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Abstract

This thesis describes a secondary analysis of the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate
Schools National Survey. The aim of this project was to conduct an exploratory investigation
into the attitudes of education stakeholders toward National Standards. Open response data
from the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey principal, teacher,
trustee, and parent questionnaires was coded in two different ways. First, a thematic
framework was developed and the open responses were coded against the themes. The open
responses were then recoded as a binary attitude variable, according to whether they were
considered to convey a negative or positive attitude toward the standards. Logistic regression
and Fisher’s exact tests were used to determine statistically significant relationships between
the binary attitude variable and other elements of the survey data, in the interests of finding
predictors for attitude to the National Standards. These analyses were carried out with a
selection of items from each of the principal, teacher, and trustee questionnaires; and with all
of the items from the parent questionnaire. For teachers and principals (and to a lesser extent,
trustees), findings from the thematic analysis of open responses largely reflected concerns
about the standards being voiced by sector groups and academics around the time the survey
was undertaken. Results from the statistical analysis of the binary attitude variable indicated
that principal and teacher attitudes were associated with teaching experience and career plans.
General findings from the analysis of parent responses included a suggestion that parents may
lack knowledge and understanding of the National Standards, and may be expecting the
standards to deliver something they are not designed for. Patterns in parent responses also
indicated that attitudes to the National Standards might be related to wider perceptions of the
purpose of education, and the various roles of education stakeholders. A similar pattern
emerged in analysis of trustee responses. More specific findings related to parent attitude

included associations with student year level, and with school reporting practice.
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1 INTRODUCTION

One of the National Party’s core policies in the 2008 general election was the introduction of
a set of National Standards in literacy and numeracy for students in Years 1 to 8. These
standards were to consist of benchmarks for achievement for each year level that would
indicate a student was “on track” for obtaining National Certificate of Educational
Achievement level 2. Teachers would be required to make judgements about each student’s
progress toward (mid-year) and achievement against (anniversary/end of year) those
benchmarks using a range of evidence in the form of work samples, assessment and
observation (Ministry of Education, 2009 (1); Chamberlain, 2009). Judging students against
standards would allow the identification of those needing targeted funding to raise
achievement levels, and would also provide a framework for regular reporting of student
achievement to parents in “plain language” (National Party, n.d.). The National Standards
were developed by curriculum experts in mathematics and literacy in 2009 (Ministry of
Education, 2010 (2); Ministry of Education, n.d. (1)), and were introduced for
implementation in schools in 2010. Schools would be required to show progress against

targets for achievement in their 2012 annual reports (Ministry of Education, 2009 (1)).

The National Standards were met with much concern from professionals and academics
within the education sector, who pointed to growing acknowledgement of damaging effects
arising from national testing systems overseas, and urged further work be done in
development and trialling before such a significant policy move was undertaken (Thrupp et
al., 2009). However, the Government was unbudging, and implementation of the standards

went ahead as planned, despite continued vocal opposition, and heavily strained relationships.

We are now several years down the track from implementation, and regardless of any
persistent disagreement over the soundness of the philosophical basis and practical
implementation of the policy, it would seem that the most constructive way forward is to take
whatever action possible to maximise the potential benefits and minimise the potential pitfalls

of National Standards.

While many critics of National Standards point to perceived failure of similar systems
overseas, New Zealand is a unique context and the framework for National Standards
implementation includes aspects that set it apart from international examples, such as the use
of Overall Teacher Judgements (OTJs) (Hattie, 2011). As Hattie suggests, this context

provides an invaluable opportunity for research. If we are to make the most of National



Standards, the first step is to build a picture of what does and what could exist through the

systematic collection of evidence.

Since 1987, the New Zealand Council for Educational Research (NZCER) has been
conducting national surveys of primary and intermediate schools in New Zealand at generally
3-year intervals. The purpose of these surveys is to identify emerging issues and track trends
and changes over time within the primary and intermediate education sector. The NZCER
2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey was the first of these surveys to be
undertaken post introduction of National Standards. It included questions for teachers,
principals, Board of Trustees members and parents about their experiences and expectations
with regard to the standards and their implementation. A broad analysis of the survey data
was completed and reported in December 2010 (Wylie & Hodgen, 2010). This analysis
included frequency patterns and some cross-tabulations. In 2011, as part of a larger body of
work, the data was used once more to carry out a more in-depth factor analysis of the teacher
survey data, looking specifically at their previous experience of moderation. This analysis
indicated a relationship between teachers' prior experience of moderation and their perception
of a positive impact from National Standard: those teachers who had no or limited prior
experience of working collegially to moderate student work were more likely to report
positive changes associated with the introduction of National Standards. When interpreted in
the context of the wider research into moderation, this suggests that for a subgroup of
teachers, the introduction of National Standards may have led to positive new ways of

working with assessment data (Hipkins & Hodgen, 2011).

This thesis describes a secondary analysis of the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate
Schools National Survey, designed to further explore the dataset for information that might
help build a better understanding of the National Standards and their implications for
stakeholders in the education context. The analysis takes an exploratory approach, using
established statistical techniques to look for trends and relationships that might underlie the
views and attitudes toward National Standards held by those within the stakeholder groups

surveyed.

Open responses on National Standards were chosen as the basis for the secondary analysis.
All of the surveys included an opportunity to comment on National Standards, making it
possible to access views from teachers, principals, trustees, and parents; and to make some
comparison between these groups. Two alternative coding systems were applied to open

responses. The first involved a thematic analysis, with the original intention being to use
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statistical methods to look for relationships between themes identified in stakeholder
comments and other variables extracted from the remainder of the survey data. However, the
results of thematic coding precluded such an approach, due to the subjectivity involved in
interpretation, and the large number of resultant categories with relatively few responses in
each. Instead, quantitative analysis was limited to the production of frequencies, and themes
were treated as illustrative. Open responses were then recoded according to whether they
indicated a negative or a positive view of the National Standards, creating a new attitude
variable for each stakeholder group. This coding framework was tested for reproducibility
using a second coder and measuring agreement according to several different inter-rater

reliability statistics. Agreement was found to be relatively strong overall.

Weighting of data to improve the representativity of the respondent sample according to
school-based characteristics was considered, but rejected on the basis that respondents
providing an open response constituted a self-selected sample, and as such, representativity

was not an appropriate goal.

Potential relationships between the newly created attitude variable and other variables
contained within the survey dataset were explored using logistic regression and Fisher's exact
tests, with variable reduction in the form of exploratory factor analysis applied to some banks

of associated Likert-type items.

Some background to the development of National Standards in New Zealand is provided in
chapter 2, and the findings of the initial analysis of the NZCER 2010 Primary and
Intermediate Schools National Survey are summarised in chapter 3. Methods and results are
described in detail in chapter 4. Results are then discussed in chapter 5, in the context of other

relevant research and literature.



2 BACKGROUND TO THE NATIONAL STANDARDS

2.1 The International Context

Increasing accountability within the education sector, and setting and raising standards of
performance, have been common global themes in education reform in recent decades. These
themes have been conceptualised and explained in reference to the broader social, political,
and economic context by a range of commentators. While the subject of global education
reform is one that has attracted much attention, and for the most part, the complexities of
purpose and process are beyond the scope of this thesis, some approaches to understanding
education reform as an international phenomenon are presented briefly here in order to

provide some context for recent policy development in New Zealand.
Globalisation and Human Capital

The economics of education developed as a field in its own right in the 1960s. According to
Machin (2008), its origins can be traced to Becker's Human Capital, published in the United
States in 1964. The human capital approach is based on the idea that additional investment in
human capital, through education and healthcare, leads to increased labour productivity. The
1960s was also when the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement (IEA) began undertaking research with the aim of comparing quality of
education across different systems. Until the 1980s, the results of the IEA studies were
mainly used by researchers and educators. However, from the 1990s, governments started to
become more interested in cross-national comparisons of education systems (Ross et al.,
2006). This burgeoning interest can be attributed, at least in part, to the growing body of
research linking primary and secondary education to economic development that stemmed
from the human capital approach (Sahlberg, 2006) and the increasing prominence of
economists in educational theory and research (Guthrie & Pierce, 1990). As education came
to be seen as closely linked not only with an individual's ability to earn and participate in
society, but with a whole society's social and economic mobility (Ross et al., 2006), the
international competitiveness of a nation's education system took on a new level of meaning
and significance. Cross-national comparisons of education quality were able to be seen as a

sort of proxy measure for economic competitiveness.

Changing views about the role and purpose of education are reflected in the United Nations

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Education for All Movement.



The 2000 Dakar Framework for Action, adopted by the participants in the World Education
Forum, 2000 stated that those governments and organisations were committed to “improving
all aspects of the quality of education and ensuring excellence of all so that recognized and
measurable learning outcomes are achieved by all, especially in literacy, numeracy and
essential life skills.” (UNESCO, 2000). The focus on quality arises from concern that
participation in education, in and of itself, is not sufficient to ensure that students acquire the
necessary knowledge and skill for participation in the global economy, and therefore
governments must monitor outcomes to ensure education systems are “adequate to meet their
economic goals” (Kellaghan, 2006, p.52). This shift is described by Machin (2008) in the
context of human capital theory as a change in the classification of education from a

consumption good to an investment good.

The most widely known cross-national comparison of education quality, and perhaps the
most significant monitoring programme in education, is the OECD's Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA). PISA was first undertaken in 2000 and has been
carried out every three years since. During each cycle, a sample of 15-year-old students from
each of the participating countries sit tests in reading, mathematics, and science, with the
intention of assessing “the extent to which students near the end of compulsory education
have acquired some of the knowledge and skills that are essential for full participation in
modern societies” (OECD, 2010, p.17). This intention is consistent with the idea of education
as an investment in human capital — measuring the knowledge and skill level people are
bringing to the labour force. All OECD countries participate in PISA, together with a
growing number of partner countries — in 2000, 43 countries took part, while in 2012 there
were 65 participating countries. Seventy-one countries are “signed up” to participate in PISA
2015 (OECD, n.d.). The results of the PISA assessments are used to rank countries according

to performance.

PISA's significance in the monitoring and evaluation of education arises from its explicit role
as a policy driver, as stated in the Foreword to PIS4A 2009 Results: What Makes a School

Successful?:

“Most countries monitor students’ learning and the performance of schools. But in a global
economy, the yardstick for success is no longer improvement by national standards alone, but
how education systems perform internationally. The OECD has taken up that challenge by

developing PISA, the Programme for International Student Assessment, which evaluates the



quality, equity and efficiency of school systems in some 70 countries that, together, make up
nine tenths of the world economy. PISA represents a commitment by governments to monitor
the outcomes of education systems regularly within an internationally agreed framework and
it provides a basis for international collaboration in defining and implementing educational

policies.”
(OECD, 2010, p.3).

This policy orientation sets PISA apart from other international comparison studies
(Figazzolo, 2009), and cements the role of the OECD as one of the most important
influencers of educational policy in the world today (Bieber & Martens, 2011). While the
reaction to PISA results, and the convergence of policy with the resultant OECD
recommendations vary substantially from one country to another, PISA contributes to the
globalisation of policy through facilitating education “borrowing” and “lending” (Sahlberg,
2006), and creating additional pressure for performance. Given that evidence about how to
improve the quality of education is lacking (note that the policy recommendations contained
within PISA reports are based on factors found to be positively correlated with performance,
but no causal relationships are established or claimed), many governments look to the
educational policies and practices of countries they perceive to be more “successful”, or to
those reforms legitimated by international agencies such as the OECD when trying to

improve education (Tatto, 2007).

While there is some debate about the soundness of the PISA methodology (Goldstein, 2004;
Kreiner, 2011; Adams, 2011), the pressure to conform or be left behind has led policy makers
to pay close attention to results and subsequent recommendations. Such pressure is

encapsulated in the Foreword to PISA 2009 Results: What Makes a School Successful?:

“While better educational outcomes are a strong predictor of economic growth, wealth and
spending on education alone are no guarantee for better educational outcomes. Overall, PISA
shows that an image of a world divided neatly into rich and well-educated countries and poor

and badly-educated countries is out of date.

This finding represents both a warning and an opportunity. It is a warning to advanced
economies that they cannot take for granted that they will forever have “human capital”

superior to that in other parts of the world. At a time of intensified global competition, they
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will need to work hard to maintain a knowledge and skill base that keeps up with changing

demands.”
(OECD, 2010, p.3).
Accountability

As education has taken on responsibility for economic growth within a competitive and
globalised world, it has become a high profile issue, with many stakeholders (Pigozzi, 2006)
demanding information and accountability. In discussing what he refers to as “the emerging

199

'age of accountability” (p.418), Hopmann (2008) suggests that while theories and models of
accountability vary across contexts, there is general agreement that accountability procedures
are becoming more pervasive, at least in Western societies. This pervasiveness applies to all
areas of the public sector, and affects the relationship between the public and private sectors.
These changing relationships involve significant redistribution of resources and
responsibilities. Mons (2009) also points to changing relationships as a core feature of
accountability developments, emphasising the growing importance in education of
accountability to parents, and the general public. Mons notes that while performance-based
accountability is not new, it has never been so pervasive. PISA provides an excellent example

of system level accountability (Ross et al., 2006), allowing public scrutiny of the performance

of education systems, through the publication of rankings on a global scale.

When it comes to the why and the how of the emergence of Hopmann's “age of
accountability” (2008, p.418), different features are emphasised by different authors, in
accordance with their disciplinary background or research emphasis. Machin (2008)
describes the development of an “evaluation culture” in education arising from its increasing
public profile. Machin links this development with significant growth in the economics of
education as a research field, with econometrics of programme evaluation being employed to
aid the creation of evidence-based policy. Sahlberg (2006) also looks to economics for
explanation, suggesting that the drive for accountability is based on the assumption that the
application of marketisation principles is the best way to improve education. Here,
accountability is part of a suite of market values including productivity, effectiveness and, of
course, competitiveness, aimed at improving performance. Sahlberg suggests that this process

of marketisation of education has been at the core of global education reform since the 1990s.
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Standards

The term standards is used in different and overlapping ways across multiple contexts in
education. In the context of curriculum and assessment reform, standards are used to refer to
content and achievement. Content standards generally apply to schools and education systems
and specify the knowledge and skills that are expected to be taught. Achievement standards
apply to students, and describe what is expected to be learned (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith,
2010).

As already discussed, human capital theory has had a significant impact on education reform
in recent decades. Many reforms are associated with a desire to ensure that the quality and
content of education is satisfactory to meet the needs of the global economic environment and
thereby maximise international economic competitiveness (Tatto, 2007). Given the
importance of this investment in human capital, governments assume responsibility for
articulating explicit expectations about what students should know and be able to do as a
result of their participation in the education system. Active participation in a knowledge-
based economy requires a minimum level of skill in reading, writing, mathematics, and
science. Encouraging mastery of these basic literacies through setting learning targets for
students and teachers has become common-place. This focus is reflected in, and reinforced
by, international comparisons and benchmarking (Sahlberg, 2006) through projects like The
International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) and PISA.

Once expectations have been communicated using prescribed curricula and achievement
levels, assessment is needed to measure whether or not students are achieving the desired
standard of knowledge and skill acquisition (Tatto, 2007). As well as measuring outcomes,
assessment works to reinforce the desired outcomes by influencing what is taught and what is
learned (Torrance, 2011) by teachers and students concerned with meeting expectations to
avoid negative sanctions or achieve positive ones (Guthrie & Pierce, 1990). An outcome-
focused education system concerned with developing quality human resources needs an
assessment system that is fit for purpose. Increasingly, traditional norm-referenced
assessment is being seen as inadequate in providing the depth and breadth of information
required by stakeholders (students, teachers, parents, potential employers, and the
government). Instead, criterion-referenced assessment is being utilised for its ability to
provide a fuller picture of what students can do, and what schools are producing (Torrance,

2011).
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According to Lachat (1999), standards are about moving from ideals of access to education
for all students, to quality education for all students. Common goals, formalised as standards,
promote common learning outcomes (Sahlberg, 2006). In this way, standards-based reform
has been promoted in the interests of equity (Lachat, 1999). Standards are also presented by
reform proponents as a means of lifting achievement. The idea is that standards describing
high expectations for all students, which are supported by integrated assessment, help and
encourage students, teachers, and principals to focus on attaining those goals (Sahlberg,
2006; Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2010). PISA has linked the presence of education standards
to highly performing systems, particularly when combined with external accountability

(Figazzollo, 2009; OECD, 2010).
2.2 The development of National Standards in New Zealand

National Standards were a key plank in the National Party's policy platform in the lead up to
the 2008 general election. Citing New Zealand's “tail of under-achievement” (being the
approximately 20 percent of New Zealand students who leave school without formal
qualifications), the National Party stated a need to raise achievement through assessment of
students in Years 1 to 8 against a nationally consistent set of performance benchmarks in
literacy and numeracy that measured whether students were “on track™ to achieving NCEA
Level 2. Reference was also made to Education Review Office findings that many schools
were not collecting and using assessment data effectively, or reporting adequately to parents;
and, research by John Hattie concluding that schools often inflate student performance when

reporting to parents (National Party, 2008; National Party, n.d.).

The National Standards were expected to improve achievement through creating a set of
shared, high expectations for the achievement of all children; allowing teachers and schools
to identify students at risk of underachieving, in order that early intervention could occur;
ensuring that parents received information about their child’s achievement and next learning
steps so that they could support learning at home; and, providing information for the Ministry
of Education about areas of need so that resources could be targeted effectively (National
Party, 2008; National Party, n.d.). While primary and intermediate schools were already
required, under the National Education Guidelines, to assess and report on student progress
and achievement in relation to the New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 2010
(1)), there was little in the way of any specific requirement about what form that assessment

and reporting should take. National Standards were intended, by providing a universal system
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of benchmarking, to ensure that assessment measures in reading, writing, and mathematics
would be comparable across time, between teachers, and across schools and that those
measures would be made available to parents in order that they could see how their child's
achievement compared with expectations for achievement relative to school year level, and

with national patterns of achievement (National Party, 2008).

The National Party was elected to Government in November 2008, and the Education
(National Standards) Amendment Act 2008 was passed in mid-December, giving the Minister
of Education power to set National Standards in numeracy and literacy. According to a
Becehive press release that preceded the passing of the Act (Tolley, 2008), the standards
themselves were to be negotiated with the sector, through consultation about design,
benchmarks for assessment tools, and forms of reporting to stakeholders. Consultation was to
occur in 2009, and the standards published later that year. Schools were to begin reporting
achievement against the standards to parents from 2010, to include school-wide targets for
achievement against the standards in their 2011 charters, and report on progress and

achievement against those targets in their 2012 annual reports.

The National Standards were developed during 2009 by literacy and numeracy working
groups within the Ministry of Education. The standards were established primarily on the
basis of the New Zealand Curriculum and the Literacy Learning Progressions. In determining
appropriate expectations at each year level, a number of factors were considered — in order
for standards to lift achievement, expectations should be high but reflect what students could
be reasonably expected to achieve with quality instruction (i.e., be set at a level that not all
students would reach when the standards were first introduced, with the expectation that the
proportion of students reaching the standards would increase over time as a result of the
improvements in teaching and learning that the standards would facilitate). In setting the
mathematics standards, data from the Numeracy Development Projects, National Education
Monitoring Project, Assessment Tools for Teaching and Learning, and Progressive
Achievement Test were used to gauge high but reasonable achievement benchmarks. The
focus of the reading and writing standards was to be the level of literacy expertise needed in
order for students to engage successfully with all learning areas of the New Zealand
Curriculum (Ministry of Education, n.d. (1); Ministry of Education, 2010 (2)). All of the
standards should reflect a level of skill and knowledge that would indicate a student was on

track for achieving NCEA Level 2 in Year 12 (Chamberlain, 2009).
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As part of the implementation of National Standards, the National Administration Guidelines
were amended to include requirements for reporting in relation to National Standards to
students, parents, and the Ministry of Education. Under National Administration Guideline
(NAGQG) 2A, schools are required to report to students and their parents twice yearly, in
writing, on the student's progress and achievement against the standards. This reporting
involves one or more interim judgements, as well as a final judgement. The interim
judgement/s should address progress toward the relevant standards, while the final judgement
is about determining whether expected standards have been met. For students in Years 1-3,
expected standards relate to achievement after the student has been at school for one, two, or
three years — being four, eight, or twelve terms. For students in Years 4-8, expectations relate
to achievement at the end of the school year (Ministry of Education, n.d. (2)). NAG 2A also
requires schools to report to the Ministry of Education on final judgements at the school
level. Specifically, they must report numbers and proportions of students achieving “above”,
“at”, “below”, and “well below” National Standards by ethnicity, gender, and year level
(Ministry of Education, 2013). Reporting to parents does not need to utilise the same
terminology (“above”, “at”, “below”, and “well below”’), but must clearly convey the

student's achievement in relation to the standards (Ministry of Education, n.d. (3)).

In determining whether students are meeting the expectations defined by the National
Standards in reading, writing, and mathematics, teachers need to draw on a range of sources
in order to make their professional judgement (an Overall Teacher Judgement, or OTJ). To
assist teachers in making professional judgements, the literacy and numeracy working groups
developed a set of illustrations to demonstrate what it might look like when a student is
meeting the standard (Ministry of Education, n.d. (1); Ministry of Education, 2010 (2)). In
making judgements about achievement against the National Standards benchmarks, teachers
are expected to use observation, conversation (with the student), and results from formal
assessments including standardised tests (Ministry of Education, n.d. (4)). No new tests were
introduced with the National Standards and no specific tests were mandated for use in making
judgements in order to avoid or mitigate the risk of excessive focus on test performance at the

expense of quality teaching and learning (Ministry of Education, 2009 (2)).

To ensure the reliability of judgements, teachers are expected to engage in moderation —
professional discussion to clarify expectations and assessment methods. Schools are required

to design their own moderation processes (to suit their particular needs and circumstances),

15



which might involve teachers within a group, across a school, or from different schools

(within a cluster of schools for instance) (Ministry of Education, 2009 (3)).

The introduction of National Standards generated much controversy and debate. The
announcement in late 2009 that the Government was going to restrict funding for school
support services to numeracy and literacy in line with the National Standards acted as a
catalyst to bring debate over National Standards into the public sphere. Increasing concern
and opposition was voiced by representatives of a range of key organisations in the education
sector including the New Zealand Principals’ Association, the Post Primary Teachers’
Association and the New Zealand Educational Institute. There was also significant concern
expressed by a number of prominent academics in education including Professor John Hattie
who, although one of the founding architects of the National Standards concept, was unhappy
about the direction the policy had taken. The debate became increasingly hostile, with some
schools promising to boycott National Standards and the Minister of Education mentioning
the possibility of sacking Boards of Trustees that refused to implement the standards. With
unions being amongst those most outspoken against National Standards, the Prime Minister
and the Minister of Education used a recent Education Review Office report to suggest that
these unions were attempting to protect 30% of teachers who were under-performing (Kay,
2010; Clark, 2010). This was the political environment that provided the backdrop to the
NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey.
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3 THE NZCER 2010 PRIMARY AND INTERMEDIATE SCHOOLS
NATIONAL SURVEY

Since 1989, the New Zealand Council for Educational Research (NZCER) has been regularly
surveying primary and intermediate schools in order to explore the impact of educational
reform over time. The surveys are generally run every three years (NZCER, n.d.). The
NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey was the first iteration
following the introduction of National Standards, and as such, the first opportunity for the
survey series to explore the impact of National Standards on primary and intermediate

schools. The survey was conducted in July 2010.
3.1 The Tools

The survey consisted of four questionnaires — one for principals, one for teachers, one for
Board of Trustees members, and one for parents. The principal, teacher, and trustee
questionnaires were divided into a number of themes relevant to those stakeholders. The
themes varied across the different questionnaires, but National Standards was a theme

common to all three.

Under the theme of National Standards, the principal questionnaire asked about what work
had been done so far toward implementing National Standards, and the principal's experience
of the introduction of the standards (including the available guidance and support and
whether the standards themselves seemed robust). It also asked for the principal's opinion on
the likely short term impact of National Standards within their school. The principal
questionnaire included an additional question under another theme about the impact of the

National Standards on the school's developmental work on the New Zealand Curriculum.

The teacher questionnaire asked whether the school had started implementing National
Standards, and, if so, what changes teachers were seeing in their work as a result. The
questionnaire contained a number of questions related to teachers' experience of making and
moderating Overall Teacher Judgements (OTJs) and two sets of items, almost identical to
those in the principal questionnaire, asking about teachers' experience of the introduction of
the standards and their opinion on the likely short term impact of National Standards within
their school. National Standards also featured under the professional learning and support

theme in the teacher questionnaire.
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The National Standards section of the trustee questionnaire was shorter than that of the
principal or teacher, with just one set of items encompassing the Board's understanding of
National Standards and experience of their implementation, and the board member's opinion
of the likely impact of National Standards. However, National Standards were also mentioned
in several other parts of the questionnaire. In the section concerned with the Board's capacity,
achievements and issues, Board members were asked to indicate how much time they spent
on National Standards relative to other tasks, and to indicate whether they considered
National Standards to be a major issue facing the school. National Standards were also

mentioned in sections on contact with parents and community engagement.

The parent questionnaire was not divided into themes, but did contain several questions about
the nature and quality of student reports received from the school, one of which made specific
reference to National Standards. Parents were also asked to indicate, from a list of school
activities, which they had been involved in that year. One of the activities specified was an
information session on National Standards. The parent questionnaire has been included as

Appendix 1 to this document.

Questions were in multiple formats. Many were structured as Likert-type items where the
respondent was asked to indicate their answer on a scale (e.g., strongly disagree to strongly
agree, very important to not at all important, etc.). The scales varied, with 3-, 4-, and 5-point
scales used in the questionnaires. Some questions provided a number of possible answers and
asked respondents to tick all that apply, while others asked them to select only one response.
There were also a number of places with space for respondents to provide open responses to
questions. All four of the questionnaires contained an open-response box for comments on

National Standards.
3.2 The Findings

At the end of 2010, NZCER published a report entitled NZCER 2010 Primary and
Intermediate Schools National Survey: A snapshot of overall patterns and findings related to
National Standards — revised version (Wylie & Hodgen, 2010). The data presented here are

drawn from that report.

The NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey was sent to a random
sample of 350 schools in July 2010. Each of the schools received a survey for the principal,

surveys for the chairperson and one other member of the Board of Trustees, and surveys for
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half of the teaching staff. A cross-section of 35 of the schools also received surveys for a
sample of one in seven parents. Completed surveys were received from 210 principals, 970
teachers, 257 trustees, and 550 parents. The highest response rate was from principals and the
lowest from parents. Responses were weighted for most of the analysis (excluding cross

tabulations) in the interests of representativity by decile and roll size.

Ninety-one percent of principals, and 83% of teachers, indicated that their school had begun
to implement National Standards. Of those teachers and principals, the vast majority
disagreed that timeframes and support for implementation had been sufficient. Most teachers
indicated that they felt it was difficult for parents to understand the National Standards, and
principals similarly indicated that they felt it was difficult for Boards of Trustees. Both
teachers and principals largely agreed about the importance of consistency in, and moderation
of, OTJs and felt that the Ministry of Education should be supporting schools in
understanding OTJs, as well as supporting them to work together with other schools to
moderate OTJs. Responses to questions about clarity and consistency of information and the
robustness of the standards themselves showed more variation, but tended to be more

negative than positive about the standards.

Of the teachers whose schools had started implementing National Standards, 49% thought
they had discussed the National Standards in enough depth to understand them. Having

discussed the standards in enough depth to understand them was generally associated with
more positive views, both in relation to the clarity and consistency of information from the

Ministry of Education, and the robustness of the standards.

Thirty-seven percent of teachers reported having had external (to the school) professional
development funded by the Ministry of Education, with 69% of those teachers indicating it
had little or no impact on their practice. A similar proportion reported taking part in whole-
school professional development run by an external advisor, with 60% of those teachers

indicating it had little or no impact on their practice.

Most teachers in schools which had begun implementing National Standards reported some
experience in making OTJs. Thirty-eight percent had practised making OTJs. Twenty-four
percent reported that their school had developed a chart showing how different assessments
lined up with standards (there was no apparent relationship between the presence of such a
chart and reported ease of making OTJs or time taken to make OTJs). Fifty-three percent had

made and used OTJs in mid-year reports to parents. Those who had used OTJs in mid-year
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reporting spent an hour more a week on their work, on average, than those who hadn't. Of the
teachers with some experience in making OTJs, 64% indicated that it was clear to them
where all their students were in relation to reading, and 63% said it was clear where all their
students were in relation to mathematics. Only 49% felt it was clear where all their students
were in writing. Similarly, a greater proportion of teachers reported difficulty putting together
sources of evidence to make OTJs in writing (24%), than in mathematics or reading (each
about 17%). Teachers who reported difficulty in putting together sources of evidence, or who
felt it wasn't clear where all their students were in relation to the standards, were more likely
to be from schools in which the standards were still being discussed to ensure they were
understood. Almost all teachers (95%) reported using four or more sources of evidence to

make OTIJs.

Most teachers in schools that had started implementing National Standards reported previous
experience in using benchmarks or progressions to assess students' progress. Previous
experience moderating judgements against benchmarks in writing was reported by 77% of
teachers, while 55% reported previous moderation in reading, and 53% reported previous
moderation in mathematics. Of the teachers in schools that had started implementing National
Standards, 24% said their school was not moderating OTJs; 49% said they had worked
together to make OTJs for a range of students and discussed results for a consistent approach;
30% said they had moderated all OTJs with another teacher; and, 53% reported moderating
by discussing borderline cases with another teacher or teachers. Moderation was more likely
for writing than reading or mathematics and also more likely within than across year levels.
Of the teachers who were making OTJs, 37% thought there was a high level of consistency in
OTlJs across the school, and 37% were unsure. Teachers who thought there was consistency
were more likely to report that their school was moderating OTJs. Previous experience of
moderation against benchmarks within the school was also associated with perceived

consistency in OTJs.

In schools that had begun implementing National Standards, 42% of teachers indicated that
they were spending more time on assessment as a result of National Standards. Thirteen
percent felt they were gaining more insight into their students' learning needs than from
assessment used in 2009. Forty-two percent reported working more with students to set goals

based on assessment results.
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Few teachers reported spending more time on reading, writing, or mathematics as a result of
the introduction of National Standards, but 43% of those in schools that had begun
implementation felt that they were spending less time on other curriculum areas. Spending
less time on curriculum areas other than reading, writing and mathematics and spending more
time on assessment were both associated with low morale, greater workload, greater work-

related stress, and decreased sustainability of workload.

Some principals indicated that the introduction of National Standards had affected
developmental work on the New Zealand Curriculum (NZC) within the school. Thirty-four
percent reported that advisory support for NZC was difficult to access, and 34% reported that
work on NZC had been cut back. Twenty-three percent of principals reported that working on
the National Standards had helped the school's NZC developmental work in reading, writing,

and mathematics.

In schools that had started implementing National Standards, 62% of principals said they
used reading OTJs in reporting to parents, while 60% reported using maths OTJs and 60%
reported using writing OTJs. In schools where implementation was underway, 47% of
teachers reported spending more time on mid-year reporting to parents as a result of the

standards.

Two thirds of parent respondents indicated that they had received a written report about their
child's progress at mid-year. Fifty-three percent said they had discussed their child's progress
with their child and their child's teacher at a set time, and 32% reported having discussed
their child's progress with the teacher only at a set time. Seventy-two percent of parents felt
they had received clear information on their child's overall progress. Two out of the 35
schools in the parent sample had not started implementing National Standards, according to
the principal. Parents from those schools were just as likely as parents from the schools where
implementation had begun to report having received clear information on their child's
progress, and were also just as likely to report having received clear information about where
their children were in relation to National Standards. Parents in the two schools that had not
begun to implement the standards were more likely to have received a written report, but less
likely to indicate that they had received clear information about their child's learning goals

for the rest of the year, or helpful ideas to support their child's learning.
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All parents were much less likely to indicate that they had received clear information about
their child's progress in science, than they were to indicate that they had received clear

information about their child's progress in reading, writing or mathematics.

Sixteen percent of parents reported that they had attended an information session on the

National Standards at their child's school.

Eighty-five percent of principals and 86% of teachers thought that National Standards would
not change patterns of achievement much because schools already identified student needs
and worked hard to increase rates of progress. Sixty-five percent of principals, and 67% of
teachers, thought that the standards wouldn't have much effect on achievement because
schools needed additional support to change rates of learning progress. Seventy percent of
principals and 61% of teachers indicated that they would see an increase in workload for little
gain. Sixty-eight percent of principals and 71% of teachers felt that some parents were more
anxious as a result of the introduction of National Standards. Seventy-one percent of
principals and 67% of teachers reported that the likely impact of National Standards would
depend on whether student performance was the main measure of school performance.
Similar proportions (71% of principals and 65% of teachers) said the impact would depend
on whether schools were able to keep National Standards in perspective, or integrate them
into the school programme. Thirteen percent of teachers and 5% of principals agreed that
parents of students identified as “below” or “well below” the standard would be more
engaged in their child's learning in positive ways. Eleven percent of principals and 13% of
teachers agreed that their practice would change because assessment against National
Standards had indicated that their students were not doing as well as expected in relation to
the standards. Eighteen percent of principals and 27% of teachers thought that National
Standards had provided better data for decision making at the classroom level, while 19% of
principals and 29% of teachers thought that National Standards had provided better data for

decision making at the school level.

Seventy-four percent of trustee respondents said that their Board had discussed National
Standards in depth, and 76% indicated that their Board had a clear picture of how National
Standards were being implemented in the school. However, only 44% indicated that their
Board had a really good understanding of National Standards. Twenty-eight percent of
trustees thought National Standards were difficult to put into practice and 51% thought that

school comparisons based on National Standards would unfairly damage the reputations of
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some schools. Thirteen percent of trustees agreed that the timeframe for introduction of the
standards was realistic, and 13% agreed that National Standards would definitely improve
achievement in their school. Twenty-seven percent of trustees agreed that National Standards

would increase parent engagement in a positive way.

Seventeen percent of trustees said they had taken part in a school meeting with parents about

National Standards.
3.2.1 Cross-tabulations by school decile, school size, and year level

Cross-tabulations were used to identify differences in response by school or respondent
characteristics. Results of cross-tabulations presented in Wylie and Hodgen's (2010) report
seem to indicate some patterns associated with decile, size, and teaching year-level, which are
summarised briefly below. School deciles are grouped as low (1-3), mid (4-7), and high (8-
10). School sizes are defined as small (100 or fewer students), small-medium (101-200

students), medium-large (201-350 students), and large (351 or more students).
School decile

Principals of low-decile schools were generally more positive about National Standards than
principals of higher decile schools. They (principals of low-decile schools) were also more
likely to think Ministry of Education material had been clear and consistent, that they had had
enough guidance and advice to be confident about the school’s work on the National
Standards, and that the time frame for implementation had been sufficient. Teachers in low-
decile schools were more likely to say that they had had enough guidance and advice to feel
confident about the school’s work on National Standards (28% compared with 15% of
teachers in mid- and high-decile schools), that the Ministry of Education guidance on
reporting to parents had been clear and consistent (38% compared with 22% of teachers in
mid- and high-decile schools), and that they had had enough time to make sense of National
Standards before using them (14% compared with 6% of teachers in mid- and high-decile

schools).

Low-decile schools were less likely to have begun implementing National Standards at the
time of the survey. High-decile schools were more likely to have decided what sources of
evidence to use to make OTJs, to have used OTJs in mid-year reports to parents, and to have
moderated OTJs. Teachers from low-decile schools were more likely to have practised

making OTJs.
23



High-decile schools were less likely than low-decile schools to be using the terms “below”
and “well below” in reporting to parents (16% versus 36%). School decile was also
associated with an increase in time spent on reporting to parents — the higher the decile the
more likely teachers were to agree that they were spending more time reporting to parents as

a result of National Standards.

Principals in low-decile schools were more likely to have used National Standards in
planning, including as a means to identify students at risk (44% compared with 38% of all
principals). However, they were also more likely to indicate that National Standards would
not greatly change patterns of achievement in their school because they already identified
student needs and worked hard to increase rates of progress. Teachers in decile 1-4 schools
were more likely to report that National Standards would change their practice because
students were not doing as well as expected (18% compared with 11% of teachers in decile 5-
10 schools). Teachers in decile 1-2 schools were less likely to say that parents were more
anxious as a result of National Standards (62% compared with 74% of teachers in decile 3-10
schools), and also less likely to indicate that National Standards would result in more

workload for little gain (45% compared with 63% of teachers in decile 3-10 schools).

Trustees in low-decile schools were less likely to think it was difficult to put National
Standards in place (17% compared with 39% of trustees in high-decile schools), and more
likely to think that National Standards would definitely improve student achievement levels
at their school (32% compared with 15% of trustees in mid-decile schools, and 10% of
trustees in high-decile schools). However, they were more likely to agree that the school
would not have the resources to support all students identified as being below standard unless
they were to cut spending in other areas, or get more government support (58% compared

with 35% of trustees in high-decile schools).
School size

Principals of small schools were more likely to be positive about National Standards than
principals of larger schools. They were more likely to report that their work on National
Standards was having a positive impact on their NZC development work (33% compared
with 19% of principals of large schools), and more likely to report positive impacts in terms
of integration across curriculum areas. They were more likely to feel they had enough

guidance and advice to feel confident about National Standards (19% compared with 12% of
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all principals), but not more likely to think that the timeframe for implementation was

sufficient.

Small schools were less likely to have started implementing National Standards. They were
less likely to report moderation against school benchmarks prior to the introduction of
National Standards, and less likely to be moderating OTJs across year levels. However, they

were more likely to be working with other schools to moderate OTJs.

Trustees in small schools were less likely to think that National Standards would improve
achievement in their school, and less likely to agree the timeframe was realistic (4%
compared with 17% of trustees in other schools, in both cases). However, they were also less
likely to think that National Standards were difficult to put into practice (17% compared with

32% of trustees in other schools).
Year level

New entrant/Year 1 teachers were most likely to report that it was clear where all their
students were in relation to the standard in reading (80%), and Year 7-8 teachers were least
likely (55%). This was not the case for writing or mathematics. Year 7-8 teachers were less
likely to be moderating OTJs and also less likely to report previous moderation against school
benchmarks. New entrant/Year 1 teachers were less likely to say that National Standards had

given them insight into students' learning needs (7%) than Year 2-8 teachers (15%).

Year 7-8 parents were more likely to have received a written report on their child's mid-year
progress (87% compared with 48% of new entrant/Year 1 parents), and more likely to have
had a discussion with their child and their child's teacher at a set time (75% compared with
38% of new entrant/Year 1 parents). They were also more likely to say that they received
clear information on science progress, and on their child's achievement in relation to reading

and writing National Standards.

3.2.2 Open responses on National Standards

Each of the stakeholder groups surveyed was asked if there were any comments they wanted
to make on National Standards. Comments were made by 38% of parents, 51% of trustees,
45% of principals and 50% percent of teachers. Below is a summary of the thematic analysis

of open response data presented in Wylie and Hodgen (2010).
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Of the parents that commented on National Standards, 14% indicated that they had no
knowledge or experience of the standards yet. Ten percent were confused about the standards
or needed more information to be able to understand them. About a quarter made unqualified
positive comments, while 10% made unqualified negative comments. Fifteen percent were
concerned that National Standards work was at the expense of support for students, teaching
or a broad curriculum. Seven percent were worried about negative effects on children,
particularly if those children saw themselves as failing as a result of not meeting standards.
Eleven percent wanted more specificity — feeling that the categories used in relation to
National Standards were too broad. Some parents expressed dissatisfaction with the mid-year
report, and some indicated that they wanted more information than they got from the report.
Comments from parents indicated much variability in parents' experiences and expectations

of National Standards.

Trustee comments were more often about the process of implementing standards, or how
National Standards compared with what the school was doing previously. Of those trustees
who made comments, 11% made unqualified positive comments, and 14% made unqualified
negative comments. Fourteen percent expressed concern about negative consequences for
students or schools. Sixty percent described some issue with the implementation or nature of
National Standards. These issues were mostly related to the short timeframe for
implementation, the lack of support for schools, queries about the standards themselves and
uncertainty about what National Standards would provide, given that schools were already

using assessment for learning and reporting.

Principal comments were mainly about implementation, and the standards themselves. Of
those principals who made comments, 7% made positive comments. Thirty-nine percent
made comments suggesting difficulty with the specifics of National Standards rather than the

concept.

Principals commented on the speed of implementation, the need for more support for schools,
and the fact that schools were already using assessment for learning and reporting. Some
principals also suggested that raising achievement was more likely by other means than
through the introduction of National Standards. Some indicated concern about consistency of
OTlJs across schools. Fifteen percent suggested that National Standards were introduced for

political not educational reasons.

26



Of the teachers that commented on National Standards, 7% made positive comments. Forty-
two percent were concerned at the lack of support for schools (particularly the lack of
professional development and the short time-frame for implementation). Nineteen percent
thought the school already had a good system of using assessment for learning and reporting
prior to National Standards. Twenty-five percent had queries about the standards themselves.
Twelve percent were concerned about possible negative consequences for students, and 12%
commented that students don't all follow the same linear development path. Eight percent
wondered why teachers' expertise was not utilised in the development of National Standards.
Fifteen percent didn't think that National Standards would lead to raised achievement - rather,
additional support would be needed. Some teachers also expressed concern that the National

Standards would take away from teaching and other aspects of NZC.

3.2.3 Further exploration of National Standards and moderation

Following the initial examination of frequency patterns and cross-tabulations reported in
Wylie and Hodgen (2010), Hipkins and Hodgen (2011) carried out a factor analysis, using the
NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey data, to explore
relationships between teachers' experience of moderation prior to the introduction of National

Standards and their views of National Standards at the time of the survey.

Hipkins and Hodgen (2011) found that previous experience with moderation of OTJs was
associated with less difficulty in sourcing evidence for OTJs and greater clarity about their
students' achievement against the standards. They also found that teachers with little or no
experience of moderation prior to the introduction of National Standards were more likely to
report changes in their assessment work as a result of National Standards, including doing
more goal-setting with students. These teachers were more likely to see National Standards as
having a positive impact. Teachers in schools where moderation practice was established
before National Standards were introduced were less likely to say that they were working
more with students on goal setting, and less likely to be positive about the impact of National

Standards.

The overall conclusion drawn from the factor analysis was that the need for moderation of

OTlJs may provide opportunity for professional growth for teachers who had not previously
experienced moderation practice. Hipkins and Hodgen (2011) suggest that this exposure to

new and positive ways of working has the potential to result in positive impacts on

achievement.
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4 SECONDARY ANALYSIS

The report on the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey by Wylie
and Hodgen (2010) provides a snapshot of the views and experiences of stakeholder groups
in relation to the introduction of National Standards. Some of the findings suggest that there
may be patterns in views and experiences worthy of further exploration in the interests of
gaining a fuller understanding of the opportunities and risks involved in this significant
policy shift. Hipkins and Hodgen (2011) looked at some of those patterns in their report on
the practice of moderation and its relationship with National Standards. Their analysis
pointed to some associations between teacher moderation experience and teacher views on
National Standards, with the potential to usefully inform future professional learning and
development discussions. With a secondary analysis of the survey data focusing on
moderation yielding valuable insight, what else might be gleaned from secondary analyses of
other aspects of the data? One aspect of the dataset that appeared to hold promise for further
exploration was the open response data. All stakeholder groups were given the opportunity to
comment on National Standards. The data contained within the open responses could convey
experience of the implementation of National Standards in the respondent's own words, and
on their own terms. If relationships between the themes and ideas expressed in open
responses, and other variables within the dataset could be identified, it could provide an as
yet untapped source of information with which to build understanding of the impacts of

National Standards.
4.1 Coding by theme — Methods and results

To look for any associations that might exist between the ideas expressed in the open
responses and other variables within the dataset, the open responses were first coded by
theme with the intention of using statistical methods to explore possible relationships
between those themes and the other variables. The decision was made to recode the open
responses (rather than using the existing coding undertaken by NZCER), as this would allow
for more interaction with the open response data, hopefully leading to a greater level of

understanding and insight with which to enter into further analysis.

The coding framework was not intended to be mutually exclusive or exhaustive, rather — to
indicate the prevalence of certain ideas or observations across the dataset that might tell a
story about the experiences and attitudes of the various stakeholder groups. To this end, a list

of some possible themes was created, and the responses were coded on the basis of whether
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each theme was present or not. New coding categories were added as additional themes or
ideas, not covered elsewhere, became apparent. The coding process was an iterative one that
involved constantly revising coding categories to accommodate new data, and recoding
responses to accommodate new coding categories. Once all responses had been considered,
very similar coding categories were collapsed, and codes that were considered redundant (due
to a very small number of relevant responses, or data being adequately captured elsewhere)

were removed.

In the case of the principal questionnaire data, open responses from a question that asked for
comment on how the introduction of National Standards had affected the schools'
developmental work on the New Zealand Curriculum were coded along with responses to the
question that asked for comment on National Standards. This was because, from looking
through the data, it was apparent that many of the same themes were present among the
responses. Principal responses for both questions were treated collectively. Each theme was
only coded once for each respondent, and each respondent was counted once in determining

the total number of responses for calculating percentages (see Table 1).

This initial coding process was undertaken at the level of stakeholder type (principal, teacher,
trustee, and parent). All of the responses from principals were analysed and a set of coding
categories developed, then all of the responses from teachers, and so on. The next step in the
process was to compare the coding categories across the different stakeholder types, with the
aim of being able to provide a commentary that considered the range of views between, as
well as within, groups. A large number of coding categories had been identified for some
stakeholder types, while a relatively small number had been identified for others. Some of the
coding categories were distinct to a stakeholder type (not present in others), while some were
common to multiple, or all, stakeholder types. In the interests of cross-group comparison, an
attempt was made to maximise the cross-over in coding frameworks between the stakeholder
types. This process involved directly comparing the coding frameworks for each stakeholder
type, and on that basis, establishing a new, common one, with the necessary deletions and
additions to accommodate as much of the data as possible. Some of the coding categories
needed to be adapted in order to find a point of commonality (i.e., the stakeholder types had
coding categories that were similar but could not be combined without making some slight
alterations to the description, and as a result, to what was included). Then the responses for

each survey type had to be checked against the new framework. During the checking of the
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recoded data, some issues were discovered — responses didn't fit well into the coding

category, or the categories had become too broad, encompassing a range of unrelated ideas.

A high degree of interpretation and assumption was required in identifying (and coding)
themes, with responses rarely fitting neatly together in a defined category. There was a
significant challenge in creating categories specific enough to be interesting and meaningful,
yet broad enough to accommodate a volume of responses that would indicate some
significance, or provide for further analysis. The nature of this coding framework
(particularly its lack of exhaustiveness and mutual exclusivity) would make it very difficult
for someone else to reproduce. For this reason, it was decided that testing inter-rater
reliability would not be a useful exercise in this case. Instead, the data should be treated as

subjective by nature.

On the basis of inherent subjectivity in coding, and bearing in mind the small number of
responses in most of the coding categories, it was decided that statistical analysis of the
theme-based coding data in relation to other variables in the dataset would not be practical or
valid. Instead a discussion is presented here, of the findings of the theme-based coding, in the
interests of providing a more detailed picture of the views on National Standards expressed in
the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey. There were 32 coding
categories created. Ten of those categories are outlined in section 4.1.1, in the interests of
providing a general illustration of the nature of the coding process and the resulting data. The
ten categories were chosen on the basis of the need for explanation or elaboration,
prevalence, and the identification of patterns of response within and between stakeholder
groups worthy of further discussion. Overall impressions of the data from the coding process
are then presented in section 4.1.2, with a full list of all coding categories showing the
number of relevant responses from each stakeholder group, and the proportion of open

responses represented by that number (Table 2).

4.1.1 Coding categories

(1) Rushed or poor implementation, lack of trialling, lack of evidence base, or not

taking into account examples from overseas

This coding category encompasses issues relating to the quality of National Standards
planning, development, and implementation processes. Responses were generally coded

against this category because they clearly identified one of the issues specified in the category
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descriptor. There was some consideration of how valid it was to combine these different
issues in one category. In the case of the teacher dataset, for instance, it was possible to
separate lack of trialling, rushed implementation, and lack of evidence base and still have
relatively large numbers in each category. However, when it came to the other datasets, the
numbers were very small for the individual codes and so it seemed to make sense to combine

them.

Comments that suggested a lack of preparatory work prior to implementation — that systems,
processes, resources, and information were not in place before National Standards were rolled
out — featured in this category, as well as more generic references to inadequate or poor
implementation. A number of responses indicated that the standards were not well thought
through. Where these comments specified that it was the implementation that was poorly
thought through, or that standards were implemented without having been properly thought
through first, they were included in this category.

For all stakeholder types except parents, reference to poor or rushed implementation was the
most common reason for classification under this category, followed by lack of trialling.
Relatively speaking, lack of trialling was mentioned more often by teachers than principals or
trustees. Often poor or rushed implementation was linked with a lack of support. This is
reflected in some crossover between this coding category and “Lack of clear and consistent
information and support (including professional development) for the sector around National

Standards”.

(2) Issues with how and where the standards have been set, including levels (incorrect

or ambiguous) and processes used

This category relates to the design of the standards themselves — how valid they are, and how
“fit for purpose” as a set of national benchmarks. Responses included in this category related
specifically to the practical application of the standards. For instance, there were comments
(across the different stakeholder types) indicating that the standards were inappropriately
high or low (either in general, or with specific reference to a curriculum area and year level).
There were also comments suggesting that the aspirational nature of the standards was an
undesirable feature. Related to observations about the usefulness of the levels, were
comments on the appropriateness of the processes used to create the benchmarks. Some
respondents noted that they felt the standards and/or the processes used to set them were

arbitrary, and some indicated that they felt the standards should have been based on
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achievement data or norms. Some noted that the standards were too vague, broad, or general

to provide useful information.

Many parents expressed a desire for more specific information about their child’s
achievement — for instance, if they are “below”, then how far below. Though this type of
comment is similar to observations that the standards are too broad or general, it has not been
included in this category as it is considered a reporting issue rather than a design issue. Also
not included in this category were responses that related to the philosophical underpinnings
of the National Standards policy (why standards have been set). These responses fitted better

in other categories.

Other responses that were not as common but did come into this category included the
observation that having a “well below” but no “well above” was unbalanced and the assertion
that this would be detrimental to high achievers; and, a suggestion that learning in literacy
and numeracy is not linear and step by step as the standards would suggest. This latter
comment was similar to a common sentiment that children’s learning patterns and styles are
diverse and not well served by a “one size fits all” model such as the National Standards,
which was not included in this category as it was considered to be about diversity of students,
and as such, more about questioning the validity of having standards at all than questioning

where and how those standards have been set.

Eleven teachers and one principal noted issues with the assessment timeframes for National
Standards. Assessment after Years 1, 2, and 3 at school was seen as difficult because it was
not in line with the school’s assessment or reporting cycles (where an issue with reporting
was noted, this was also coded under the category “Issues or concerns with aspects of
National Standards reporting (being flawed, inadequate, or inferior to school’s previous
reporting)”), or because it was impractical or confusing. Assessment after three years at
school, and then at the end of Year 4 was raised as problematic given that for some students it
is a relatively short time between these assessments and others a relatively long time, leading
to huge variation in what students are expected to achieve. Further to this, several teachers
noted that end of year assessment and reporting (required from Year 4 on) could mean
students were up to a year different in age, but with the same expectations against National

Standards.
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(3) Issues or concerns with aspects of National Standards reporting (being flawed,

inadequate, or inferior to school's previous reporting)

This coding category has as its central theme issues arising in the conveying of National
Standards information to parents through reporting. Comments coded against this category
were most common among parents, which might be expected given that most parents'

primary interaction with, or experience of, National Standards is through reporting.

A number of responses from teachers (and one from a trustee) that were included in this
category expressed concern or frustration over the difficulties involved in having to report
against an end-of-year standard at mid-year, while teachers and principals questioned the
practicalities of having to report after Years 1, 2, and 3 and then at the end of Years 4, 5, 6, 7,
and 8. One principal mentioned incompatibility of formative assessment and reporting
timetables, suggesting that additional assessment was having to be undertaken purely for
reporting purposes. Parents who raised issues with reporting timelines made comments about
how unhelpful it was that mid-year reporting was based on tests done at the beginning of the
year and therefore told them nothing current or new about their child’s achievement or

progress.

Another common thread running through this category was a feeling that National Standards
reporting lacked clarity. While a number of parents indicated that they found the reporting
either relatively meaningless, or confusing and difficult to understand, a number of teachers
noted difficulty conveying information to parents in a way that was useful or easy to
understand. One principal and several trustees similarly expressed concerns that reporting

was confusing for parents.

A desire for something more or different in reporting was expressed by respondents from all
stakeholder groups. Some respondents explicitly noted that they felt the school's previous
reporting methods were superior, while others suggested that they would prefer to report
on/would prefer to hear about other forms of data — for instance, standardised test data,
curriculum levels or grades. Some parents noted that they liked National Standards reporting,
or at least some aspects of it, but would like to have something else as well. Additional
information wanted by parents included grades, percentages, and rankings; an indication of
where within the National Standards category the student was (i.e., how far below or how far
above); contextual information about the standards and how to interpret them; and

information about other areas of curriculum or development.

33



(4) Concerns over the impacts of labelling on students (particularly in relation to self-

esteem and self-efficacy)

The two main ideas encompassed within this category are that National Standards result in
the labelling of students and that being assessed as below standard could have detrimental
effects on the self-esteem of students as well as their motivation and attitude to learning (with
the importance of self-belief and positive attitude to learning being stressed by teachers and

principals).

The first idea was sometimes expressed as a stand-alone concept (for instance, a number of
comments indicated that National Standards label students without being explicit as to why or
how this labelling is of concern), and sometimes it was expressed in relation to a specific
negative outcome or set of outcomes. In most cases, the negative outcome/s related to the
second idea — being the negative effect on self-esteem, motivation, and attitude. Many (but
not all) of those who mentioned labelling used the context of “failure” — i.e., students will be
labelled as failures. Some respondents also talked about labelling students as failures so early
in their school careers, either specifying or implying that this would have an effect on their
subsequent experiences at, and of, school. There is some crossover here with another
category — “National Standards don't accommodate or recognise diversity in learners or
contexts”, with some respondents noting that the labelling of students as failures is unfair as it
doesn't acknowledge that learners are diverse, achieve at different rates and different levels,

and face different challenges.

National Standards were considered by some respondents to facilitate a focus on students'
deficits rather than strengths (for low achievers — the focus on, and perceived importance of,
the fact that they are below standard rather than the progress they have made and the skills
they have in areas other than literacy and numeracy). Some respondents also mentioned

negative effects of labelling on parents and families as well as students.
(5) The concept of National Standards (or elements of it) is good but have reservations

Comments in this category indicated support for the concept or principle of National
Standards, but with reservations, concern, or dissatisfaction with some specific aspect of the
standards or their implementation. Rushed or poor implementation was the most commonly
mentioned reservation among trustees and teachers, and was also mentioned by two out of the

three principals whose responses were coded against this category. All three of the principals
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that expressed support for the concept (or elements of the concept) of National Standards also
mentioned that National Standards were politically motivated. The most common concern
among parent respondents in this category was a lack of information or understanding about

National Standards.

Other issues mentioned included concern over non-formative use of the National Standards
data (for instance, the creation of league tables), lack of consultation or buy-in from the
sector, lack of clear and consistent information and support around the standards, the
potential for inconsistency and subjectivity in OTJs, and the inability of the standards to

adequately accommodate diversity.

(6) Lack of clear and consistent information and support (including professional

development) for the sector around National Standards

Comments coded against this category generally conveyed the idea that the advice, support
and resourcing needed by schools to effectively implement the National Standards was not
provided in a timely manner or, in some cases, at all. Where guidance was available, it was
sometimes unclear or inconsistent, involving “mixed messages” and “moving goalposts”. A
number of respondents noted that they were having to use the standards (in assessing and
reporting) without having received sufficient training, or without having access to required

resources and information.

Comments from principals, teachers, and trustees suggesting a frustration with a lack of
quality professional development on the National Standards were featured within this
category. Comments related to professional development included observations that trainers
were ill-prepared and lacked answers to important questions. It was also noted that
information and materials required by schools were not available at the time of training.
Dissatisfaction was expressed by several teachers with the fact that professional development
was not available to all teachers. Related comments pointed to the high cost of the available
professional development and the limited resources of schools, and the unreasonableness of
expecting senior management within schools to be responsible for training teachers on the

use of National Standards.

A lack of timely practical advice and support (for instance, templates and information on how
the National Standards align with other assessments) was also mentioned more generally (not

specifically in relation to formal professional development) by some principal and teacher
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respondents. A related observation from principals, teachers, and trustees was that the advice
and information about the National Standards that was provided to schools by the Ministry of
Education and advisory services involved changes of position that resulted in confusion in

schools.

This category also contained comments from trustees who felt that there was insufficient
training and information made available to Boards of Trustees. In addition, several trustees
noted that schools were having to educate parents about the National Standards, where this

role should have been fulfilled by the Ministry of Education.

This category was associated with a perception of rushed or poor implementation, with lack
of clear and consistent information and support presented as an element of poor

implementation, or as a result of the rush to implement the National Standards policy.
There were no parent responses coded against this category.
(7) Inconsistency, subjectivity, or moderation issues in OTJs

Responses in this category were most common among teachers and least common among
parents. They generally revolved around the idea that OTJs would not, or could not, provide a

reliable means of measuring (and comparing) student achievement.

Respondents across all stakeholder types pointed to the subjective nature of OTJs as being
potentially problematic. Some comments indicated that this would lead to inconsistencies
between teachers, while others saw problems arising from inconsistency between schools,
and resulting issues of fairness if National Standards data were used to compare schools with
each other. Comments from teachers, trustees, and parents expressed concern over the
possibility that a desire to achieve good National Standards outcomes may result in “teaching
to the test”, or that data may even be manipulated in order to portray achievement levels in a

more favourable light.

Some comments from principals, teachers, and trustees suggested that the lack of clarity and
specificity in the standards themselves, or in the guidance provided to schools in interpreting
the standards, meant that achieving consistency was not possible. A number of responses
from members of these stakeholder groups also made specific reference to moderation —

moderation was seen as crucial for consistency, both within and between schools. However, it
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was also seen as difficult, impractical, time-consuming and inadequately resourced,

particularly at an inter-school and inter-regional level.

Another observation made by a small number of principals and teachers that features in this
category is that the only way to achieve consistency in assessing against National Standards
is to use a system of national testing. While some of these respondents indicated that this was
an undesirable but inevitable outcome, some of them voiced a preference for national testing

over the use of OTJs, on the basis that it would be more reliable and less time-consuming.

(8) Parents, or the public in general, are confused by, don't understand, or lack

knowledge of National Standards

This coding category encompasses a variety of responses that have been grouped together
because they all relate to a lack of knowledge and understanding about National Standards
among parents. In some cases, comments are generalised to the wider public. While parents
are the focus of this category and most of the comments coded against it, comments that refer
to the community or to the general public have been included on the basis that the community
and the general public are stakeholders in education who are likely to have access to many of
the same messages and much of the same information as parents (being information

conveyed through the media).

Respondents from across the range of stakeholder types made comments indicating that
parents (as a group) have insufficient knowledge of National Standards. In some cases it was
suggested that this was because information had not been communicated by the Ministry of
Education, and instead educating parents had been left up to schools who have not,
themselves, had access to clear and consistent information. A number of parents commented
that they had received little or no information about National Standards, and some expressed

a desire for more information. Those responses are coded against this category.

A lack of understanding of, or confusion about, the National Standards among parents was
also noted by respondents from all stakeholder groups. In some cases, similar comments were
generalised to the wider public. One trustee suggested that the Minister of Education did not
understand the National Standards. There were several comments from principals and
teachers that indicated parents, or the public, had been deliberately misled by the government

as to the nature of the National Standards, and what they might do for the education system.
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One teacher noted that parents were not aware of the negative implications of the National

Standards.

Some specific misconceptions or areas of confusion for parents were mentioned by
respondents. The aspirational nature of the National Standards was one of these areas, with
principals and teachers suggesting that parents believed the National Standards represent
average achievement levels. A similar confusion was indicated by a comment from a
principal that parents do not understand the difference between criterion-referenced and
norm-referenced assessment. Teachers, and parents themselves noted confusion over the lack
of alignment between the National Standards and other forms of assessment, with some
parents struggling to comprehend how their child could be average according to an e-asTTle,
PAT, or Observation Survey test (commonly used norm-referenced assessments), but still be
below standard, for instance. Principals, teachers, trustees, and parents described further
issues arising from National Standards reporting timetables. Mid-year reporting against an
end-of-year standard was considered difficult for parents to grasp, as was the change in
reporting timetables between the end of the student's third year at school and the end of Year

4.

Comments from teachers and trustees on the consequences of parental confusion over the
standards were captured within this coding category, and included perceptions of anxiety and

anger on the part of parents who saw their children as failing.

(9) National Standards have improved or will/may improve some aspect of school

practice

This category includes specific comments about how a school's (or schools') practice has or
might be improved as a result of National Standards. An increase in professional discussion
was the central feature of principal comments coded against this category. Such discussion
was seen as useful for self-review and reflection, developing shared understandings of
progress and achievement among staff, and enhancing understanding of the New Zealand
Curriculum. Other benefits perceived by principals included improvements in moderation
practice and reporting. Most of the principal responses in this category, while communicating
some actual or potential benefit, also communicated reservations about other issues or aspects
of the standards — the nature of these reservations was mixed, but some crossover was
apparent with concerns over non-formative use of data, as well as with observations on the

politically motivated nature of the standards.
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Some teachers also saw discussion and reflection stimulated by National Standards
implementation as beneficial for professional growth and development. Other comments
from teachers coded against this category involved perceived or anticipated improvement in
consistency of expectation and judgement in relation to student achievement. Increased and
improved moderation practice was mentioned, as was a greater degree of partnership with
parents. While fewer teachers than principals qualified potential benefits with reservations,
there was some crossover with poor or rushed implementation, and lack of information and

support for the sector.

All the responses from trustees that were coded against this category were unreservedly
positive. Trustees saw actual or potential improvements in reporting to parents, and also in
the information available to Boards of Trustees for use in strategic planning. One trustee
suggested that the changes made in implementing National Standards had added to the
professionalism of the school. Another noted that the standards provided an opportunity for

benchmarking of student achievement in rural schools.

The majority of parent responses coded against this category pointed to some benefit or
improvement in reporting practice. Features of reporting seen as providing benefit included
the specification of goals or next steps, and the relaying of information and ideas for parents
to use in assisting their child's learning at home. Three of the parent responses in this
category suggested that National Standards could help prevent negative outcomes (with two
describing National Standards as a way to stop children “falling through the cracks”, and one
suggesting that the standards might prevent her child from “being a 15 year old who doesn’t
know their basic facts”).

Both of the parents who saw National Standards as a measure to stop students falling through
the cracks also reported that they had received little or no information about National

Standards.

(10) National Standards don't accommodate or recognise diversity in learners or

contexts

Comments coded against this category questioned the usefulness of the National Standards as
a measure of success, specifically in relation to their ability to adequately reflect achievement

of diverse groups and individuals.
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Comments in this category mentioned a range of factors that impact on achievement but are
not necessarily within the sphere of influence of schools. Concern was expressed that having
larger-than-average proportions of English language learners, students with special
educational needs, or students from low socio-economic backgrounds would disadvantage
schools if there were comparisons on the basis of National Standards results. Several
comments from teachers indicated a concern that if remuneration were linked to National
Standards results, teachers would avoid schools or classes where the social, cultural, and
economic contexts might lend themselves toward lower levels of achievement against the

National Standards.

Along with concerns about the fairness of comparing schools, concerns were expressed about
the fairness of comparing students. The fact that the National Standards require the same
expectation of all students on the basis of their age, and irrespective of any context, was seen
as problematic in its inability to accommodate the learning needs of a range of students, some
of whom may have challenging circumstances affecting their ability to reach the standards.
Some of the comments from principals, teachers, and parents made specific reference to the
fact that children start school with very different levels of knowledge and skill (depending on
their home environment, and whether they have been in early childhood education for
instance), making it unreasonable or unrealistic to expect them all to be achieving at the same

level one year later.

Another observation coded against this category was that, while the standards assume a step-
by-step linear learning progression common to all students, in reality students learn at
different rates and in different ways, and the standards are not able to accommodate this.
Again, it was noted that the National Standards are particularly inappropriate for the first
years of school, as there is an even greater degree of variation in rates and patterns of
progress among students during this time. This idea was taken a step further by a handful of
parents and teachers who suggested that not all children are of equal ability, and therefore, to
expect them all to achieve the same outcomes is unrealistic. Two teachers made reference to a
normal distribution of ability. Several teachers noted that, where children are not high
achievers, it is important to acknowledge the progress they do make, and one teacher
suggested that it is preferable to set realistic and attainable goals based on each student's

individual learning needs, than to focus on where all students “should” be.
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Comments about the narrow achievement focus of the National Standards were coded against
this category when those comments made express reference to the impact on students. Such
comments were made by principals, teachers, trustees, and parents; and questioned the
limiting definition of success inherent in the standards, including the inability of the standards
to acknowledge things like attitude, work habits, social skills, and creativity. The standards
were seen to devalue these factors (and thereby, students with strengths in these areas), along

with other skills, talents, and interests outside of literacy and numeracy.

The need for additional resources to support students for whom meeting standards is, or will
be, challenging was raised by one principal, two teachers and a parent. One teacher and one
parent felt that the National Standards would result in a focus on students close to the
“boundary” (between “below” and ““at” the Standard), and a neglect of the students who

really struggle or clearly excel.

4.1.2 Overall impressions of the data

At the time the survey was carried out it would appear that, as far as schools were concerned
(principals, teachers, and trustees), the most problematic aspect of National Standards was the
quality and pace of implementation, including a lack of access to the resources required to
understand and use the standards. There were a number of respondents (particularly trustees)
who made comments that explicitly or implicitly communicated an openness to the concept
and aims of National Standards, but dissatisfaction with the practical implementation of the

policy.

Another relatively common sentiment from within the sector was that the standards have
inherent flaws that limit their ability to provide a useful measure of success in education, both
at the school and the student level. These flaws included the restrictive definition of success
supported by the National Standards (specifically in relation to their narrow academic focus),
and the coarse nature of the levels of achievement that do not communicate the progress a
student might be making. Teachers, in particular, were concerned about the levels the
standards had been set to and the process used to establish these levels, which was seen by
some as fairly arbitrary, and in some cases the resulting standards were considered
unrealistic. A number of respondents from across all the stakeholder types questioned the
fundamental assumption underpinning the standards, that we should have common
expectations for all students. While some pointed to student-based factors that influence a

student’s performance in literacy and numeracy (such as variation in learning styles and

41



learning rates, having English as a second language, or having special educational needs),
others pointed out that by expecting all students in all schools to reach the same levels at the
same time, National Standards neglect to acknowledge the reality of social and economic
inequalities and their impact on educational outcomes. The idea that it is unfair to judge all
students in the same way without taking circumstances and context into account was linked
with concern that students labelled as failures through not meeting standards could suffer
unnecessary harm as a result, and could have their future academic progress impeded through

damage to motivation and self-efficacy.

While the role of teacher judgement in National Standards is an aspect of the policy that has
been highlighted as having the potential to avoid many of the pitfalls of national testing, this
was considered by a number of respondents to represent another design flaw, given the
perceived subjective nature of these judgements and their ability to be manipulated in order to
give an inflated impression of performance. Others noted that teacher judgements needed to
be supported by good inter- and intra-school moderation practices which were considered
challenging to put in place due to limited resourcing and other practicalities. Whether or not
teacher judgement is preferable to a system of national testing, some of the responses from
principals, teachers, and trustees convey the idea that OTJs are redundant as they add nothing
new to the educational toolkit. Responses indicated frustration that, as schools were already
measuring student achievement, tracking progress, and reporting to parents, the standards

represented little more than extra workload for no real gain.

The pattern of responses among parents was quite different from that of the other three
stakeholder types, which is logical given that parents interact with the standards in a different
way. It is, however, important because it seems that there is some disjuncture in expectations
between those in schools, and external stakeholders. The most pressing issue for parents
would seem to be a lack of information or understanding of the National Standards. Many
parents acknowledged that they were confused by the standards, or that they needed more
information to feel confident engaging with them. In a number of cases, comments from
parents inadvertently reflected a lack of understanding of the nature of National Standards.
For instance, a number of parents appeared to confuse “at” with “average”. While parents
seemed more positive overall than the other stakeholder groups about what National
Standards might deliver, many of them appeared to want more from National Standards
reporting than they had yet received. The sort of additional information that parent

respondents expressed a desire for further supports the idea of fairly widespread
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misconceptions among parents about what National Standards are able to provide. Quite a
number of respondents wanted more exact information about their child's achievement level —
a grade, or a percentage for instance. Some of these parents wanted to know specifically how
their child ranked compared with others in relation to National Standards. This is the sort of
information that might be obtained through norm-referenced assessment, rather than
criterion-referenced assessment like the National Standards, and lends credence to the claim
by one principal respondent, that the public (parents being a subset of that group) lack

understanding of the characteristics of different forms of assessment.
For reference, the total numbers of open responses by stakeholder type are given in Table 1.

Table 1: Number of open responses by stakeholder type

Stakeholder type Total number of open responses
Principal 126
Teacher 481
Trustee 130
Parent 211

In Table 2, a full list of coding categories is presented, showing the number (n) and
percentage (%) of responses coded against that category by stakeholder type. Percentage is
calculated as the number of open responses from the relevant stakeholder type coded against
the relevant category, out of the total number of responses from that stakeholder type.

Percentages are rounded to 1 decimal place.
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Table 2: Full list of theme-based coding categories

Principals Teachers Trustees Parents
Coding category
n % n % n % n %
Lack of.consultatlon and sector input in development, or general lack 13 10.3 48 10.0 15 11.5 6 28
of buy-in and support from the sector.
Rush impl tation including lack of trialling, lack of
(1) u_s ed or poor imp emer_I a _|on including lack of trialling, lack o 36 28.6 168 34.9 40 30.8 10 4.7
evidence base, or not taking into account examples from overseas.
2) Issues YVIth how and wh‘ere the standards have been set, including 12 9.5 84 17.5 3 6.2 11 5.2
levels (incorrect or ambiguous) and processes used.
[ ith ts of Nati | St ti
(3) ssufes or concgrns with aspec _so ! ational S ar:dards.repor ing . 6 4.8 94 5.0 8 6.2 18 18.0
(being flawed, inadequate, or inferior to school's previous reporting).
Extra resourcing needed to improve achievement (including for those
identified as “below” or “well below” under National Standards). / >-6 37 7.7 9 6.9 8 3.8
() Conc.erns over the impacts of Iabel.ling on students (particularly in 3 6.3 58 12.1 5 3.8 11 5.2
relation to self-esteem and self-efficacy).
Th t of National St I ts of it) i th
(5) e conFep of National Standards (or elements of it) is good but have 3 24 31 6.4 91 16.2 11 52
reservations.
Cpncerns over non-formatlve; use of dz.ata by the government or public 9 71 42 8.7 7 5.4 5 24
(i.e., league tables), and the impact this may have on schools.
Natlonal Standards provide useful information for parents, or parents 1 0.8 9 1.9 12 9.2 38 18.0
like them.
Lack of clear and consistent information and support (including
2 20. 1 21.4 2 154 .
(6) professional development) for the sector around National Standards. 6 0.6 03 0 > 0 0.0
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Principals Teachers Trustees Parents
Coding category
n % n % n % n %

The sec.tor needs more time, information, or support (.mcludlng 3 6.3 35 73 7 54 1 0.5
professional development) to understand and use National Standards.
National Standards are time consuming and mean an increased 15 11.9 56 11.6 11 8.5 3 3.8
workload for school staff or trustees.
National Standards will not improve student achievement, or it is not 12 9.5 a1 8.5 4 3.1 0 0.0
clear how or why they would.
National Standards are a poor use of resources. 3 24 34 21 6 4.6 9 4.3
Thereils too much focus on measuring and reporting, instead of 5 1.6 59 4.6 6 4.6 10 4.7
teaching and learning.
Natlonal Standards are politically motlvated,.or National Standards 13 10.3 57 56 4 3.1 1 0.5
involve or encourage school or teacher bashing.
National Standards encourage narrowing of curriculum focus, or have
a detrimental effect on the New Zealand Curriculum. ? 7.1 36 7.5 3 2.3 / 3.3
There is a lack of allgr_1ment_ between the National Stz.;mdards and 3 6.3 59 6.0 3 23 1 0.5
other key resources (including the New Zealand Curriculum).

(7) Inconsistency, subjectivity, or moderation issues in OTJs. 16 12.9 67 13.9 10 2.9 3 1.4
National Standards don't recognise or show students' progress. 4 3.2 36 75 5 L5 4 1.9
There shouldn't be too much emphasis placed on the standards. 9 71 4 0.8 ) 1.5 6 2.8
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Principals Teachers Trustees Parents
Coding category
n % n % n % n %

Having a national or consistent benchmark is good. 1 0.8 7 L5 6 4.6 1 5.2
The school, or schools in general, already measure achievement, or 13 10.3 83 17.3 18 13.8 7 3.3
know where students are at.
The school, or schools in general, already report clearly to parents. 3 6.3 34 71 9 6.9 9 43
Tethers, principals, or trustees are confused by or don't understand 5 4.0 55 5.2 5 3.8 1 0.5
National Standards.
P t th lici I f 't t

(8) arents, or the publicin genera , are confused by, don't understand, 6 4.8 33 6.9 5 3.8 51 4.2
or lack knowledge of National Standards.
National Standards create pressure or anxiety for stakeholder groups
(including teachers, principals, BOT, students, and parents). > 4.0 29 6.0 > 3.8 2 0.9
Natlo'nal Standart‘:ls have made, or will make, little difference to 6 4.8 18 3.7 6 4.6 5 24
practice or experience.

(9) National Standgrds have improved or will/may improve some aspect 14 1.1 10 21 11 8.5 9 43
of school practice.
National Standards are not a useful measure. 7 5.6 19 4.0 5 15 20 9.5
Nati | St 't t i i ity i

(10) ational Standards don't accommodate or recognise diversity in 18 14.3 95 19.8 12 9.2 18 8.5
learners or contexts.
Igir()erls an unhelpful negative attitude to National Standards in the 5 16 3 0.6 3 23 4 1.9
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4.2 Creating an attitude measure from open response data

Having found that coding the open responses on National Standards from the NZCER 2010
Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey by theme resulted in a large number of
codes (each having a small number of related responses), and entailed such a degree of
subjective interpretation as to make any statistical analysis of highly questionable worth,

alternative ways of quantifying the open response data were considered.

Many of the responses seemed to indicate quite clearly whether the respondent felt the
National Standards were a positive move for the education system, or a negative one. It was
decided that associations between open responses and other variables within the data set
could potentially be usefully explored by treating the open responses as a binary response
variable, being negative or positive attitude (to the National Standards), and the other
variables within the data set considered as possible predictors using measures of goodness of
fit, including logistic regression for continuous and ordinal explanatory variables, and

Fisher's exact tests for categorical explanatory variables.

The intention was that this coding framework would be exhaustive and mutually exclusive,
with responses lacking any discernible value judgement allocated to a third category of
“none”, and excluded from analysis. However, the responses did not always fall neatly into
one of the categories. There were a number of responses within each set of questionnaires
that contained strong views, but ones that were not consistently positive, or negative. Of
particular note were the conditional responses — for instance, where the respondent indicated
that they liked the idea of having National Standards, but felt that the implementation process
had been flawed. It did not seem useful to discount these responses (the effect of allocating
them to “none”), but neither did it seem valid to assign them to a purely positive or negative
category, given the bias inherent in choosing a dominant theme. Therefore, a fourth category

was introduced. This category was labelled as “both/conditional”.

In a number of cases, it was difficult to discern between an attitudinal position, and an
observation without any underlying value judgement. Here, the language and phrasing were
largely relied upon in determining tone, and thereby deciding whether a response could be
usefully assigned to an attitudinal category. For instance (in response to a question about the
impact of National Standards on the implementation of the New Zealand Curriculum), “we
have shifted our focus” has been treated as neutral (“none”). However, “...has forced us to

‘re-direct’ our strategic goals...” has been treated as negative, due to the use of the word
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“forced” which suggests being compelled to comply. Even though the observation is
essentially the same, the attitude appears (on the surface) different. There is obviously a high
degree of subjectivity involved in this interpretation. However, as there is no objective
measure of the attitude underlying each response, it was considered preferable to demarcate

in this way, than to exclude all such responses from analysis.

4.2.1 Reliability

Given the subjective elements of the coding process, and the potential effects of bias on
findings, it is considered good practice to undertake some testing of reliability (Lombard et
al., 2004). Measuring the level of agreement among multiple coders is a means of testing the
reliability of the data (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007). Although such testing will not remove
the subjective elements from the coding process, it can provide an indication of whether a
coder’s interpretations are predictable, through determining how similarly another coder

would interpret the same data.

In order to test the coding scheme for reproducibility, and thereby provide some information
about the reliability of the data, it was decided that the entire dataset should be recoded by a
second coder. The second coder was given the coding categories together with a brief
explanation of the approach taken, similar to the explanation provided in the first few

paragraphs of this section.

A number of alternative statistics for calculating inter-rater reliability are available in the
coding literature (Potter & Levine-Donnerstein, 1999; Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007; Lombard
et al., 2004; Multon, 2010). The most appropriate measure will often be dependent on
contextual factors such as the number of coders; and whether the coding structure is nominal,
ordinal, or scale-based. Proportion of overall agreement (P,) is the simplest and least robust
measure of agreement. It can give an indication of consistency, but this kind of measurement
is limited in that it does not account for chance agreement. Three common methods of
correcting for chance agreement are Scott’s Pi, Cohen’s Kappa, and Krippendorft’s Alpha

(Potter & Levine-Donnerstein, 1999; Hayes & Krippendorft, 2007; Uebersax, 2010).

Scott’s Pi and Cohen’s Kappa have both been criticised for over correcting for chance
agreement. Scott’s Pi formula treats deviation from equal selection of coding values as
agreement by chance (Potter & Levine-Donnerstein, 1999). Given the nature of the data set,

this would present an issue, as there would rarely be a high level of balance in coding
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selection. Unlike Scott’s P1, Cohen’s Kappa can accommodate more than two coders.
However, Cohen’s method has been subject to criticism on the basis that it provides for a
linear reduction in chance agreement as the number of coders increases, where this reduction
actually follows a geometric pattern, decreasing the usefulness of the Kappa statistic with an
increase in coder numbers (Potter & Levine-Donnerstein, 1999). As there were only two
coders in this case, issues arising from having a large numbers of coders were not relevant.

However, the problem of over correction due to coding imbalance remained.

Krippendorff's Alpha is well regarded as a measure of reliability that has come out of content
analysis (Lombard et al., 2004). It is considered to be flexible, and to avoid some of the
limitations of Scott's Pi and Cohen's Kappa (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007) However, it is still
a conservative measure of agreement. Alpha is somewhat more complex to compute than
other measures but where there are two coders and data is nominal, Alpha can be obtained
more simply through making a slight adjustment to Scott's Pi. As the sample size tends
toward infinity, Pi becomes a better approximation of Alpha, with the two statistics being

equal in the case of an infinite sample. Where the sample is finite:

nominal 0= 1-

(”_ 1)(1_

n

=2 1T

(Krippendorff, 2004).

For each of the sets of responses (one for the teacher, trustee, and parent questionnaires; and
two for the principal questionnaire) inter-rater reliability was calculated using proportion of
overall agreement (P,), Scott's Pi (), and Krippendorff's Alpha (o) obtained using the

adjustment to Pi described above.

The following tables show agreement. The relevant statistics (rounded to 2 decimal places)

are presented below each table.
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Teacher Questionnaire

Coder 1
Positive Negative Both None
Positive 9 0 1 3
Negative 0 346 7 16
Coder 2
Both 4 16 30 6
None 0 5 0 38
P,=0.88
1 =0.69
o =0.69
Trustee Questionnaire
Coder 1
Positive Negative Both None
Positive 11 0 1 2
Negative 0 64 2 5
Coder 2
Both 0 1 24 4
None 0 1 1 14
P,=0.87
m=0.80
o =0.80
Parent Questionnaire
Coder 1
Positive Negative Both None
Positive 35 0 2 4
Negative 1 75 0 18
Coder 2
Both 7 2 10 15
None 1 3 0 38
P,=0.75
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n=0.64
o= 0.64

Principal Questionnaire 1 (Impact of National Standards on implementation of NZC)

Coder 1
Positive Negative Both None
Positive 2 0 0 0
Negative 0 61 7 4
Coder 2
Both 1 1 10 0
None 0 0 0 8
P,=0.86
T =0.70
a=0.70

Principal Questionnaire 2 (Comments on National Standards)

Coder 1
Positive Negative Both None
Positive 4 0 0 0
Negative 0 58 4 4
Coder 2
Both 0 1 2 1
None 0 2 0 18
P,=0.87
t=0.74
o =0.74

The tables and calculations above include responses classified as “none”. Krippendorff’s
Alpha is calculated using pairable values. As the responses put in the “none” category have
not actually been coded, they do not qualify as pairable values (Krippendorff, 2011). For this
reason, the three statistics were recalculated, this time excluding the responses classified as

“none”. The results are presented below.
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Teacher Questionnaire

Coder 1
Positive Negative Both
Positive 9 0 1
Coder 2 Negative 0 346 7
Both 4 16 30
P,=0.93
nt=0.72
a=0.72
Trustee Questionnaire
Coder 1
Positive Negative Both
Positive 11 0 1
Coder 2 Negative 0 64 2
Both 0 1 24
P,=0.96
m=0.93
a=0.93
Parent Questionnaire
Coder 1
Positive Negative Both
Positive 35 0 2
Coder 2 Negative 1 75 0
Both 7 2 10
P,=0.90
nt=0.84
o=0.84
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Principal Questionnaire 1 (Impact of National Standards on implementation of NZC)

Coder 2

P,=0.89

n=0.68

o=0.68

Coder 1
Positive Negative Both
Positive 2 0 0
Negative 0 61 7
Both 1 1 10

Principal Questionnaire 2 (Comments on National Standards)

Coder 2

P,=0.93

n=0.68

o=0.68

Coder 1
Positive Negative Both
Positive 4 0 0
Negative 0 58 4
Both 0 1 2

With “none” excluded, the level of reliability has increased for teacher, trustee, and parent

surveys, but has decreased slightly for the two principal datasets.

To explore possible relationships between the open responses and characteristics or factors

contained within the other survey responses, some sort of comparison needs to be made. It

would be intuitive to compare those responses coded as positive to those with responses

coded as negative and see if there are identifiable differences between the two groups of

respondents that could form the basis of a model for predicting attitudes. However, the very

small number of responses coded as positive make this sort of comparison difficult. To aid a

more useful comparison, the coding categories were collapsed to a binary set of “negative”

and “some positive” (a catch-all category for instances in which anything positive was
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expressed, even if there was also some negative sentiment or observation). In this case,
responses coded as “positive” and those coded as “both” are encompassed in the second

category. The results of this collapse, including reliability statistics, follow.

Teacher Questionnaire

Coder 1
Some Positive Negative
Some Positive 44 16
Coder 2
Negative 7 346
P,=0.94
nt=0.76
a=0.76
Trustee Questionnaire
Coder 1
Some Positive Negative
Some Positive 36 1
Coder 2
Negative 2 64
P,=097
T =0.94
o =0.94
Parent Questionnaire
Coder 1
Some Positive Negative
Some Positive 54 2
Coder 2
Negative 1 75
P,=0.98
m=0.95
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o =0.95

Principal Questionnaire 1 (Impact of National Standards on implementation of NZC)

Coder 1
Some Positive Negative
Some Positive 13 1
Coder 2
Negative 7 61
P,=0.90
mt=0.70
a=0.70

Principal Questionnaire 2 (Comments on National Standards)

Coder 1
Some Positive Negative
Some Positive 6 1
Coder 2
Negative 4 58
P,=0.93
T =0.66
o =0.67

Reliability is higher for all sets of responses except the principal comments on National
Standards following the collapsing of categories, with the first set of principal responses
(regarding the impact of National Standards on NZC implementation) now showing an alpha

statistic of 0.7.

Some of the variability between coders can potentially be explained by differences in
background knowledge and experience relating to National Standards. Apparently differing
interpretations need to be considered as, while a coder’s knowledge and expertise in their
area of research may better equip them to interpret data (in this case, particularly the
responses from sector professionals which may at times assume a certain level of prior
knowledge), there is also a risk that existing understandings can lead to assumptions that bias

results.
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There are multiple considerations in deciding on the minimum acceptable level for a
reliability statistic. These considerations include the type of statistic used, with higher levels
usually needed for more liberal measures, such as proportion of overall agreement, than for
more conservative measures, such as Scott's Pi or Krippendorff's Alpha (Lombard et al.,
2004). The nature of the variable being coded as well as the number of raters, response
categories, and observations being rated or coded are also important in defining acceptable
levels (De Swert, 2012). As a general guide, Lombard et al. (2004) suggest that a reliability
coefficient of 0.9 or greater is nearly always acceptable, 0.8 and greater is acceptable in most

situations, and 0.7 may be an appropriate level of acceptability under some circumstances.

The second and third sets of reliability statistics, which were the ones that represented the
data as it was used (with responses assigned to “none” being excluded from analysis),
showed a proportion of overall agreement greater than 0.8 for all questionnaire types. The
alpha statistics were greater than 0.7 for all but the second set of principal responses. Given
that the proportion of overall agreement for the principal responses is above or very close to
0.9, and the alpha statistics are above or close to 0.7; and, given that the analysis is
exploratory in nature, reliability is considered sufficiently high to support use of the coded

data.
4.3 Considering whether to use weighting

Wylie and Hodgen (2010) report using weights to ensure representativity of all schools in
New Zealand when analysing responses to the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate
Schools National Survey. For the purposes of secondary analysis, it was necessary to
consider whether to take a similar approach, or to use unweighted responses. The following
tables show characteristics of the schools in the population, the schools in the actual sample
used in the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey, and the schools
in the sample after weighting. In each case, the “%” column shows the percentage of schools
in that category. Percentages are given to 2 decimal places. This information was obtained

from records kept by NZCER pertaining to the initial analysis.
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Decile band by Size

Population % Sample % Weighted sample %
low*large 3.18 | low*large 5.71 | low*large 3.18
low*medium-large 4.02 | low*medium-large 4 | low*medium-large 4.02
low*small-medium 5.69 | low*small-medium 5.43 | low*small-medium 5.69
low*small 5.43 | low*small 2 | low*small 5.43
mid*large 11.11 | mid*large 17.71 | mid*large 11.11
mid*medium-large 14.08 | mid*medium-large 18.29 | mid*medium-large 14.08
mid*small-medium 12.83 | mid*small-medium 11.43 | mid*small-medium 12.83
mid*small 22.17 | mid*small 8 | mid*small 22.17
high*large 7.09 | high*large 14 | high*large 7.09
high*medium-large 4.96 | high*medium-large 7.43 | high*medium-large 4.96
high*small-medium 4.33 | high*small-medium 4 | high*small-medium 4.33
high*small 5.11 | high*small 2 | high*small 5.11
Urban and Rural

Population | % | Sample ‘ % | Weighted Sample %

Rural 33.12 | Rural 19.71 | Rural 35.17

Urban 66.88 | Urban 80.29 | Urban 64.83

School Type

Population % Sample % Weighted Sample %
Contributing 40.53 | Contributing 53.43 | Contributing 45.8

Full Primary 53.16 | Full Primary 39.14 | Full Primary 49.54
Intermediate 6.31 | Intermediate 7.43 | Intermediate 4.66
Proportion Maori

Population % Sample % Weighted Sample %

<8% 15.91 | <8% 18.57 | <8% 15.61

8-15% 24.41 | 8-15% 26.29 | 8-15% 22.95

16-29% 27.07 | 16-29% 29.14 | 16-29% 29.5
30-100% 30.93 | 30-100% 25.71 | 30-100% 31.15
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Proportion Pasifika

Population ‘ % ‘ Sample ‘ % ‘ Weighted Sample %
<11% 82.89 | <11% 79.14 | <11% 81.09
>11% 17.11 | >11% 20.86 | >11% 18.91

Chi-square tests indicated that, at a 5% significance level, the unweighted sample is different

from the population in terms of size by decile, rural and urban, and school type.

In particular, rural schools are under-represented, and contributing and intermediate schools
are over-represented. High-decile schools are over-represented, and mid-decile schools are
under-represented overall. Small schools from all decile bands are under-represented and
large schools from all decile bands are over-represented. Medium-large mid-decile schools

are also slightly over-represented.

As weighting was based on size and decile, observed values are the same as expected in the
weighted sample in relation to those characteristics. None of the other characteristics of the
weighted sample are different from those of the population at a 5% level of significance,
although there is some indication of difference for school type which has a p-value of 0.09 (1
s.f.). In the weighted sample, it would seem that intermediate schools (and to a lesser extent,

full primary schools) are under-represented, while contributing schools are over-represented.

One-way tables showing observed (actual or weighted sample) versus expected (population)
frequencies of school type, and associated p-values based on a chi-square goodness-of-fit test

are presented here by way of example.

School Type — actual sample

M (2d.p.)
Type Observed (weighted sample) Expected (population)
Contributing 187 142 14.26
Full Primary 137 186 12.91
Intermediate 26 22 0.73
Total 350 350

2
x5 = @= 27.90

58



p =<0.001

School Type — weighted sample

(0-E) (2d.p.)
Type Observed (weighted sample) Expected (population) E
Contributing 160 142 2.28
Full Primary 173 186 0.91
Intermediate 16 22 1.64
Total 350 350

p=0.09(1s.f)

The weighting of the sample did make significant differences in relation to the
representativity of the responses. The secondary analysis presented in this chapter, however,
is exploratory in nature, and the results are not intended to be generalisable, particularly as
the open responses essentially represent a self-selected sample of the respondents. Therefore,
representativity is not a relevant goal, and weighting was not carried out for the purposes of

this secondary analysis.
4.4 Methods for statistical analysis

Three methods of statistical analysis were used to explore the binary coding categories of
open responses and their relationship with other elements of the survey data. These methods

were logistic regression, exploratory factor analysis, and Fisher's exact tests.

4.4.1 Logistic Regression

Logistic regression is a method for predicting the probability of membership of one of two
dependent variable categories based on one or more independent variables. The aim of
logistic regression is to predict the likelihood that Y (the dependent variable) will be equal to
1 (rather than to 0) given certain values of X (Burns & Burns, 2009).

Logistic regression allows for a combination of categorical and continuous independent

variables. It also allows for testing of the effects of a number of independent variables
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simultaneously (Burns & Burns, 2009), providing information as to the relative importance of
each independent variable as a predictor, and any interaction between the independent

variables (Zeigler-Hill, 2013).

Unlike linear regression, logistic regression does not assume a linear relationship between the
dependent and independent variables. In logistic regression, a logarithmic transformation is
used in order that a non-linear association can be modelled in a linear way (Zeigler-Hill,
2013). Logistic regression does assume a dichotomous dependent variable, with mutually
exclusive and exhaustive categories (Burns & Burns, 2009). Other assumptions are the
absence of multicollinearity, the absence of outliers, independence of observations, and
sufficient ratio of cases to independent variables (too many 0 cell counts will preclude model

fit) (Zeigler-Hill, 2013).
The equation for a logistic regression model takes the form:
logit(p)=a+b,x, +b,x, +..+b,x,

(Burns & Burns, 2009). In this equation, a and b, to by are coefficients, x| to x; are the

_pP

(1-p)

predictor variables, logit(p) is the natural log of (the log of the odds), and p is the

probability that the dependent variable equals 1.

The predictor (independent) variables can be entered into the model in a range of ways:
simultaneously, where all variables are entered at the same time; hierarchically, where
variables are entered in blocks that are based on previous research or the theory being tested;
or stepwise (including forward selection and backward elimination) where variables are
entered or removed on the basis of statistical criteria (Zeigler-Hill, 2013). When carrying out
logistic regression using the software package, SAS, stepwise is used to refer to a selection
method distinct from forward selection and backward elimination, but combining elements of
the two, in that variables can be both entered into and removed from the model, based on the

significance of the coefficients (SAS Institute, 2009).

Coefficients, in logistic regression, are estimated on the basis of the log of the odds ratio. The
odds ratio represents the relationship between the probability of Y=I and different values of
X. Where the odds ratio is 1, this indicates no relationship between X and Y — the probability
that Y=1 does not vary with X. Where the odds ratio is less than 1, a negative relationship is

indicated (as X increases, the probability of Y=1 decreases), and where the odds ratio is
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greater than 1, a positive relationship is indicated (as X increases, so does the probability of
Y=1) (Newsom, 2012). Odds ratios range from 0 to positive infinity. The probability that
Y=I given X is not a linear function, but a logistic function. Therefore, the log-odds is a

linear function of the independent variables (Zeigler-Hill, 2013).

Maximum likelihood estimation is used to maximise the probability of classifying cases
appropriately given the regression coefficients. It involves an iterative procedure whereby
coefficient estimates are varied in order to find the point at which the observed data is most
likely (UCLA Statistical Consulting Group, n.d. (1)). This point is where the deviance
between observed and predicted values is as small as possible. The deviance statistic is -2

times log-likelihood (sometimes referred to as D) (Newsom, 2012).

To judge the overall fit of the model, the deviance when only the intercept is included is
compared with the deviance when the predictors are added. The difference between those
values is the likelihood ratio statistic (often referred to as G for goodness of fit) (Newsom,
2012). A p-value for the likelihood ratio statistic is calculated on a chi-squared distribution
with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in the number of parameters between the two
models being compared (White & Doherty, 2007). The p-value gives the probability, under
the null hypothesis, of getting a sample result as or more extreme than the one observed
(Clark & Randal, 2011), where the null hypothesis is that all the coefficients in the regression
equation are equal to zero (Burns & Burns, 2009). If the p-value is considered sufficiently
small, then the null hypothesis is rejected in favour of the alternative hypothesis, which is that
at least one of the coefficients of the independent variables in the model is significantly
different from zero (Burns & Burns, 2009). Hypothesis tests support rather than prove a
hypothesis. In drawing a conclusion based on a hypothesis test, there are four possible
outcomes. The null hypothesis can be correctly accepted, or correctly rejected. If the null
hypothesis is rejected when it is actually true, this is called a Type I error. The probability of
a Type I error is equal to the level of significance chosen for the test (the level at which the p-
value is considered sufficiently small to reject the null hypothesis). Accepting the null
hypothesis when the alternative hypothesis is true is called a Type II error. Reducing the
chosen p-value (level of significance) at which the null hypothesis is rejected reduces the
chance of making a Type I error, but increases the chance of making a Type II error.
Conversely, increasing the level of significance reduces the chance of making a Type II error,
but increases the chance of making a Type I error. Choosing a level of significance for a

hypothesis test, therefore, involves some trade-off between Type I and Type II errors (Clark
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& Randal, 2011). Generally, p-values smaller than .05 (a probability of 5% of obtaining the
observed results under the null hypothesis) are considered to indicate that effects are
statistically significant (Zeigler-Hill, 2013). However, the circumstances and implications of
the test — specifically, the relative importance of Type I and Type II errors — can support the

use of a larger, or a smaller, level of significance.

As well as overall model fit, the effects of individual independent variables can be tested
using the likelihood ratio (Bewick et al., 2005), the odds ratio, or the Wald statistic (Zeigler-
Hill, 2013). Wald statistics are compared with a chi-square distribution based on 1 degree of
freedom (Bewick et al., 2005), and have an associated p-value that can be used for

determining significance.
4.4.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis

Factor analysis is a statistical technique commonly used in psychology and education,
particularly in the analysis of data from self-report studies. It is a multivariate procedure,
useful for dimension reduction, and examining relationships between variables. It is also
useful for addressing multicollinearity among variables, enabling the use of other forms of
analysis for which multicollinearity poses a problem. There are two main types of factor
analysis — exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. Exploratory factor
analysis is about generating theories or models, while confirmatory factor analysis is for
testing theories or models based on existing knowledge and assumptions (Williams et al.,

2010).

Exploratory factor analysis does not impose a preconceived structure on the data, but seeks to
identify latent constructs (not directly measured or observable) underlying a set of variables
(Suhr, 2006), and represented by linear relationships among those variables (Tryfos, 1998).
These constructs are estimated as factors that influence responses on observed variables
(Suhr, 2006). Identified factors provide a means of explaining variation using a reduced set of

hypothetical variables (Taylor, 2004).

Exploratory factor analysis involves a number of assumptions including an interval or ratio
scale of measurement, a random sample of objects or individuals being measured, a linear
relationship between observed variables, a normal distribution within each observed variable,
a bivariate normal distribution within each pair of observed variables, and multivariate

normality (Suhr, 2006). While there are a number of recommendations throughout the
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literature as to minimum sample sizes and minimum sample to variable ratios necessary for
factor analysis to be a statistically valid procedure, MacCallum et al. (1999) suggest that
decisions about the adequacy of the sample to produce a valid and reliable outcome are
complex and dependent on other aspects of the data such as the level of communality
between variables.

The factor analysis model takes the form:
Xy =a,F ta,F, tasFy+..+a,F, te

X,=ay, FirapFytayFyt.+a,F e,

Xe=anF tanF, tasF+..tagF, +e,

where X to X; are observed variables, F| to F; are factors, and a;; to ay; are coefficients. The
coefficients are referred to as factor loadings and, when the factors are uncorrelated with each
other, show the correlation between each observed variable and factor in the model. The sum
of the squares of the factor loadings for each variable gives the proportion of variation in the
variable accounted for by the factors (the communality). The error terms, e; to ¢; , represent
the variation in observed variables not explained by the factors. The larger the communality
(and the smaller the error) for each variable, the more successful the factor analysis solution.
The sum of the squares of the factor loadings for each factor gives the proportion of the

variance of all the variables accounted for by that factor (Taylor, 2004).

There are numerous methods for extracting factors, with the two most common being
principal components analysis and principal axis factoring. The practical differences between
these two methods are often insignificant, particularly when variables have high reliability, or
there are a large number of variables (Williams et al., 2010). The mathematical processes
used for extracting factors aim to account for as much of the (remaining) variance in the
observed variables as possible in each successive factor. A factor matrix is obtained directly
from the matrix of correlations between variables (Suhr, 2006). The rows in a factor matrix
represent the coordinates for plotting that variable on the factor axes, where the number of
dimensions in which a variable is plotted corresponds with the number of factors in the

model.
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The decision about how many factors to retain in a factor analysis model involves balancing
the retention of information about the observed variables with the creation of an economical
set of factors, each having a high level of explanatory power (Taylor, 2004). A number of
different criteria for making this decision are available. Williams et al. (2010) suggest that
multiple criteria be utilised in deciding on the number of factors to be retained. Kaiser's
criterion indicates the retention of all factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 (Suhr, 2006).
The eigenvalue of a factor is equal to the sum of its squared factor loadings for all observed
variables (UNESCO, n.d.). The scree test is a criterion that gets its name from the similarities
between the graphical representation of a scree plot (a plot of eigenvalues) and the profile of
a hillside with a collection of rock debris at the bottom. The bend, or “elbow” (Suhr, 2006,
p.3), in this plot is the point at which factors below are considered analogous to scree, while
factors above are considered to explain substantially more variation and thus are retained
(Williams et al., 2010; Suhr, 2006). Interpreting a scree plot can be a subjective process,
particularly when the “elbow” in the plot is gentle rather than abrupt (DeVellis, 2012). The
cumulative percentage of variance criterion involves the establishment of a threshold in the
cumulative percentage of variance (explained) at which point no further factors are extracted.
There are suggestions within the literature about where this threshold should be set, but no
consensus or consistency in practice (Williams et al., 2010). Similarly, a threshold can be
applied to individual factors (rather than to the model as a whole) where factors are retained
only if they explain (at least) a predetermined minimum proportion of the total variance

(Suhr, 2006).

In addition to the criteria described above, it is also appropriate to consider the
interpretability of the factors — whether the variables that load on the same factor appear to
share some kind of meaning, and whether variables that load on different factors appear to
have some point of difference, for instance (Suhr, 2006). The initial factor pattern is often not
easy to interpret. Interpretation is made easier by ensuring that each observed variable has
substantial loading on as few factors as possible. This can be accomplished by rotating the
factor axes. The simplest rotation is an orthogonal one (Taylor, 2004). In an orthogonal
rotation, the axes remain at 90 degrees to each other (Suhr, 2006). Orthogonal rotation
produces a factor structure in which factors are uncorrelated (Williams et al., 2010). Rotating
the axes through different angles, so they are not at 90 degrees to each other, is an oblique
rotation (Suhr, 2006). An oblique rotation produces a factor structure in which factors are

correlated (Williams et al., 2010).
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Interpretation and labelling of factors involves examination of the variables that load on that
factor, and establishing a theme or name for the latent variable (being the factor) (Williams et
al., 2010). The variables with the largest loadings are the ones most strongly correlated with
the latent variable, and thus can provide insight into the nature of the factor. When factors
explain relatively little variance and include a number of apparently dissimilar observed
variables with similar loadings, they should be interpreted carefully, and perhaps not taken
too seriously as indicators of a latent variable (DeVellis, 2012). The labelling of factors is a
subjective process, dependent on interpretation and subsequent definition by the researcher

(Williams et al., 2010).

4.4.3 Fisher's Exact Test

When data is classified by two categorical variables, contingency tables are used to test
whether the variables are independent, or whether there is some relationship between them

(Clark & Randal, 2011). The general form of a contingency table is:

Variable B
Variable 4 B B, . B. Total
A o1 012 O1c r
A 021 022 02¢ )
Ar Or1 02 eee Oyc ry
Total c1 ) Ce n

(Clark & Randal, 2011, p.277)

where ojj 1s the observed frequency in the ith row and the jth column (the ith category of
variable 4 and the jth category of variable B), r; 1s the total of row 7, and c; is the total of

column j. The row and column totals add to », as do the observed frequencies (Clark and

Randal, 2011).

The relationship between the variables in a contingency table can be assessed using Pearson's
chi-square test (Howell, 2009). The null hypothesis for a Pearson's chi-square test on a

contingency table is that variable 4 and variable B are independent of one another. Under the
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null hypothesis, the expected frequency in row i and columnj is denoted by e;; and is equal

to:

rxc;
n
The test statistic for the chi-squared test is:
2
2= z (Oij _Eij)
i,j Eij

The larger the sum of the squared differences between the expected and the observed cell
counts, the larger the test statistic. The test statistic is compared with a chi-squared
distribution with (r-1)x(c-1) degrees of freedom; » being the number of rows in the table, and
¢ being the number of columns, and if it falls outside the rejection region (determined by the
level of significance chosen for the test — the p-value), then the null hypothesis is rejected in
favour of the alternative hypothesis which is that there is a relationship between variable 4
and variable B. As a larger test statistic indicates a greater probability that the null hypothesis
is incorrect, this is a one-sided, upper-tail test (Clark & Randal, 2011).

A chi-square test for a contingency table is only appropriate if a chi-squared distribution is a
good approximation of the distribution of the test statistic. In order for this to be the case, a
number of assumptions need to be satisfied. The data needs to come from a random sample,
variable categories need to be mutually exclusive, and at least 80% of the expected

frequencies calculated need to be greater than 5 (Clark & Randal, 2011).

While Pearson's chi-square test uses estimated probability, Fisher's exact test finds the exact
probability for a contingency table. Therefore, Fisher's exact test is more accurate than
Pearson's chi-square test, particularly when cell counts are small (IBM, 2013). As with
Pearson's chi-square, Fisher's exact test is based on the null hypothesis that variable 4 and
variable B are independent of one another (McDonald, 2009) (with the alternative hypothesis
being that there is a relationship between the two variables). To test for independence, the
conditional probability of obtaining the observed data, given the particular row and column
sums of the contingency table, is calculated (Weisstein, n.d.). If the row and column totals are

fixed, then the probability of obtaining the observed data is:
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Contingency tables are then created for all other possible outcomes that would result in the
same row and column totals, and conditional probability calculated for each one. The sum of

the probabilities for all possible tables is 1 (Weisstein, n.d.).

Fisher's exact test is most commonly used for 2x2 tables. In this case, a p-value is obtained
by adding together all the probabilities less than or equal to the probability of the observed
table (Telke, 2009). Because Fisher's exact test is based on an exact distribution, and
extremes exist at either end of that distribution, the test is two-sided. If the p-value is smaller
than the level of significance chosen for the test, then the null hypothesis is rejected in favour
of the alternative hypothesis. For tables larger than 2x2, difference in proportion cannot be
used as a measure of dependence by which to order the possible outcomes, and so an
alternative measure of association such as the likelihood ratio test is employed (Weisstein,

n.d.).
4.5 Analysis and results

Access to the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools National Survey dataset was
provided by NZCER. Analysis was carried out in SAS with code written by Edith Hodgen of
NZCER for the original analysis of the survey data being used, and adapted where necessary,
in preparing the data for secondary analysis. PROC LOGISTIC, PROC FREQ, and PROC
FACTOR were used for the secondary analysis.

For the purposes of logistic regression, Y=1 when the open response coding category is
“some positive”, and Y=0 when the open response coding category is “negative”. Unless
otherwise specified, independent variables were entered into the model simultaneously, as

well as stepwise, forward, and backward selection being used.

The level of significance chosen for tests involving p-values was 10%. This means that p-
values <0.10 were considered significant. This departure from the more commonly used 5%
significance level is due to the exploratory nature of the work. The open responses do not
represent a random sample and there is little intention to generalise on the basis of results. In
this case, it was considered reasonable to increase the chance of a Type I error, in order to
reduce the chance of a Type II error, and thereby increase the power of the tests to detect

associations. The exception is for forward and stepwise effects selection methods in logistic
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regression, which utilise the SAS default of 0.05 as the significance level for entry and

removal of effects. Reported p-values have been rounded to 3 decimal places.

There is also an acknowledgement of an inflated probability of Type I error due to repeated

testing. Again, the risk was considered acceptable in light of the exploratory approach.

4.5.1 School characteristics

Logistic regression and Fisher's exact tests were both used to investigate the possibility of
relationships between the binary response variable of “negative” or “some positive”
comments made in relation to National Standards (herein referred to as the attitude variable,
and categorised as negative or positive for ease of reference), and school characteristics. The

following school characteristics were considered:

e school type (Contributing, Full primary, Intermediate)
e authority (State, State-integrated)

e urban (Urban, Rural)

e decile band (Low, Mid, High)

e size (Small, Small-medium, Medium-large, Large)

e proportion Maori (<8%, 8-15%, 15-30%, >30%)

e proportion Pasifika (<10%, >10%)

e proportion Asian (<10%, >10%)

Neither logistic regression nor Fisher's exact tests yielded any significant effects relating to

school characteristics in the case of the teacher or principal responses.

When logistic regression was carried out with the trustee responses, a convergence failure
due to quasi-complete separation of data points was indicated. Quasi-complete separation
occurs when the response variable separates a predictor variable, or a combination of
predictor variables, to a certain degree (UCLA Statistical Consulting Group, n.d. (2)). The
result is that the maximum likelihood estimates do not exist, and so the model fit is not valid.
Though SAS does not explicitly state which variable(s) are compromising model validity,
this information may be gleaned from an examination of the output. Variables with quasi-
complete separation usually have large parameter estimates, very large standard errors, and
Wald chi-square statistics close to 0, due to the lack of maximum likelihood estimates. The

creation of contingency tables showing each predictor variable cross-tabulated with the
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response variable may also be helpful, as zero cell counts can imply quasi-complete
separation (Allison, 2008). In this case, school type was the problematic predictor variable,
with all of the trustees from intermediate schools falling into the negative category of the
attitude variable. When type was removed from the model, the convergence criterion was
satisfied. Simultaneous, stepwise, forward, and backward selection methods were then used
with the new model. With simultaneous selection, proportion Asian was the only significant
effect, with a p-value of 0.015 on the Wald chi-square test. The p-value for the overall model
fit using stepwise, forward, and backward selection was 0.002. All three effect selection
methods resulted in a model containing proportion Maori and proportion Asian. For stepwise
selection, p=0.033 for proportion Maori and p=0.011 for proportion Asian. Forward and
backward selection gave a p-value of 0.006 for proportion Maori and a p-value of 0.021 for
proportion Asian. While no significant relationship was found between trustee attitude and
proportion Asian using Fisher's exact test, examination of frequencies shows that the
proportion of positive attitude responses from trustees in schools with >10% Asian students
(40% of 81) was higher than that of trustees in schools with <10% Asian students (26% of
23). For trustees, the relationship between the attitude variable and proportion Maori was
significant at a 10% level according to Fisher's exact test, with a p-value of 0.071. A smaller
proportion of trustees from schools with >15% Maori, than trustees from schools with <15%
Maori, were categorised as positive. Specifically, cross-tabulation shows that 44% of 27
trustees in schools with >8% Maori students had positive responses, 52% of 27 trustees in
schools with 8-15% Maori students had positive responses, 21% of 28 trustees in schools
with 15-30% Maori students had positive responses, and 27% of 22 trustees in schools with
>30% Maori students had positive responses. Significant results were also obtained using
Fisher's exact test for type and decile band. The p-value for attitude by type was 0.041, with
trustees from contributing schools having the highest proportion of positive attitude responses
(44% of 64 respondents being categorised as positive), followed by trustees from full primary
schools (30% of 33 respondents being categorised as positive), and then by trustees from
intermediate schools (0% of 7 respondents being categorised as positive). The p-value for
attitude by decile band was 0.027. Trustees from high-decile schools had the greatest
proportion of positive attitude responses (53% of 34), and mid-decile schools the lowest
(26% of 61). There were only 9 trustees from low-decile schools with responses on the

attitude variable. Of those 9, 44% were categorised as positive.
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Another convergence failure occurred when logistic regression was carried out with parent
responses. Examination of frequency tables showed that only 3 out of 134 parents were from
rural schools, and those 3 were all categorised as negative. The urban variable (including the
categories urban and rural) was therefore removed from the model which subsequently
converged. No significant associations between school characteristics and attitude were found

among the parent responses through logistic regression or Fisher's exact tests.

4.5.2 Respondent characteristics

Possible relationships between respondent characteristics and attitude were also investigated

using the same methods.

One of the characteristics considered was ethnicity. The ethnicity item in all the
questionnaires allowed for multiple responses. Fisher's exact tests for ethnicity were done on
the basis of 2x2 tables which looked at each ethnicity category individually, comparing
ethnicity category selected with ethnicity category not selected. For logistic regression, an
alternative way of categorising ethnicity was used. This variable is called priority ethnicity
and was developed as part of NZCER's original analysis. Priority ethnicity allows for only
one ethnicity per respondent. Where multiple ethnicities are selected by one respondent, the
one used is determined through a priority structure, with the order of priority being: Maori,
Pacific, Asian, Other, NZ European/Pakeha. For teachers, a priority variable for role was also
used for logistic regression (once again, this category was created by NZCER for primary
analysis). The priority order for role was: assistant principal/deputy principal, middle
management (including curriculum/syndicate leader, receive a management unit, and senior

teacher), subject specialist, classroom teacher, other.
Teachers
Teacher respondent characteristics considered using logistic regression were:

e year levels taught (0-1, 2-3, 3-4, 5-6, 7-8, No class)

e number of years spent teaching (<3, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15, >15)

e number of years spent teaching in that school (<3, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15, >15)

e (priority) role (Assistant principal/Deputy principal, Middle management, Subject
specialist, Classroom teacher, Other)

e permanence (Permanent, Fixed-term, Relieving)
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e hours of employment (Full-time, Part-time)

e hours spent on work outside those timetabled (0, 1-6, 7-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21-25, >25)
e gender (Male, Female)

e age (<30, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, >59)

e (priority) ethnicity (Maori, Pacific, Asian, Other, NZ European/Pakeha)

Logistic regression using all of the above variables resulted in quasi-complete separation.
This was addressed by removing priority role from the model. Subsequently, significant p-
values were obtained for number of years spent teaching in that school (0.032) and
permanence (0.016) using simultaneous effect selection. When stepwise, forward, and
backward selection were used, only permanence was significant with the p value for the
likelihood ratio statistic (indicating overall model fit) being 0.015, and the p-value for the
Wald chi-square statistic for the variable permanence being 0.009 for all three effect selection
methods. Looking at permanence cross-tabulated with number of years spent teaching in that
school indicated that the two are (logically) highly correlated. Cross-tabulation of
permanence by attitude showed that permanently employed teachers had the smallest
proportion of positive attitude responses (11% of 373), while relieving teachers had the
highest (67% of 3). Of the teachers who indicated that they were employed on a fixed term
basis, 20% (of 41) also had positive responses on the attitude variable. A Fisher's exact test of
permanence by attitude returned a p-value of 0.010, suggesting a statistically significant
relationship between these variables. While there was no significant relationship between
attitude and number of years spent teaching in that school detected using Fisher's exact test,
cross-tabulation shows that the proportion of positive attitude responses decreased as years
spent teaching in that school increased, with positive attitude responses from: 16% of (128)
teachers who had been in the school less than 3 years; 14% of (94) teachers who had been in
the school 3-5 years; 11% of (93) teachers who had been in the school 6-10 years; 11% of
(46) teachers who had been in the school 11-15 years; and, 4% of (56) teachers who had been

in the school for more than 15 years.

A number of variables associated with teacher's perceptions of their job were also
investigated, in relation to their association with attitude, using Fisher's exact tests. These
variables came from questions allowing for multiple responses, and are too numerous to list.

Each response category was treated as an independent variable and analysed using a 2x2 table
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and a test based on whether the category was selected or not selected by the respondent. The

questions, and associated significant variables, were as follows:

e Question 31: What do you feel are your main achievements as a teacher in the last

three years?

Significant relationships were found between attitude and three of the response options for
this question. A positive attitude response was more likely among those teacher respondents
who selected “Began to use NZC” (p=0.003), “More involvement of parents with students
learning” (p=0.013), and “Refined/introduced new assessments” (p=0.010), than among those

who did not select these options.

e Question 32: What are the main things you would change about your work as a

teacher?

Significant relationships were found for four of the options associated with this question. A
positive attitude response was less likely among those who selected “Reduce assessment
workload” (p=0.004), “Reduce assessment requirements” (p=0.040), and “More appreciation
of my work by school management” (p=0.087); and more likely among those who selected

“More advice available when assessment results show gap in student learning” (p=0.038).

e Question 33: Which of the following best reflects your career plans for the next five

years?

Teachers who selected “Increase level of responsibility” were more likely to have a positive

attitude response than those who did not select this option (p=0.003).
Principals
Principal respondent characteristics considered using logistic regression were:

e number of years as a principal (<3, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15, >15)

e number of years as a principal in that school (<3, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15, >15)

e number of schools in which respondent has been a principal (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, >5)

e years spent teaching before becoming a principal (<3, 3-5, 6-10, 11-15,>15)

e years spent in (school) senior management before becoming a principal (<3, 3-5, 6-
10, 11-15,>15)

e hours spent working per week (<41, 41-50, 51-55, 56-60, 61-65, 66-70, 71-80, >80)
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e optimism about life and job (Very optimistic, Quite optimistic, Occasionally
optimistic, Never)

e typical stress level so far this year (Extremely low, Low, About average, High,
Extremely high)

e current state of health (I am exceptionally healthy, I am very healthy and rarely get
sick, I am generally healthy, My health is really not good)

e level of tiredness over the past week (Wide awake and rearing to go most of the time,
Some level of tiredness through the days, Constant feeling of tiredness that is not
affecting my performance, Constant feeling of tiredness that is affecting my
performance, Absolutely worn out)

e gender (Male, Female)

e age (<40, 40-49, 50-59, >59)

e (priority) ethnicity (Maori, Pacific, Asian, Other, NZ European/Pakeha)

Quasi-complete separation was detected, and priority ethnicity was removed from the model
to address this. After removal of priority ethnicity, logistic regression using the simultaneous
selection method gave a significant p-value (0.015) for years spent teaching before becoming
a principal. Stepwise, forward, and backward selection also indicated that years spent
teaching before becoming a principal was the only significant predictor variable, with the p-
value for the likelihood ratio statistic (model fit) being 0.024, and the p-value based on the
Wald chi-square statistic (relating to the significance of the effect of the predictor variable)

being 0.027 for all three of those selection methods.

Fisher's exact tests were carried out for all of the variables above, with the only significant
result being for optimism about life and job (p=0.001). This variable was difficult to interpret,
as although it was designed to be ordinal, its relationship with the attitude variable did not
show a clear pattern. Among those who answered “Very optimistic”, “Occasionally
optimistic”, and “Never”, there were similar proportions of respondents with a positive
attitude response (between 33% and 44% in each case). There was a much smaller proportion
of principals who selected “Quite optimistic” with a positive attitude response (only 9%). The
Fisher's exact test for years spent teaching before becoming a principal did not give a
significant p-value using a 10% level of significance (p=0.254). Examination of the
frequencies, however, showed that the proportion of principals with a positive attitude

response decreased as the number of years spent teaching before becoming a principal
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increased. Sixty-seven percent of the 3 principals who taught for <3 years, 36% of the 14
principals who taught for 3-5 years, 24% of the 25 principals who taught for 6-10 years, 23%
of the 26 principals who taught for 11-15 years, and 17% of the 36 principals who taught for
>15 years, had a positive attitude response. This is likely to be because, while the logistic
regression considered the variable categories as ordinal, the Fisher's exact test considered
them as nominal, so the ordered nature of the relationship was not taken into account with the

exact test.

As with the teacher responses, a number of additional variables were examined using Fisher's
exact test in order to determine whether they might be associated with the attitude variable.
These additional variables were obtained from questions allowing for multiple responses and
were analysed using 2x2 tables, on the basis of whether they were or were not selected.
Questions and results were:

e Question 54: What was your last position before you first became a principal?

No significant results were found for any of the options associated with this question.

¢ Question 57: Have you ever taken another position between principalships?
Principals who selected “Yes — advisor” in response to the first question were more likely to
have positive attitude responses than those who did not select this option (p=0.023).

e Question 62: What teaching do you do?

Principals who selected “Model lessons for teachers” were more likely to have a positive
attitude response those who did not select this option (p=0.074), while those who selected
“None” were less likely to have a positive attitude response than those who did not select

“None” (p=0.065).

¢ Question 66: How do you manage your workload?

No significant results were found for any of the options associated with this question.

e Question 67: What are the main things you would change about your work as a

principal?

Principals who selected the option “Have more teaching staff I could delegate to” were more
likely to have a positive attitude response than principals who did not select this option

(p=0.035).
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e Question 68: Which of the following best reflects your career plans for the next five

years?

Principals who selected “Apply for a study award/sabbatical/fellowship” were more likely to
have a positive attitude response (p=0.040), while principals who selected “Change to a

different career” were less likely to have a positive attitude response (p=0.035).

¢ Question 69: What do you think are your main achievements as a principal in the last

three years?

Principals that selected the option “Pasifika student performance levels stayed high or
improved” were less likely to have a positive attitude response than those who did not select

this option (p=0.076).
Trustees
Trustee respondent characteristics considered using logistic regression were:

e years on this board (<1, 1-1.9, 2-2.9, 3-3.9, 4-4.9, 5-5.9, 6-6.9, 7-7.9, 8-8.9, 9-9.9,
>9.9)

e average hours per week spent on trustee role (<2, 2-5, 6-10, >10)

e Dboard chair (Yes, No)

¢ highest educational qualification (Postgraduate Degree/diploma, Bachelor degree,
Undergraduate diploma/certificate or equivalent, Technician's certificate or
equivalent, Trade certificate or equivalent, Pre-vocational certificate or equivalent,
University entrance or equivalent, Sixth form certificate or equivalent, School
certificate or equivalent, None, Other)

¢ in paid employment (Yes, No)

e gender (Male, Female)

e age (<30, 30-39, 40-49, >49)

e (priority) ethnicity (Maori, Pacific, Asian, Other, NZ European/Pakeha)

Quasi-complete separation was detected, and priority ethnicity was removed from the model
to address this. Subsequently convergence was achieved, but no significant effects were

detected.

Of the variables above, significant results using Fisher's exact tests were obtained only for

average hours per week spent on trustee role (p=0.071). The frequency table for this variable
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indicates that spending a greater number of hours per week is generally associated with an
increased likelihood of having a positive response on the attitude variable. Twenty-five
percent of those spending <2 hours per week, 47% of those spending 2-6 hours per week, and
50% of those spending 6-10 hours per week, had a positive attitude response. This pattern did
not hold for trustees spending >10 hours per week on their work. However, there were only 2

respondents in this category (both of whom had a negative attitude response).

Other questions from the trustee questionnaire that allowed for multiple responses were
investigated using Fisher's exact test with 2x2 tables (option selected versus option not
selected by positive attitude response versus negative attitude response). These questions

WEre:

e Question 2: Have you been a school trustee before?

No significant results were found for any of the options associated with this question.

¢ Question 3: Have you served on the boards of any other organisation?

No significant results were found for any of the options associated with this question.

e Question 4: Why did you decide to go on this board?

Trustees who selected the option “I wanted to improve achievement levels” were more likely

to have a positive attitude response than those who did not select this option (p=0.053).

e Question 5: What have you gained from being on this board?

No significant results were found for any of the options associated with this question.

e Question 7: What is your current role on the board?

No significant results were found for any of the options associated with this question.

e Question 9: What do you think are the key elements in your role as a trustee?

Trustees who selected the option “Supporting school staff/principal” were less likely to have

a positive attitude response than those who did not select this option (p=0.094).

e Question 14: What are the main things you would change in your role as a trustee?

Significant relationships were found for four of the options associated with this question. A

positive attitude response was more likely among those who selected “No changes”
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(p=0.046), and those who selected “Have better information from school staff to inform our
decisions” (p=0.058) than among those who did not select these options. However, it is worth
noting that the number of respondents selecting these options was very small (3, and 5
respectively). Trustees who selected “Get more guidance on how to use achievement data to
inform board decision making” were also more likely to have positive attitude responses than
those who did not select this option (p=0.047). Those who selected “Receive more funding
for the school” were less likely to have a positive attitude response than those who did not

select this option (p=0.022).

¢ Question 33: What do you feel are your board's main achievements over the last year?

Trustees who selected “Improvements in student behaviour” were less likely to have a
positive attitude response (p=0.063), as were those who selected “Improvements in Maori

students’ achievement” (p=0.048), than those who did not select these options.
Parents
Parent respondent characteristics considered using logistic regression were:

e number of children at the school (1, 2, 3)

e year level of youngest child at the school (0-1, 2-3, 4-6, 7-8)

e number of years respondent has had a child at this school (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, >6)

¢ highest educational qualification (Postgraduate degree/diploma, Bachelor degree,
Undergraduate diploma/certificate or equivalent, Technician's certificate or
equivalent, Trade certificate or equivalent, Pre-vocational certificate or equivalent,
University entrance or equivalent, Sixth form certificate or equivalent, School
certificate or equivalent, None, Other)

e gender (Male, Female)

e (priority) ethnicity (Maori, Pacific, Asian, Other, NZ European/Pakeha)

Quasi-complete separation was detected, and priority ethnicity was removed from the model.
Subsequently convergence was achieved. The p-value associated with the Wald chi-square
statistic for highest educational qualification was 0.083. This effect was not retained in the
model using any of stepwise, forward, or backward selection (due to the required level of
significance used being p=0.05 in accordance with SAS default settings for proc logistic).
Examination of the frequency table for this variable did not show any clear pattern in any

case. The Fisher's exact test for this variable did not return a significant p-value.
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The question relating to children’s year levels in the parent questionnaire was a multiple
response item, asking parents to select all the year levels of all their children currently at the
school. For logistic regression, a variable constructed for NZCER's initial analysis of the
data, which included only the lowest year level selected was used. This allowed for analysis
of year level as a single variable with multiple categories (the variable then being the year
level of youngest child). For Fisher's exact tests, year level was considered as 9 independent
variables (Years 0 through 8) and the full set of responses was used. A relationship,
significant at a 10% level (p=0.077), was found between the attitude variable and having a
child at the school in Year 8, with parents who selected Year 8 being less likely to have a
positive attitude response than those who did not select Year 8. Significant results were also
obtained in relation to ethnicity, with parents who selected Pacific being less likely to have a
positive attitude response than those who did not select Pacific (p=0.076) and those who
selected Asian being more likely to have a positive attitude response than those who did not
select Asian (p=0.051). It should be noted that the number of respondents selecting these

options was relatively small — out of 135 parents, 5 selected Pacific and 11 selected Asian.

Further analyses based on other questions in the parent questionnaire are reported later in this

chapter.
4.5.3 National Standards factors from teacher, principal, and trustee data

The teacher, principal, and trustee questionnaires contained a number of Likert-type items (a
five point scale with strongly agree to strongly disagree) around the implementation and
likely impact of National Standards in the school. For the purposes of NZCER's primary
analysis of the data, factor analysis was carried out, and these items were reduced to a smaller
number of factors. Instead of using the estimated factors in the analysis, means were created
from the items associated with each factor, and these means were used as variables. A similar
method was utilised for secondary analysis, in order that the variables created through factor
analysis could be easily used across datasets. The factors created in secondary analysis were,
in some cases, very similar to those created through primary analysis, while in others, a
slightly different process (arising from variation in purpose and foci) led to differences in the

make-up of factors.

In extracting factors, eigenvalues and scree plots were examined, and orthogonal rotation was
used. Issues involving the interpretability and practicality of using the factors were also

considered. In some cases, items that did not appear consistent with the underlying theme,
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represented by the group of items as a whole, were excluded, and where a factor did not
appear to have a coherent theme (or where the theme it contained was not considered
relevant), it was not used. A summary of the National Standards factors created follows,
together with the results of logistic regression analyses carried out to explore potential
relationships between these factors and respondents' attitude to National Standards, as

measured by the attitude variable.
Teachers
The questions included in factor analysis were:

e Question 10: What changes are you seeing now in your work as a result of the
introduction of National Standards? (20 items)

e Question 13: How easy have you found it to make OTJs? (6 items)

e Question 15: What have been your experiences of moderating OTJs? (9 items)

e Question 16: Please state your level of agreement with the following statements about
the introduction of National Standards. (17 items)

e Question 17: What's your view of the likely impact of the National Standards at your

school in the short term? (16 items)

Analysed together, these items produced 18 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. The scree
plot was not easy to interpret as it had a gradual curve rather than an identifiable “elbow”.
Different factor analysis models were explored specifying varying numbers of factors. Based
on consideration of the shape of the scree plot and the nature of the items loading on each
factor, it was decided that 9 factors should be extracted. Two of the nine factors were not
used, as they were not considered particularly relevant to the investigation at hand, and a
number of individual items were excluded from the remaining 7 factors, in order that each
factor represented a coherent theme. Given that means were going to be used in place of

factor loadings, items with negative factor loadings were reversed. The resulting factors were:

e C(larity and robustness of standards (comprising 13 items from question 16)

e Positive effects of standards on practice (comprising 4 items from question 10 and 7
items from question 17)

e Time spent on literacy and numeracy (comprising 5 items from question 10)

e Strength of moderation practice (comprising 9 items from question 15)

e Time spent on assessment (comprising 3 items from question 10)
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e Ease of making OTJs (comprising 6 items from question 13)
e Influence of use and interpretation of standards on their likely impact (comprising 5

items from question 17)

New variables were created by taking the mean of the items associated with each factor.
Logistic regression, with attitude as the response variable, was carried out with the newly
created variables. When all the factors were included in the logistic regression model, results
indicated that “Positive effects of standards on practice”, and “Time spent on assessment”
were useful predictors of a positive attitude response. Looking at the variable means by
attitude suggests that a positive attitude response is associated with more agreement with
statements about the positive effects of standards on practice, and less agreement with
statements about an increase in time spent on assessment. When those two factors were taken
out of the model, “Clarity and robustness of standards” was the only significant predictor
(with a positive attitude response being associated with more agreement that standards are
clear and robust). When clarity and robustness of standards was also removed, none of the

remaining factors were found to be significant as predictors.
Principals
Questions included in factor analysis were:

e Question 21: Please state your level of agreement with the following statements about
the introduction of National Standards. (17 items)
e Question 22: Please state your level of agreement with these statements about the

likely impact of the National Standards at your school in the short term? (16 items)

Analysed together, these items produced 9 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. Different
factor analysis models were explored specifying varying numbers of factors. Based on
consideration of the shape of the scree plot, the nature of the items loading on each factor,
and the degree of loading of those items, it was decided that 7 factors should be extracted.
Again, some items were excluded, due to a combination of lack of fit with other items, and

low factor loadings. The resulting factors were:

e (larity of material and guidance (comprising 6 items from question 21)
e Robustness of standards (comprising 3 items from question 21)

e Importance of working across schools (comprising 3 items from question 21)
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e Positive effects of standards on practice (comprising 5 items from question 22)

e Influence of use and interpretation of standards on their likely impact (comprising 4
items from question 22)

e Negative impacts on students and parents (comprising 2 items from question 22)

e No impact on achievement (comprising 2 items from question 22)

New variables were created by taking the mean of the items associated with each factor.
Logistic regression, with attitude as the response variable, was carried out with the newly
created variables. When all the factors were included in the logistic regression model,
“Clarity of material and guidance” and “Positive effects of standards on practice” were found
to be significant predictors for attitude. Examination of means showed that a positive attitude
response was associated with more agreement that material and guidance were clear and
consistent, and with more agreement that the introduction of National Standards had had
some positive impact on practice. When these two factors were removed from the model, “No
impact on achievement” and “Robustness of standards” became significant as predictors.
When these factors were also removed, “Negative impacts on students and parents” became
significant. No further significant effects were found beyond that point. Positive attitude was
associated with less agreement that standards would have no impact on achievement, more
agreement that standards were robust, and less agreement that standards would have negative

impacts on students and parents.
Trustees

The trustee questionnaire contained only one question with Likert-type items focussed on

National Standards. This was:

e Question 38: Please rate your agreement with the following statements about National

Standards by circling the appropriate rating. (13 items)

These items produced 4 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. The scree plot also indicated
that 4 factors should be extracted. Looking at the nature of the items loading on each factor, it

was decided that only 3 out of the 4 factors were relevant. These were:

e View on implementation and likely impact of standards (comprising 6 items)

e Board's understanding of standards (comprising 3 items)
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e Changes in planning and process as a result of standards (comprising 2 items)

Items with negative factor loadings were reversed and new variables were created by taking
the mean of the items associated with each factor. Logistic regression, with attitude as the
response variable, was carried out with the newly created variables. When all the factors were
included in the logistic regression model, “View on implementation and likely impact of
standards” was found to be a significant predictor for attitude. Examination of means showed
that a positive attitude response was associated with more agreement that implementation and

likely impacts were positive. No further significant effects were found.

4.5.4 Parent data

The parent questionnaire did not contain any Likert-type items pertaining to National
Standards. In fact, there were few questions, other than the invitation to comment, that were
explicitly related to the standards. As a result, no exploration of parents’ views on National
Standards was undertaken during NZCER’s analysis of the data, beyond the coding of the
open-responses by theme. The creation of the attitude variable from open responses provides

an opportunity to explore some of the potential influences on parents’ attitudes.

In looking for possible predictors of parents' attitudes to National Standards (represented by
the attitude variable), every item in the parent questionnaire was considered. Results of
analyses relating to parent respondent characteristics have been reported earlier in this
chapter. This section addresses the remainder of the items. Factor analysis was used with
Likert-type items, then logistic regression was carried out with the resulting factors. In the
case of the parent questionnaire, factors were not created by calculating the mean of items
loading on each factor. Instead, the estimated factors themselves were used. Questions that
asked respondents to select one category from a list, or to provide a number (for instance, the
number of children the respondent has at the school) were analysed using logistic regression
and Fisher's exact tests when the predictor variable categories were ordinal, and just with
Fisher's exact tests when categories were nominal. Potential relationships between multiple
response items and the attitude variable were investigated by using Fisher's exact test with
each of the items. For reference, the parent questionnaire is included as Appendix 1. Given
the large number of items, only significant findings from the parent questionnaire are

reported. Questions and associated items with significant results were as follows:
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Question 10i1: If yes or not sure (to question 10i: Is there is anything you would like to
change about your youngest child's education at this school?), please indicate the changes

you would like

e More assessment (Fisher's exact test — p=0.077)
e More accountability (Fisher's exact test — p=0.035)
e More project work (Fisher's exact test — p=0.034)

e Greater range of extracurricular activities (Fisher's exact test — p=0.054)

In each case, parents who selected the item were more likely to have a positive attitude

response than those who did not.
Question 12: How did you get information about your child's mid-year progress this year?

e  Written report (Fisher's exact test — p=0.064)

Parents who selected this item were less likely to have a positive attitude response than those

who did not.
Question 13: What information did you get about your child's progress this year?

e C(lear information about where they are in relation to the new National Standards in
mathematics (Fisher's exact test — p=0.053)
e C(Clear information about their attitudes/behaviour at school (Fisher's exact test —

p=0.097)

Parents who selected the first item were more likely to have a positive attitude response than
those who did not, while parents who selected the second item were less likely to have a

positive attitude response than those who did not.

Question 15: What are your main sources of information about education other than the

school?

e Other parents (Fisher's exact test — p=0.008)

e TV (Fisher's exact test — p=0.038)

e Books (Fisher's exact test — p=0.042)

e Team-Up website (Fisher's exact test — p=0.066)

e Education Review Office (ERO) (Fisher's exact test — p=0.020)
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In each case, parents who selected the item were more likely to have a positive attitude

response than those who did not.

Question 171: Is there any information you would like to have about this school that you don't

already have?

Of the parents who answered “Yes” to this question, 61% had a positive attitude response,
and 39% a negative attitude response. Of the parents who answered “No”, 38% had a positive
attitude response and 62% a negative attitude response. Of those who answered “Not sure”,
26% had a positive attitude response, and 74% a negative attitude response (Fisher's exact

test — p=0.023).

Question 17i1: If yes or not sure (to Question 171 above), what other information would you

like?

e School planning (Fisher's exact test — p=0.011)
¢ Information in general (Fisher's exact test — p=0.091)

e Overall student achievement (Fisher's exact test — p=0.010)

In each case, parents who selected the item were more likely to have a positive attitude

response than those who did not.

Question 18ii1: If yes or not sure (to Question 18i: Is there any area of school life you would

like to have a say and feel you cannot?), in what area would you like to have more say?

e Child's class/teacher (Fisher's exact test — p=0.097)

Parents who selected this item were more likely to have a positive attitude response than

those who did not.
Question 21: Are you satisfied with the way the school develops its charter and annual plan?

In response to this question, the majority of parents answered “Yes”, or “Don't know what is
happening”. Those who answered “Yes” were more likely to have a negative attitude
response (53% negative compared with 47% positive) while those who answered “Don't
know what is happening” were more likely to have a positive attitude response (47% negative
compared with 53% positive). However, these proportions are most likely too similar to
represent a relationship. There were bigger differences in proportions of negative and positive

attitude response among those answering “No — would like more input”, “No — would like
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less consultation”, “Not really interested”, and “Not sure”, with a greater proportion of
parents with negative attitude responses than positive attitude responses in each of these
categories, though the total number of respondents in some categories was very small
(particularly “No — would like more input” and “No — would like less consultation” with 3

and 1 respondent(s) respectively).

Finally, some potential influences on parents' attitudes to National Standards from outside the
parent dataset were explored. These were: the views and attitudes of stakeholders within the
school (being teachers, principals, and trustees); and, what work the school had done in
relation to reporting on National Standards (given that student reports constitute parents’

main source of interaction with the standards).

In order to investigate how the views of stakeholders within the school might impact on the
attitudes of parents, the National Standards factors from the teacher, principal, and trustee
surveys were imported into the parent data set and logistic regression was carried out, with
parent attitude as the response variable, and the National Standards factors from each of the
other stakeholder groups, in turn, as the predictor variables. With multiple teacher
respondents per school in most cases, the value of each teacher factor was obtained by taking
the mean of the factor values of all the teachers from that school. The same thing was done
for trustees, where there were up to two values for each factor per school. Each stakeholder
group had to be examined separately, as including them all in the model at once led to quasi-
complete separation, given that, within each school, the values of (and therefore relationship
between) the principal, teacher, and Trustee factors were fixed. This process did not lead to

significant findings for any of the factors.

To look for possible relationships between schools' National Standards reporting practices
and parents' attitudes, a number of variables from the principal dataset were used. It was
decided that principals' reporting-related responses should be used (rather than teachers') as
there was only one set of principal responses per school, avoiding any issues of inconsistent
accounts between respondents from the same school, and logistical issues of combining
multiple responses into one school-based variable. Accordingly, the following questions from
the principals’ questionnaire were examined, using Fisher's exact test, for any relationship

with parent attitude:

e Question 15: Has your school started work on implementing the National Standards
yet?
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Only 2 parents were in schools where implementation had not yet begun. Both of them had
negative comments, but the numbers are too small to draw any conclusions. This was

reflected in the p-value which did not indicate a significant relationship.
e Question 16i: Has your school undertaken work yet in relation to making overall
teacher judgements (OTJs) against the National Standards?
No significant relationships were found between parent attitude response and the school
principal's response to this question.
e Question 16ii: If yes (to Question 161), please indicate what work you have done?

Only three items from this question were directly relevant to reporting. Those items asked
whether OTJs had been used in mid-year reporting to parents — for reading, writing, or

mathematics. None of them were significantly associated with parent attitude.

e Question 17: How did you report progress in relation to the National Standards in this

year's mid-year report to parents/whanau?

No significant relationships were found between parent attitude response and the school

principal's response to this question.

e Question 18: What format did you use for your first written report to parents this

year?

One item from this question yielded significant results. Parents in schools with a principal
who indicated that a new format had been designed were less likely to have a positive attitude

response than parents in schools with a principal who did not select this option (p=0.059).
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S DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The thematic coding of the open responses from the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate
Schools National Survey described in section 4.1 highlighted a range of concerns surrounding
the implementation of National Standards. Many of these same concerns were being raised by
sector groups and academics as part of the debate over the National Standards policy that was
occurring around the time the survey was undertaken, and are reflected in a parliamentary
research paper published in June 2010 (Parliamentary Library, 2010). The issues identified
in the research paper include: the speed of implementation and lack of trialling; potentially
inadequate professional development and resourcing; potential for inconsistency in teacher
judgements; possible detrimental effects of labelling on students; possible detrimental effects
of league tables on schools; and, the potential for narrowing of the curriculum in order to

focus on standards attainment.

A number of the themes identified in section 4.1 are also present in the final report from the
Research, Analysis and Insight into National Standards (RAINS) project (Thrupp & White,
2013). This research was commissioned by NZEI and carried out between 2010 and 2013.
The aim of the project was to investigate the enactment of National Standards in six case
study schools, and consider whether New Zealand's approach to performance standards
would avoid the negative effects of high-stakes assessment systems that have been causing
some concern elsewhere (for instance, England, the United States, and Australia). In
particular, the final RAINS report discussed concerns over increased staff workloads,
narrowing of the curriculum, and potential impacts of labelling students. Among the key
findings from the project is a suggestion that schools with a relatively high proportion of
students from low socio-economic backgrounds, or with special educational needs, are more
likely to experience detriment resulting from National Standards. The RAINS project also
found some evidence of positive impacts from the National Standards, in improving teachers'
understanding of the New Zealand Curriculum levels, and increasing targeting of
interventions for students needing additional support. Similarly, the 2012 report from the
School Sample Monitoring and Evaluation Project (SSMEP), commissioned by the Ministry
of Education to evaluate the implementation of National Standards in schools, noted that
many teachers had reported becoming more systematic in their collection of assessment
evidence, and developing a better understanding of curriculum achievement expectations.

However, the SSMEP report also concluded that Overall Teacher Judgements lacked
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dependability, evidenced by inaccuracy and inconsistency across time and between schools

(Ward & Thomas, 2013).

As well as being largely consistent with the findings of other research into the
implementation of National Standards, the thematic analysis described in section 4.1 is
generally supported by other findings of the original NZCER analysis of the 2010 survey data
(Wylie & Hodgen, 2010), with many of the coded themes being quite closely related to
selected response questions in other parts of the surveys, particularly the principal and teacher

versions.

While attitude factors were created for principals, teachers, and trustees as part of the original
NZCER analysis (using banks of Likert-type items), the creation of an attitude variable based
on open responses was something that had not previously been done. The school-based
demographic characteristics found to be significantly associated with the attitude variable in
the secondary analysis were different from those found to be significantly associated with
attitude factors in the original analysis (Wylie & Hodgen, 2010). This is not necessarily
surprising given that open responses able to be coded as positive or negative came from only
a subset of the respondents. However, attitude factors created from Likert-type responses
were found to be effective predictors for the open response-based attitude variable,

suggesting that it was an internally consistent measure.

The findings of analysis using the binary-coded open responses as an attitude variable are
subject to limitations which have been outlined in chapter 4. These limitations include the
self-selected nature of the sample of those providing open responses, the increased likelihood
of Type I error due to repeated testing, and the inherently subjective nature of the coding
process. These limitations preclude any generalisation of findings to the wider population.
However, some of the results provide potentially interesting material for considering what
might underlie or influence the attitudes and experiences of stakeholders as they interact with

National Standards.

Statistically significant relationships between the attitude variable and other survey items
suggested a possible link between attitude to National Standards and the work history and
future career intentions of teachers and principals. Teachers who have more job permanence
and who have spent longer teaching in the school, and principals who spent a greater number
of years teaching prior to becoming a principal, were more negative in their attitudes to the

National Standards. This pattern could be related to a resistance to change, with people who
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have been more immersed or invested in a certain culture or way of doing things being more
reluctant to embrace changes in the status quo. Principals with prior experience in advisory
roles may be more familiar with the workings of education policy outside the classroom, and
presumably more amenable to the idea of policy driving practice, if they have chosen to
engage in this field. That teachers who are seeking change in their level of responsibility, and
principals who are looking to make changes to their own practice through further study,
would be more open to the idea of change at a system level is not inconsistent with these
ideas. For teachers, wanting more advice about what to do when assessment results show a
gap in learning also suggests an openness to change in practice, and a perceived need for
improvement. Teachers who counted a greater involvement of parents with student learning
and introducing or refining assessments among their main achievements in recent years
would appear to value the changes that the National Standards have been intended to bring
about. The fact that teachers who reported beginning to use the New Zealand Curriculum
among their main achievements were also more positive about the standards might also
suggest that teachers more open to development and change are less likely to be resistant to
the National Standards. Alternatively, rather than being related to openness or resistance to
change, these relationships might be explained in terms of experience. Less experienced
teachers (and principals) may be generally less well equipped, and therefore more likely to
seek out potential means of improving their own practice, regardless of whether those means
are seen to constitute system-level improvement. Similarly, more experienced educators may

be better equipped to recognise potential problems that might arise from the use of standards.

Trustees’ attitudes to National Standards appeared to be associated with their perception of
the role of a trustee. Trustees who indicated that one of their primary motivations for joining
the board was to improve achievement levels in the school, and trustees who wanted more
guidance on how to use achievement data to inform decision making, were more positive
about the National Standards. Trustees who felt one of the key elements in their role was to
support the school staff and principal were more negative about National Standards. One
possible interpretation is that those who see a greater need for monitoring and management of
school performance, and position a trustees role in relation to this need, might be more likely
to see value in the National Standards, while those who place greater trust in the professional
judgement of educators, and see the role of a trustee as being primarily supportive might be
more likely to see this kind of monitoring as unnecessary. Another possibility is that a

trustee’s view on the importance of school-based achievement levels affects their attitude
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toward the National Standards. If a trustee sees attainment of achievement levels as a priority,
relative to other aspects of education, they may be more likely to see potential for the
National Standards to assist them in fulfilling their role. A trustee who sees a school’s
function in more holistic terms might not perceive the same value in the standards, especially
if they are seen to detract from other valuable education goals through placing an undue

emphasis on attainment of achievement benchmarks.

Unlike the teacher, principal, and trustee surveys; there were no banks of Likert-type items in
the parent survey component of the NZCER 2010 National Survey from which to gauge
parents' views, experiences, and understanding of the standards (see Appendix 1). In general,
there appears to be little New Zealand research looking into the views and attitudes of parents
toward National Standards. While both the NZCER 2010 National Survey, and the SSMEP
Survey of Parents and Whanau asked some questions about the nature and clarity of schools'
reporting, wider views and attitudes are ascertained only through examination of comments
(Wylie & Hodgen, 2010; Thomas & Ward, 2011). The binary coding of the open responses
from NZCER 2010 National Survey, and the subsequent creation of an attitude variable,
afforded an opportunity to further explore these views in a different way. Given the relative
paucity of information about how parents see and understand the National Standards, a more
comprehensive secondary analysis was carried out with the parent questionnaire, than with
the other stakeholder questionnaires. The remainder of this discussion is focussed on
exploring parent responses, with some of the salient points from both the thematic analysis,
and the use of the binary attitude variable, outlined and discussed in the context of related

research.

The drive for accountability in education has a central facet: the notion that parents want and
deserve information that can help them make choices about which school to send their child
to, or to allow them to ask questions of their child's school when the school is not fulfilling
expectations. It is also posited that providing parents with quality and accessible assessment
information will help to engage them in their child's learning and thereby lift achievement
(Ministry of Education, 2010 (3)). Though the claims about what parents want from schools'
reporting that constituted an important element of the justification for the introduction of
National Standards (National Party, 2008, National Party, n.d.) appear to have been based
primarily on anecdote, a piece of research into parent information needs was commissioned
by the Ministry of Education and carried out by Colmar Brunton in 2012 (Colmar Brunton,

2012). Using online forum and focus group discussions, the stated purpose of the research
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was to explore the information needs of parents, family, and whanau in relation to school
selection; school-wide information about learning and wellbeing; and, student progress,

achievement, next steps, and wellbeing.

The resulting report indicates that parents and whanau value the ability to compare their
child’s achievement with others of the same age, and to compare their school’s achievement
with other schools. However, they see information about student progress and achievement at
the individual and school level as relatively difficult to access or understand. The report notes

a general lack of awareness or understanding of National Standards among parents.

A focus on the use of National Standards for comparison of students can be seen in the
comments from the NZCER 2010 National Survey. As mentioned in section 4.1, some of
these comments indicated confusion among parents over the difference between criterion-
referenced and norm-referenced assessments, and the relationship of the National Standards
with “average” student achievement. While information on student achievement against the
National Standards at the school, regional, and national levels is available from Fairfax media
(http://origin-interactives.stuff.co.nz/schoolreport/2014/), and from the Ministry of Education
(http://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/schooling/ national-

standards/National Standards), the standards themselves are not particularly suitable for
comparing students. As a criterion-referenced form of assessment, National Standards require
comparison of students with a benchmark (a standard), rather than with the distribution of
achievement among their peers. The only information available to parents for making
comparisons between their child’s achievement, and the achievement of other students the
same age, is the proportional representation of students across the four National Standards
categories (“well below”, “below”, “at”, and “above”). Despite this, it seems that the National
Standards have been presented as a vehicle for making comparisons (National Party, 2008,
National Party, n.d.). If parents are expecting National Standards to serve this purpose, and
finding them ill-equipped to do so, it might go some way toward explaining dissatisfaction
with access to achievement information. The same argument can be applied to information on
student progress. While the standards were presented as a means to assess and monitor
progress (National Party, n.d.), the four-category approach to reporting means the standards
are limited in their ability to convey progress except where it constitutes a movement

between categories.
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In contrast to the findings of the Colmar Brunton (2012) report, the SSMEP Survey of
Parents and Whanau (Thomas & Ward, 2011) found most parents indicated that reading,
writing, and mathematics achievement information in student reports was easy to understand.
Similarly, most parent respondents to the NZCER 2010 Primary and Intermediate Schools
National Survey said they received clear information about their child's progress in mid-year
reporting (Wylie & Hodgen, 2010). In both cases though, there is a suggestion of some
underlying confusion among parents. While the SSMEP survey found that 93% of parent
respondents reported receiving information about achievement relative to National Standards
in their child's 2010 end of year report, a direct analysis of reports from the schools
participating in the SSMEP indicated that only 79% included National Standards information.
It is suggested by the report’s authors that this may be due to non-response bias, with parents
from schools that reported on National Standards being more likely to respond to the survey
(Thomas & Ward, 2011). However, a similar phenomenon is observable from the NZCER
2010 National Survey data, with parents in schools that had not yet begun implementing
National Standards being just as likely to report receiving clear information about their child's
performance in relation to the standards, as those in schools where implementation had begun
(Wylie & Hodgen, 2010). The differences in the accounts from schools about reporting
practice (or the observed reporting practice in the case of the SSMEP data) and parents’
accounts of what reporting contained may be another indication of lack of knowledge and

understanding of National Standards.

Given then, that one of the primary justifications for the standards was the need to provide
parents with information and engage them more in their child's learning, it seems worthy of
note that there may be a lack of understanding and knowledge among this group. It would
suggest that, while parents are important stakeholders in the education sector, a lack of
knowledge means that they may not be well placed to evaluate education policy, and may be
less able to take advantage of benefits offered by policy change if they are unaware of, or

misinformed about, the nature of those benefits.

The Colmar Brunton report on parent information needs posited that comments suggested
parents' attitudes to National Standards were influenced by what the school had
communicated about the standards (Colmar Brunton, 2012). If parents are generally
uninformed and confused about the National Standards, this would seem to follow, but it is
not necessarily supported by findings from the NZCER 2010 National Survey, and the

SSMEP Survey of Parents and Whanau. In the latter, there was no tendency for parents from
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the same school to make similar comments, negating any noticeable school-based effect
(Thomas & Ward, 2011). The analysis of open response data from the NZCER 2010 National
Survey, using the binary attitude variable, found no relationship between the attitudes of

school staff and the attitudes of parents with children at that school (see section 4.5.4).

Of the items from the NZCER 2010 National Survey that were found to be significantly
associated with the attitude variable, a number appeared fairly self-explanatory. For instance,
parents who would like to see more assessment and more accountability in their child's
education would logically be more positive about the introduction of the National Standards,
as would parents who wanted access to more information about school planning and overall
student achievement, as these are generally things that National Standards were intended to
deliver. Parents who report utilising the Education Review Office as a source of information
might also logically be more inclined to see value in the monitoring and accountability
facilitated by the introduction of the National Standards, though it may simply be that parents
who want more information about education seek that information from a variety of sources.
Colmar Brunton's report on parents' information needs suggests that parents sit on a
continuum in terms of their involvement in their child's education, with parents at one end of
the continuum seeing education as a partnership between school management, teachers,
students, and parents; and parents at the other end of the continuum seeing student learning
primarily as the responsibility of schools, with teachers being the experts and parents not
needing to be actively involved (Colmar Brunton, 2012). Parents who trust the teacher as
expert and see less need for active involvement in their child's education might also see less
need to seek out “objective” information in the form of ERO evaluation, or evidence of
assessment against a set of nationally consistent benchmarks. There is some evidence of a
parallel here with trustees — those who see their role as stakeholders in education being a
proactive, rather than reactive (or supportive) one appear potentially more likely to embrace
the concept of National Standards. For parents, wanting to have a say in who teaches their

child is consistent with a desire for more proactive involvement.

While perhaps not self-explanatory, other significant relationships can potentially be
explained by considering contextual factors. Parents with students in Year 8 were found to be
more negative about National Standards. According to the final RAINS report (Thrupp &
White, 2013), as students progress through primary school, the achievement expectations
outlined by the standards become further removed from patterns of actual achievement. A

mismatch in expectations versus achievement at Year 8 is supported by a paper published by
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NZCER that looked at how student achievement in the mathematics Progressive
Achievement Test (PAT) compared with National Standards. Results from an equating
exercise suggested that only about 35% of Year 8 students were meeting the mathematics
standard (NZCER, 2010). The National Standards results published by the Ministry of
Education for 2012 and 2013 paint a far less bleak picture, with around two thirds to three
quarters of Year 8 students at or above standards in reading, writing and mathematics in 2012
and 2013. However, there is still an apparent downward trend in the proportion of students
meeting standards expectations in writing and mathematics from Year 1 to Year 8 (Ministry

of Education, n.d. (5)).

The apparent disjuncture between the results of the PAT equating exercise and the
mathematics National Standards results from 2012 and 2013 raises some questions,
particularly when considered in light of concerns about the subjectivity of OTJs, and the
SSMEP finding that OTJs lacked dependability (Ward & Thomas, 2013). While those
questions are beyond the scope of this thesis, general perceptions of misalignment between
standards and patterns of achievement, or between standards and other commonly used
assessment tools are not. These perceptions were present in the thematic analysis of open
response data (see section 4.1), and may be exacerbated by, or contributing to, confusion or
misunderstanding about different forms of assessment, and what they provide. In any case,
where a higher proportion of students are not reaching standards, it is bound to cause more
anxiety among stakeholders, which may lead to a more negative attitude overall if the
standards are seen as unhelpful or unfair. The relationship between trustees’ attitude and
school type, which showed trustees from contributing schools were most positive, while

trustees from intermediate schools were least positive, might be explained in a similar way.

As noted earlier, schools' reporting is generally parents' main source of interaction with the
standards, so some association between parent attitude and questions about reporting is not
unexpected. However, interpreting this association is somewhat complex, particularly given
some potentially confounding relationships. Parents with children in Year 7 and 8 were more
likely to receive a written report about their child's progress against the standards (Wylie &
Hodgen, 2010). Secondary analysis found that parents who received a written report were
more likely to be negative, according to the constructed attitude variable. This correlation
could then be a result of the higher levels of negativity among parents with students in Year
8. Alternatively, parents with students in Year 8 may have been more likely to be negative

due to the fact that they were more likely to have received a written report. It is also entirely
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possible that there is no causal relationship between attitude and year level, or attitude and
reporting formats, and that they are instead, linked to some other underlying variable. With
regard to reporting though, there is some related evidence that may support the notion that
this had an effect on attitude. For instance, the RAINS research found that the requirement to
report at mid-year on progress toward an end of year standard created some tensions.
Teachers were reluctant to make a definitive statement about where a student would be at the
end of the year, and this reluctance created anxiety for parents (Thrupp & White, 2013).
Parent and teacher frustration or dissatisfaction arising from mid-year reporting time lines
(both in relation to an end of year standard, and relative to the timing of assessment on which
an interim judgement was based which, for formative reasons, was often at the beginning of
the year) was also evident in the thematic analysis of comments from the NZCER 2010

National Survey (see section 4.1).

Parents from schools whose principals indicated they had designed a new format for
reporting to parents in 2010, were also found to be less likely to be positive about the
standards, based on their open responses. Once again, there may be an element of resistance
to change, this time on the part of parents. If parents had been used to receiving and
interpreting information in a certain way, to receive something unfamiliar may have created
uncertainty. Additionally, a new reporting format may require time for fine-tuning by the
school, to figure out what works best for all those involved. In any case, if a new reporting
format was seen by parents as being less useful to them than what they had previously
received, and that new format was associated with the introduction of the National Standards,

it could affect their perception of the usefulness of the standards.

Lastly, secondary analysis found that, while parents who reported having received clear
information in relation to their child's achievement in relation to the maths standards were
more positive, parents who reported receiving clear information about attitude and behaviour
were less positive. A logical conclusion to draw in this case, could be that parents who place
(relatively) less value on achievement and more value on the role of education in aiding
social and emotional development might see (relatively) less value in the standards. Again,

there is a possible parallel here with findings from analysis of trustee responses.

As discussed in chapter 2, achievement standards can be located within a broader political
discourse. A number of the patterns outlined above appear to support the idea that

respondents to the NZCER 2010 National Survey who indicated a positive attitude to the
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National Standards through their open responses also seem more likely to be in agreement
with other ideas about the purpose of education and the stakeholder roles and relationships
that form part of that discourse. This is not unexpected, but highlights the importance of
political ideology and its impacts on the experiences of those within the education system.
Media coverage of issues in primary education in New Zealand in recent years provides
ample evidence of strained, and even adversarial, relationships among stakeholders. A lack of
congruence in public expectations, policy intentions, and what schools are able to deliver
could only serve to exacerbate this situation, particularly when combined with a highly
politicised environment. It would be naive to think that that discord could be eliminated, as
while people can generally agree to wanting the best from the education system, if they have
fundamentally different ideas about what the education system is for, then they will most
certainly come to different conclusions about how it should operate. However, it should be
possible to increase peoples' knowledge and understanding of what is being done in primary
education, and how it might affect them in practice, thereby reducing their reliance on
political rhetoric. It seems obvious that there is a need for more clarity about the National
Standards, among parents in particular. The NZCER 2010 National Survey was undertaken
during the first year of implementation of the standards, and knowledge and understanding
should of course improve with continued exposure. However, other more recent research
suggests a persistently high level of confusion, which potentially continues to undermine the
working relationships between parents and schools. The NZCER 2013 Primary and
Intermediate Schools National Survey asked parents about their understanding of the
National Standards, their support for the standards in principle, and their views on whether
the standards constitute a valuable record of student learning. Just over half of the parent
respondents to the 2013 survey thought they understood the standards, just under half
supported them in principle, and just under half thought they provided a valuable record of
learning. Comments were made by 29 percent of parents, most of these detailing concerns
about various aspects of the standards. The themes identified by NZCER in parent comments
from the 2013 survey are very similar to those identified from the 2010 data (Wylie & Bonne,
2014). Two years later, things may have shifted substantially, but it seems unlikely. Should
similar questions be asked of parents in the 2016 survey, it will be interesting to see what

change has occurred.
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6 GLOSSARY

e-asTTle

IEA

NZC

NZCER

OECD

oT1J

PAT

PISA

RAINS

SSMEP

TIMSS

UNESCO

Online assessment tool to assess student achievement and progress in reading,

mathematics and writing

International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement
New Zealand Curriculum

New Zealand Council for Educational Research

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Overall Teacher Judgement

Progressive Achievement Test

Programme for International Student Assessment

Research, Analysis and Insight into National Standards (Project)
School Sample Monitoring and Evaluation Project

Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation
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APPENDIX 1: 2010 NZCER National Primary and Intermediate Survey -

Questionnaire for Parents or Caregivers

20 5x 3277, Wallingion 5140
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2010 NZCER National Primary and Intermediate Survey

Questionnaire for Parents or Caregivers

Pleass fill outthic guestionnaire by ticking the boxes or circling the numbers that apply to vou and oy
WFiIRE in the spaces provided.

1. How many children do you have at this school?
2. What vear levels are your children in at this school?
[J°ew entrantsYear § [ Vear 1 " Year 2 [ vear 3 [ Year 4

[ Year 5 [ Yaar & [ Yaar 7 [J YearB

3. How many yvears have you had a child at this school?

If vou have mors than one child at this schosl, for the following guestions pleass give information only about
your youngest child ar this school.

4. Was this school your first choice for your yeurgest child? [Please tick ene only]
O3* Y {it's our closast primary school) 3% ¥as {but it°s not the closast primany school)
O 150 [Piease go 1o 067 O 190t su=

03¢ Orthar [Pisare describe]

mn

If yes, how did you get into this school? [Please tick ore oniy]

03! W live in the school anmolment zone O Our chosen school kad no enmlment zona

[ W went into the ballot for this school [3* W met the spacial charactsr criteria for the school
{a.g., itiz a Catholic school and our family is Catholic)

V¢ Othar [Pisars describe]

6. If me, what prevented your yourgest child going to the school of your first choice? [Please fick all thar anniy]

O=Coat O3* Teznsport
O- 8chool zon= 3¢ school mluctance to cater for child's spacizl neads
O3 =ndx child did not want to sttend that school O The school was full

Oz Othar [Fiease describe]
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7. What information did you use to choose this school for vour youngest child T [Flease rick ail thar gpeiy]

a

0= Cldar child want kars O Child's Fimnds war= Eoing hars

3= Other children we knew want hars ¢ Baw it was the closast achool

OJ- Looked &t most sacent ERO sevisw of school I Family membars attandad

mE Opinions of parent: we Imow 0" visited school/attendsd school opsn day
mE Newspapsr story about this school [k Newspapar story about other schools

O School websits " 5chool annual eport

|:|=‘E.aﬂ}' childhood sducation cantre teachers™ views 0- Spacializt recommendation

O3 = Other [Fiears describe]

8. Please circle o rumber for the option that best shows how yon feel about your youngest child s experience at
this school.

Strongly Agres Nentral' Dhisagree Stromgly

BETEE not sure disagres
g) My child’s teacher motivates him or her to want to 2 :
1 P 3 4 5
lzam
b) The clazzroom prosrammes mests my child’s academic -
1 2 3 4 5
nasds
c) My child’s teacher iz committad smd enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5
d) Wy child's teacher iz awars of my child's stremgths and 1 5 3 4 B
waglmasias
2) I am pleasad with the progresz my child has mada thiz 1 2 = 4 ke
aar = E 5
fi NIy child's teacher poovidas clesr feadback to my child 1 5 3 4 =
shout hiz or her work
£) My child finds school work intarssting 1 2 3 4 5
k) The classroom progrzmme involves the fight amount of 1 5 3 i 5
challanga fior my child
i) Wy child's idaa: ars liztened to 1 2 3 4 5
i) Wy child iz sncourasad to b2 3 rols modsl and support 1 5 3 7 =
other students
k) My child's teacher responds to any concems that I kava 1 2 3 4 u
Iy NIy child’s teacher has: high expectations for him o her 1 2 3 4 5
m) Wiy child iz helpad to 2=t realiztic leaming goals 1 2 3 4 5
n) The culteral identity of my child iz recoendzed and
I x 3 4 5
fazpactad
o) My child iz gsining good social =kills 1 2 3 4 5
) My child iz geining good attituds: 1o work i 2 d 4 5
q) I fesl walcoms when I comea to the school il 2 3 4 5
1) I =t poodidess foom the school shout bow to help my 1 1 3 4 5
child'z laaming
2) I would secommend thiz school to other parants 1 2 3 4 5
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8. How well do yon think this school helps vour child to:

Very Well Not very  Not at all
well well well
g) Becoms zalf-manasing—so they havae a “can do™ aftituds and st 1 - 3 4

high sxpectations for themazslvas
b)) Develop elationship skills—so they can got on wall with others 1 2 3 4
) Devalop co-oparative skilli—szo thay can work wall with otherz
in groups and teams
d) Derpelop problsm-zolving skills and attitundas 1 2 3 4
&) Devalop thinking skill:—including bsing abls to azk good

guastions and be raflactive L 2 4 H
f) Mﬂnpmaaa:r_h zkillz=—s0 they can find, judes and wea 1 5 3 a
information
£) Taks part in sport anpd culteral activitiss 1 2 3
L) Dizcover arange of interssts and passions 1 2 3

1. i) Is there anything you would like to change about your youngest child*s education at this school?
O Yae O no O+ ot 2umm

ii) If yer or ror sure, please indicate the changes you would like. [Please rick ail thar apph]

0= Mo interesting work O nor= challenging work/higher sxpactations
O Mo azzazzment 4Lz aszarzment
O- nics= emphaziz on academic wodk Of L= emphaziz on academic wodk
Oz niot= individel halp for studants = 5 mallar class zizes
O nlore communication shout pioEf2ss 0¥ nlore usa of computars
O* nios= emphasziz on valwss, rElationship: and social skills O" nioe= tzaching rszouroas
O= o= apopuntsbility O=Mor= par=nt imvolvemsnt
O More opportunitiss for students to foed into decizions 37 Mor= opportunitiss for childen tolasm sbout
of maka chodoas being 3 citizen thooush working in the commumnity
0= nios= opporunty to leam shbout big izsues affacting our O+ 1loe= focues on childen's culteres and apaianoas
world liks the snvironment and swstainability in the zchool leaming progammea
O Lass strict dizcipline O: strictar dizcipline
0= nio= emphasiz on studants supporting aach other O+ loe= projact work
O Mo information to support my child's leaming at O~ Grestar rangza of extracwricular activitiss
home {2.g., clubs)
O Las: homawerk: O Mot= bemawod:
O3= Crther [Fisare describs]

11. In general, how would you describe the information you get from the school about:
iy Your youngest child s overall learning prosramme
O very good [ Goed O satisactory (3 Poos O): vary poos
i) Your youngest child’s learming progress

Ot vVey good ° Good O° satistactory [ Poor O vy poe
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12. How did yvou gef information about your childs mid-year progress this year? [Flaase rick ail rhar appiy]

13

14.

O=virittan 1=podt

)= Dizcussion with child and child's teacher at a zst tima

)4 Othar [Fiease describe]

O Dizcuzsion with child’s teachar at a sat tima

What information did you get about your child®s mid-vear progress this vear? [Plaase rick all thar appiy]

= Clasr information shout thair pooEress this vasr

3= Clasr information shout whae thay ar= in rslation to
tha now Mationsl 5 tandands in reading

3= Claar information shout where theay ar= in rslation to
the now Mational 5 tandards in mearhemarics

Oz Clear information sbout their ttitudes behaviour at
2chool

¢ Helpfil idsss for bow [ can support my child's
lzaming

3= 0thar [Fioare describe]

O3 Claar information sbout my child'zs leaming goals for
the rast of tha vear

OVé Claar information showt whars they am in
relation to the new MNational Standands inweiting

V¢ Claar information sbot thais DIOET2:E in sCiemos

3% Clear information shout what the school is
doing to balpmy child achisve thair lasming goals
0¥ Lass information than 1 ot fiom last year's mid-vesr
r=poqt about their lssming 2= 2 whols

Dwo you have any comments abount the new National Standards?

16.

O =0thar [Fisase describe]

. What are your main sources of information about education other than the school? [Plaase fick all thar aoeii?
O=Family O=Friznds 0= Othar parants
O<v O- radio D'H—'_ﬂ.rs.]:-a;:et
O:zEooks 0 Nlagarinas O Intemst searchas
¥ Team-Up website O3 Ministry of Education " Education Review Office (ERO)

Where do you get information about the school? [Please rick il rhar gpei]

O=w ‘askly school newslattars

CJ=tewslottars omce a tam

OJ=Lock at school wabsita at laast onoz 2 menth
O=zLatest ERO report

O othar parsnts

OV Orther [Pieare describe]

OV romwalattars ovary 24 wanks

V¢ Anmusl school report

O Look at school websitz occasionally
O=Local community nawspapsr
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12. How did yvou gef information about your childs mid-year progress this year? [Flaase rick ail rhar appiy]

13

14.

O=virittan 1=podt

)= Dizcussion with child and child's teacher at a zst tima

)4 Othar [Fiease describe]

O Dizcuzsion with child’s teachar at a sat tima

What information did you get about your child®s mid-vear progress this vear? [Plaase rick all thar appiy]

= Clasr information shout thair pooEress this vasr

3= Clasr information shout whae thay ar= in rslation to
tha now Mationsl 5 tandands in reading

3= Claar information shout where theay ar= in rslation to
the now Mational 5 tandards in mearhemarics

Oz Clear information sbout their ttitudes behaviour at
2chool

¢ Helpfil idsss for bow [ can support my child's
lzaming

3= 0thar [Fioare describe]

O3 Claar information sbout my child'zs leaming goals for
the rast of tha vear

OVé Claar information showt whars they am in
relation to the new MNational Standands inweiting

V¢ Claar information sbot thais DIOET2:E in sCiemos

3% Clear information shout what the school is
doing to balpmy child achisve thair lasming goals
0¥ Lass information than 1 ot fiom last year's mid-vesr
r=poqt about their lssming 2= 2 whols

Dwo you have any comments abount the new National Standards?

16.

O =0thar [Fisase describe]

. What are your main sources of information about education other than the school? [Plaase fick all thar aoeii?
O=Family O=Friznds 0= Othar parants
O<v O- radio D'H—'_ﬂ.rs.]:-a;:et
O:zEooks 0 Nlagarinas O Intemst searchas
¥ Team-Up website O3 Ministry of Education " Education Review Office (ERO)

Where do you get information about the school? [Please rick il rhar gpei]

O=w ‘askly school newslattars

CJ=tewslottars omce a tam

OJ=Lock at school wabsita at laast onoz 2 menth
O=zLatest ERO report

O othar parsnts

OV Orther [Pieare describe]

OV romwalattars ovary 24 wanks

V¢ Anmusl school report

O Look at school websitz occasionally
O=Local community nawspapsr
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20. Please indicate your views on parents’ roles in relation to the school.

Stromgly  Asree  Newtral' Disagree Stromgly

BETEE nof sure disagres
g) Parentswhinay should have the opportumity 1o ba 1 5 3 4 B
imvolvad in dacizions sbout their child's laaming
b)) Parentswhinsn should hava the oppostunity to be
involved in dacizions shout leaming in geners] &t their 1 2 3 4 5
child’s zchool
<) Parentsiwhinsy should have regulsr opportundtiss to 1 5 3 " i

dipoes in detail their child's prograss
d) The purpoes of interactions betwesn zchool and

parantswhinan should be 20 parenrsAshdean can better 1 2 3 4 5
suppodt studsnts” lesming

&) The purpoes of interactions betwesn zchool and
parants'whinan should be 20 the school can bettsr suppodt 1 2 3 4 5
studants’ lasming

f) The zchool should provids opportunities for parants! 1 5 3 q B

whinam to wodk with taff or students in leasming poojects

21. Are you satisfied with the way the school develops ity charter and annual plan? [Please tick ore only]

0" ve: O r0—would liks moss input O 10—would liks lass consultation
O*Dor’t know what is happening OJé 130t teslly intarsstad O ot 2ue
O Othar [Fisase describe]

22, Dwo you think the school genninely comsults you about new directions/issues?

O v O O 130t sure

213. Please indicate your understanding of your school commmnity’s attitndes around schooling.

Stromgly Agree  Newtral' Disagree Stromgly

BETEE nof sure disagres
g) The school and its commumity valws :imilar things ! 2 3 4 5
b) The community iz opsn to now laaming 1 2 3 4 5
) The community has raalistic axpactations of what the x
L 1 2 3 4 5
gchool cam provids
d) The community trests the 2chool 1 i 3 4 5
&) The community fasl: at home in the school 1 2 3 4 5
f) The community iz dividad'containe sroups with conflictine
: 1 2 3 4 5
wizhaz
£) The community puts 3 high value on aducations] swcoes: 1 2 3 4 5

24, iy Did vou vote in thiy year’s elections for the Board of Trustees? [Flease rick one onfy]

OVt ve: fiGe to ]

O %o fGo 10 ii]

O Thare was no alaction for the board at this school [Please go to L257
O Came to this school after the elactions [Please go to Q. 25]
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ii) If you did vose, what influenced your choice? [Flaase rick ail thart appis]

D:
D':
D-:
¢
D-:
D{
0=

i) If you dide 't vere, why was this? [Flaase rick ail rhar anpiy]

Candidata had shown pravious commitment to school
Candidata had baon on another board

Candidata was Imown to me

Candidata zeamad to haws skills the school neads
Candidats had smparisncs in sducation
Nothing—szsemad liks 3 lotteny

Orthar

O Didr't g2t the papars in tims
O* wasz't enpueh information on the candidates to make 3 decizion

0= Didn't 22em important who want on the board—all candidatss zssmed good
¢ Didn’t ==t round to it
O Other

25, Do you feel vou have emough contact with the school’s trustessT

O v

O=v0

O 1ot sure

26, Whatdo vou think are the key elemsen t(s) in the role of the Board of Trustees? [Flease rick the moss ivporian ]

D’Ptm\iding stratamic diraction for the zchool

O= supporting school stafFprincipal

O- a4 Zant of ovemmeant/fepdazanting govamamant intessts

Oz Orverzasing principal

¢ Othar [Fiease describe]

0 Employing principal

OV Rapresonting parants in the school
O 5 crutinizsing school parformance
O3 Orversasing school financas

27. Whatdo you thinlk are the major issues facing vour school, if any? [Flaase rick the meost mporiaat]

0- Funding
0« Eaaping zood teachers
O putting the New Faslamd Cumiculom

OF student achisvameant O0= Atteacting mood taachars
0= & tudent behaviourdiscipline O 5taffing levels
0O Gatting pood-guality profazsional O Propsty maintenancs

into affact for thiz schoel devalopment for school staff deval ppmant
O riational Standards introduction O parent/community support O niotivating studants
O= Asssssment workload 3= Principal’s leadarship O Quality of tesching
OF nigon student ackisvamant OV pasifika studant ackizvamant O0- Achisving school targats

O+ Asssssment driving the cerriculum
O- Fazponding to culteral diversity
O BOT quality

O =0thar [Fisars dascribe]

0 Including stuwdeantz with spacisl neads D"C—ett“ingag.bmi EFRD p=rvimw
O~ Daclining school soll O=5chool toll is too largz
D’Maﬁ_ua:y of ICT aguipment
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About you

28. What is your kighest education qualification? [Please rick ore o]

O* Posteradiate dasres or diploma

O¢ Bachelor desres

O Undsrgraduats diploma‘cartificats, Wew Zesland diploma MNew Zasland certificate of national diploma
03¢ Techmician's certificats, advanced trade certificata, of nationsl diploma

O Trads contificatas, appeenticaship, nationsl cartificats

O* Pre-vocational certificats. brideing certificata, or foundation certificate

" University Entrancs, Higher School Cartificats, National Cartificats Laval 3, or NCEA Laval 3

[3* Hixth Form Certificata, National Cartificate Laval 2, or NCEA Laval 2

° schocl Cartificats, Mational Cartificats Lavel 1, or NCEA Laval 1

O} qualification

O Othar [Plaase describa]

20, Are you:

O Femala or O a2

0. Flease indicate the ethnic group(s) with which you identify. [Please rick all thar aoeiy]

O paahi Erropaan " nison = paific O Asisn
O)= Orther [Fiaass describe]

We really appreciate your views!

Please return your survey to NZCER in the freepost envelope enclosed by
Wednesday 18 Angust
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