participants to rank the importance of particular school tasks. The respondents were asked to indicate the three tasks that they believed to be most important for the school to undertake, the three tasks of middle importance and the three least important tasks. Most important rankings were given a score of 2; middle importance ratings were given a score of 1 with the least important ratings given a score of 0. The scores were summed for each task and then rank ordered separately for teachers, management and Ministry. A Spearman rank-order correlation was used to determine the degree of match between the three groups. For this part of the study, the teachers were not separated into bilingual and mainstream groups because they were not identified as such on the forms.  The responses to this question are reported in part two.

Part One: Identified Strategies for Raising Achievement

In Part One we present a summary of the responses to questions one and two in terms of the frequency with which particular codes were mentioned by each group of research participants. This summary is presented in Figures One and Two. We then examine each code in more detail, by examining how the code is represented in the Pasifika Education Plan (2001), the research evidence and published opinions that might support it, and finally our participants' views.

Summary of Identified Strategies for Raising Achievement

Figure 1 identifies the percentage of codes nominated by each group, for each category, of the changes they believed needed to occur to raise student achievement. We have presented the responses in percentages to represent the pattern of responses. However, it must be remembered that the numbers in three of the groups is relatively small, so the percentages need to be interpreted with this issue in mind.

As can be seen from Figure 1 all respondent groups considered teachers and parent-related issues to be the most important, although there were considerable differences between the groups. The other area considered to be in need of change by at least some respondents in each group was the provision of bilingual education.

Figure 1
Percentage of total codes for each respondent group in each area nominated to be in need of change
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Figure 2 presents the response pattern to the second question in which participants were asked specifically what they believed the Ministry of Education should do to raise student achievement. The main difference in the responses to the two questions is the greater frequency with which participants mentioned the need for resources and changes in Ministry practices in their answers to the second question. Correspondingly less attention was given to home / community issues by all respondents except the Ministry. 

Figure 2
Percentage of total codes for each respondent group nominating particular things the Ministry should do to raise Pasifika student achievement.
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We turn next to examining how each of the codes in these two questions fit with the Ministry's new Pasifika Education Plan (2001), the research evidence and opinion, and our participants' responses. We have referred to the Pasifika Education Plan (2001) in our analysis because it provides the policy context for the analysis. It should be noted, however, that none of the participants were asked to comment specifically on the plan or to frame their comments in relation to it.

Teachers and Teaching

One of the most important issues raised in both the policy statements and research literature is the quality and relevance of teaching. "Promoting more effective teaching with Pasifika students" (Ministry of Education, 2001a, Foreword Section, Paragraph 5) is the first of four areas identified in the Pasifika Education Plan (2001) that are considered most likely to achieve desired goals. In addition, a sub-goal identified in this plan is to "Increase the effectiveness of teaching and the responsiveness of schools to Pasifika students" by "Lifting the quality of education for Pasifika children by: … improving classroom practice" (Ministry of Education, 2001, Compulsory Education Section, Paragraph 2).

In the research literature the quality of teaching is a specific concern in ECE programmes for Pasifika children (Mara, 1999). In the compulsory sector, the issue is framed more in terms of the incompatibility of the cultural processes in classrooms and the learning needs of Pasifika students (Jones, 1991; Pasikale, 1999; Hawk & Hill, 1999).  For example, Jones’ (1991) ethnographic study of interactions between teachers and Pasifika and Palagi female students identifies the connections between teaching and learning processes in the classroom and student achievement.  She proposed that the cultural processes of formal schooling were incompatible with the ways of knowing of different cultures. Her study provided evidence that teaching and learning processes in the classroom advantaged some students and disadvantaged others, and that class and ethnicity were significant determining factors that impacted on student achievement. Success in school depended on familiarity with the dominant culture.

Dickie (2000) argues that institution-wide staff development is needed to raise teachers' awareness of:

… ways of incorporating a Pasifika perspective into other courses, through exploring appropriate pedagogies, including indigenous knowledge and resources, and including references to the large body of research on and by Pasifika Nations people (p. 13).

In a qualitative study, Pasikale (1996) and Pasikale and Yaw (1998) identified a range of preferred learning experiences and learning styles of Pasifika learners on TOPS programmes. These researchers found that private training establishments with a Pasifika focus offered a culturally welcoming environment for Pasifika learners, many of whom had previously experienced negative school environments. Similarly, Helu-Thaman (1996) identified the cultural inequalities between Western education systems and processes and Pasifika learners. Helu-Thaman argues that education programmes not informed by an understanding of the socialisation practices or ways of knowing of its students will create problems with teaching and learning.   

Participants’ Views.  As is evident in Figure One, concerns about teachers and teaching were also identified by the participants in the current study in response to Question One, "What needs to happen to raise the achievement of Pasifika students?" This area was of particular concern to management respondents (35% of codes), mainstream teachers (21% of codes) and the Ministry of Education (29% of codes) officials. 

Teachers and teaching is a multi-dimensional concept, so we analysed our data in different ways to better understand the specific focus of concern. The first analysis examined whether the interviewees' answers focused specifically on Pasifika teachers, Palagi teachers or teachers in general. Only five of our respondents nominated specific groups. Palagi teachers were mentioned by two respondents and Pasifika teachers by three respondents. Most talked about teachers and teaching in general and did not refer specifically to any ethnicity. As a mainstream teacher told us, “It doesn’t really matter whether they are Pakeha or Pacific Islanders …, but if they motivate the children to do well, I’m sure they will do well in the future.” Similarly, a management respondent said, “Competent teaching comes first.” A Ministry respondent was more direct in the concerns expressed, “I have seen severe qualitative lapses in both primary and Pacific teachers and in bilingual programmes.”

The second level of analysis examined whether the issue for the respondents was the teaching process or teachers’ attitude. We subsumed mention of "professional development" under teaching process because all suggestions for professional development involved changing classroom practice. Both concern about the teaching process and attitude were evident in all the groups responses which are presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Number of respondents in each group who referred to changing teaching processes or teacher attitudes as a way to raise student achievement.


Teaching Process
Teacher Attitude

Teachers in bilingual programmes
7
4

Teachers in mainstream
5
2

Management
7
5

Ministry
5
2

The qualitative analysis of the teachers' answers about the teaching process reflected the same issues as those identified in the research literature. They presented opinions similar to those expressed in the research literature about the interface between the teaching process and utilising the cultural capital of Pasifika children. The following quotes illustrate how they perceived the issue:

Bilingual Teacher: I feel that all PI teachers should do the TESOL paper …. It will help us to get some ideas of how to deliver the curriculum to our second language kids.

Management:  …if I’m teaching in a Tongan class, students of Tongan background, they have certain traditions and ways of behaviour.  I only need to say, what can I utilise from that tradition and what are the issues that will help them?

Management: Teachers need to be upskilled and complete professional development on how to bring students to the same level as the mainstream are working at and the cohort if they do come from non-English speaking backgrounds and how to utilise their prior knowledge and their language experience.

Concerns about the teaching process were also evident in responses to question two when respondents were asked what else the Ministry of Education should do to help raise student achievement. This issue was again more frequently mentioned by management (27% of codes) than any other issue and shared first place with community issues for Ministry respondents (26.5% of codes). All except one respondent were concerned about the teaching process, rather than attitudes because the Ministry was seen to be responsible for supporting teacher training. One Ministry respondent perceived this as a Ministry responsibility, as she explained, “…the Ministry has to support the school and their teachers in terms of professional development so that they are able to switch on that light for all students, Pasifika, Maori, all students.” 

Discussion. Policy makers, researchers and the respondents in this interview survey appear to agree on the need to change teaching processes in ways that reduce the mismatch between the Pasifika children's cultural capital and the expectations of the school. We suggest, however, that the immediate appeal of this idea needs to be unpicked in terms of what it might mean for teachers in the typically diverse classrooms attended by most Pasifika students. As outlined in the introduction, the Pasifika students themselves are highly diverse and should not be treated as one group. In addition, these classrooms typically include children from many other cultures whose cultural capital and learning styles also need to be acknowledged.

The research we have accessed for this report presents little empirical data substantiating the links between acknowledging children's cultural identities and utilizing their cultural capital to improve achievement. On the other hand, recent research on early literacy does support an approach to teaching literacy that focuses on helping teachers to bridge gaps between the meaning of texts and the understandings of individual children in the classrooms of decile one schools whatever their culture (Phillips et al, 2001). Although this research did not pay particular attention to Pasifika children’s special educational needs, the high percentage of Pasifika children in these schools means that their achievement was inevitably raised through this intervention. This approach to teaching literacy has demonstrated significant improvement in achievement in low decile classrooms for Pasifika students. It acknowledges the children as learners, who need to be assisted to engage with the tasks expected of them, rather than adapting the tasks or pedagogical approaches to beliefs about the cultural capital or learning styles of any particular group. The cognitive complexity of the task is retained, with the teaching focused on assisting the students to understand these complexities.  Early (1990) describes this process as building on the educational experiences children bring to school. It involves increasing teachers' capabilities for connecting with children's skills and making sure that focused and intensive literacy teaching takes place from the beginning of school (NcNaughton, 1999). In these approaches, improved achievement does not rely on identifying children's cultural capital, rather it relies on focused instruction that assumes that children can bridge the gaps between their existing knowledge and the requirements of complex tasks, but that some need very focused assistance to do so.

Pasifika Teachers

One way to facilitate a teaching process that utilizes Pasifika children's cultural capital is to increase the number of Pasifika teachers. The Ministry, in its Pasifika Education Plan (2001), identifies as one of its nine sub-goals for the compulsory education sector to "Increase the number and proportion of Pasifika teachers" (Ministry of Education, 2001a, Compulsory Education Section, Paragraph 9). In addition, a strategy to achieve all its sub-goals is "Implementing the Pasifika Teacher Supply Strategy" (Ministry of Education, 2001a, Compulsory Education Section, Paragraph 6). Increasing the supply of teachers can be justified on two grounds. The first is that more Pasifika teachers will assist in developing a teaching force that reflects New Zealand’s diverse population. The second, more closely related to this report is to raise student achievement. This latter justification is supported by some researchers, for example, Dickie (1998) argues that training more Samoan teachers will raise Samoan students’ achievement. 

Participants’ Views.  In response to our first two open-ended questions about strategies to raise Pasifika student achievement, the only group where more than 10% of the responses recommended increasing the number of Pasifika teachers were teachers from bilingual units. These responses were in answer to the question about what the Ministry should do to raise achievement. No respondent from the Ministry suggested increasing the number of Pasifika teachers in response to the first question about raising student achievement, and only one Ministry respondent mentioned this strategy in response to the second question concerning what the Ministry should do.

As a follow-up to the first two questions, we asked directly whether our participants believed that Pasifika students achieve better if they are taught by Pasifika teachers. We categorised their answers into four codes: "Yes", "No", "Maybe" or "Both" and the percentage of respondents for each code are presented in Table 3.

Table 3
Percentage of participants in each category in response to the question, "Do you think Pacific Nations students achieve better if they are taught by Pacific Nations teachers?"


Yes
No
Maybe
Both

Teachers in bilingual programmes
47
20
20
13

Teachers in mainstream
33
22
33
12

Management
0
50
50
0

Ministry of Education
0
67
33
0

Two features of this table are of considerable interest. No Ministry respondent thought that students achieve better under these conditions so presumably the Pasifika Teachers’ Supply strategy has been developed for other reasons, such as increasing the diversity of our teaching force. The second feature of this table that is of interest is the difference between the teachers and management and Ministry responses. While 47% of the teachers in bilingual programmes and 33% of the teachers in mainstream unequivocally endorsed the achievement-related advantages of Pasifika teachers, no respondent from the management and Ministry of Education groups did so. Half of the management respondents and two thirds of those from the Ministry stated that they did not believe this to be the case. They were more concerned about quality teachers than specific issues of ethnicity.

The beliefs of the teachers who endorsed the idea of more Pasifika teachers were based on the concepts of reducing the mismatch between home and school because they knew the children and where they came from, as illustrated in the following quotes:

Mainstream teacher: Pacific Nations teachers know where the children are coming from. They can help them communicate better. …. PN teachers can give more discipline so there are fewer problems.

Bilingual teacher:  … the bilingual or the Pacific Island teacher would be more appropriate for the Pacific Island children because those children come to school expecting that the teachers can recognize their culture, can speak a little bit of their language and I think that’s how they maintain their confidence in learning.

Discussion. Given the mixed opinions from the different groups, it may be time to test whether increasing the number of Pasifika teachers impacts positively on the achievement of Pasifika students. The Ministry is according priority to increasing the supply of Pasifika teachers, yet those Ministry officials we interviewed did not believe this strategy would help to raise student achievement. There may be other grounds for training more Pasifika teachers even if children's achievement does not improve, such as creating a teaching workforce that more closely reflects New Zealand’s diverse community. If the achievement theory is tested and found not to be substantiated then the reason for increasing the proportion of teachers would be clearer, with the alternative outcomes able to be tested to determine if the strategy is having a positive impact.

Parents, Communities and Schools

Improving school-community liaison in various ways is a cornerstone of the Pasifika Education Plan (2001). One of the four key areas in the plan is to build the capacity of Pasifika communities to support effective teaching. Two sub-goals of the plan include increasing and strengthening school liaison with Pasifika parents and communities, and increasing the availability of useful assessment information on Pasifika students to communicate to Pasifika parents. Parts of the plan also involve increasing Pasifika peoples’ involvement in school governance by promoting the school Board of Trustees (BOT) elections and provide training for Pasifika BoT members.

This emphasis on greater community involvement by the Ministry is strongly supported in the research literature. For example, Sutherland (1989) emphasises the positive outcomes from the setting up of an A’oga Amata in his primary school. In this study, he reports that not only did the children, their parents and the wider community benefit but also the teachers were able to see the children operating in their Samoan context and appreciate their literate culture.  Other benefits he identified included the swift transition to English from fluency in Samoan and the children’s positive expectations about their ability to learn.  Sutherland concludes that the students’ comfort in their first language along with a high level of interaction between the school and home is integral to success at school.

Sauvao, Mapa and Podmore’s (2000) study of children’s transition from Pasifika early childhood education centres to primary school focused on children’s language, literacy and development. Culturally appropriate research methodology was used to gather data from Pasifika parents, children and teachers.  Among the key findings was the ongoing need for language and cultural continuity, positive partnerships between home, early childhood provision and school; and parents and teachers holding similar expectations of children. Singh (1999) is another researcher who suggests that the inclusion of community forms of symbolic control into the school setting may improve the transition between home and school.

Koki and Lee (1998) and Coxon et al. (2001) identified the barriers to parental involvement in education. These include lack of cultural awareness amongst teachers, the lesser importance of school events compared to church and community events, low priority given to parents by principals, and parental feelings of being unwelcome or uncomfortable in school surroundings. Recommendations to overcome these barriers are outlined in a related study by Onikama, Hammond and Koki (1998) who use an empowerment model where parents are viewed as ‘funds of knowledge’ and are given opportunities to grow in knowledge, confidence and sense of belonging so that they can be fully involved in their child’s education.

Henderson (1996) is one of the few authors who has attempted to relate parental involvement with improved achievement outcomes. She outlines the outcomes of the efforts of an integrated girls’ school to improve school-community communication with its Tokelau families. Henderson claims that increased family involvement and the normalising of the two very different worlds resulted in improvements in student achievement that rose to levels above the national average for Pasifika students.

Participants’ Views.  In the interviews, the frequency with which parent and school-community liaison issues were mentioned was second only to the teaching process. In response to the first open-ended question about raising student achievement, 27% of the teachers from bilingual units and 15% of management personnel talked about parents or the community. We analysed these answers further to understand whether respondents wanted changes in parental practices at home, or changes in the home-school interface. Teachers in the mainstream, management and Ministry personnel who mentioned parents and community were fairly equally divided between the two sub-categories. However, twice as many teachers in bilingual units (N=8) nominated changing parent practices compared with those who nominated changing home-school interface (N=4). As one said, "I think we need to educate our parents. They need to understand what's going on in our classrooms." A mainstream teacher expressed her ideas like this, “[The school needs to] work with the community and maybe some programmes – after school programmes or something where you can actually teach them some sort of way where they can help at home, maybe counting or doing all those bits and pieces, then maybe, in that way, we are working together…”

This emphasis on educating parents is very different from that in the literature, where the emphasis is on schools valuing what parents have to offer. Other responses more in sympathy with improving the inter-face between home and school was offered by a Ministry respondent:

…one of the key parts is that knowledge context in terms of recognising the knowledge that Pacific communities bring with them… incorporate their knowledge but also incorporate into the thinking of the principals and acknowledge the communities they serve…. There’s still that missing link.

Understandably, answers to the second question about what the Ministry should do were more community than home focused.  Less than 10% of respondents from the other groups mentioned this as a strategy in their response to the second question. However, those who did talk about Ministry liaison with the community were very clear about what needed to happen.

Bilingual teacher: …the Ministry should really listen to our people and to our way of contacting parents because the way to get through to the students is through the parents and if the parents understand, if the parents get vital information to do with their children’s learning, they will be behind the schools and the children.

Discussion. While greater parent and community involvement is seen to be very important by the Ministry, the researchers and our interviewees, different concepts of the form of that involvement are evident. The research literature focuses on schools valuing and appreciating what parents bring to the home-school partnership. Most of our interviewees, however, framed their responses in terms of the parents learning from the school so that they can support their children at home. We have previously advocated that partnership is about each partner learning from one another how to meet the requirements of particular tasks (Timperley & Robinson, 2002). The first requirement for this kind of partnership is to be clear about the task. Although some researchers define the task as improving student achievement, others appear to assume that greater parental involvement is the task. If school-community relationships are to result in improved student achievement, then we suggest that it is important that all partners share a definition of the task, be prepared to learn from one another about how to go about it, and monitor the effectiveness of the relationship and strategies employed to achieve it.

Bilingual Programmes

There are two arguments that are commonly used to promote bilingual programmes. The first, retention of the children's first language, is supported by Fetui and Malakai-Williams (1996). An MRL Research Group survey (1995) found that over half of the 550 Pasifika respondents wanted their children to be fluent in both their first language and English by the time they finished primary school.

The second argument in favour of bilingual programmes, that they promote improved achievement, is more central to the theme of the current study. This argument is defended in the research literature on both theoretical and empirical grounds. For example, Hunkin-Tuiletufuga (2001) portrays bilingual education as a means of addressing the mismatch between the cultural capital of home and school. He cites research that demonstrates that well-organised Samoan bilingual programmes and classrooms facilitate a strong sense of identity, self esteem and academic success.  

Hampton (1992) undertook an empirical investigation in one school to find out how bilingualism related to the development of reading in Samoan children.  A key finding of this study was that Samoan children’s success in reading English was associated with their ability to read in their first language at home.  However, she found that being bilingual alone was not enough to determine progress in reading English at school.

Conclusions from the above studies must remain tentative, however, because the small sample size, in all of them, means that the results are strongly influenced by the particular context in which the research took place. One of the assumptions of bilingualism is that if a strong first language is developed at home, English is more readily acquired at school. However, achievement statistics from the project “Assessment Tools for Learning” (Project asTTle) supplied by Prof. John Hattie and Gavin Brown for 2038 Pasifika students in Years Six, Seven and Eight indicates that if this were the case, the oral competence does not necessarily translate into reading competence. For all decile school groupings (high, medium, low), students whose home language was English achieved significantly better than students whose home language was not English (F(1)=7.67, p<.01). Similar results were obtained for 712 students in mathematics (F(1)=10.522, p<.01). In written language, however, the differences were not significant (F(1)=0.482, p>.05) (personal correspondence, 21 August 2002).

These mixed results are mirrored in the international literature. A review of the literature from the United States (Rossell & Baker, 1996) concluded that the majority of 75 methodologically acceptable studies showed that bilingual education was not associated with higher student achievement. A re-analysis of these data (Greene, 1997) using more stringent criteria for study inclusion in terms of what counted as bilingual education and methodological adequacy, concluded that the use of at least some native language in the instruction of limited English proficient students had moderate beneficial effects on those children relative to their being taught only in English.

Promoting bilingual education is not given as much emphasis in the Pasifika Education Plan (2001) as other strategies discussed so far, although it is not neglected. The final strategy listed for the compulsory sector is "Developing policies that contribute to both Pasifika peoples well being in New Zealand as well as improved education outcomes. These include policies, such as bilingual education, that is focused on Pasifika students' achievement." (Ministry of Education, 2001a, Compulsory Education Section, Paragraph 9).

Participants’ Views. We would expect our respondents to be positively biased towards bilingual education because the schools were selected on the basis of having a bilingual unit on-site. In response to the two open-ended questions, promoting bilingual education to enhance student achievement was a preferred strategy for management (20%) and the teachers from the both mainstream and bilingual programmes (14%) with responses by Ministry personnel closer to 6%. When asked what the Ministry should do to raise achievement, a similar percentage of respondents mentioned promoting bilingual education (18% of management; 15% of teachers from the bilingual classes; 7% of teachers from mainstream). Less than 10% of Ministry respondents mentioned bilingual education in response to either question.

Further analysis of these answers showed that the teachers in bilingual classes particularly wanted the Ministry to give greater recognition or support for bilingual education. It appears that these teachers felt that they were not getting the recognition they believed bilingual education deserved. One bilingual teacher described the situation from her view point:

The government has still not recognised that ideally for the Pacific Islanders to raise their achievement in the area of education and no matter how much we try to prove to them, that it is our way that preferred style of learning for us Pacific Islanders for them to support it.  All that effort that so many Pacific Island teachers are doing now, running bilinguals at school -  they still don’t want to listen and to hear that it is also working in schools.

We followed the open-ended questions with a closed question asking directly if interviewees thought that Pasifika students achieved better if they were taught in a bilingual programme. The percentage of people answering "Yes", "No", "Maybe" and "Both yes and no" are listed in Table 4. Not surprisingly, the bilingual teachers were those most enthusiastic about bilingual programmes being a way of raising student achievement. As one explained:

They do achieve and just using the language –Samoan and English for instruction – it’s working…. Even though they’re limited in the English language but if you translate it, if they speak in Samoan, that’s full of knowledge and that’s rich. They’ve got the same knowledge but using their mother tongue.
Thirty-three percent of mainstream teachers also favoured bilingual education as a way of raising achievement, as one described how she used Samoan in her own instruction:

I can only use the mother tongue when I need to but I know that we are living in an English speaking environment and they have to adapt themselves so that they suit the environment but at the same time they have to keep their mother tongue.
Management respondents were the outliers in the sense that none of them nominated an unequivocal "yes". Most of management respondents replied "maybe".

It’s got to be a good programme and it’s got to cater for the needs of the students…. And teachers who teach in these classes also need to be very well trained to be able to cope not only with the types of programmes, the bilingual programmes that you’re introducing but also because we have students from year one to year six so you need to implement programmes that are suitable to those students’ needs in the different levels as well.”

Table 4
Percentage of answers in each category in response to the question, "Do you think Pacific Nations student achieve better if they are taught in a bilingual programme?"


Yes
No
Maybe
Both Yes and No

Teachers in bilingual programmes
67
0
27
6

Mainstream teachers
33
0
56
11

Management
0
13
87
0

Ministry of Education
16.5
0
67
16.5

Discussion.  Table 4 indicates that there is a greater endorsement from all groups for bilingual education than for increasing the number of Pasifika teachers. Although the introduction of bilingual programmes is dependent on employing fluent native speakers who can also speak English, it appears that this more focused strategy is preferred over the more general one of increasing the proportion of Pasifika teachers.

However, we are very short of empirical evidence on whether children in bilingual units do achieve better than or as well as children educated in the mainstream. We suggest that it is important to test these achievement outcomes. If achievement is similar to or better in bilingual programmes, these children would receive the added benefit of being literate in two languages. None of the New Zealand based research cited above, however, has undertaken a large-scale empirical study to determine whether the proposed achievement benefits match with reality and the international literature is equivocal. The asTTle data do not distinguish between students taught in bilingual programmes and those who are taught in English only programmes. Given the mixed results of available studies, however, a controlled study testing the outcomes for the students currently in the different programmes would provide a useful basis from which to inform the development of policy.

Assessment

Issues relating to assessment are complex. Coxon, Anae, Mara, Wendt-Samu & Finau (2001) highlight the problems assessment bias provides for different groups of children and suggest that Pasifika students should not be assessed in the same way as their Palagi counterparts.  They argue that current assessment practice does not account for the differences between the groups' knowledge base, cultural capital and paradigms of learning.  Similarly Ivala-Laufiso (1992) notes that the rationale for assessment, assessment methodologies and uses of the data have been derived from one cultural perspective which raises the issues of cultural capital and assessment as a way of relegating Pasifika learners to a lower status.

In line with the sentiments expressed in the research literature, is the statement in the Ministry's Pasifika Education Plan (2001) that the Ministry seeks to "Increase the availability of useful assessment information on Pasifika students" (Ministry of Education, 2001a, Compulsory Education Section, Paragraph 6). 

Participants’ Views.  Few of our respondents mentioned assessment issues as a way to raise student achievement, with the exception being 11% of mainstream teachers in response to question one and 7% in response to question two. Most of these teachers talked about difficulties with the experiential basis of assessments. One described this problem as, “I think our assessment needs to be valid in regards to our children’s personal experiences and where they’re coming from…”. A smaller percentage of teachers in bilingual units and some management personnel mentioned changing assessment practices, but no-one from the Ministry of Education nominated this as a need.

For the bilingual teachers, the main issue was the non-availability of assessments in the children's heritage languages. As one explained, “Who assesses you that you’re doing properly in the first language? I mean you could say to the boss…'This kid’s working at level 4 in Samoan', but with the boss being European, he would say, 'That’s really great', but he doesn’t understand and there are no tools to show this kid is at level 4.”
Discussion. Although there are some specific concerns with the experiential basis and language of current assessment, it appears that changing assessment practice is not seen as a way of raising student achievement by most of our respondents. The reviewed research literature would support this stance in that their concerns focus on the way our current assessment practices relegate students to a lower status. However, we believe that the teacher from the bilingual unit quoted above has an important point to make. Managers and teachers need to have feedback about the success of particular forms of programmes if they are to learn how to implement them more effectively. With few valid or reliable assessments available for use by bilingual teachers, both professional groups lack the information needed to judge the effectiveness of their own practice. In the absence of agreement on what should be assessed or how it should be assessed, the efficacy of bilingual or monolingual programmes cannot be tested.

Resources

The Ministry's Pasifika Education Plan (2001) identifies that producing more learning and teaching materials in Pasifika languages as important for all education sectors. Apart from the obvious needs of bilingual programmes that lack heritage language resources, Dickie (1998), Nelisi (1999) and Samu (1998) argue that the use of indigenous resources is another means of improving teaching and learning and affirming identity and self esteem for Pasifika children.  Nelisi and Samu see indigenous resources as a way of validating and legitimising Pasifika students’ experiences and knowledge, as well as acting as a source of inspiration to strive for excellence and success in education.

Participants Views. In our interview survey, we employed a wide definition of resources when coding the responses and included all references to more money, equipment, or services that were likely to require additional funding, such as teacher aides in classrooms.

Figure 1 shows that the first question of what needs to happen to raise student achievement, elicited few resource-related responses. Mainstream teachers were the only group for which more than 6% of the codes related to extra resources. However, this percentage changed markedly when interviewees were asked what the Ministry should do in question two (see Figure 2). The 17% of mainstream teacher codes nominating extra resources in the first question nearly doubled to 27%. An even higher percentage of teachers in bilingual units responded in this way. The percentage of management codes nominating more resources went from 5% in question one to 18% in question two. Ministry respondents, however, showed the opposite trend. Nearly 5% nominated more resources in question one but no Ministry respondents mentioned resources in reply to question two.

We further analysed what resources the groups believed to be important in their answers to question two. Table 5 indicates a range of resources were considered important, including resources in other languages, funds for unspecified resources and extra payment for doing two jobs when adopting roles of both teacher and liaison person with the community. We also included an "other" category for items mentioned by only one person. These included more time, smaller classes and funds for research. 

Table 5
Nominated resources when respondents were asked what the Ministry should do to raise student achievement.


Resources in other languages
Funds for resources (unspecified)
Extra payment for doing two jobs
Other

Teachers in bilingual classes
5
4
2
3

Teachers in mainstream classes
1
2
2
0

Management
2
2
0
3

The focus by the bilingual teachers on resources in other languages is not surprising given the difficulties they face in teaching in languages with few resources. One remarked, “I think Samoans need to write their own documents for Samoan kids."  A teacher from the mainstream was not so concerned about language resources, but did want the "right" resources for her students, although she did not specify what these might be, “… to raise the Pacific Island students is to have the right resources for the Pacific Island children.”

Discussion. It appears from these responses that more resources were not on the minds of these respondents when thinking about raising student achievement in general, but became so when asked specifically about the role of the Ministry of Education. The Ministry appears to elicit resource-oriented responses. 

Being Positive

Although the Pasifika Education Plan (2001) does not specifically itemise positive publicity as a part of the plan, this sentiment is evident in the Ministry's Talanoa Ako: Pasifika Education Talk Newsletter (April, 2001) with its promotion of a conference entitled, "Educating Pasifika Positively". The main theme of the conference is empowerment through national networking, professional and personal development (Ministry of Education, April, 2001, p. 4).

The research literature does not directly address the issue of positive publicity, or alternatively, negative publicity, as a major theme, although Mara (1998) found in her evaluation of a nation-wide project, the Pacific Islands School-Parent-Community Liaison Project, that parents liked hearing about the success of their children from teachers and principals. 

Participants’ Views. Being more positive appeared to be more important for our respondents than is evident in the literature or documents we reviewed. It was mentioned as an issue in response to question one in 18% of the bilingual teachers’ codes, 11% of the mainstream teachers’ codes and 12% of the Ministry respondents’ codes. Management respondents, on the other hand, did not mention this issue. The specific answers encompassed diverse ideas such as focusing on positive reporting of Pasifika achievements, providing positive role models and raising the self-esteem of children. One bilingual teacher described her point of view like this:

Pacific Islanders not achieving. It may well be true but it is not good.  Where is the positive way of saying it?  It may be one small group from somewhere who may spoil it … but who suffers?  The whole Pasifika suffers because of that report…

A mainstream teacher felt that the Ministry needed to change its focus:

…I think the numbers of us that do accelerate and go further on aren’t acknowledged… I don’t think the Ministry is doing much at the moment to dissipate the stereotypes that are going on through this area (South Auckland).  If they really wanted to they could but it seems that they seem to reinforce the negatives… That if you want funding you’ve got to claim that you are a bad school… because if you become too good, they won’t support you.  So… it’s almost like keeping us in a rut.
A Ministry respondent appeared to endorse this view in her response, “I think the other thing we [the Ministry] could do is get better at disseminating what appears to work well…. We’re not very good at saying this has worked well and why it’s worked well and it might be something that you like to build into your repertoire of teaching with Pacific Island or Maori kids…”
Discussion. One of the difficulties associated with the dissemination of what appears to work well as expressed by the Ministry participant above, is that we have little systematically collected evidence of what does work well in promoting student achievement. What appears to work well may turn out not to be effective when assessed against outcome rather than process criteria. For example, case studies of one Mangere and one Otara school describing processes purported to raise Pasifika student achievement have been published for the national Literacy Leadership initiative (Ministry of Education, 2001b). The effectiveness of these processes have not, however, been assessed against relevant student achievement information.

The first participant quoted in this section asks for negative statements about achievement, even if true, to be expressed more positively. In an earlier article by Robinson (2000), both the constructive and dangerous sides of this point of view are put forward. The constructive side is that confidence and recognition of success motivates the effort needed to tackle problems (Bandura, 1993). On the other hand, Robinson proposes that it is dangerous if it produces norms that sweep problems under the carpet and silences critics who want to challenge and criticise. She argues that a constructive approach that avoids the dangerous side involves redefining what it means to be positive by being honest about the problems, taking appropriate responsibility for solving them, and avoiding blame. “To be positive is to strive to understand the issues more deeply, to be empathic about the forces that have produced them, and to value and support those who are striving to resolve them” (Robinson, 2000, p.43).

Changing Ministry Practices

The final coding of our respondents' answers related to question two, when they were asked if there was anything the Ministry should do that would raise student achievement. Given the Ministry focus of this question, it is not surprising that a relatively high percentage of our respondents mentioned changing Ministry practices in some way. Twenty seven percent of mainstream teachers, 19% of Ministry, 15% of bilingual teachers and 14% of management mentioned some change in Ministry policies or practices to be desirable. Suggestions for change included a general recommendation to improve practice, and more specific recommendations to take increased responsibility for education and to be more proactive. The frequency of these different responses is listed in Table 6. It should be noted that Ministry respondents were just as likely as others to nominate this category.

Table 6
Frequency of recommendations to change Ministry practices in various ways.


Improve practices
Take increased responsibility 
Be more proactive

Teachers in bilingual classes
3
2
2

Teachers in mainstream classes
3
1
0

Management
1
2
0

Ministry of Education
1
2
1

We have included some quotes from our respondents illustrating perspectives that are not captured fully in the above table.

Bilingual teacher: "We actually have to be part of that solution making... The top need to start initiating and start the process rolling … "

Mainstream teacher: They should listen to us …. We've got reps from our school to take our voice to meetings but they really need to sit down and listen to Pacific Island voices.

Ministry: There's something about the Ministry's bureaucracy and their processes that is abhorrent to raising student achievement .… I'd like the Ministry to become more of a learning partner in the partnerships.

Discussion: The Ministry of Education is an obvious target for such comments when asked what the Ministry should do to assist with raising student achievement. The multiple demands on any government agency and the inevitably bureaucratic nature of such organisations make it difficult to respond to the many aspirations of the recipients of its services. A consistent theme in these responses is for the Ministry to be a more active partner with the schools. In our feedback meeting with the interview participants, strong sentiments were expressed about the Ministry's slowness in endorsing a bilingual policy. We suggest that one of the difficulties faced by the Ministry in resolving these kinds of issues is the lack of data on whether the various strategies preferred by particular respondents are actually instrumental in raising achievement and under what circumstances they realise the desired outcomes. Our informants may believe in them passionately, but the realities of implementation and the impact on achievement has not been tested in this vital area of educational need. We do need to raise the achievement of Pasifika students, but as we try to do so, we need to test the veracity of the outcomes of our efforts. Personal opinions and preferences may be a starting point, but if we are to develop a robust strategy that impacts on the achievement disparities, we simultaneously need to monitor which strategies assist with reaching the targets.

Part Two:  Importance of Particular School Tasks

In this part of the study, we were interested to find out what each of the groups held to be important in the education of Pasifika nations students. We framed these values as educational tasks. The list of tasks was selected from a previous study reported in Timperley (1994). The tasks for this earlier study were developed from the relevant literature on educational values and piloted with a range of groups, including informants of Maori and Pasifika ethnicity. In this piloting process, we added the task of "Help children to serve in their community" in response to feedback from Samoan advisors as they felt this was a value that was held to be more important for their culture than for that of Palagi.

Importance of Educational Tasks

The ordering of importance for the different tasks is identified in Table 7. The p values for the rank order correlations between the groups were not significant at the .05 level. Given the lack of agreement, we turned to examine which differences were particularly significant. It appears from the rankings, that those tasks held to be particularly important by two groups, were not perceived to be as important by the third group. For example, "Preparing children for the next level of schooling" received the highest ranking by teachers and second highest ranking by Ministry respondents, but a sixth ranking by management. Similarly, "Teach children to think for themselves" was given top ranking by both management and Ministry respondents but a ranking of six by teachers. Other items were similarly ranked by all three groups, except for the item, "Prepare children for a future job" which was ranked moderately important by the Ministry but unimportant by management and teachers.

Items ranked relatively high by all groups included "Teach reading, writing and maths in English" and "Make children feel good about themselves". Interestingly, the item added by our Samoan advisors, "Help children to serve in their community", was ranked as relatively unimportant by all groups as was "Teach children to be multicultural".

Table 7
Rankings of importance of tasks by different respondent groups.

Task
Teachers
Management
Ministry

Prepare children for the next level of schooling
1
6
2

Teach reading, writing and maths in English
2
3
3

Nurture children's ethnic identity
3
4
5

Make children feel good about themselves
3
2
4

Teach reading, writing and maths in their first language
5
4
7

Teach children to think for themselves
6
1
1

Teach children to be multicultural
7
7
8

Prepare children for a future job
8
9
5

Help children serve in their community
9
7
9

Discussion

The implications of this lack of agreement in the rank order correlations indicates that more discussion needs to occur between the groups to establish greater understanding of what each group believes to be important in the schooling of Pasifika children. Tensions are likely to be created if management, for example, hold "Teaching children to think for themselves" as most important, but teachers do not share their views. We suggest, however, that resolution of these differences should not be a matter of personal preference alone, but should be matched against educationally-informed criteria of what is important for student success. A merging of culturally informed values with attributes found to be essential for high academic achievement is most likely to enhance the achievement of Pasifika children.

Conclusion

Although there are differences in the details of the responses between the different groups, there is an overall consistency between researchers, the Ministry of Education plan (2001) and Pasifika teachers. Themes identified in the research literature on promoting Pasifika children's identity and reducing the mismatch between the cultural capital students bring to a Palagi-dominated system and what is expected of them are evident in the Ministry's plan and our interviewees' responses. The underlying assumption appears to be that improving achievement is likely to occur through teachers giving greater recognition to Pasifika children's culture, improving the interface and understandings between home and school, increasing bilingual provision and resources and giving more positive publicity to the achievement of those who have succeeded.

In circumstances where underachievement has been so clearly identified, there is inevitably pressure on the Ministry of Education to take steps to improve the situation, because solving the achievement problem is an urgent issue. Our concern, however, is that the only substantive empirical data available to date, identifies the problem and only one solution. We are not suggesting that this is the only solution, but rather, it is the only one of many possibilities that has been empirically validated. That solution involved assisting teachers to engage very intensively with each child to bridge gaps in understandings between the requirements of complex literacy tasks and children's current understandings (Phillips et al, 2001). While this research did not pay specific attention to Pasifika students as an ethnic group, their high numbers in the participating schools means that their achievement, along with other ethnic groups, improved. This solution did not arise from the literature on Pasifika education, however, but from an intervention study designed to raise the achievement of all children in schools located in decile one communities. It did not have a strong cultural basis in the sense of identifying the cultural capital of particular groups, or promoting particular ethnic identities. Successful teachers included both Pasifika and Palagi. Nor was the successful intervention incompatible with developing children's ethnic identities and it may well be the case that one type of intervention will build on another. The problem as we see it is that little has been established empirically about what builds on, or leads to, what in improving achievement. In the absence of an empirical data-base on the veracity of particular interventions, actions are inevitably based on preferences rather than evidence.

We are sympathetic to the views expressed by the teachers in the four participating schools at the feedback meeting - that it is time that action was taken rather than further engagement in more descriptions of the problem. However, action has been taken already in many areas - more teachers of Pasifika ethnicity are trained and employed, bilingual classes exist, initiatives have been taken to make schools more welcoming and involving of parents. We suggest that sufficient of these initiatives now exist for indicative research to be undertaken to test which set of assumptions and associated actions are more likely to result in improved achievement than others. In the absence of this testing, our schools may become more welcoming and enjoyable places for Pasifika children to be educated, but have little impact on their underachievement.

We are hoping that this study, and the issues we have raised within it, will provide a starting point for those who are concerned about how best to raise the achievement of Pasifika students. Underachievement of these students is an urgent problem in need of an urgent and robust solution.
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Endnotes


� The study reported in this chapter was completed with the assistance of Lorrae Ward and Lili Tuioti.


� For an account of the role of the Forum in deciding the future structure of schooling in Otara, see Timperley & Robinson, (2002), Chapter 5.


� The full codebook including definitions of sub categories, examples and coding rules is available from the first author.


� This test involved a two-way split plot ANOVA with the effects of group membership (between subjects) and of stories (within subjects) as the two independent variables. The repeated measures analysis was adjusted to take into account the unequal cell sizes of the three groups (Kirk, 1968, p. 276-281).


� Correlations between the rank-ordered categories across the four scenarios are reported below.





�
�
Scenarios�
�
�
�
A�
B�
C�
D�
�
A:�
Monitoring


Achievement�
�
�
�
�
�
B:�
Parental Complaint�
.5�
�
�
�
�
C:�
Policy on Reporting�
.57�
.95**�
�
�
�
D:�
Principal Appraisal�
.83*�
.73*�
.76*�
�
�
	*	p>.05


	**	p>.01





�  Correlations between the rank-ordered categories for the three respondent groups are reported below.  All pairs showed highly significant correlations, suggesting that there was no difference between these three groups in the relative importance they gave to the eight categories used to explain their evaluations of the Boards’ performance.





�
Respondent Groups�
�
�
Principals�
Trustees�
Ministry�
�
Principals�
�
.99**�
.92**�
�
Trustees�
�
�
.90**�
�
Ministry�
�
�
�
�
	**	p>.01





�  It is interesting to note that this distinction has no legal authority, for the 1989 Education Act and its subsequent amendments make no reference to governance.  The distinction gained currency in the first rounds of professional development of training for trustees and senior managers subsequent to the introduction of school self-management in 1989.  It is now widely used to demarcate the responsibilities of the school Board and the school management.





� The word 'bureaucracy' is used here in the neutral sense of a form of organisation in which operating procedures are standardised and codified, so that operators apply them to particular cases rather than making idiosyncratic decisions. (See Mintzberg, H., 'The Structuring of Organizations', 1979).





Endnote





� “Educating Pasifika Positively” (Pasifika Islands’ Educators’ Conference, 13-15 April, 1999, Mangere)
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		Table 1: Mean rating of adequacy of board performance by 3 Groups

				A: Maintaining
Achievement		B: Parental
Complaint		C: Policy on
Reporting		D: Principal
Appraisal

		Principals		4.86		5.09		4.14		3.5

		Chairs		5.21		5.04		3.46		4.92

		Ministry		3.56		6.83		2.94		2.39

		TOTAL		4.63		5.56		3.55		3.72

		Table 2: Ratings of adequacy of board performance

		Story A - Monitoring Achievement

				n		x		sd		Ra

		Principals		11		4.86		1.19		2.5 - 6.5

		Chairs		12		5.21		1.56		3.0 - 9.0

		Ministry		9		3.56		1.04		1.5 - 5.0

		Paragraph		Good		Poor		Maybe		No Answer

		A		26		1		4		1

		B		25		3		3		1

		C		1		27		3		1

		D		1		26		4		1

		Table 3: Ratings of adequacy of board performance

		Story B - Parental Complaint

				n		x		sd		Ra

		Principals		11		5.09		2.44		1.0 - 7.5

		Chairs		12		5.04		1.71		2.0 - 8.0

		Ministry		9		6.83		1.77		3.0 - 9.0

		Paragraph		Good		Poor		Maybe		No Answer

		A		25		4		2		1

		B		24		5		2		1

		C		20		10		1		1

		D		22		8		1		1

		Table 4: Ratings of adequacy of board performance

		Story C - Developing Reporting Policy

				n		x		sd		Ra

		Principals		11		4.14		1.95		1.0 - 7.0

		Chairs		12		3.46		1.97		1.0 - 7.0

		Ministry		9		2.94		1.24		1.0 - 5.0

		Paragraph		Good		Poor		Maybe		No Answer

		A		19		8		4		1

		B		3		24		4		1

		C		6		21		4		1

		D		5		21		5		1

		Table 5: Ratings of adequacy of board performance

		Story D - Principal Appraisal

				n		x		sd		Ra

		Principals		11		3.5		1.4		1.0 - 6.0

		Chairs		12		4.92		1.83		3.0 - 9.0

		Ministry		9		2.39		1.11		1.0 - 4.0

		Paragraph		Good		Poor		Maybe		No Answer

		A		3		26		2		1

		B		8		22		1		1

		C		21		7		3		1

		D		3		26		2		1

		Table 6: Perceived appropriateness of aspects of Board's role

						Principals		Chairs		Ministry		Total

		Story A : Monitoring Achievement		Appropriate		7		12		7		26

				Inappropriate		4		0		2		6

				Depends		0		0		0		0

		Story B: Parental Complaint		Appropriate		3		7		7		17

				Inappropriate		5		0		0		5

				Depends		3		5		2		10

		Story C: Reporting Policy		Appropriate		2		10		4		16

				Inappropriate		4		2		2		8

				Depends		5		0		3		8

		Story D: Principal Appraisal		Appropriate		4		12		7		23

				Inappropriate		1		0		0		1

				Depends		6		0		2		8
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Q1 big codes

		1: What is needed to raise the acheivement of PN Students

						1		3 + 10		4		5		6 + 7		8		9		11 + 12		2 + 13		TOT																								10

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni		0		0				0		2		1				1		0		4

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto		0		0				1		1		0				1		0		3

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono		0		1				0		0		0				1		0		2

		Bilingual		Betty lafu		0		1				0		0		0				1		0		2

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva		0		0				0		0		1				0		0		1

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa		0		0				0		2		1				1		0		4

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi		1		2				0		0		1				0		0		4

		Bilingual		Bill Vao		0		1				0		1		2		1		1		0		6

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio		0		0				1		1		0				0		0		2

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga		0		1				0		1		0				0		0		2

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele		0		0				0		2		0				0		0		2

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I		0		0				1		0		0				0		0		1

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga		0		1				0		0		0				1		0		2

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau		0		0		1		1		0		2		1		1		0		6

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu		0		0				0		2		1				1		1		5

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu		0		0				0		1		1		1		0		0		3

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto		0		1				0		1		2				0		1		5

		M/stream		Rite Farrow		0		1		1		0		1		0				0		0		3

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee		0		1		1		0		0		0				0		0		2

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi		1		0				0		0		1		1		1		1		5

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu		0		0		1		1		0		0				0		0		2

		M/stream		Lynette Hay		0		0				0		1		1				0		0		2

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa		2		1		1		0		0		0				1		0		5

		M/stream		Monica Henry		0		0		1		0		0		0				0		0		1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata		0		0				0		0		2				1		0		3

		Bilingual Total (n = 16)				1		7		1		4		13		10		3		9		1		49

		Bilingual %  of codes				2		14		2		8		27		20		6		18		2		100

		Mainstream  Total (n=9)				3		4		5		1		3		6		1		3		2		28

		Mainstream % of codes				11		14		18		4		11		21		4		11		7		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				4		11		6		5		16		16		4		12		3		77

		Teachers % of codes				5		14		8		6		21		21		5		16		4		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell		0		1				0		0		1				0		0		2

				Adele Darren		0		0				0		0		1				0		0		1

				Alan Mackay		1		1				0		0		0				0		0		2

				Mrs Pocock		0		1				0		0		1				0		0		2

				Lochie Tinkler		0		0		1		0		0		1				0		0		2

				John Nicholls		0		0				0		0		2		1		0		1		4

				Bill Tooley		0		0				1		1		0				0		1		3

				Tony Horan		0		1				0		2		1				0		0		4

		Management Total (n=8)				1		4		1		1		3		7		1		0		2		20

		Management % of codes				5		20		5		5		15		35		5		0		10		100

		Ministry																						0

				Brian Annan		0		0				0		1		1		1		0		0		3

				Terry Bates		0		0				0		1		0				0		1		2

				Mary Sinclair		0		1				0		0		1				0		1		3

				Ma'anaima Soa		0		0				0		0		1				1		1		3

				Lesilei Tongatio		0		0				0		0		1		1		0		1		3

				Ray Webb		0		0		1		0		0		1				1		0		3

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		1		1		0		2		5		2		2		4		17

		Ministry % of codes				0		6		6		0		12		29		12		12		24		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				5		16		8		6		21		28		7		14		9		114

		Overall % of total codes				4		14		7		5		18		25		6		12		8		100

		Overall % of people				13		41		21		15		54		72		18		36		23

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Bilingual		6 + 7		13		8		10		11 + 12		9

				Mainstream		8		6		4		5		3 + 10		4

				All Teachers		8		16		6 + 7		16		11 + 12		12		3 + 10		11

				Management		8		7		3 + 10		4		6 + 7		3

				Ministry		8		5		2 + 13		4								2

				Overall		8		28		6 + 7		21		3 + 10		16		11 + 12		14

		Code order changed

						Teachers		PN Teachers		Parents		Bilingual		Assessment		Resources		Being Positive		Management		Other

		Bilingual Teachers				20		8		27		14		2		2		18		6		2

		Mainstream Teachers				21		4		11		14		11		18		11		4		7

		Management				29		5		15		20		5		5		0		5		10

		Ministry				35		0		12		6		0		6		12		12		24
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Q2 big codes

		2: What does the Ministry need to do?

						1		3+12		4		5		6+7+10		8		9		11		13		2+14		TOT

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni		0		0				0		1		0		1				1				3

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Betty lafu		0		1				1		0		0										2

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva		0		0				0		2		1										3

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa		0		0				0		0		0						1				1

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi		0		1		1		0		0		0										2

		Bilingual		Bill Vao		0		1				0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio		0		0				1		0		0						1				2

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga		0		1		1		0		0		0										2

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I		1		0		1		0		0		1						1				4

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau		0		0				0		0		0						1		1		2

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu		0		1		1		1		0		2										5

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu		0		0		1		1		0		0										2

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto		0		0				0		1		0								1		2

		M/stream		Rite Farrow		0		0		1		0		0		0						1				2

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee		0		0				1		0		0										1

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi		0		1		1		0		0		0										2

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu		0		0				0		0		0						1		1		2

		M/stream		Lynette Hay		1		0				0		0		0						1				2

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa		0		0		1		0		0		1										2

		M/stream		Monica Henry		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata		0		0				0		0		0						1				1

		Bilingual Total (n=16)				1		5		9		4		3		4		1		0		5		1		33

		Bilingual % of codes				3		15		27		12		9		12		3		0		15		3		100

		Mainstream Total (n=9)				1		1		4		1		1		1		0		0		4		2		15

		Mainstream % of codes				7		7		27		7		7		7		0		0		27		13		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				2		6		13		5		4		5		1		0		9		3		48

		Teachers % of codes				4		13		27		10		8		10		2		0		19		6		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell		0		0		1		0		1		1										3

				Adele Darren		0		0		1		0		0		1										2

				Alan Mackay		1		0				0		0		0										1

				Mrs Pocock		0		2				0		0		1						1		1		5

				Lochie Tinkler		0		0				0		0		1										1

				John Nicholls		0		0		1		0		0		1						1				3

				Bill Tooley		0		1		1		0		0		0								1		3

				Tony Horan		0		1				1		0		1						1				4

		Management Total (n=8)				1		4		4		1		1		6		0		0		3		2		22

		Management % of codes				5		18		18		5		5		27		0		0		14		9		100

		Ministry

				Brian Annan		0		0				0		2		1						1				4

				Terry Bates		0		0				0		0		0						1		1		2

				Mary Sinclair		0		0				0		0		0				1		1				2

				Ma'anaima Soa		0		1				0		1		1										3

				Lesilei Tongatio		0		0				1		0		2				1						4

				Ray Webb		0		1				0		2		1						1		1		6

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		2		0		1		5		5		0		2		4		2		21

		Ministry % of codes				0		10		0		5		24		24		0		10		19		10		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				3		12		17		7		10		16		1		2		16		7		91

		Overall % of total codes				3		13		19		8		11		18		1		2		18		8		100

		Overall % of people				8		31		44		18		26		41		3		5		41		18		233

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Bilingual		4		9		3 + 12		5		13		5

				Mainstream		4		4		13		4

				All Teachers		4		13		13		9		3 + 12		6

				Management		8		6		4		4		3 + 12		4

				Ministry		8		5		6+7+10		5		13		4

				Overall		4		17		8		16		13		16		3 + 12		13

		Code order changed

						Teachers		PN Teachers		Community		Bilingual Education		Assessment		Resources		Being Positive		Management		Ministry practices		Other

		Bilingual Teachers				12		12		9		15		3		27		0		3		15		3

		Mainstream Teachers				7		7		7		7		7		27		0		0		27		13

		Management				28		5		5		18		5		18		0		0		14		9

		Ministry				24		5		24		10		0		0		10		0		19		10
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Question 1

		1: What is needed to raise the acheivement of PN Students

						1.1		1.2		2		3		4		5.1		5.2		5.3		6		7		8.1		8.2		8.3		9		10		11		12		13		TOT

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni																		1		1						1								1				4

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto												1						1																1				3

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono								1																										1				2

		Bilingual		Betty lafu								1												1				1		1										1		5

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva								1										1																				2

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa																														1				1				2

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi								1																														1

		Bilingual		Bill Vao																										1		1										2

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio																		1		1						1								1				4

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga		1						1																		1				1								4		1

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele								1										1						1		1						1						5

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I												1						1																				2

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga								1										1																				2

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau		1								1																1		1						1		1		6

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu																		1		1																		2

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu												1																1										2

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto								1																										1				2

		M/stream		Rite Farrow										1		1																										2

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee										1		1										1				1						1						5

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi																				1						1		1										3

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu										1								1		1						1								1		1		6

		M/stream		Lynette Hay		1		1				1																								1						4

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa										1								1								1												3

		M/stream		Monica Henry										1																												1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata																								1		1								1				3

		Bilingual Total (n = 16)				2		0		0		7		1		3		0		0		8		4		0		2		7		3		2		1		6		2		48

		Bilingual %  of codes				4		0		0		15		2		6		0		0		17		8		0		4		15		6		4		2		13		4		100

		Mainstream  Total (n=9)				1		1		0		2		5		2		0		0		2		2		1		1		5		1		0		2		3		1		29

		Mainstream % of codes				3		3		0		7		17		7		0		0		7		7		3		3		17		3		0		7		10		3		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				3		1		0		9		6		5		0		0		10		6		1		3		12		4		2		3		9		3		77

		Teachers % of codes				4		1		0		12		8		6		0		0		13		8		1		4		16		5		3		4		12		4		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell								1																		1												2

				Adele Darren																										1												1

				Alan Mackay		1						1																														2

				Mrs Pocock								1																		1												2

				Lochie Tinkler										1																1												2

				John Nicholls																						1				1		1								1		4

				Bill Tooley												1								1																1		3

				Tony Horan								1										1		1						1												4

																																										0

		Management Total (n=8)				1		0		0		4		1		1		0		0		1		2		1		0		6		1		0		0		0		2		20

		Management % of codes				5		0		0		20		5		5		0		0		5		10		5		0		30		5		0		0		0		10		100

		Ministry

				Brian Annan																		1								1		1										3

				Terry Bates																				1																1		2

				Mary Sinclair						1		1																		1												3

				Ma'anaima Soa																										1								1		1		3

				Lesilei Tongatio						1																				1		1										3

				Ray Webb										1																1						1						3

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		0		2		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		5		2		0		1		1		2		17

		Ministry % of codes				0		0		12		6		6		0		0		0		6		6		0		0		29		12		0		6		6		12		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				4		1		2		14		8		6		0		0		12		9		2		3		23		7		2		4		10		7		114

		Overall % of total codes				4		1		2		12		7		5		0		0		11		8		2		3		20		6		2		4		9		6		100

		Overall % of people				10		3		5		36		21		15		0		0		31		23		5		8		59		18		5		10		26		18

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Teachers		8.3		12		6		10		3		9

				Management		8.3		6		3		4

				Ministry		8.3		5		2		2		9		2		13		2

				Overall		8.3		23		3		14		6		12
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Question 2

		2: Is there anything the Ministry of Education should do?

						1.1		1.2		2		3		4		5.1		5.2		5.3		6		7		8.1		8.2		8.3		9		10		11		12		13		14		TOT

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni																												1		1						1				3

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto										1																														1

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono										1																														1

		Bilingual		Betty lafu																1																		1						2

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva																		1		1						1														3

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa																																				1				1

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi										1																								1						2

		Bilingual		Bill Vao																																		1						1

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio												1																								1				2

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga										1																								1						2

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele										1																														1

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I		1								1														1												1				4

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga										1																														1

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau						1																														1				2

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu								1		1		1												1		1														5

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu										1		1																												2

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto						1												1																						2

		M/stream		Rite Farrow										1																										1				2

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee												1																												1

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi										1																								1						2

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu																																				1		1		2

		M/stream		Lynette Hay				1																																1				2

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa										1																1														2

		M/stream		Monica Henry										1																														1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata																																				1				1

		Bilingual Total (n = 16)				1		0		1		1		9		3		0		1		1		1		0		2		2		1		1		0		4		5		0		33

		Bilingual %  of codes				3		0		3		3		27		9		0		3		3		3		0		6		6		3		3		0		12		15		0		100

		Mainstream  Total (n=9)				0		1		1		0		4		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		4		1		15

		Mainstream % of codes				0		7		7		0		27		7		0		0		7		0		0		0		7		0		0		0		7		27		7		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				1		1		2		1		13		4		0		1		2		1		0		2		3		1		1		0		5		9		1		48

		Teachers % of codes				2		2		4		2		27		8		0		2		4		2		0		4		6		2		2		0		10		19		2		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell										1										1						1														3

				Adele Darren										1																1														2

				Alan Mackay		1																																						1

				Mrs Pocock								1																		1								1		1		1		5

				Lochie Tinkler																										1														1

				John Nicholls										1														1												1				3

				Bill Tooley										1																								1				1		3

				Tony Horan								1								1								1												1				4

																																												0

		Management Total (n=8)				1		0		0		2		4		0		0		1		0		1		0		2		4		0		0		0		2		3		2		22

		Management % of codes				5		0		0		9		18		0		0		5		0		5		0		9		18		0		0		0		9		14		9		100

		Ministry

				Brian Annan																				1						1				1						1				4

				Terry Bates																																				1		1		2

				Mary Sinclair																																1				1				2

				Ma'anaima Soa								1																		1				1										3

				Lesilei Tongatio												1												1		1						1								4

				Ray Webb								1										1		1						1										1		1		6

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		0		0		2		0		1		0		0		1		2		0		1		4		0		2		2		0		4		2		21

		Ministry % of codes				0		0		0		10		0		5		0		0		5		10		0		5		19		0		10		10		0		19		10		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				2		1		2		5		17		5		0		2		3		4		0		5		11		1		3		2		7		16		5		91

		Overall % of total codes				2		1		2		5		19		5		0		2		3		4		0		5		12		1		3		2		8		18		5		100

		Overall % of people				5		3		5		13		44		13		0		5		8		10		0		13		28		3		8		5		18		41		13

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Teachers		4		13		13		9		12		5

				Management		4		4		8.3		4		13		3

				Ministry		8.3		4		13		4

				Overall		4		17		13		16		8.3		11
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Q1 big codes

		1: What is needed to raise the acheivement of PN Students

						1		3 + 10		4		5		6 + 7		8		9		11 + 12		2 + 13		TOT																								10

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni		0		0				0		2		1				1		0		4

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto		0		0				1		1		0				1		0		3

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono		0		1				0		0		0				1		0		2

		Bilingual		Betty lafu		0		1				0		0		0				1		0		2

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva		0		0				0		0		1				0		0		1

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa		0		0				0		2		1				1		0		4

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi		1		2				0		0		1				0		0		4

		Bilingual		Bill Vao		0		1				0		1		2		1		1		0		6

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio		0		0				1		1		0				0		0		2

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga		0		1				0		1		0				0		0		2

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele		0		0				0		2		0				0		0		2

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I		0		0				1		0		0				0		0		1

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga		0		1				0		0		0				1		0		2

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau		0		0		1		1		0		2		1		1		0		6

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu		0		0				0		2		1				1		1		5

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu		0		0				0		1		1		1		0		0		3

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto		0		1				0		1		2				0		1		5

		M/stream		Rite Farrow		0		1		1		0		1		0				0		0		3

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee		0		1		1		0		0		0				0		0		2

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi		1		0				0		0		1		1		1		1		5

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu		0		0		1		1		0		0				0		0		2

		M/stream		Lynette Hay		0		0				0		1		1				0		0		2

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa		2		1		1		0		0		0				1		0		5

		M/stream		Monica Henry		0		0		1		0		0		0				0		0		1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata		0		0				0		0		2				1		0		3

		Bilingual Total (n = 16)				1		7		1		4		13		10		3		9		1		49

		Bilingual %  of codes				2		14		2		8		27		20		6		18		2		100

		Mainstream  Total (n=9)				3		4		5		1		3		6		1		3		2		28

		Mainstream % of codes				11		14		18		4		11		21		4		11		7		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				4		11		6		5		16		16		4		12		3		77

		Teachers % of codes				5		14		8		6		21		21		5		16		4		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell		0		1				0		0		1				0		0		2

				Adele Darren		0		0				0		0		1				0		0		1

				Alan Mackay		1		1				0		0		0				0		0		2

				Mrs Pocock		0		1				0		0		1				0		0		2

				Lochie Tinkler		0		0		1		0		0		1				0		0		2

				John Nicholls		0		0				0		0		2		1		0		1		4

				Bill Tooley		0		0				1		1		0				0		1		3

				Tony Horan		0		1				0		2		1				0		0		4

		Management Total (n=8)				1		4		1		1		3		7		1		0		2		20

		Management % of codes				5		20		5		5		15		35		5		0		10		100

		Ministry																						0

				Brian Annan		0		0				0		1		1		1		0		0		3

				Terry Bates		0		0				0		1		0				0		1		2

				Mary Sinclair		0		1				0		0		1				0		1		3

				Ma'anaima Soa		0		0				0		0		1				1		1		3

				Lesilei Tongatio		0		0				0		0		1		1		0		1		3

				Ray Webb		0		0		1		0		0		1				1		0		3

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		1		1		0		2		5		2		2		4		17

		Ministry % of codes				0		6		6		0		12		29		12		12		24		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				5		16		8		6		21		28		7		14		9		114

		Overall % of total codes				4		14		7		5		18		25		6		12		8		100

		Overall % of people				13		41		21		15		54		72		18		36		23

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Bilingual		6 + 7		13		8		10		11 + 12		9

				Mainstream		8		6		4		5		3 + 10		4

				All Teachers		8		16		6 + 7		16		11 + 12		12		3 + 10		11

				Management		8		7		3 + 10		4		6 + 7		3

				Ministry		8		5		2 + 13		4								2

				Overall		8		28		6 + 7		21		3 + 10		16		11 + 12		14

		Code order changed

						Teachers		PN Teachers		Parents		Bilingual		Assessment		Resources		Being Positive		Management		Other

		Bilingual Teachers				20		8		27		14		2		2		18		6		2

		Mainstream Teachers				21		4		11		14		11		18		11		4		7

		Management				29		5		15		20		5		5		0		5		10

		Ministry				35		0		12		6		0		6		12		12		24
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Q2 big codes

		2: What does the Ministry need to do?

						1		3+12		4		5		6+7+10		8		9		11		13		2+14		TOT

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni		0		0				0		1		0		1				1				3

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Betty lafu		0		1				1		0		0										2

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva		0		0				0		2		1										3

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa		0		0				0		0		0						1				1

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi		0		1		1		0		0		0										2

		Bilingual		Bill Vao		0		1				0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio		0		0				1		0		0						1				2

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga		0		1		1		0		0		0										2

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I		1		0		1		0		0		1						1				4

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau		0		0				0		0		0						1		1		2

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu		0		1		1		1		0		2										5

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu		0		0		1		1		0		0										2

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto		0		0				0		1		0								1		2

		M/stream		Rite Farrow		0		0		1		0		0		0						1				2

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee		0		0				1		0		0										1

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi		0		1		1		0		0		0										2

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu		0		0				0		0		0						1		1		2

		M/stream		Lynette Hay		1		0				0		0		0						1				2

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa		0		0		1		0		0		1										2

		M/stream		Monica Henry		0		0		1		0		0		0										1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata		0		0				0		0		0						1				1

		Bilingual Total (n=16)				1		5		9		4		3		4		1		0		5		1		33

		Bilingual % of codes				3		15		27		12		9		12		3		0		15		3		100

		Mainstream Total (n=9)				1		1		4		1		1		1		0		0		4		2		15

		Mainstream % of codes				7		7		27		7		7		7		0		0		27		13		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				2		6		13		5		4		5		1		0		9		3		48

		Teachers % of codes				4		13		27		10		8		10		2		0		19		6		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell		0		0		1		0		1		1										3

				Adele Darren		0		0		1		0		0		1										2

				Alan Mackay		1		0				0		0		0										1

				Mrs Pocock		0		2				0		0		1						1		1		5

				Lochie Tinkler		0		0				0		0		1										1

				John Nicholls		0		0		1		0		0		1						1				3

				Bill Tooley		0		1		1		0		0		0								1		3

				Tony Horan		0		1				1		0		1						1				4

		Management Total (n=8)				1		4		4		1		1		6		0		0		3		2		22

		Management % of codes				5		18		18		5		5		27		0		0		14		9		100

		Ministry

				Brian Annan		0		0				0		2		1						1				4

				Terry Bates		0		0				0		0		0						1		1		2

				Mary Sinclair		0		0				0		0		0				1		1				2

				Ma'anaima Soa		0		1				0		1		1										3

				Lesilei Tongatio		0		0				1		0		2				1						4

				Ray Webb		0		1				0		2		1						1		1		6

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		2		0		1		5		5		0		2		4		2		21

		Ministry % of codes				0		10		0		5		24		24		0		10		19		10		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				3		12		17		7		10		16		1		2		16		7		91

		Overall % of total codes				3		13		19		8		11		18		1		2		18		8		100

		Overall % of people				8		31		44		18		26		41		3		5		41		18		233

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Bilingual		4		9		3 + 12		5		13		5

				Mainstream		4		4		13		4

				All Teachers		4		13		13		9		3 + 12		6

				Management		8		6		4		4		3 + 12		4

				Ministry		8		5		6+7+10		5		13		4

				Overall		4		17		8		16		13		16		3 + 12		13

		Code order changed

						Teachers		PN Teachers		Community		Bilingual Education		Assessment		Resources		Being Positive		Management		Ministry practices		Other

		Bilingual Teachers				12		12		9		15		3		27		0		3		15		3

		Mainstream Teachers				7		7		7		7		7		27		0		0		27		13

		Management				28		5		5		18		5		18		0		0		14		9

		Ministry				24		5		24		10		0		0		10		0		19		10
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Question 1

		1: What is needed to raise the acheivement of PN Students

						1.1		1.2		2		3		4		5.1		5.2		5.3		6		7		8.1		8.2		8.3		9		10		11		12		13		TOT

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni																		1		1						1								1				4

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto												1						1																1				3

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono								1																										1				2

		Bilingual		Betty lafu								1												1				1		1										1		5

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva								1										1																				2

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa																														1				1				2

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi								1																														1

		Bilingual		Bill Vao																										1		1										2

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio																		1		1						1								1				4

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga		1						1																		1				1								4		1

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele								1										1						1		1						1						5

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I												1						1																				2

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga								1										1																				2

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau		1								1																1		1						1		1		6

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu																		1		1																		2

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu												1																1										2

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto								1																										1				2

		M/stream		Rite Farrow										1		1																										2

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee										1		1										1				1						1						5

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi																				1						1		1										3

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu										1								1		1						1								1		1		6

		M/stream		Lynette Hay		1		1				1																								1						4

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa										1								1								1												3

		M/stream		Monica Henry										1																												1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata																								1		1								1				3

		Bilingual Total (n = 16)				2		0		0		7		1		3		0		0		8		4		0		2		7		3		2		1		6		2		48

		Bilingual %  of codes				4		0		0		15		2		6		0		0		17		8		0		4		15		6		4		2		13		4		100

		Mainstream  Total (n=9)				1		1		0		2		5		2		0		0		2		2		1		1		5		1		0		2		3		1		29

		Mainstream % of codes				3		3		0		7		17		7		0		0		7		7		3		3		17		3		0		7		10		3		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				3		1		0		9		6		5		0		0		10		6		1		3		12		4		2		3		9		3		77

		Teachers % of codes				4		1		0		12		8		6		0		0		13		8		1		4		16		5		3		4		12		4		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell								1																		1												2

				Adele Darren																										1												1

				Alan Mackay		1						1																														2

				Mrs Pocock								1																		1												2

				Lochie Tinkler										1																1												2

				John Nicholls																						1				1		1								1		4

				Bill Tooley												1								1																1		3

				Tony Horan								1										1		1						1												4

																																										0

		Management Total (n=8)				1		0		0		4		1		1		0		0		1		2		1		0		6		1		0		0		0		2		20

		Management % of codes				5		0		0		20		5		5		0		0		5		10		5		0		30		5		0		0		0		10		100

		Ministry

				Brian Annan																		1								1		1										3

				Terry Bates																				1																1		2

				Mary Sinclair						1		1																		1												3

				Ma'anaima Soa																										1								1		1		3

				Lesilei Tongatio						1																				1		1										3

				Ray Webb										1																1						1						3

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		0		2		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		5		2		0		1		1		2		17

		Ministry % of codes				0		0		12		6		6		0		0		0		6		6		0		0		29		12		0		6		6		12		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				4		1		2		14		8		6		0		0		12		9		2		3		23		7		2		4		10		7		114

		Overall % of total codes				4		1		2		12		7		5		0		0		11		8		2		3		20		6		2		4		9		6		100

		Overall % of people				10		3		5		36		21		15		0		0		31		23		5		8		59		18		5		10		26		18

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Teachers		8.3		12		6		10		3		9

				Management		8.3		6		3		4

				Ministry		8.3		5		2		2		9		2		13		2

				Overall		8.3		23		3		14		6		12
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Question 2

		2: Is there anything the Ministry of Education should do?

						1.1		1.2		2		3		4		5.1		5.2		5.3		6		7		8.1		8.2		8.3		9		10		11		12		13		14		TOT

		Teachers

		Bilingual		Malo Sepuloni																												1		1						1				3

		Bilingual		Anita Lealaiauloto										1																														1

		Bilingual		Sauimalae Fuimaono										1																														1

		Bilingual		Betty lafu																1																		1						2

		Bilingual		Norma Maeva																		1		1						1														3

		Bilingual		Tau Mataa																																				1				1

		Bilingual		Naomi Mailangi										1																								1						2

		Bilingual		Bill Vao																																		1						1

		Bilingual		Ionatana Tataio												1																								1				2

		Bilingual		Aliitasi Tugaga										1																								1						2

		Bilingual		Finau Tufutele										1																														1

		Bilingual		Tepora Tu'I		1								1														1												1				4

		Bilingual		Vaipouli Suiga										1																														1

		Bilingual		Selaima Tulau						1																														1				2

		Bilingual		Ailini Ioelu								1		1		1												1		1														5

		Bilingual		Togi Lemanu										1		1																												2

		M/stream		Rasalama Paeto						1												1																						2

		M/stream		Rite Farrow										1																										1				2

		M/stream		Faasiu Gaee												1																												1

		M/stream		Luisa Tohi										1																								1						2

		M/stream		Melini Fasavalu																																				1		1		2

		M/stream		Lynette Hay				1																																1				2

		M/stream		Tangi Atatoa										1																1														2

		M/stream		Monica Henry										1																														1

		M/stream		Fila Faumata																																				1				1

		Bilingual Total (n = 16)				1		0		1		1		9		3		0		1		1		1		0		2		2		1		1		0		4		5		0		33

		Bilingual %  of codes				3		0		3		3		27		9		0		3		3		3		0		6		6		3		3		0		12		15		0		100

		Mainstream  Total (n=9)				0		1		1		0		4		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		4		1		15

		Mainstream % of codes				0		7		7		0		27		7		0		0		7		0		0		0		7		0		0		0		7		27		7		100

		Teachers Total (n=25)				1		1		2		1		13		4		0		1		2		1		0		2		3		1		1		0		5		9		1		48

		Teachers % of codes				2		2		4		2		27		8		0		2		4		2		0		4		6		2		2		0		10		19		2		100

		Management

				Lionell Mickell										1										1						1														3

				Adele Darren										1																1														2

				Alan Mackay		1																																						1

				Mrs Pocock								1																		1								1		1		1		5

				Lochie Tinkler																										1														1

				John Nicholls										1														1												1				3

				Bill Tooley										1																								1				1		3

				Tony Horan								1								1								1												1				4

																																												0

		Management Total (n=8)				1		0		0		2		4		0		0		1		0		1		0		2		4		0		0		0		2		3		2		22

		Management % of codes				5		0		0		9		18		0		0		5		0		5		0		9		18		0		0		0		9		14		9		100

		Ministry

				Brian Annan																				1						1				1						1				4

				Terry Bates																																				1		1		2

				Mary Sinclair																																1				1				2

				Ma'anaima Soa								1																		1				1										3

				Lesilei Tongatio												1												1		1						1								4

				Ray Webb								1										1		1						1										1		1		6

		Ministry Total (n=6)				0		0		0		2		0		1		0		0		1		2		0		1		4		0		2		2		0		4		2		21

		Ministry % of codes				0		0		0		10		0		5		0		0		5		10		0		5		19		0		10		10		0		19		10		100

		Overall

		Overall Total (n=39)				2		1		2		5		17		5		0		2		3		4		0		5		11		1		3		2		7		16		5		91

		Overall % of total codes				2		1		2		5		19		5		0		2		3		4		0		5		12		1		3		2		8		18		5		100

		Overall % of people				5		3		5		13		44		13		0		5		8		10		0		13		28		3		8		5		18		41		13

		Top 3 codes:				Code		No.		Code		No.		Code		No.

				Teachers		4		13		13		9		12		5

				Management		4		4		8.3		4		13		3

				Ministry		8.3		4		13		4

				Overall		4		17		13		16		8.3		11
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