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Introduction

This think piece, commissioned by The New Zealand Treasury, draws on national and international
literature, as well as our knowledge of the New Zealand context, to consider the purposes of
accountability systems and how the accountability settings in New Zealand'’s schooling system
should be set in ways that drive sustained improvement in students’ learning outcomes. It describes
accountability levers at different levels of the system. Possibilities for change are considered in the

context of New Zealand’s education system in which schools have co rable autono ttention
is paid to of the importance the Treasury places on accelerating M tional aC/hIQVG
We begin by defining what we mean by accountability, because;it idea with arsd#férent

interpretations but few working definitions. A brief section on thepurposes f accou aélllty

systems follows: here there is much greater agreemen 51\ong key authors;
improving outcomes for students, particularly those Wi 1F¥rved by/ou ucation systems, is the

primary function of accountability. Accountability s o not sit.in a@gllw vacuum, so we

sections of this paper as we describe acc
Many of these features appear to refl
international literature, yet New Zealﬁl\\h
stratified along ethnic lines. For @son the se |®jj ﬁo o
i chanlsm/spl out at each level of our education system.
-setting @uptabﬂﬁy mechanisms throughout the

\: ed to be effective in the
th equity in student achievement
mg this system description takes a

closer look at how the accou
The paper concludes W|th/pop Si
education system. N \,,/J\\

as.in this paper have been informed by a search of

recent internationa a ure on acco ility in education. We have also examined research,
g'specific e New Zealand context, including three randomly selected ColL

plans on f edlv of Educ@nM

(http:/ /v ducation.govt.n sse@s/Documents/Mlnlstrv/lnvestlng in-Educational-

Succeé&LC&mrﬁumtles (af SMW In addition, we have spoken to a range of people from different

agenues%gether w w\bpomted leaders of Communities of Learning (Col), and principals in both

English and Maori %

As indicated above; 't e\% e'r/vatlons§ e

documents 3
site

schools. As we searched through documents and held discussions with

ve uncovered unexpected levels of complexity and recent change, which have
nsuring accuracy more difficult than anticipated. As an illustration of this
complexity; Wk{}n e asked a principal of a Maori medium kura to make a list of those to whom she
was accouﬁtablé she declined with the comment, “It would take me all day”. The sheer number of
accountabilities and their complexity may be at the heart of the system problem. Given this
complexity, and the constraints of funding and time for this thinkpiece, much more may need to be
investigated before decisions are made about any redesign.

What do we mean by accountability?

In the papers accessed for this review, few authors define what they mean by accountability and
different ideas clearly underpin their ideas. For example, Fullan et al. (2015) write, “Simply stated,
accountability is taking responsibility for one’s actions” (p.4). In contrast, Hargreaves defined
accountability as “the remainder that is left when responsibility is subtracted” (Hargreaves, 2008, p.
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37). The organisational literature emphasises the role of others in the accountability equation. For
example, for Kogan (1986), accountability is “a condition under which a role holder renders an
account to another so that a judgment may be made about the adequacy of the performance” (p.
25). Tetlock (1998) provides a more cognitive emphasis: “the implicit or explicit expectation that one
may be called on to justify one’s beliefs, feelings and actions to others” (p. 255).

In the reviewed literature, each of the elements of these definitions is encapsulated in different
ways and it is important to consider them together: &
‘3/\/‘/7 N\
e Taking responsibility for one’s actions \\J/
e Providing an account to others about the adequacyo ance < W/ﬁ
o Justifying beliefs, feelings and actions to others. \;

C)?high stakes »w stakes

™~
Ok
e

Also pervasive in much of the reviewed literature is

accountability, but we have taken these to be the ct nces of @n}a/t\)ility once the account
has been provided. High stakes consequences r@ here exp %iwérds or sanctions follow
from providing the account. Low stakes consegq| are thosewhere no clear rewards or sanctions

007). It ne ds\gﬁ\j\c\)\é\poted that perceptions of

follow (W6Rmann, Lidemann, Schitz & S
y iduals in similar situations because

whether the stakes are high or low sta%
less tangible factors, such as the impact o —pf/ofessio aliide

| QO L2
We consider that this issue of djf t definitionsand. s

ity, come into play.

X a/rating the accountability “processes”
from the “stakes” is impog:ag ofder to pro r&?ﬁe;discussion. Hattie (2015), for example,
a

J

conflates the process withﬁfﬁﬁa es in his y for the development of collaborative cultures

in which teachers worﬁ t@ac{}i&)e “at least 2
collaborative pro “hedéscribes i eall'the above three bullet points, including a strong

s growth for a year’s input” (p. 5). The

emphasis on meas t of student achievement and progress when providing the account to
erhew “there can be no whiff of accountability based on students’ test
umably hé@fe ing to the possible negative consequences of blaming and

ment wi FN{B(w/e strongly agree.
;S

student Ieé;;a\rm
for all studez\hts‘./l“n New Zealand, attention to our educational inequities must be at the heart of the

not just improvements in test scores but deeper and more meaningful learning

purpose of our accountability mechanisms and systems.

Some educational jurisdictions, most notably in the United States, have enacted this purpose by
focusing their accountability systems directly on student performance with high stakes
consequences. However, this approach has justifiably been widely criticised because education is
more complex than these simple input — outcome assumptions. There is considerable evidence that
systems that directly and exclusively target student achievement have resulted in distortions,
gaming of the system, and little real improvement. It has not been the approach of high performing
or improving systems. In particular, it undermines the trust required to develop a learning system
(Daly & Chrispeels, 2008). Tucker (2014) summarises the evidence provided by many others:
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The result is very low teacher morale, plummeting applications to schools of education, the
need to recruit too many of our teachers from the lowest levels of high school graduates, a
testing regime that has narrowed the curriculum for millions of students to a handful of
subjects and a very low level of aspiration. There is no evidence that it is contributing
anything to improved student performance, much less the improved performance of the
very low income and minority students for which it was in the first instance created. (p.2)

Internationally, there is at least an implicit improvement agenda in ucational accot ility
systems, even in the United States where it was hoped that a fo tudent test sc/cjfé%would
raise those scores (Lasky, Schaffer, & Hopkins, 2008). More recer improvgrh\ehje}éaﬁda has
become more explicit as attention has turned to higher perf g systems where the—
accountability architecture and processes are integrated intg a wideri Mnda. In these

Accountability approaches do not sit o t% is fthe system but rather interact
closely with them. New Zealand is notgd\\F&rA}k high lev, of omy over curriculum, assessment
and resources, features which are f’e‘qgenﬂy identified with
always'realised. 1}\ALQ uthers (Farrar, 2015; Suggett, 2015) argue that
these benefits accrue only/f accountability is‘(all\s%i

an analysis of OECD repor:{ﬂjq\\ D,2010; 2 t/

~ 7/
The institutj n‘a\]\l‘,oﬁ’gext for autonor
differen ccountab%ﬂ )
determinin iculum and assessment can in fact worsen performance. When

ility is strong, autonomy is an advantage, although how much autonomy and
makes a gifﬁe;en é. (pp. 13-14)
ue for the m(qo& of professional capacity for accountability to work in an
environment of rel \\Q\pltéy\omy. Fullan et al. (2015), for example, insist that any attempt to reset
accountability st aA%ust begin by building the professional capital of teachers and leaders. By
this they mea lective capacity of the profession and its responsibility for continuous
improvement or the success of all students” (2015, p. 6). Both Farrar (2015) and Greany (2015)
additiona‘il\@}gu]e hat leadership capability is essential to the accountability settings inherent in a
seIf-impro%né!ystem: “Greater autonomy and more responsibility, not only for the improvement of

your own school but also for others, makes headship ... daunting” (Farrar, 2015, p.7).

The OECD report on 2012 PISA results found that the professional capital needed for autonomy to
be effective in improving student outcomes could be compensated for and enhanced through
collaborative practices (OECD, 2013a): this signals the interdependence of accountability, autonomy,
professional capacity, and collaborative practices.
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The Characteristics of Effective Accountability Systems

There has been increasing international interest in effective accountability mechanisms and systems.
Part of the reason for this is a reaction to the United States’ failed emphasis on measures of student
achievement with high stakes consequences. Studies of effective schools (e.g. EImore, 2004),
clusters of schools (e.g. Farrar, 2015), and systems (e.g. Fullan et al., 2015) have led to advocacy for
internal accountability based on collaborative cultures characterised by high trust, collegi

commitment to collective responsibility for continuous improvemen success for a dents.

Such systems develop rather than undermine teacher professionali e et al. (2004),
[ \
example, identify that the main feature of successful schools w, bllaborative &@tu}js that

ive action.\ %,

Indeed, there is considerable evidence from New Zeala %r\qf{earch that rapid-gains can be made in

achievement and can be sustained with the develop h@h qualip/jﬂ nal-d@ccountability
processes among leaders and teachers (Bishop et al illi bl\‘iq@mon & MacDonald,

|mp/erley & Parr, 2009). The

e Collaboratively examine evide &K'
e Analyse the quality of their prgé\s@nal practices

the current student profi ﬁ&f\achievemen ,Q\L\ S
e Develop and implem ecific targete/irpe\a"\ g&al practices with integrity; and

e Check the impact learnin t@h;iterative cycles of inquiry until the most
difficult to teach‘{@éﬁ; have ma 6ing progress based on high expectations.

AIthough,,‘ emphasis of théc@ren international literature is on internal accountability and
collec |vé)rrrésp sibility, 'Q%Wround a range of soft measures, there is an indication that a mix
ically external) ind soft (typically internal) measures are needed. Fullan et al. (2015)

describe internal a %\Tﬁﬁbdﬁy as when individuals and groups “willingly take on personal,
professional and% responsibility for continuous improvement and success for all students”

(Fullan et al., , While external accountability is “when system leaders reassure the public
through transparency, monitoring and selective intervention that their system is performing in line
with sociétéLB(dectations and requirements” (Fullan et al., 2015, p.4). These authors claim that
internal accountability must precede external accountability if lasting improvement in student

achievement is the goal:

The solid and mounting evidence on the fundamental impact of internal accountability on
the effectiveness and improvement of schools and school systems contrasts sharply with the
scarce or null evidence that external accountability, by itself, or as the prime driver, can
bring about lasting and sustained improvements in student and school performance. There
is, indeed, a growing realization that external accountability is not an effective driver of
school and system effectiveness. (Fullan et al., 2015, p.6)
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One way to conceptualise accountability is in terms of hard or top down measures versus soft or
collegial measures, as illustrated in Figure 1.
Top down (tend to be hard measures) Collegial (soft measures)
National agencies (MoE, ERO, NZQA, EC) School ¢m=m==) School
Leader <¢mmmmmm=d |eader
Teache Tea
School Stud Student
Professi Parents)/ whanau
~
Leader NP
Teacher

! N
Parents / whanau &
n§/
Figure 1. Top down and collegial accountability mea .

In addition, bottom-up or re countabi\r‘(t@rn\wo s holding the system accountable for
. ) )

providing the necessary cg{@jiti or impr nt, such as adequate resources and training or

professional develop nt\afa)e same ti

olding schools and teachers accountable for

assessing student outcomes in terms%c ntext and conditions in which they have been
ow of reciprocal accountability in New Zealand occurred in the

ct that resulted in very high gains in literacy achievement

(Timperley. ,2009). Ministry of Education officials, responsible for the programme, adjusted
the p <§ ettings as resea idence emerged about aspects that were hindering success.

P
[

N\

>

Approache untability and the New Zealand Education System
s section, collective responsibility for improvement has been identified
repeatedl)ﬂ(ﬁ'\ nternational literature as central to internal accountability processes having a
positive i \ @ yn student outcomes. An important consideration in the New Zealand context is that
all official bodies in New Zealand, including the teacher unions, have an explicit commitment to the
Treaty of Waitangi and the obligations for equity this carries for Maori learners, typically through
reference to Ka Hikitea (Ministry of Education, 2013). There is also official collective commitment to
improving the achievement of Pasifika learners.

In addition, current approaches to accountability, and the processes surrounding them, include a mix
of hard and soft measures, largely identified as effective in the international literature and described
in the previous section. They are designed to enhance teacher professionalism, collective
responsibility and school improvement. Given this situation, the difficult question to answer is why
these measures, in their present form and application, have not achieved the proposed gains in
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student achievement, particularly for those learners who are not well served by our schooling
system. In order to answer this question we briefly describe the accountabilities at student, teacher,
leader, school, CoL and national level. A subsequent section takes a closer look at why these
accountabilities may not be achieving their intended purpose.

Learner Outcomes
Evidence of outcomes for learners underpins all other accountabilities
systems (OECD, 2013b), as they do in New Zealand. This serves to p
Although focusing on learner achievement to the exclusion of othe
negative impact (particularly when associated with high stakes),’s

because it is the central purpose of schooling. &

ithin most educ

s at the ce! )
res typical Iy\as“a
n Iearnanmu bem the mix

¢
The student assessment system in New Zealand has a r@n mative e is for both students
and their teachers (Ministry of Education, 2011a). schools, L‘(a’m ﬁa andards depend on

d\\aréx:leagned to promote

istthem to make those
ress and/Cenm tency Tool (PaCT) is designed to
mfigfofmatlon on the next stepsin a

/

teacher expertise, with their emphasis on overa te udgmen

materlals to

teacher professionalism with the accompanyi
judgements (http://assessment.tki.org.nz/). The

bring consistency to teacher overall ju§

learner’s progress.
Q'&a\/ms;andards ba &yst and has more characteristics
ygmﬁcarﬂy@h average with high equity on PISA (OECD,
. Jboe

At upper secondary school, NC

consistent with countries th

ways without dea

i o the wowm
ot just to<‘:\ \éca/ ically-included elite

ivalent of upper secondary studies/qualifications

A

—/
. ve the oppor‘ y to pursue tertiary studies if they wish

of;/ies associated with school and student failure, e.g. grade repetition,

The erX|b|\tyof/NCEA led to some concern that the harder accountability measure of the BPS goal of
85% of school leavers achieving NCEA Level 2 was being met by increasing internal and vocational
standards at the expense of traditional academic standards. An analysis of the shifts in credit
composition in 31 decile 1-4 schools and 8 decile 5+ schools between 2009 and 2014 does not
appear to bear this out for any group of students, including those of Maori and Pasifika ethnicities
(Hynds & Courtney?, unpublished). The four categories used in Figure Two include ‘traditional-
discipline’ in ‘arts’ and ‘science’ that have a full complement of achievement standards, ‘vocational’
courses that are based more on unit standards, and ‘contextually-focused’ courses that offer a

! This analysis was undertaken as a study in a PhD thesis that is not yet completed.
2 Hynds, A., & Courtney, M. unpublished data 2009 to 2014 shifts in credits obtained in NCEA Level 2

8
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reduced number of credits, predominantly from internally assessed unit standards with “closer links
to students’ everyday life contexts of future work or leisure”. Over the 1,217,548 credits, the
proportional shifts in these schools in all categories were negligible (Science d=0.00; and arts d=0.04;
contextual d+0.03; vocational d=-0.08).

Level 2 - 2009 L %2014
100% 100%

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Pasifika Maori Asian European Pasifika aeri Asian European
M Contextual M Vocational M Traditional Arts lTraditionaIScienz\ s Contextual l/é@a aditional Arts M Traditional Science

Figure 2. Shifts in the proportions of NC @n each o gories
s

Nor did the proportion of internal and e | credits ﬁ‘ y Maori students change
significantly between 2009 and 20 hese schools{d=-0.05; see Figure 3), although it needs to be
noted that a lower percenta hese/studentsin these-predominantly lower decile schools in the
sample gained their qualificati ugh int ts than Maori students nationally.

ori Students By Decile

ﬂé@a s: Lev

NS

'R B B

Decile 1 (13) Decile 2 (6) Decile 3 (7) Decile 4 (5) Decile 5+ (8) National

m 2009 m2014

Figure 3. Shifts in the proportion of external credits between 2009 and 2014 for Maori students

Although the pattern of shifts in external credits was more complex across deciles for Pasifika
students (see Figure 4), the overall effect size was similar to Maori (d=-0.06). Interestingly, Students
who identify as European exhibited the largest shift away from level 2 external examinations of any
group (d=-0.13)
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Externals: Level 2 Pasifika Students By Decile

35%

30%

25%

20%

<%

15%

10%

5%

Percent of Credits From External Standards

0%

The BPS NCEA target appear
Pasifika students without evig

tion and Accountability
The emphasi ew Zealand is developmental with inquiry into practice

incorp r@t .
must d néet cific standards

(https://educationcaguncil.erginz/content/graduating-teacher-standards) set by the Education
Council of Aotea Mealand (Education Council) that provide guidance for expectations for
competence. ation Council is also responsible for accrediting initial teacher education
programmes.

Teacher p Q ance is also subject to an annual process of attestation by their principals against
professional standards negotiated as part of separate union collective agreements with the Ministry
of Education. Every three years teachers must renew their practising certificate. Part of the process
involves principals endorsing teachers’ performance using the Practising Teacher Criteria formulated
by the Education Council to ensure teaching practice meets expectations. Teachers who do not meet
these criteria after appropriate support are referred to the Education Council competence authority.

School principals are appraised on a set of professional leadership standards with attestation for
performance by principals’ appraisers and signed off by the Chair of the Board of Trustees. When it
comes to the three yearly renewal of their practising certificate, appraisers are also required to
attest to performance using the Education Council’s Practising Teacher Criteria.

10
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For both teachers and principals, the Education Council also recommends the inclusion of criteria
developed from Tataiako in an effort to heighten the importance of cultural responsiveness. Nga
kura a iwi tumaki have developed a document with the Ministry of Education, “Tu Rangatira”, which
is used on a voluntary basis. In addition, current guidance provided by the Education Council is to
integrate both accountability requirements and developmental needs through an appraisal cycle.

incentive for the way in which principals work is probably the relati tween the he

school roll and principals’ salaries. J A
@ o

School-level Evaluation and Accountability

There is no shortage of bodies to which New Zealand sc

of Education, the Education Review Office (ERO), the
together with each school’s Board of Trustees, loc

While not an accountability mechanism for principals in the strict sense.of the concept, a ng
t
\/

ols are accountable, i
W/Zéa@nd Qualificati

ity, and |n/ree\\n %to iwi.

Under the Education Act 1989 all schools are e é\/x ongomg, cyclical process
of evaluation for improvement. Through the ar ing p they are required to report

on the achievement of their students, théir prioriti i rq%mépt and the actions they plan to
take. Currently, the Ministry of Educatio

r/of acknp/\;‘ ent from the Ministry rather than detailed

comment has been welco@ \ sector bigh}here appears to be considerable regional

variation in this practlge N~ /\

AN~ : . .
The Education Re fice (ERO) W. 1pto evaluate and report publicly on the quality of
education provide Zealand Sch and early childhood education services, and on the

effective us

unds. W determines that students’ learning of welfare is at risk,
inistry 6f§du on is recommended.
\ 7

Since i % {ab,ﬁshment,/E roach to external evaluation has changed from a

ERO has published €evaluation indicators for use in both internal and external evaluation. The
complementary-evaldation approach (Mutch, 2013) in 2008 was intended to strengthen the
reIatlonsh|p be
evaluatlon resg
performméweﬂ/

complianc accountiley anentatlon to an accountability/improvement orientation. Since 2003

eenévaluation and improvement. The differentiated review cycles allowed

ces to be more deliberately focused on education institutions that were not

In 2016, in response to the ongoing challenge of inequitable outcomes for particular groups of
students in New Zealand schools, ERO introduced the Accelerating Maori Student Achievement
approach in the external evaluation of primary schools. The main evaluative question is: How
effectively does this school respond to Maori students whose learning and achievement need
acceleration? This approach combines a sharpened accountability focus on learners who are not
achieving equitable outcomes with a focus on improvement through building internal evaluation
capacity (http://www.ero.govt.nz/how-ero-reviews/accelerating-student-achievement-maori/). The

School Evaluation Indicators used by schools and ERO have also been revised in July of this year
(ERO, 2016).

11
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School principals report to their Boards of Trustees monthly and to their communities annually in
ways that, in theory, make their students’ overall achievement and other important indicators
public. Primary schools are also required to report the numbers of students who are at, above or
below national standards in reading, writing and mathematics to the Ministry of Education. These
reports are also publicly available. This feature of using overall teacher judgement as the basis for
public reports is unusual internationally, where public reporting is more typically in the form of
results of national tests (Tucker, 2014).

Secondary schools are also accountable to NZQA for the quality of standard/sf‘a\/ngh

moderation processes. Aggregate NCEA results are also publi . <\://
X >

Accountability for Communities of Learning. \;

In a systematic examination of improving education s té@n%,jyourshed, Ijl <e and Barber (2010)

found that a middle tier or mediating layer, either pre-existing in the fc/erT\ istrict or local
authority, or specially created in the form of a schoo er or conmm mﬁ’@f learning, was a

consistent and vital feature of all the success %@ms they st s middle layer serves the

functions of providing targeted support, acting: uffer between the school and the centre, and

serving as a channel to share and integrate i ,,,,,,,,,,{/ements r\oi\\s/ Tfools (Mourshed et al., 2010).

Since the initial analysis (Mourshed et% jD \Mreasing pressure to position New
12;p.3; OECD, 2015b).

Zealand'’s schools within more co e{t\'}:«e systems (W ée \

The recently developed Comy /Learniné‘ktg , where schools work together under the
guidance of designated Ie“,a@fpr\ ipals and tg C E,—éje designed to fill the gap in the ‘middle layer’

N
between central goverglmbﬂ?’éﬂ/]d schools,in ew Zealand education system. This idea has been

promoted and acclaimi d:by\&ﬁumber fhigh profile international experts. Munby and Fullan, for

example, expres ief that “all '%(')0%, should be involved in focused, productive

networks within wh aders, teachers and students challenge, support, innovate and learn from
improve outcomes” (Munby & Fullan, 2016, p. 5). These

e t all school mm Zealand will be in a CoL by the end of 2017. Similarly,
Hargr a@s}(’\z 2) emp/haimportance of creating roles for high-performing head teachers,
r a
S/

one anoth vays that measu

senior le s and teac:h{sxtl) ct as system leaders, as has been done in ColL.
~ )

The vision for Co mote a learner-focused system through improved educational pathways.

jeve this vision are intended to be primarily collegial and promoted through
professional-co
learners: G&@é; or'schools and kura (Ministry of Education, 2016). According to this guide, the
appointme\nt\réf/the lead roles “will create the foundations for collective responsibility and

boration, as indicated by the two references to accountability in the Community of

accountability across your Community of Learning” (p. 3). On the following page, reference is made
to collegial accountability: “The hallmark of your mutual commitment will be sharing responsibility
and accountability for the outcomes of all the akonga/students in your Community of Learning” (p.
4). Col are also expected to put in place “stewardship, governance and management structures”
(Ministry of Education, 2016, p.3).

The architecture of Col is also designed to promote a learner-focused system in which schools from
ECE, primary and secondary sectors work together to create learner-designed pathways. In many
ways Col are designed to be consistent with Elmore’s (2004) description for improvement as

12
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“change with direction, sustained over time, that moves entire systems, raising the average level of
quality and performance while at the same time decreasing the variation among units, and engaging
people in analysis of and understanding of why some actions seem to work and others don’t” (p. 57).

System Accountability and Coherence
At the system level, a number of agencies are responsible for school level accountability. They
include the Ministry of Education (MoE), the Education Review Office (ERO), the New Ze d

Qualifications Authority (NZQA), and the Education Council of Aotea Zealand d ion
Council). All these agencies prioritise a collegial and developmental tion to th‘e(\/\j@gk with
schools, with a focus on building capacity rather than on pu ountability %j\t\‘g}\tg.\;l?ﬁeir
accountabilities have considerable overlap and are too com identify specifits\fg/aﬁd

~

separately.

Early Childhood Education Services

\

) )

- N
Although the brief for this paper focused on sc o@{/n , recent go %}Tpolicy has framed the
education system as 0-18 years. It is surprising, ore, tha{t\\ ctor has been excluded from

this brief. % \\%/

_/
A Closer Analysis O L
In New Zealand the rhetoric itment to e,q/’@’lty\ ﬁ\\%provement-oriented professional
accountabilities have not ;dy e outcome i‘Q}VHich the education system aspires. OECD

( /
comparisons demonstrate\agcﬁﬁi g levels evement at age 15 years, one of the closest

relationships betweer(s%io—%cénomic tatus student achievement, and high within-school

above description w
accountabilj ntly so co entwith effective systems, have failed to achieve desired

ction, we( I"examine potential issues at each system level, paralleling the

As noted above, Na

the approa/ch development and assessment of National Standards using overall teacher
judgemerﬁt{(@ﬁs is consistent with the research literature on high quality formative assessment
(Ministry c}*EEl/u/cation, 2011a), this approach has presented some specific challenges. OTJs require
teachers to consider a variety of evidence to decide how well an individual learner is progressing in
relation to a given standard. This task is complex and has led to inconsistencies (Ell et al., 2015).

A recent report on the National Standards: School Sample Monitoring and Evaluation Project, 2010-
2014 (Ward & Thomas, 2016) concludes from evidence collected from approximately 100 schools
that:

Considered together, this body of evidence strongly suggests that OTJs lack dependability,
which is problematic as OTJs are a central element of the National Standards system. It
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should be noted that there is no suggestion that all OTJs are inaccurate, but evidence
indicates that a reasonable proportion may be. (p.2)

This report also reports an improvement in achievement over time but cautions:

Given the magnitude of the improvements in achievement that are suggested by the OT)
data, the evidence that suggests OTlJs lack dependability, and evidence about patterns of
student achievement in New Zealand from international studie

taken as evidence that student achievement is improving ove

The development and introduction of the Progress and Consistency e ‘ i
Education has sought to address this inconsistency. The relucta by many rima h{)ols to use
this tool appears to suggest that they do not value hig o@\llty evidence sufficiently to ensure the
ioffor this papen icated that their

”Whatev r\th\\*eason evidence from

accuracy of OTJs. Some of those we spoke to in prepara

reluctance was more politically motivated than educ
OTlJs is fundamental to understanding individu
forms the touchstone for other levels of the ac :
therefore, is of serious concern. Suggesti about’how to es k{l}sh ese is beyond the scope of
this paper but, for the reasons cited e@t s paper ab fh§|ack of evidence about the
ountability i t

recommend that the New Zealand € Rm adopts t@néh‘ t tlng The solution needs to be found in

effectiveness of high stakes, test-based ited States, we would not

improving the quality and reli

-
This problem of mconmste\ﬁcﬁjs acerbat \creésmg the stakes for these assessments through

comparative publlcatlér\of résu’fts across&:}@>Cl As noted earlier, increasing the stakes related to
¢ nsequences of distortion, focusing on what is tested,

student achieveme ad to adv
ilum. Publishi s, with an unknown proportion of these judgements
dandin , will almost inevitably lead to inflated and unreliable

A sec gfl sugls one o}pe éﬂms in the teacher judgements. A recent paper by Blank,

Houkam nd Kingi 20!@ )iidentified the possibility of negative cognitive bias in teachers’
Judgements aboutthe ac re%ament of Maori students. This bias has been more clearly documented
in a study com uents achievement on standardised tests and teachers’ overall judgements
of achievem in/National Standards (Meissel, Meyer, Yao & Rubie-Davies, in review). This bias is
evident for M@x d Pasifika students, particularly for boys in writing. The concern is that students
from MaoNiéﬁd/Pasﬁlka ethnicities are not only perceived by their teachers to achieve at lower

standards than those from other ethnic groups given the same standardised achievement score, but
also that this perception may be reflected in their expectations of these students and the
opportunities to learn that are provided (Turner, Rubie-Davies & Webber, 2015).

In secondary schools, NCEA is the most frequently used student-level accountability measure, with
no formal reporting requirements prior to Year 11. The variability in outcomes in NCEA Level Two by
schools of the same decile is already documented by The Treasury. This variability continues at NCEA
Level 3 and University Entrance (see Figure 5). Although we have included this analysis in the section
on student outcomes, the accountability question does not rest with the students. Rather it rests on
the relevance and quality of learning offered to them. So the central issue that these data highlight
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is, “Who holds schools to account for this variability in performance?” It is unlikely that individual
Boards of Trustees or the community have access to this kind of data. It needs to happen at a system

level.
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aluati ﬁ@ﬁ‘} ccountability

% easures ar anisms for teachers are complex. We have already commented
tions and gréb ms’that occur when student achievement results are used to the
exclusion of other %\i}%fu{blems also arise with observations of practice. A large scale study in
the United States (Mea s of Effective Teaching [MET] Project, Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation)
identified th bservations with a single observer are typically unreliable in terms of
evaluatiop(;l"hR t reliable evaluations comprised a mix of multiple observations of teaching
practice ) m\gr y than one observer using clear criteria together with student feedback and
measures of student progress. This is a relatively time consuming mix to administer but if it is based
on informed judgement and approached from a developmental perspective with adequate feedback,

an adapted version could prove useful. It is similar from the approach by Bishop, Berryman, and
Cavanagh (2009) in Te Kotahitanga, with significant shifts obtained for Maori students in secondary
schools.

Internationally, teaching and leadership standards (e.g. AITSL, www.aitsl.edu.au) are used
increasingly as the criteria against which teacher practice is judged — serving both an accountability
and developmental function as the criteria become more demanding. In New Zealand, as described

3 These data were analysed as a sampling strategy for a PhD thesis on NCEA pathways.
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above, there are multiple competing standards and criteria with little coherence between them, an
issue noted in the OECD report on assessment and evaluation (Nusche et al., 2012). On the ground,
one principal described the different systems as “a nightmare”. The focus is on multiple reports,
placing a high administrative burden on school leaders and teachers for little apparent improvement
gain. The Education Council is currently working with the sector to bring the professional standards
and practising teacher criteria together into a simpler, more coherent set of standards which, if

achieved, will at least provide the basis for more transparent and reli assessed acco

ers’ com6etégce y their
eala nd’g“als:ﬁ};{dri/1 to
ation against th\é fessional
'r‘\ce\depic lon of the're itm indicative of

ism.

~\
The Practising Teacher Criteria, used as a bench ar istr ﬁfm‘r)énd re-registration of

At least up until recently, the accountability measure of attestati

assessment and evaluation stated that no teacher had failed.att

standards. While in practice this is probably not an accu

teachers, together with compulsory reportin
teachers brought to the Education Council’s-att

Two recent publications indicate that,@ >\Education Council and some schools,
appraisal may not be serving to focus the pfof s for Maori. Hynds, Averill, Hindle
and Meyer (in press) found little e@/\nQe in their 7 / \ bservations of culturally responsive
practices in the nine particip ondary schd‘ii"s} rly indications from an audit of teacher

appraisal practices under!;a(k"gn; O forth d{eatyn Council has identified highly variable

{7/
AN

. . . (&7 N
appraisal practices in sgcbOQJ&fiy )

ts, howeve : ly-one part of the puzzle if they are to result in

improvement. The ef part is about knowing how to use evidence to decide what to do once the
teach| of the system (student, teacher, schools, nationally). There are

t this cébﬁ&weak in many schools. We will illustrate difficulties around

ingont mé/ r{ort of the Starpath Phase Two Project (Kiro et al., 2016). A

| compafisw:d that “the matched schools outperformed, or performed at the

same levels, as the Star z}ﬂ:ﬁy‘thools” (p. 19) despite considerable resources and professional

support availabl rpath schools. The report noted that the different interventions

t

evidence sup d the efficacy of particular practices over others in terms of learner outcomes.

associated wi th were variably implemented across schools and teachers, even when the

With resp’iécft&l\‘it racy, for example, the report notes that:
N/

the Hiéher the quality of literacy instruction (before or after the intervention) the higher the
pass rates for SLAs [Literacy achievement standards] .... The estimate from the statistical
modelling is that an average increase of one additional aspect of literacy instruction after
the intervention would result in increased odds of passing English, mathematics and science
SLAS standards .... It is important to note that the intervention did not produce uniform
shifts in literacy teaching practices and this did not translate into generally higher pass rates
for students in high literacy standards. (p. 17)

We are not intending any specific attribution about the causes underlying this finding because it may
be a system issue (particularly related to multiple interventions in these schools) as much as a
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teaching issue or some combination. Possible causes may also include Starpath’s approach to
improvement in which literacy intervention was only one of a number of processes of change, and
the complexity of schooling in low decile schools. Rather we consider this is an issue in need of
serious investigation.

Similar statements are made in the Starpath Final Evaluation Report (Kiro et al.,2016) about

improvement in school leadership and the issue of reducing within-scheol varlablllty (ac
accountability issue) despite a major focus in this area. The report c
‘/

.av ra&\ra)t )ﬁgs

The report goes on to note that,

A period of intensive intervention in fiv th\
highlight the significance of the multiplici N

leaders on a daily basis. (p. 6)

w work of CoL. An analysis of school

One important strand of work in the S{a@% nterventlgn cus on goal setting for school

leaders - a process that is central :acgoun ability a
) O
/

(~N\

{ \ .
nd targ @aﬁ?‘ to student retention, engagement and
recall their school goals; and indeed it was also

plans revealed that,

challenging fo{tlgg ‘re{gd/ershlp facili
school documentation. Whil verage, the analysis team found four academic goals,
nad large numbers ssociated targets (on average nine), as well as a number

erventlon were often additional programmes. (p. 17)

We willr m this |ssu®<§dﬁ{:ussmn of accountabilities for ColL.
—

lnltlal her Educat korf\

eam to identify many current priorities from

(Educanr(C%trQ 2016, p.7), each with different entry criteria, philosophical approaches and

conflgurat@w/f courses that must be evaluated for accreditation purposes, make rigour around
accountabilities very difficult.

There is also an issue of the number of government agencies in the initial teacher education space.
From a programme perspective, the multiple accountabilities mirror those for schools. For example,
the newly introduced Masters of Teaching programmes are currently being monitored and
evaluated separately by the Education Council, Ministry of Education officials, and externally
contracted evaluators. The University of Auckland Post Graduate Diploma in Teaching (Secondary
Field-based) — commonly referred to as the Teach First programme — is being evaluated for the
Ministry of Education by the New Zealand Council for Educational Research. All programmes are
externally monitored annually or biennially by the Education Council of New Zealand, and are
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required to undertake an ECNZ panel re-approval every six years. Programme providers are also
encouraged to have their own internal formative evaluation but are not required to demonstrate
impact. In addition, programme leaders are required to complete a graduating year review for the
Committee on University Academic Programmes, normally within 3 years of the graduation of the
first cohort of students from a programme. None of these agencies has sufficient time or funding to
investigate the impact of these programmes with rigour. We suggest that these multiple reporting
requirements are more likely to detract from rather than add to prog e quality as leadérs

ing diffepefj/ criteria for
happening. A W§Tmitial
ed on what l{/l%po\r;aﬁ .

Requirements for teacher educati Tj"e@did*ates tod

Er@nﬁents and a: & L
- Y

standards are variable: course

evidence, but the quality of
beyond statements they h{i\%

variably moderated. (?j /\“

School Level ation and%

As noted above, the no shortage of agehcies to which schools report in relation to a range of
statutory ae ties: the f Education, ERO, NZQA, individual school Boards of

ommunities gntgﬁ\\d asingly to iwi. Both ERO and the Ministry have supported an

nt-o iented/apo internal evaluation that intersects with these agencies’ external
review processes. The infég(a{c on of internal and external evaluation is consistent with international
- )

trends towards sc king responsibility for their own improvement (Farrar, 2015). While this is

clearly a desirab ome, the number of reports that schools must make to different agencies
balance between reporting and the time and effort needed to use these
multiple r‘,épﬂrt\s\
she decliﬁ‘e\éfto list all those to whom she reported on the basis it would take her all day. The sheer

developmental purposes. This point was made by the leader of the kura when

number of reports and the different frameworks currently being used by different agencies
inevitably diminishes the time and effort that can be put into acting on the information in the report
for improvement functions.

One of the two major agencies to which school report is the Education Review Office. The office has
made several changes to their systems that are intended to enable more evaluative reporting, an
increased focus on learners who are not achieving equitable outcomes, and follow up action
together with internal evaluation capability building. However, the impact on current learner
outcomes more accurately reflects the situation prior to these changes, so we have paid attention to
them in this closer look because they highlight some systemic difficulties in this accountability space.
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Until recently, ERO took a complementary evaluation approach (Mutch, 2013), which in reality led to
primarily descriptive rather than evaluative reports. The public records were bland and did not
adequately differentiate high performing from low performing schools, with the best indicator being
the number of years before the next review. A survey of school principals by Wylie and Bonne
(2014) highlighted the impact of this approach. These principals expressed a lack of confidence in
ERO’s evaluation judgments about schools other than their own and only 23% thought that reviewer
judgments were consistent across schools.

ake evaluatlvefjﬁdge ents
Hese are gbm\lex ahd skilled
processes. While there is considerable evidence that school reeffective in theirinternal

Another difficulty is that the approach assumed the capability bo
and to use the evidence to promote development and improv

evaluation processes are self-improving, there is little e pmcal evidence to support the efficacy of

internal review as an improvement mechanism for al s i se-performing in the
lower bands (OECD, 2014). ERQO’s national evaluati 1@“}1 ore recently case
studies of schools where internal evaluation promo: \ udent outcomes, have
identified the need for improved data I|terac ,/ using relevant data,
clarifying purpose(s), recognising sound arid u sound ewdene(e developing understanding of
statistical and measurement concepts ingi \\( r(erpretatlon and evidence-
informed conversations” (Education Re - 5 hese reports have highlighted the

tension between schools being a c%\/atable for on \y \al evaluation, but not having the

the system. \'[hs is a recurring theme in the New Zealand
education system. High ql{éi’/y\ f)y the international literature are put in place

without the capablllty(lwﬂdﬁg 15|ece of the.

The previous versio !
(2010), di elp develop gehg

indicat 5, ¢ icance, were not organised around an underpinning theory of action (Earl,

e being given adequate attention. The discussion of

elements of effectiveness and improvement and their

theory ange to provide structure and direction for the process. Without such a theory,
it Q\h}l that schools will attend to some of the indicators in isolation, often with superficial
treatment and results, rather than working from a theory of change that coordinates the
work and guides the collaborative process of gathering, considering and interpreting
evidence in the service of making changes in practice. (p. 16)

If accountability is to serve a developmental function, there remains an additional potential issue
with follow-up for those schools whose performance is not judged to be adequate. Wylie (2012)
notes that at any one time, ERO identifies 16-20% of schools as struggling to meet their
responsibilities, and that this percentage has not changed over time. There does not appear to have
been effective system approaches to working with these schools and this is needed if the country’s
equity problems are to be addressed. During the first author’s time on the Professional Learning and
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Development Advisory Group, for example, multiple instances were cited of schools in difficulty
having several different Ministry-funded providers working in the same school, often with different
intervention approaches. During the re-design process, one Maori medium PLD provider described
how one small kura had three different professional development providers offering a total of six
programmes. The Starpath Phase Two report (Kiro et al., 2016) similarly noted the difficulty the
team experienced in the number of initiatives being offered in schools, thus competing with others

for time and attention from school leaders.

¢ (e7g. Bryk e{al" 2015;

ite entlons{lave\fargfeater

arly'when these intervéntions are
%g and

h ﬂjow effectiy i will be is dependent

istry of Educat h\}fl es and panels,

to é%t for improvement.

The introduction and development of Col. i 07tent|ally good idea, well
informed by the international literatur )ﬂ re consideration of the capabilities

needed at all levels of the system to mgke a real differ 5?17 N e learning of those students least
well-served by our education ) ) - —
7O\

The early rationale for est;a@ ol (|n|t|!!; kiowpfas Communities of Schools) originated with a
D

report on raising the s}atu\sgh?he teaching gssion. The additional funding was promoted as
creating new posmb'ht@s@for;areer pathways for excellent teachers who wanted to stay teaching

Both international and New Zealand research on schooling improve
Timperley et al., 2010) conclusively demonstrates that single foc:
impact on student outcomes than multiple interventions, part

but could not receive’salary i ﬁthey moved into management positions (Bendikson,

w leadership positions. Over time, this purpose evolved
ling improvement across the ECE and schooling sectors,

collective commit cor{tmuous learning.

Achieving the Col as promoting a learner-focused system through educational pathways is
complex apdc\ nging. Given the focus of this thinkpiece on accountability, we have restricted our
comments t/Q\t;hQ ways in which the accountabilities designed as part of the Col developments are
likely to pr}moi/?e this vision. We acknowledge the limitations of restricting this focus because
accountabilities form only part of the context in which ColL are developed and operate. However,
Fullan et al. (2015) argue that in such developments, accountabilities need to be explicit at the policy

level.

One focus of accountability for CoL presumably relates to meeting the identified achievement
targets in approved Col plans. Each Col is expected to identify 3-5 achievement challenges and a
number of targets to be achieved within a 2-3 year time frame. The shape of the challenges and
targets are monitored by the Ministry of Education and approved by the Minister’s office. The
process of achieving the targets appears to rest on collegially focused professional accountability.
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Farrar (2015) has written most extensively on building “accountability rich cultures” in an essentially
competitive system in a study of school clusters in England and Australia. She identifies the
importance of a collective commitment to inquiry, learning and growth: “the approach, which is
capable of building ‘trust-based and shared accountability’ within a competitive market-led system,
has the potential to create truly sustainable and improving school-led systems” (p.3).

hieved this prcyfms& ere

stainable, anc@)«here
now exactﬁ\yhat/:hfference it

She also cautions that,

We all know of many cluster-based initiatives that have not a
impact has been weak, where any gains made have no
substantial investment has been provided but it is di

has made. (p.8)

A common problem identified by Farrar was that account agreed goals was
overridden by concerns about maintaining relatlon‘ s and warns at
a focus on maintaining the good relati ave can mean they are

resistant to holding each other to cc r outcom(es The clusters are in danger of

ed asto %&d{hey really are. (p. 11)
yment of Col, assert that the best way to
wer of effective peer review” (p.7). They

uIIy networked system, what is being

These authors, togeth<ef wltl’fet)\ers (e. 8. 015) acknowledge the challenges in developmg
this kind of cultural ane Barticularl

he need to answer the question, “Why is it so?”

e}chlevement challenges and targets are developed by the Col is
asis for identifying what needs to change, particularly in the instructional core

ccessful, persistence is required in relation to a single challenge, to which

% a\ier&HaIbert 2014). The Treasury* picks up this issue in multiple

The analysis from

intended to for

(Elmore, 200

there is a high of commitment until measurable changes have been met, before attempting to

move on. Tbo\nany challenges at any one time typically result in limited improvement (Timperley et
al., 2010; Bryk8{5chne|der 2002; Bendikson, 2015).

Two questions arise from this literature in relation to the requirements for Col to identify targets
and achieve them through collaborative peer-to-peer accountability. The first is, ‘Are the current
accountabilities likely to foster the kind of cultural change needed to improve student outcomes,
particularly those not currently achieving as well as others?’, with the second, ‘Who, in this
essentially voluntary system, is accountable for what?’

4 The Treasury (undated). Higher Living Standards and Education.
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To answer this first question, we accessed a recent survey undertaken by the New Zealand
Principals’ Federation about the reasons principals joined CoL: only 20% stated that they were
motivated to improve learning outcomes for students. We also examined the three ColL plans we
had accessed. A focus on collective responsibility for changing the instructional core was not
particularly evident in the plans. For example, one answered the question about “Why is this so?” by
locating the achievement challenges in perceived deficits of students rather than the educational
provision offered to these students. To quote from this plan:

The focus of our achievement challenges is literacy and numm eqmtably\atfémed y all

learners with a specific focus on Maori, as essential for accessing current@nd\‘?utu/é learning
opportunities. Underpinning these challenges, it is 0 ective understal \d’( that the root
cause of underachievement is fundamentally at ’y\c\ESabllltles in
students which are essential both now and i NZC makes explicit
the capacity to manage oneself, relate to i d| ¥ ‘\GI ate and contribute,

for example, has a direct impact on stu@\ h nent.
The other two plans largely by-passed asking-or.a i e & “Why is this so?” Indeed,

terms of the percentage of learners
) Given that the students of

|8 differe s for reaching the targets, with a similar number for the others.
We do not v of any resea(fchth ould support the idea that forming new collective
@h‘tl e onga n%b;ﬁ 57chools using multiple strategies, will achieve this number of
ram

ithin‘this tlme/f e conditions of persistence in relation to one area with careful
monitoringand adj . \‘1{9‘ effort over time are not present (Bryk et al., 2015). Indeed, the Col

ere most advanced in putting the plan into action have made the
6-focus on only one of their challenges. However, they were targeting multiple

disconnect/ed D egies for doing so.

Given that\Q\bLQ/re unlikely to achieve their targets within the specified timeframes, the second
question about who is accountable for what becomes even more interesting. ColL are a voluntary,
not a legal, entity. CoL leaders do not have formal authority over individual school leaders. All formal
accountabilities, including those in new Col roles, rest with individual school Boards of Trustees. In
an interview with one of the Col leaders, it was clear that the new arrangements had led to a
commitment to collective responsibility within the ColL leadership group (lead principal, across

5> Retrieved from http://www.education.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Ministry/Investing-in-
Educational-Success
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school and within school teacher leads), but tensions were developing with some individual
principals who were not part of this central structure. These tensions were evident through the
across-school leads experiencing difficulty getting into some schools, individual principals believing
they should be determining the role in their schools, and others already threatening to withdraw.
There is likely to be an ongoing tension between maintaining good relationships across the CoL (to
keep them engaged) and holding each other to account for student outcomes. One of the greatest

threats Farrar (2015) identified to collective improvement was prioritj relationships
improvement. Yo

("
This tension is likely to be aggravated with the different acco bilit ameworgs\fo\ his-major
system change and those currently through the governance schools’ board%éfstees and
the Ministry. While the Col leaders we spoke to were aware of the need for'school-te-school
collaboration, their definitions of collaboration and t &‘f i aw-these as

problematic.

System Coherence o oL .
ing and over| bureaucratic system with one that favoured
ir commuhit/f\e\s\ap subsequently greater choice for parents.

i tew/in our view) more into the middle ground.
rcised within more constraints. As the system has

< S

N
The O@Svi/e of Neyv%q; assessment and evaluation systems (Nusche et al., 2012)
commented'specifically tﬁa(bl education system is unusually fragmented, and that system
coherence is a majo .

education bodie Q

Teachers’ Co 3

functions(xﬁb\g\e\\

within thém\fl?h/é OECD emphasised the importance of optimising complementarity while reducing

Je. The authors noted that this issue exists within and across different

istry of Education, New Zealand Qualifications Authority, New Zealand
was at the time) and the Education Review Office all have evaluative
d or another, but there is limited coherence among them, and in some cases,

duplication and inconsistencies.

One of the difficulties in achieving system coherence is that there does not appear to be a coherent
theory for improvement through the system’s accountability structures and processes, nor is there
an overarching agency responsible for creating a coherent framework across the whole of the
schooling system. The new policy emphasis on education for 0-18 years only increases the
complexity with the inclusion of early childhood centres that have very different configurations from
the schooling sector and very mixed accountability frameworks and mechanisms.
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Possible Re-settings

The above analysis highlights some possibilities for re-setting the accountability architecture and
systems. In doing this, we are reminded of Suggett’s (2015) and Farrar’s (2015) analyses referred to
in the introduction that, where accountability is weak, autonomy in managing resources and
determining curriculum and assessment can in fact worsen rather than improve performance. Our
consideration of the re-settings is grouped into two areas: system coherence and the capabhilities

required in a professionally-oriented accountability system with a str evelopmenta

System Coherence Q\f\

An analysis of the New Zealand educational context puinsh% irst autho@@h@}-hﬁkpiece
(Timperley, 2013), prior to the development of Col, noted the em of system W\rence. In the
conclusion to this analysis, Timperley (2013) wrote: Q\?‘/—

We have an aspirational system with high
communities to achieve these aspiratio F\
ment. Princi

performance through navigating between two sets of(a%/ isal standards to attest to their

competence. They are also expec { fel%—review processes presented in

different formats for different a \;/ié‘s. Althou \a\ \

weak, each school has I{p&?accountabil' |g§\|"n\ e form of reports to a range of agencies
I

and to their communit

ntabilities for performance are

is activity-begs the q7uestion of whether it is more in the form

of busy work or in/t
priorities? There is'some evi

\\ =
While recent initiati s&l\a’ attempt

professional stan it“is clear that s not yet had sufficient impact.

Each of thea %@ility syster echanisms has been designed with careful attention to the
international literature, whicgté\«éib:h Sises professional accountability with strong links to

impr : \ 15). However, the fragmentation and duplication has acted as an
inhibitor

the administrative and distract from the intensive efforts needed to address our enduring

ent(e.g. Fulla/m\
chievinz th{g/qais of improving achievement with greater equity because they increase
/)

educational iss

As aresult,a- e of compliance and reporting has developed, rather than one of accountability

with a cle“/arﬁm/e of'sight to improving outcomes for learners, particularly the most vulnerable to
education%f\;ijrdre. As one of those we spoke to described when developing this paper, “It is an
unwieldy system with different agencies with different responsibilities that do not connect. There is
no shortage of reporting information but there is no mechanism for hanging that information

together either for the purposes of accountability or improvement.”

The assessment and evaluation report by the OECD (Nusche et al., 2012) identified the need to map
the system. From an accountability perspective, this map needs to include the non-negotiables (e.g.
accurate student assessment), what is reported to whom for what purpose, and the consequences
that might follow. Rather than viewing the development of internal and external accountabilities as
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sequential as suggested by Fullan et al. (2015), they need to be viewed as complementary sides of
the coin and brought together into a coherent theory for improvement across the education system.

New Developments and System Coherence

Alongside attempts to rationalise the complexity of reporting and accountabilities, more
consideration is needed around how new initiatives interact with existing structures when they are
being planned. The development of CoL is a case in point of a major change in the system

act

ith

current international advocacy that improvement follows from collective respongfbﬂiﬁ«}r:fﬁ/culture

change through developing collaboration across groups of schools. Bt the detail mgigatés some
und'so

with existing accountabilities beyond reporting. At a superficial | C sign is co/rm'étent

me evidence

that the collective culture has focused on identifying _deficits and by asses the contribution
of the adults in the system. Clearly, this analysis is ins nt to makew:\s bxt‘\a\n ated claims and
further work is needed to establish the prevalence. se problel'é/nore widespread, then
the weight of the research evidence is again velopmen eading to improved
outcomes for those learners who need to éﬂrﬁ"ﬁ;"’% m this sy/\s\\é\m\g ange unless the work in the

Col shifts this emphasis to focus on the.c irron of th G{c)s;fn/the system. In addition, it
e

appears that Col have an unrealistic numb /df targets ved within an unrealistic

R e while at the same time decreasing the
dn\%?s:iso and understanding of why some actions
7).

hools w<ho

when Col; ach thei n"i@zgi)nrealistic number of targets with the timeframe? While logically
i esetting ma)/fﬁj,, tronger role for a Col governing board in the future, this would

serve to add yet anotht r’/{a\ﬁ\n of accountability to a system that already requires too many reports

to too many peop %ﬂﬁény levels unless this governing board becomes a substitute rather than

an addition.

It could be-arg hat the evolving frameworks within which CoL have developed demonstrate a
bottom-u“/ 'b(\JG(Iiprocal accountability as the centre has responded to emerging challenges,
including the accountability frameworks. While it is important to learn as implementation
progresses, it is important that accountabilities are built into the design as Schleicher (2016)
suggests:

There are some basic features of education reforms that students, parents and educators
should be able to take for granted. These include clarity of purpose and intended outcomes
of reforms at every level of the system. They also include clarity about methods and
delivery. Reforms should also include built-in means of public accountability — transparency
in when and how judgements will be made as to whether implementation is on track and
what the contingency plans are when the intended results do not materialise. Last but not
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least, there needs to be clarity about the actors involved in implementation and their
relationships. In other words, starting from the policy and ending with the changes in
frontline behaviours and practices that this policy is designed to achieve, how — and through
whom — does reform actually happen? (pp. 92-93)

We would add that the accountabilities within the reform need to be coherent with other system
accountabilities so they enhance their mutual effectiveness rather thap.detract from theg%

Evaluative Capability
New Zealand’s strong empha5|s on professmnal accountab|I|t|

inking acco%ntabﬁ‘ty/to

ystem. Evaluative capability
Isoa\agwres a

ﬁtuatt?n focused n% hose factors over
i osed in th@T ea
“Why is it so?” If the evaluation process is to resulti oveme Ent’npse involved need to

which the key players have control. It answers the y document® of

ro ent that are designed to
address those causal factors. Efforts to make a difference are constantly tested for their efficacy in

moving towards agreed goals. It requiresco
to the evidence collected (Earl & Timp%

@roughout t |s<pape here evaluative capability appears to
elates’to comm/trﬁQq r example, some of the politically-
!;ha\\bcﬂ/ate overall teacher judgements (OTJs) on

U

\
ive interpr l%arfd redesign of action in response

We have identified multiple ins

be weak At times, this probI

with the focus evident in CoL plans being on the
deficits of students, atQ\Qy th;n con5|d rmg;h adequacy of educational provision. Just as

frequently, it ap be an issue ility at multiple levels of the system. ERO has identified

'. acy’ on several océasions.
is that tk{e cap%es required at all levels of the system to maximise success

The impo! \
form @of the analysis. e\m ic support is then provided to develop the capabilities required. It
is often‘assuiried that tﬁese/q ilities apply to the Col/schools and kura, but often they are

needed at the level \te@uagenues Articulating and developing such capabilities must be a
priority if a re-co ed framework of purposes, mechanisms and processes is to achieve the

system shifts r better outcomes for Maori and other learners not well served by our

educatlon/syst\

Internatloha\fy/much attention is being given to the idea of ‘leading from the middle’ (OECD, 2015b)
to reduce compliance on bureaucracy and to address the important issue of trust required for
accountability mechanisms to lead to system improvement. Unquestionably, trust is central, or
distortions and avoidance take over from accuracy, energy and motivation. However, trust with
limited evaluative capability and clear accountabilities can often lead to maintenance of the status
quo, particularly in systems with high levels of autonomy (Farrar, 2015). It is easier to do what we
have always done, and maybe tweak a few things around the edges while maintaining collegial
relationships, than to fundamentally rethink how we go about creating a learner-focused system in
which all with responsibility for educational provision are accountable for the outcomes, particularly

® The Treasury (undated). Higher Living Standards and Education
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those currently least well-served by the system. Much more is required to create the system change
needed to improve outcomes for our most vulnerable learners. The development of many more
capabilities are required.

Where next?
A system map of existing accountabilities would help to identify the duplications and multiple

reports identified in this analysis. This map would also need to identifythe purposes and capabilities

ners. Redesig

7
ability woﬁ\ldhelp: is it
synonymous with responsibility (Fullan et al., 2005) or the re derwhen resp@@%bljgy,ls/
subtracted (Hargreaves, 2008)? k\g\/
™

If accountability mechanisms and processes are to be fft)thg§e learners

required in order for the accountabilities to make a difference to prio a
however, would require much more. To begin, a shared definition 0 uht

> W VVH,,,,,:a[g ot well-served by
t perspeqﬁv&@\ ork up through the

)
system, rather than starting with national agencies ch decidi Ww good for others.
Some questions might include: <Q,/

e How can reporting be positione(ﬁ\e;\'srr ote rather t :ﬁ@a\ép’act from improvement in
outcomes for our most vulneréﬁ\ig j ners?

our education system, the redesign could start fro

_/

T N A -

@hat emphasise praofessional accountability be developed
it capabth/’[és\ e \éded where for them to be effective?

e How can the quesgi@ﬁ:,; y is it so’/b€ asked-and answered at all levels of the system in

ways that ideg(fifv\\ljﬁif/ﬁeeds to

e How can collaborative cult
throughout the syste

e What kin ctations a auences will follow from the different accounts?
ccountal inclusive of a system from 0-18 years, not separately for
2
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A systems perspective on accountabilities in the school system
Draft 1

Graham Scott

31 August 2016 @@

Introduction

Provide a short think piece on school accou ntabi ich provid%&ﬁ}nswer to the following
questions: /

e What is your perspective 02;%% counta?’lj@s in New Zealand’s schooling

system should be set to e eand enable a@er}, principals and schools to work
in ways which drive su ?n%\( iugé/
i

rovement/in nt’s learning outcomes? In what
ways can accountability

f/g‘s specificall improve learning outcomes for
those children m fja’c\risk‘c? not achieving?

*  Whatdo yout
and what‘\iisypu \assessmen
. Think(aii\oéutﬁe/appropr

g rn :

’s role in bui

| autonom
is in the context of the importance that the Treasury places on Maori
mes and o elérating Maori educational achievement.

AN > /
T e@sﬁign ent asked%ﬁ%’cﬁ respond from the perspectives of my experience in public
e

man ent and m/dr' specifically my work in designing the Integrated Performance and

Improvement F \ﬂy@hich with some modifications and simplifications has been absorbed
into the Gov recently refreshed health strategy. This was one example of an attempt to
design an bility and performance framework for a complex system. The school system is
less compl an‘the health system but there are insights from systems thinking about health that

are re{ev \t\ is report does not attempt a theoretical discussion of complex adaptive systems but
rathe&\ﬂg‘practical insights that point to sources of inefficiency in present arrangements that
might be remedied by measures suggested from that perspective.

The report begins with a note on the current policy context in which this work in Treasury is being
conducted. A short conceptual discussion about accountabilities and their place within a strategy for
system wide performance improvement follows and includes a brief description of the Integrated
Performance and Improvement Framework in the health system. After a discussion of the current
performance of the school system the report reflects on the objectives for the system and how they
are changing. The report returns to comment on the specific questions in the TOR with some final

conclusions.
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Context

Perspectives on the performance of the school system display both light and shade. Material of a

general nature on the Ministry’s website is very positive, but with the admission that “alongside
these points of strength, New Zealand is challenged by a significant tale,of low achieveme
some groups which we continue to strive to address”?. OECD and o showing hig
ing unsa’qéfaété){y
performance in lower socio-economic groups and among and Pacifica. hgﬁg\a efg‘oncerns
uding the de 'Ié@y\s}tﬁﬁﬂ -and

More specific performance data produced by the Mifistr ,\“(Jifgducation is e%fraJJ very upbeat
about achievements?. On the other hand, the repd ask Force{m&
School Performance was very critical of the system: iﬁ\é Qllcation Act does not
currently provide a clear and visible purpos ‘ i t e broad goals and

outcomes desired of the New Zealand schooli em?. ed to provide such high level
direction, the National Education Goa nQ\t/\cug ntly achieving this purpose in

the view of the Task Force and oth

N 'n%and i ré%s ot fit for purpose and has not kept up
ment. <Q ‘ff]

/

in‘the report,/ ﬁés}; o criticisms above in particular amount to
:rig‘c achieving their purpose, while the planning

e and so this is an important time to learn the lessons
orms and with the structures and processes that were

o

( én\‘élément of organisational architecture

%réd view of accountabilities noting that they may be hard or soft and
stitute‘a system. There is a presumption that some set of accountabilities can be

ive sustained improvement by the school system as a whole. Perhaps there is, but it
for any accountability system to be both necessary and sufficient to drive system-wide performance
impr“ vg\n}/en\t would require the other important influences on performance to be aligned with the
objef‘cﬁes&the accountabilities. This is unlikely to be the case and the TOR acknowledge this in
relation to one important influence on performance, specifically that capability and ‘conditions’ may
not be favourable to performance improvement through the exercise of autonomy and
accountability.

1 http://www.education.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/NZ-Education-System-Overview-publication-web-format.pdf
2 http://www.education.govt.nz/news/information-is-key-to-improving-education-performance/

3 Ten National education goals http://www.education.govt.nz/ministry-of-
education/legislation/negs/
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This invites analysis of what is a broadly-defined accountability system for school performance and
what are the circumstances — if any - in which it is likely to drive sustained improvement in the
performance of the state school system. What complementary capabilities, values, motivations,
resources etc are likely to be needed in order for an accountability system to drive sustain
performance? Or to foreshadow the perspective in this report, how, n accountabili tem

Also there is the question of the scope of these accountabilities.
with the accountability of the recipients of delegated resodrces and the authoritie! ?o ‘the State
for the exercise of those delegations and resources? O do\es the untabilities include

those between agents who are not directly accounta Ic(iqf‘t State or a ué'é"fﬂf,,bg multiple
accountabilities to the State and to other parties i

O N
N\ )
they predor@\h\a\t}y,ﬁoﬁcerned

to account for themselves in respect to theirconduct of songe\dujcy. ing accountable is essentially

to explain oneself and possibly, but n ssarily, face con \\q)u nces either pleasant or
unpleasant. The common call for sc%n 0 be held acc is a call for someone to be

~

punished, but this is just one dimension-ofan accounta '\ty\ ationship and not universal.
\‘ ~

)

atio Fljﬁp?based on asymmetric power between

. A -
eris holdln’g\t\\he her to account. But accountability
relationships can alsoc,tf,'é/}zatk as for exa k‘\l ”9é)llective impact’ models of service delivery. In

these, two partiesgg\é\}o?fiyénture or si arrangement are accountable to each other to make
each’s agreed con %@ o the sh e avour. Such arrangements also extend to multi-party
teams in pursu mon goals xample in the better functioning ‘alliances’ in the health
sector. Where partiés’come together rsue shared goals that are yet to be defined clearly or
may never be, then'the accountability can take the form of commitment to values and processes
rathe nyspecified goalg Te found in the open source movements in the tech and related

Stries A crucial eh@ﬁé success of these kinds of accountability relationships is trust.

The que stl]on of tru{tﬁggr to the conduct of accountability relationships especially where
multiple parties \iQ\fol&éd in an endeavour, where attribution of results to individual participants
in team is difficu where goals are not singular or are difficult to pin down and to measure. In
these circ es there is great scope for free riding, shirking and opportunism in the conduct of

~

expem’éﬁb redence good, the skills of seasoned professionals on the front line to make decisions
that : éiéldred to unique individuals or groups drive the outcomes. The accountability system has
to give Hi’glﬁevels of trust and discretion to them while also ensuring that incentives arising from the
conditions under which they work do not distort their behaviours away from the outcomes that are
sought.

Even in the one-on-one model in classic agency theory there are limits to the effectiveness of
contracts between principals and agents in aligning the interests of the agent with those of the
principal. All contracts are incomplete in the sense that not all possible future contingencies can be
allowed for. Hence there are residual risks not anticipated by the principal-agent agreement that fall
on one party or another. The attempt to tie down contractually all the possibilities accumulates
‘agency costs’ up to a point where alternatives to contractual detail are superior for constraining
opportunism by the agent. Typically the alternative is employment of the agent by the principal,
with the implication that the principal can direct the agent as events unfold.
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These agency costs are magnified where there are multiple agents that must work together or
where agents have additional accountabilities to other parties. Costs are magnified again when the
objectives that the principal seeks to motivate the agent to achieve are multiple or vague. So, in a
multi-faceted system like the State school system, it is intuitively apparent that recourse to’a simple

principal-agent concept of accountability is going to be difficult to fi e in the pursui stem-
wide performance goals. /G
Accountabilities in complex adaptive systems &9

The simple agent-to-principal accountability concept — whi | for many purp E is not well-

suited to situations where: -

i K able to be summarised
in simple targets or metrics \\ _
e where the provider of the service Ssoi 't of delivery isma fine professional
judgements on complex and individuali informatjon_about the client and circumstances
. , N . ~_.. . . .
e where the ‘recipient’ of the s i aged in co-preduction with the service deliverer to
achieve joint objectives %
® where the outcome requires abération of parties to reach the result

e where knowledge of \wqus in achie 'r’@t come is contingent, circumstantial and
)

changing —
e
‘ Q\

7
@sfng}er of accou

Unfortunately for the

o Hg are’‘composed
or-sacial rules r; t

° use agents eeﬂ§ or desires, reflected in their rules, are not homogeneous, their goals and
behaviours-a k ly/tf) conflict. In response to these conflicts or competitions, agents tend to

orvand learning tend to result in self-organization. Behaviour patterns emerge rather
t 'h-beir g designed into the system. The nature of emergent behaviours may range from
valuable innovations to unfortunate accidents.

e There is no single point(s) of control. System behaviours are often unpredictable and
uncontrollable, and no one is “in charge.” Consequently, the behaviours of complex adaptive
systems can usually be more easily influenced than controlled.

el

In these systems not all system design and management problems can be addressed through
hierarchical decomposition. For example, decomposition may result in the loss of important
information about interactions among the phenomena of interest. Another fundamental problem
for very complex systems like health care is that no one is “in charge,” no one has the authority or

4 Rouse, W.B., Health Care as a Complex Adaptive System: Implications for Design and Management, The Bridge, National
Academy of Engineering, Spring 2008
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resources to design the system. Complex adaptive systems tend to have these design and
management limitations.”

It is widely accepted that health systems display these characteristics and that efforts at

are brought together in shared goal models of collaborati
together by DHBs but not ruled by them. The Canterbury

appropriate t
some regions.

have survived into the revised health strategy announced by the
ified and the performance incentives diminished. But the feature of using the
iary performance indicators is attracting growing support.

health industry. If so, then it has important implications for what should be in an accountability
regime to drive up system performance and whether this is a realistic prospect. If not then what
instead or in addition is needed to improve performance?

Key features of this design for better integrated health and social services and that are probably
relevant to the state education system are:

e Governance and control of the accumulating body of clinical practice is in the hands of
professional experts

> http://www.hiirc.org.nz/page/45527/
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e High level system goals are fairly general but sufficiently clear as to motivate service
providers to arrange their businesses so as to make measurable contributions to the higher
level goals through the achievement of performance indicators that they choose from a
dictionary of generally accepted indicators

e There are arrangements for collective impact by an alliance viders to achie

agreed goals using agreed pathways and clinical evidence o,

e Accountability is administered to the collectives throug p roles tha{n\afdf may
~ 777//

J

not be state agencies or key personnel.

System architecture

/

cation), U
a@e,g ded by a belief that somehow
il make the accoyntability — this time — really count®.”

“A third approach (to attaining transfor
make systems more strongly accounta

pa

\‘Qﬁjgovernance and performance of the system. For
ional arrangements the “system architecture”. This
ional architecture applying to a single organisation in

g@eﬁﬁ‘rom an organisation to a system necessarily sacrifices some clarity, but
f %important point that the meta-architecture of the system incorporates by
complex adaptive systems above highlight, the performance of the system as a whole
is no"rﬂ“/'fa\ nmation of the performance of the individual parts. The interaction between the
parts.creates dynamics and feedbacks which can have a major effect on whole-of-system
performance.

Accountabilities in the school system
A scan of the present system of accountabilities reveals features that seem unsatisfactory from the
conceptual perspective on accountability systems above.

® Helen Timperley, Linda Kaser, and Judy Halbert, A framework for transforming learning in schools:
innovation and the spiral of enquiry, Centre for Strategic Education, April 2014, p3.
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Goals
The goals for the school system are numerous and not apparently consistent or aligned. The
National Educational Goals in the act are, as noted above, heavily criticised by the Task force on

Regulations.

“the Act does not currently provide a clear and visible pur ent tha)?ar ic S
the broad goals and outcomes desired of the New Zeal ng system.! VV\hI|E desngned
to provide such high level direction, the National Ed oals (N EGs)<are\n cufrently
achieving this purpose.” N

@o\se statement o
] rrné, mclusnye

The Taskforce recommends that: “the Act contain a p
outcomes for the schooling system this statement be

liningthe desired
Jent- centred and

¢ helping each child and young
potential; and

e promoting the developme

o resilience, detef

o good social ski §{/ 1 good relationships

o participati ent of civic and social responsibilities
o preparedne
e toinstill an ap,tgre/litl

e r}étlcs

iversity of so
al knowledge, i ity, and the different official languages

he Treaty o) itangi and te reo Maori

d7rather vague, they are intended to be timeless goals that endure
We their own specific priorities on the system (emphasis added).
?{\duc?tlon (the Minister) will be authorised to issue a statement of National

Learning Priorities which school boards of trustees will be required to take
nt in their teaching and learning programmes and be accountable through their

”

(C \

\\\Qﬁaa‘rds will be required to give effect to the National Education and Learning Priorities
‘when working towards their objective of ensuring that each student is able to achieve the
highest standard of education and learning.

Sponsors of Partnership Schools will be required to ensure that, in the development and
delivery of any curriculum by a school, the school has regard to the National Education and
Learning Priorities.

7 http://www.education.govt.nz/ministry-of-education/legislation/the-education-update-amendment-
bill/establishing-enduring-objectives-for-children-and-young-people-in-education/
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Communities of Learning that have an agreement with the Secretary for Education will be
required to take it into account the National Education and Learning Priorities when
developing a plan.”

(
matters further, the National Administrative Guidelines and variou er guidelines“%\lggpother
set of objectives and requirements. The Better Public Servic i educatior<a\§a \ye? over the
top of the system, not necessarily consistent with the stat als and other gUWe/s and

possibly creating unintended negative side effects.

in-getting a system of

accountabilities that they believe will drive up sustainedperforman e‘\irgqp\r/o\)jement towards
specified goals. However the rather vague w in wh ies/a bove are expressed
for delivering on ‘priorities’ — undefined — : to time, reflects the
reality that each of the entities listed a i \ . degrees of autonomy. In other

areas of public policy and legislation % ike “gi
landmark court cases, e.g. the Supr Court Judgem

accountabilities in the school s —'teiq— |f'tf{ey aret bﬁ%
r%@'/cq. Q \‘*’;\/

ing Salmon case®. The vague
fective — will require definition and

processes to support themi

ill remain( ﬁ’ﬁg\“lt 0 get strong leverage on system
\théfﬁolds semi-autonomous bodies to account for
ore specific and changing priorities at several levels
what’ needs a more precise answer.

It is a reasonable conclusi
performance through\ga/n‘ ability s
very general educ?/tiopéi"géa)&, overlai
of authority. The question of ‘accou abilit
Current acco y mechani

The Tre kground do ents describe the accountabilities and current proposals to improve

170 L Ministry%\ﬁgﬁc{n to Government
~ —
Ministry of Educatio/rQM\ rovides advice and reports directly to the Minister of Education.

inistérs to hold central Education agencies to account through planning and
strategic proc ; budget and financial management processes and overview of reform processes.

te ommission supports Ministers to hold central Education agencies to account
throqéh: \ép ting against BPS targets; CE performance management and Performance
Imprd@m)‘t Framework (PIF) reviews.

2. From schools to central education agencies.

School charters are reviewed by MoE to ensure compliance with the Act. Schools are required to
provide audited Annual Reports, National Standards and other data to the Ministry. The Ministry has
an intervention framework for significant under-performance.

School evaluation integrates schools internal evaluation and ERQ’s external evaluation. The
Education Council sets registration and certification standards and processes; new Code of Conduct;
and disciplinary processes.

8 https://www.courtsofnz.govt.nz/cases/environmental-defence-society...
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The Act update will establish a strategic framework for education and streamline the planning and
reporting process. It will improve transparency around a set of key measures and strengthen the
Ministry’s ability to support schools that are struggling.

3. From schools to parents

Parents elect the Board of Trustees, which has school governanc

Parents receive information about children’s achievement (N
information (ERO reviews, school charter and annual repor
additional transparency and reporting.

4, From professionals to professionals ‘ \‘:7

Communities of learning aim to motivate and ena
school effectiveness through collaboration.

The Education Council has a new profession

Comment % \tg v

With the exception of item 4, whlc)ﬁq vague to be \t ccountability, these
accountabilities appear to be grot mq/hlerarc a-l\ ception of the school system based on
planning, budgeting, reporti L\:\d%ng and inter eﬁ]ngt% orrect departures from expectations.
There is nothing in this lis est'that theyem efrom a system wide consensus on what
would put the school syst ath of s b%{: improvement and attention to issues of equity
and access. This is a ve\rygo\e ment ce i ﬁfthe school system, which is an impression that
is reinforced by the’ %nplﬁ,ls’ on governr trumentalities in official documents:

e Ministry ducation
e C(a ealand

iary Educatio%g?'ssion
e Zealand Qualifi ns Authority
\ ducation Revi %/ f/i7ce
_Education l\}e , and
he Educatiorf\c ,Ljn il (an independent professional body).
N/
of the government ensures that its own organisations are functioning well
m wide education goals. However, the lack of visibility of an underlying

Add to this some reasons for concern over some of the incentives which are at work in the system,
results in reason to about and how these broad accountabilities play out in and around the
classroom. As the Novopay problem illustrated, there are an enormous range of minor allowances in
teacher pay. Principals routinely recommend essentially all teaching staff for progression through
the collective agreement. These are evidence of a very distorted HR system, which must impact on
teacher performance and orientation.

There is a lot of central government administrative machinery that is overseeing 2500 schools. And
while schools are generally easier to run than health facilities, it is notable that, by comparison, the
school system seems lacking in support for schools to implement what is known to work in raising
school system performance. There must be huge variations in capability across that number of
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schools in great variety in the challenges they face. The most crucial role of any school board is the
appointment of the principal, but it cannot be assumed that this number of boards all have the
requisite skills to be able to identify principals who can drive up the performance of the school.

conduct their affairs and even how they teach the national curric
accountability expectations and capability limitations that has re
as widely used as might be expected?

ese freed\Qs nbt being
&S

The schools are feeding up to the government accountability a ies infor t|on¥1{>§ut their affairs
that is interest to the latter. But is there a flow of info r@a\lon about effectiven
pedagogy, literacy, numeracy, student engagemen safety and engag ent
community. If it is thought that these are what

would expect to see more emphasis on these thir
accountability.

in terms of

ERO does well in evalugti
student achievement a\ro/rfol\t e averag
others do poorly |r<(d\?ﬁedef0/schools T

cl7ar|fy|ng roles and accountabilities, improving planning and
rventions, communities of learning, cohort entry, compulsory
ent schemes etc. The material on improving accountabilities states®:

Align the strategic direction-setting with strong accountability
through defined roles and responsibilities for school boards of
trustees, and meaningful planning and reporting. Emphasise the
importance of collaboration for a sustainable, high performing
education system.

Clarifying Boards of Trustees’ Roles and Responsibilities

Improving planning and reporting

Put in place additional interventions to enable faster, more tailored
responses when a school is struggling to ensure the achievement of
all its children and young people.

Creating a more graduated range of interventions

° http://www.education.govt.nz/ministry-of-education/legislation/the-education-update-amendment-bill/
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if the impression above is fair, then there is reason to address the question of what the system
architecture would look like and how would it function if it were flipped, so that individual student
learning is at the centre and the myriad levers through the system are aligned to achieving
measurable improvement with that goal. The high variance in achievement across schools an
deciles would be targeted for reduction, and in particular to addres upils in the long

Sustained performance improvement
This report is not intended to assess alternative national ed io ategies and
philosophies and methods. However it is useful to provide a-c ture of a more desirable system as

scheduled the background Treasury documents. This will' complete the basi§<£\g03w ch to make
s'of reference. N ~—
g

concluding comments about the questions in the te
hanis

In these documents, the education system is described motre broad Qypical by extending its
coverage to include employers, communitie € i " rs. The state functions
are described as system stewards, funders ‘ nd information providers. These

functions are alongside the other players rather p-of the/hierarchy, as is normally seen
el a-necessary response to the fact

ations where they need other social
re deli ent pipeline they can accidentally

=

in organograms. The inclusion of othe
that many students in the long tails
services. Also when those servi

The goal of the system is sed on ea@ and the means for doing so are summarised
-/

in the following slide: ((;\ -
)
S g
The go a Iearn%
titional settings encourage and enable effective teaching

sed system...
The challenge¥or polic ers is to ensue that the ins
and learning t ate a marner-focused education system
leam Ase IS commited 1o all chi adyny thesr potential and early identification and intesvention when a
. Doing off track, whe SUPR es from inside or outside the education system

is pling leaming from a & Oof Secyre identity.  This panticularly indudes enabling Maor 10 succeed as

" ]

by
‘Institutional’ —

( zjr Institutional (a)

principlesthat( 1] . . Responsibilties ) System kevers
will setthe enable an "; “ ";’““" s $ho e ":’"'“‘ (e fundng
g shoud ensure 10 e level where ealuaton and
Incentives and adapbve system ESPONEIVENaSS 10 the relevant N 1_‘ 5o eed
build the that is continualy - wryuie . - MRES0RS) Ro6
eaming to Customer Voices capabiities, to be aligned
capabllity to and needs noentives and towards leame
improve policy and : owards leamer
drive these e (learmers, parest information are outcomes
behaviours. B s and business) srongest

The row at the bottom of this slide depicts the system architecture which is the focus of this report.
To develop the system architecture to support this would require detailing objectives and risks
within these elements, business processes to meet these objectives leading onto descriptions of
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necessary capability, roles, delegations, reporting requirements, learning and evaluation to make
those business processes successful together with governance and accountability relationships.

Business processes would be founded partly on a phllosophy of pedagogy in student engag ment.

ntw“e
n subjects wl{fch not/prowde

arious kinds. \5
The paper quoted above by Timperley et al also has u eéu?mmghts on how-alearner focused system
might work. ~ N

Accelerating Maori educational achievem
The place of accountabilities within a syste
be derived from the institutional architecture
accountability may do good or harm
needs to be attention to the level
matched with professionally appropriate ge/dagogy a pports. Poor performing Maori
pupils underachieve for many, %@same reason t@at\ N performing non-Maori pupils do - socio-
economic status, family backgr health status, pe T*pfessure etc. But the explanation for poor
performance is secondar orm of pe‘da\bg\a and other supports aimed at improving
performance. Some of/bétﬂ es will be'the.same as those required for poor performing students
generally, while others wZFL/ecessarlly and-apfropriately be specific to the circumstances of Maori
pupils who are underachieving. =

ilsare aggregated into groups and

other anhd advicee.g Mason D S W

Ma ric re and circums% ces. It is evident that implementing this more successfully must

r c@n;se hat engage Maori communities is always local as there are important
differences not only be we N |WI but within them. Also the circumstance of urban Maori must be
taken account o a/tlons against the use of accountabilities beyond those of a general nature
that require i e response. The answers are going to emerge from engagement with local

families, h iwi about how best to design programs for higher achievement by local Maori
pupils B

Small \1Is really matter. For example consultations by the Productivity Commission with an urban
MaorSuthdrlty cited an incident in which the authority became concerned about how young Maori
pupils were falling behind in mathematics. They put this partly down to the fact that the parents of
these children were not helping them with their maths. They approached the education authorities
for support for after-school coaching for these children and were refused. The story illustrates that
engagement with Maori communities is not all about Maori culture as such and includes practical
responses to specific educational needs. The story also illustrates that the current educational
system is encrusted with regulations and constraints which can prohibit it from doing some common
sense things. The answer, as implied in the terms of reference, is reform to some rigid and counter-

10 Alistair McCulloch (2009) The student as co-producer: learning from public
administration about the student—university relationship, Studies in Higher Education, 34:2,
171-183, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03075070802562857
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productive regulations, controls and guidelines to better encourage and enable teaching
professionals and school boards to respond more effectively to the individual needs of the pupils
and Maori pupils in particular.

Revisions to accountability settings can support greater flexibility and’more reliance on se
professionals to use their initiative but some of the rigidities in th efm/are rooted/i»rt/ e
overdesigned HR system. The ferocious opposition of the educati ons to altern ‘ti‘\'i&ej“\}
erfocus on léame\sl 4

~

a ional underachievement. The
@‘fhg;concept of a-Com
onto pathways of learning from early

e individuals to i;ghjee in life and also

support the long-term developmental aspirati t uhoe. Part of é,p’(én is to revise the
curriculum to incorporate learning within xt of the hi yv.and knowledge of the people
and to apply general educational achieveme e local c&rcum§ ces and environment. In other
words they seek to adapt the state scho inthé area to et\ix?\bjport their development.

Another approach elsewhere is the%ldy/\ment of Kar
specifically to the preferences %ﬁg\edéof some 531’4 N
schools over teaching methods.andHR. The ac;gu tability for these is through the fixed term

contract. Over time as expeftiénce with these §cho<3\s\ Ives it will signal areas where the rigidities
in the state school sysit/eg@ olding bac n@lgﬁ to respond more effectively to the needs of
Maori pupils. 0

AN

hy? ry much a
S settlemen% more control through governance, finance and other
on of the children.The revised education act should provide a framework for

more roductize\ g@ent with Maori about education.

ort concludes by ing to the questions in the terms of reference and responding to

the basi n‘:)Qhe\,ir\i;formation and arguments presented above.
5 ; _/

1) Acco i ettings are just one element of the relationships in a network covering the
e tem and which exhibits some characteristics of a complex adaptive system. What

« emergent system outcomes cannot be predicted by reductionist analysis of each of

‘/',t\é\\ es in the network and assuming that the whole is the sum of its parts. Outcomes

‘\\e; erge from dynamic nonlinear feedbacks rooted in the interplay of the nodes in the
network. Although there are strong vertical lines of force through the system emanating
from state funding and control, they do not appear to be sufficient to enable the state to
drive the system to its preferred outcomes. There are too many autonomous agents whose
behaviours are crucial to outcomes and are only partly responsive to the levers in the hands
of the state. To deny this is by implication to infer that the state sought the system
performance we see, including the long tails.

2) Even within a single organisation, accountabilities are only one feature of the organisational
architecture consisting of vision, strategy, values, governance, business models, roles,
delegations, resources, information, monitoring, reporting, evaluation and innovation. This
makes it very difficult to pass judgement on particular accountabilities outside this context in
which they are embedded. For a complex system with many organisations the difficulty of
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3)

4)

6)

such judgements are magnified. Apart from a few near universal accountabilities for
financial control, HR delegations etc, whether a particular accountability is a net benefit to
system performance requires its assessment in context.

arti e route to| et’(/eg«\
greement bet g\?\ﬁoﬁﬂine
ey wilDpass their c%i;@?frjférder to
remove fragmentation and maximise client satisfaction-a The untabilities in
g; n&:gosed from the
are-nonetheless

//
\ \J )
%’/
es forsuccess in a learner focused

essential.

N
le/accounta

In a flipped school system it follo
system would evolve, from the pr
accountabilities arising from agr
them about how they are going to improve thel¢
comparison, the more success Ew(fegrateds\
professionals in agre ﬂ@gbout best cli '@al\p\
accountability syst ich cIiniciapsa urmulate and diffuse knowledge of good medical
practices and pat ays, whereas the state’s accountability system controls
objectives, higﬂ ‘ rities, resou rbe\sa{ry& some governance and accountability
functions. It\j\s\hofa'bl\ that the hea

professiona I@vis? y responsibilities igh places than appears to be the case in education.
Creating positions in ion-and charging these people with professional leadership

S ducation system. Capability problems across the large

schools need to be addressed with much greater support than seems to be the

rough \c\c\e%i@ity for that support being directly relevant to the frontline,
tate”

han just the 3 necessary chain of accountability to Parliament.

N
o
x{e\ibpye, the purposes of the accountability system should be to motivate and
ined’system wide improvement in the services delivered in the classrooms and
nd also to manage poor performance by teachers on the frontline. The
‘ilities have to be an element of a system wide architecture aimed at performance
ént. Many of these accountabilities will be multi-party, horizontal and downward
perspective of the traditional hierarchy. Many will be mutual accountabilities

(

\\w,/hjn groups allied to achieve agreed group goals.

The ‘key accountabilities’ therefore are those that have the largest and most positive effects,
not only on teachers, principals and schools but also on pupils by reference to a
coproduction concept. Such accountabilities better tailor the teaching and other support for
students to their needs and also their goals and commitments. At present the
accountabilities for targeted average measures of achievement have distorting effects on
the prioritisation of teacher and school efforts. Removal of these distortions will be assisted
by recourse to rapidly improving data and analytics that can guide improvements in
prioritisation. Key accountabilities also need to be largely by agreement to avoid the agents
being swamped and unsupported in meeting poorly researched targets. In this vein, officials
should not only be accountable upwards to their ministers but sideways to their peers and
downwards to those over which they have oversight. This is essential to the performance of

Doc 2
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a complex systems whose emergent outcomes are largely driven by these networks of
relationships.

7) How can accountabllltles specifically help to improve Iearnlng outcomes of chlldre

nature or in their families or communities. Addressing these challenges requir
i either indivi %a Iy/or in
: ni Trust has evidence
that unstable housing has a large negatlve ef] @on thelr programis to-li ducational
attainment of dlsadvantaged chlldren to théjr peers:- gchools prm Is.and teachers cannot
ues, wheré a({ﬂm\p rticular trust has the
capability to do so. This is a typical ex T:Qa he broad ion in the Productivity

Commission report on social servic requires integrated
service delivery through organis t{%ﬁ% C

relationships and associated %{u&bl ies must t e\gfo@lncorporate teachers and
schools within institutional ly their expertise when the situation
of an underachieving studegt:}f d also call on other organisations
ion that is not within the purview of

€ something hard to measure like building capability for
r to establishing a culture that promotes innovation. In the light of

Lare/But again,
erformanc/eftargg nd budget constraints set by ministers, whereas that soft ones tend to
apply t E\ g neral stewardship obligation that is more likely to be the concern of the

f es However it is a necessary requirement of the system as a whole that this

s reasonably available. ERO is the appropriate body to assist the system in defining
essing capability school by school.

9) Regarding the associated question of the government’s role in building capability, it has
essentially delegated this to the schools subject to the funding it provides. But perhaps it has
over-delegated and could usefully provide more support. The thought of having more
leading respected experts in the Ministry or a professional body has been expressed above.
Having 2500 schools all trying to lift capability seems unrealistic and will explain some of the
long tail. A more focused strategic initiative to lift capability through a package of hard and
soft measures is likely to improve the current situation and address the wide variances.

10) The TOR ask what the Government should do to create conditions in which professional
autonomy and accountability drives continual improvement. There is already considerable
professional autonomy in the sense that the curriculum allows schools and teachers
freedom to teach it in accordance with what they see as the best pedagogy in the
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circumstances. So the question becomes what additional professional autonomy could be
allowed for and what effects this would have. As noted above, the school system is very
fragmented and there could be more support for continual professional development and
stronger professional collegiality to support that. The proposed modification to the-Act
¢ Authority,
petence. Ip/tm/ hea
sector there are many professional bodies such as the colleg nhich take a ‘W‘ige(v‘iew of
the standards and good practices expected of members.In éducation th%[]ﬁio\ :éeém to be
the strongest voices from the teaching profession esirable that other voices that
focus on professional development are strengthened. Perhaps a ref c)t}.‘@{ncil cando
this. The quest for a learner focused system |@Eundermined 1
HR systems to strengthen the incentives a )

of accountabilities within a sys t improves OLﬁ omes for Maori pupils should be
derived from the institution I%& cture that 6\4 hosen for the purpose. A
particular accountability ma ood or har

under the BPS system has- rguab‘f(c:)een h

are just below the can get overit’ t too much effort. This turns their attention
away from the Jon learner eht‘l@?@education system which is based on incremental
achievement, (student by studenti tobe preferred - especially for Maori and others in

ailable to make this kind of system more feasible

the long t%ik\ﬁ\é@\éabta analytics
r ore refined approach to objectives and

than it has been. From this could flo
acco ilities for perfor N
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Annex 1: Integrated Performance and Improvement Framework for
the health sector

\&dmhmmmmm

(Higher,
EE
20 lead Anovation
: Q System level measures in common across practices, PHOs, DHBs
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