
INTRODUCTION  
1.1  Overview of the Final Phase of the Project
In this, the final phase of the project, parallel interviews were carried 
out with the principals, and a sample of board members and teachers within 
the 15 schools in the main part of the Monitoring Today's Schools research 
project.  The matters dealt with in the interviews were derived from 
analyses of the issues schools had been dealing with, particularly during 
1991, and the questions which formed the basis of the project's contract 
with the Ministry of Education.  For the most part, the focus was on 
matters directly related to the Tomorrow's Schools reforms (Lange, 1988), 
but advantage was taken of the opportunity to investigate other related 
matters, such as changes in assessment and curriculum.
The interviews were carried out by members of the project and by research 
assistants working under their supervision.  Each interview covered a range 
of issues, arranged under the following themes, which are the subjects of 
separate reports:
     
     • children with special needs
     • school - community relations
     • staff development and teacher appraisal
     • Mäori matters
     • equity
     • school reviews
     • assessment and evaluation
     • curriculum and pedagogy
     • charters and policies
The 15 schools consisted of 6 primary schools, 2 intermediate schools, 4 
secondary schools, 1 area school and 2 bilingual schools.  Nine of the 
schools were located in cities (3 primary, 2 intermediate, 3 secondary and 
1 bilingual), 4 were located in smaller towns (1 primary, 1 secondary, 1 
area and 1 bilingual) and 2 primary schools in a rural area.  Thirteen 
schools were located in the Waikato district, the other 2, both city 
schools, being located in the Wellington district.
The survey took place between August 1991 and April 1992, with the bulk of 
the interviews being carried out in late 1991.
Data for this report were obtained from 13 principals, 68 trustees other 
than the principals (hereafter referred to as "trustees"), and 111 teachers 
or other professional staff within the schools (hereafter referred to as 
"teachers").  
As far as possible, identical or parallel questions were asked of all three 
groups of respondents.  However, because each group had a particular 
perspective to bring to bear, some questions were not asked of all groups.  
Also, time constraints meant that the interview lengths varied from group 
to group.  On average, the principals' interviews lasted around six hours 
and were spread over several sessions.  Trustees' interviews were 
approximately two hours in duration and teachers' just over an hour.  For 
the most part, the interviews were carried out face to face and notes were 
taken by the interviewer.  One interviewer elected to tape record the 
interviews.  A small number of respondents elected to complete the 
interview schedule in writing.



Where material obtained from the various respondents is directly quoted in 
these reports it has been edited to ensure clarity, but the essential 
meaning has been retained.

1.2  Development of the Education Review Office
The report of the Taskforce to Review Education Administration, otherwise 
known as the "Picot Report" (1988, pp. 60 - 63), recommended two main 
procedures for ensuring the accountability of learning institutions and the 
proposed new educational agencies.
Firstly, it recommended that boards be required to report regularly to 
their communities on their achievements against their institutions' 
charters and that they ensure that their communities are informed regularly 
of the educational achievements of the institution as a whole.
Secondly, it recommended the establishment of an independent agency 

responsible for the review and audit of every educational institution in 
terms of its charter and for providing independent comment on the quality 
of policy advice and its implementation at the national level.  This Review 
and Audit Agency would be responsible directly to the Minister of Education 
and would play a key role in ensuring "genuine accountability" for the 
control over resources to achieve particular "outcomes".  Each institution 
was to be be reviewed at intervals of not more than two years by a team 
comprising one or more curriculum specialist(s), a co-opted principal, a 
community representative and a financial - or management - support person. 
The purpose of the review was "to help the institution assess its own 
progress toward achieving its objectives, as well as to provide an 
independent audit of performance in the public interest." (pp.60-61).  The 
Review and Audit Agency was also to be responsible for recognising 
'teachers of outstanding merit' (p.70), for monitoring the fulfillment of 
contracts between learning institutions and special education advisers 
(p.74), and for monitoring home-based schooling (p.75).  The taskforce 
recommended that those employed in the reviews "should not have any 
responsibility for advice and guidance to institutions, apart from any 
recommendations they wish to make in their reports." (pp.61-62) .  Reports 
were to be made public.
Both of the above major recommendations made by the taskforce were accepted 
almost in their entirety in Tomorrow's Schools (Lange, 1988, pp.20-22), the 
first one being retained word for word.  The major changes were with 
respect to the second recommendation, with the Review and Audit Agency 
being required to take on the additional roles of monitoring teachers 
colleges' supply of general advisory services and the Special Education 
Service's supply of services to institutions.  As well, the Review and 
Audit Agency was to include in its teams a person or persons with expertise 
in equal employment opportunities and equal educational opportunity.
In mid-1989, the newly appointed Chief Executive of the Education Review 
Office [formerly the Review and Audit Agency] announced changes which 
included the new title of the agency and the development of 



multidisciplinary district teams of reviewers who, apart from EEO [Equal 
Employment Opportunity] and financial management personnel, "will need to 
have demonstrated high quality teaching performance in their own careers 
and have had experience in senior management positions in a learning 
institution."  (Gianotti, 1989, p.1)

In early 1990, ERO distributed to learning institutions the following set 
of guiding principles for reviews, within its mission of "Improved 
Education For All Through Regular Reviews":
•    A review must lead to improved education for all learners.
•    A review must build on the strengths of an institution.
•    A review must centre on charter objectives, reflect the nature of the 
institution and be culturally appropriate.
•    A review will be concerned with changing practices leading to improved 
effectiveness.
•    A review will be consultative and within the time available be co-
operatively planned with shared understanding of the purpose.
•    A review will focus on the institution's own self-evaluation.
•    A report should be balanced and written to communicate with all 
audiences.
•    People on review teams will come from a range of disciplines but must 
have credibility within the sector being reviewed.
At about the same time, ERO described the role of the community 
representative and the "other principal" in the review process.  The former 
was "to provide the broader community's perspective on the school and to 
assist liaison between the community and the review team" and the latter 
was "to help the school under review identify the key issues in the review 
and assist in communicating the school's viewpoint throughout the process."
Mid 1990 brought major changes to ERO as a result of a government - 
initiated review of the processes and outcomes of the reform of education 
administration after its first six months of operation.  The resulting 
report, referred to as "The Lough Report", recommended strengthening the 
administrative/management framework within schools as the most effective 
mechanism for achieving improved educational outcomes (Educational Reform 

Implementation Review Team, 1990).  This was to be enabled largely through 
redirecting a significant portion of the present funding for ERO to 
schools.  As a consequence, it was recommended that ERO personnel be 
reduced to approximately half its then establishment (this became two-
thirds in actuality) and that its remaining resources be redirected into 
two main activities: developing a clear review methodology which 
concentrated on outputs and outcomes, and carrying out more tightly focused 
reviews. (Education Reform Implementation Team, 1990, pp.31 - 34) 
As a result of the economies recommended by the Lough Report and 
implemented by Government, the two-yearly reviews became three-yearly and 
ERO would no longer pay for a principal and a community member to be 
members of ERO teams - although schools could still opt for such 
participation.
The steps typically undertaken in a school review were exemplified in the 



published procedures of the Tainui District of ERO (April 1991):
1.   Notification:  by mail at least one term in advance.
2.   Pre-review visit:  lead reviewer visits school and discusses purpose 
of the review and makes necessary arrangements.
3.   Review visit(s):  reviewers work with staff and BOT to evaluate the 
performance of the school against charter goals and objectives.
4.   Oral report:  at the conclusion of the review the reviewers will 
arrange a meeting to report on findings.
5.   Draft written report:  a draft report will be despatched within 3 
weeks of the review visit.
6.   Follow-up visit:  reviewer(s) will return to the school after 3-4 
months to discuss aspects of the report that are causing concern or require 
clarification and to note progress since the review visit.
7.   Final report:  the final report is issued soon after the follow-up 
visit.  It will contain any amendments necessary and record progress in 
implementation of recommendations.
During 1991, the Minister of Education announced two further changes in 
ERO's functions.  In March 1991, he noted that when working in schools ERO 
would emphasise learning outcomes. However, ERO would continue to review 
against the charter, which he described as "the central document which sets 
out the agreements between the Crown and the school's trustees".  (Smith, 
1991, p.2)   In August 1991, there was a further shift, the Minister 
requiring review reports to incorporate "a stronger emphasis on learning 
achievement, including the success of Mäori students, and on school 
effectiveness."  (Smith, 1991, p.2)  The following framework was introduced 
and was to supersede the separate charter headings used previously:
1.   Student Achievement:  The review will evaluate and report on standards 
of student performance, both individual and collective, over the curriculum 
range, based on the information provided by the school.
2.   Learning and Teaching:  The review will evaluate the learning 
opportunities provided for the students of the school.  It will report on 
compliance with existing syllabuses and guidelines, student/teacher 
relationships, teaching effectiveness and other factors which influence 
student achievement.
3.   Assessment and Evaluation:  The review will evaluate the ways in which 
the school monitors and reports student progress, and how information 
obtained through the process is used by the school to benefit learners.

4.   Leadership and Management:  The review will evaluate the effectiveness 
of governance and of management systems in providing suitable conditions 
for learning.  The systems reviewed will include the management of 
curriculum, personnel, including equal employment opportunity, and 
property.
5.   Community Participation:  The review will evaluate the extent to which 
the school is responsive to the needs and expectations of all its community 
groups.
(See Appendix A for details on how ERO evaluated schools against the above 
criteria.)



Other changes that took place in 1991 included the assumption of 
responsibility by the Audit Office for financial management reviews and the 
institution of brief follow-up visits by ERO one year after a full review. 
Still further changes to ERO took place from 1 July 1992, and although they 
took place after this study, they are noted in this overview since they 
comprise the context against which some of the views of the school 
personnel in this study should be considered.  These changes centred on the 
Minister of Education (Smith, 1992, p.4) redefining ERO's outputs to 
comprise the following:
1.   Assurance Audits:  These outputs refer to audits of individual 
educational organisations to ensure their compliance with contract 
requirements, including the quality of service delivery.  Three types of 
assurance audits will take place:
     (i) regular assurance audits to examine the performance of the 
governing/management body against legislative or regulatory requirements 
and its contracts for services;
     (ii) discretionary assurance audits following regular audits which 
disclosed poor performance or community concern;
     (iii) specific compliance audits to audit the operation of specific 
areas of performance which are not addressed in regular assurance audits or 
of the implementation of changes in Government policy.
2.   Effectiveness Reviews:  These are direct reviews of educational 
institutions to evaluate the contributions made to student achievement, in 
terms of both standards and progress, by the quality of the teaching 
services, and the management systems and practices of the institution.  
These reviews are to provide in-depth evaluations of institutions' 
effectiveness, including the identification of good practices and barriers 
to learning.  They will also examine evidence of outcomes (achievement), 
the quality of service delivery (provision of learning opportunities), the 
quality of management systems, policies and practices, and the relationship 
between these aspects of performance. 
3.   Evaluation Services:   These outputs comprise national impact 
evaluations of the effect of curriculum policy, management structures and 
systems in operation on student achievement and the delivery of teaching 
services.  
4.   Ministerial Services:  This class of outputs comprises ERO's provision 
of services to its responsible Minister.
In a covering letter to schools, dated 18 May 1992, the chief Executive of 
ERO described the effectiveness review as being "similar to the current 
review activity" and noted that while assurance audits are undertaken 
primarily for the Minister, they will also provide feedback to schools.  
(Aitken, 1992)  She also pointed out that there will be many similarities 
between the previous and the new procedures, although "more information 
about a school will be gained by this office from the Ministry of Education 
and from a school's self review documentation prior to an audit or review."
Anticipated changes in the legislation were noted in this letter.  In 
particular it was noted that "new legislation will restate the powers of 
entry and identify a duty to report independently in line with the 
conventional independence of external audit and review agencies."
These changes took place after the fieldwork for this study had been 



completed and were therefore not addressed in the interviews.

1.3  The Present Study
The purpose of the present study was to ascertain the views of principals, 
trustees and teachers with regard to school reviews, in particular the role 

of ERO in this process.  Specific issues addressed in this aspect of the 
study included the following: 
•    how schools should be evaluated;
•    criteria against which schools should be evaluated, in particular the 
role of the charter and the criteria announced by the Minister of Education 
in 1991;
•    the purposes, and importance of ERO;
•    the operation of ERO in schools which had been reviewed;
•    recommended changes to ERO.
At the time of the survey, full reviews had been carried out in a primary 
school in a small town (late 1990), a rural primary school (mid 1991) and a 
city secondary school (mid 1991).  As well, trial reviews had been 
conducted in a city intermediate and a small town secondary school (both in 
early 1990).  Reviews had not been carried out in the remaining 9 schools 
in the sample for which data were available (2 city primary schools, 2 city 
secondary schools, 2 bilingual schools, 1 intermediate school, 1 rural 
primary school, and 1 area school).  One school of the 15 in the sample was 
not included in this aspect of the study.
Accordingly, the report is arranged into two major sections:
Schools which had been reviewed by ERO.
Schools which had not been reviewed by ERO.
The sections of the interview schedules concerned with school reviews are 
included as Appendices B, C and D. 

2    SCHOOLS WHICH HAD BEEN REVIEWED BY ERO
Within the five schools which had had full or trial reviews, interviews 
were carried out with all of the principals, 18 trustees and 47 teachers.  
The issues addressed in the interviews included the respondents' views on 
the role of reviews; the criteria of reviews; the preparation, conduct and 
follow up of reviews; and recommended changes to ERO.

2.1  The Role of Reviews  
Principals and trustees were generally in agreement that school reviews 
were important and that the process should involve "outside", impartial 
evaluators with statutory authority:
     The ERO approach is quite satisfactory.  It is essential that we have 
a statutory body whose task it is to evaluate thoroughly the performance of 
education institutions, focusing on the learning which is going on.  
(secondary school principal)
     A review team from outside gives an impartial evaluation.  (primary 
school trustee)



     You have got to have some form of evaluation.  You need outside 
evaluation.  It could be private.  It should work on school criteria, as 
well as outside criteria.  It could also use the community.  (secondary 
school trustee)

2.2  Criteria of Reviews
The principals  from schools which had been reviewed were asked to comment 
on the criteria they thought should be used in evaluating schools' 
performances.  All five focused on the quality of learning outcomes for 
students, some noting that this criterion was in keeping with ERO's current 
approach, as outlined in the Minister of Education's policy announcement in 
August 1991.  For example:
     The focus must be on the learner and it should work back from there, 
rather than from the charter down.  What they [ERO] have now is far more in 
keeping with what should be done (i.e. starting with a learner).  (primary 
school principal)
     Priority has to be on the quality of learning.  All of the effort of a 
school should be directed to this.  If this drives evaluation (how well 
does this contribute to quality and learning?), this is all that is 
required.  All derive from the quality of learning.  We must look at 
results (outputs), not just processes.  The present ERO approach is quite 
satisfactory.  (secondary school principal)
Although trustees in the schools which had been reviewed were not 
specifically asked to comment on the criteria for reviews, in the course of 
the interviews two raised points very similar to those cited by the 
principals:
     A school should be evaluated on its ability to effectively teach 
programmes which meet children's learning needs.  Schools should be 
evaluated on how well they teach children, the programmes they provide, how 
these are evaluated, how further learning is catered for.  (intermediate 
school trustee)
     Evaluation should be on performance and achievement levels in the 
school.  Having said that, it should bear in mind the cross section of the 
students in the school.  (secondary school trustee)
When asked for their views on what relationship there should be between 
school evaluation and funding, the five principals either reacted with 
opposition or suggested that if there were to be any discretionary funding, 
it should be distributed on the basis of need rather than performance.  
Examples of comments are as follows:
     We shouldn't have to worry about money to this extent.  That's putting 
a price onto the end product and that's not education.  (primary school 
principal)
     When Lange talked about the Review and Audit Agency he emphasised it 
should be independent and informing government where the  education system 
is falling short (No agency is actually doing this job).  Advice would be 
given re allocations within institutions by ERO - but not as a lever to 
determine resources.  (secondary school principal)
     Some small amount should be retained for specific school needs, but 



only in terms of a school profile indicating special needs.  (primary 
school principal)

2.3  ERO's Five Criteria
The principals and trustees were asked about their views on the five 
criteria being employed by ERO at the time of the survey (i.e. student 
achievement, learning and teaching, assessment and evaluation, leadership 
and management, and community participation).  All five principals 
expressed satisfaction with the new criteria, making comments such as:
     They are spot on - what it is all about.  (primary school principal)
     They are a great improvement on what we have had.  They are at least 
starting to look at what the kids are doing.  (intermediate school 
principal)
     I personally feel they have broadened more appropriately.  (secondary 
school principal)
The majority of trustees were similarly favourably disposed to the new 
criteria, their views being reflected in the following statements:
     They are probably better.  They are focused more on the output.  
(primary school trustee)
     I accept the criteria.  They cover all areas of the school.  I am 
really positive.  (primary school trustee)

Some trustees, while supporting the new criteria, expressed reservations 
regarding how ERO would measure outcomes:
     They would be sufficient if every child was an above average student 
from a rich family.  But if you haven't the funding and resources how can 
three of these criteria be met?  (intermediate school trustee)
     The criteria being employed are acceptable, provided the correct, 
realistic conclusions are drawn from each criterion, i.e. student 
achievement.  What is this measured against, who is responsible for 
measurement, are they qualified, what do they know of students' ability to 
network? (intermediate school trustee)

2.4  ERO's Setting up of School Reviews
The principals of the five schools which had been reviewed were asked to 
describe the procedures used by ERO in setting up its work in the schools.  
Their descriptions generally tallied with  those outlined by ERO in its 
documentation of review procedures:
     There was an initial contact to explain the procedures and objectives 
etc. to the principal, staff and board of trustees.  The terms of reference 
of the review were set, and we did this together.  There were three or four 
days of actual review.  This was followed up with a draft report which was 
discussed and negotiated. The final report was produced.  There was  good 
consultation all the way through.  (primary school principal)
     They met with principal and board chairperson initially and planned 
the visit and before the trial review the leader came out again.  They had 
taken away our charter and policy statements to read beforehand.  
(secondary school principal)
Trustees in four of the five schools described the review process in a 
similar manner:



     The ERO leader talked to the board before hand.  We could have a 
preliminary discussion with a team member with a job we had an interest in.  
The procedure was open.  Then they reported orally to the Board.  Then a 
draft copy we could comment on - then we got the final report.  (primary 
school trustee)
     We had personal contact with the person leading the review prior to it 
happening, informing us of what they were going to do.  They also spoke to 
us during the review.  We also had recourse after reading the written 
review.  (primary school trustee)
In contrast, board members from the fifth school - one in which a trial 
review had been carried out - found the review process rather less clear:
     I don't know. I was told the ERO would be in school, at a board 
meeting.  (intermediate school trustee)
     There were 14 ERO review team members. They consulted with the Board 
members through meetings. As to listing the procedures used by 14 team 
members, this would be done with difficulty as I was not at all meetings 

involved. Of those I was involved in, this was based on  an interview 
situation and perusal of records.  (intermediate school trustee)

2.5  Schools' Preparation for Reviews
According to the principals and trustees in four of the five schools, apart 
from assembling the appropriate documentation and informing staff and 
students, no extraordinary efforts were made by the schools to prepare for 
an ERO review.  As one primary school principal reported, "I didn't ask 
staff to do anything extra. The only preparation I did was getting together 
the documentation."  In a similar vein, an intermediate school trustee 
stated that "The board did not carry out any specific preparations other 
than inform both staff and board members what the ERO team would be looking 
at/ for."
In contrast, the fifth school (a secondary school) took a very proactive 
approach.  As noted by the principal:
     We sorted out school priorities for review with the staff.  A document 
was shaped up in consultation with staff and board to present to ERO. 
A trustee from the same school had a similar perspective on the approach 
that was followed:
     There was extensive preparation.  We provided base material and set 
out areas and criteria which need review.  We took a direct and proactive 
role.
To illustrate the interactions that took place between ERO and schools in 
this preparation phase, the following notes of a meeting between the board 
of the foregoing school and an ERO representative, taken by the board 
secretary, are presented :
     The leader of the ERO team attended the board meeting.  He described 
the differences between the role of the inspectorate in the former 
Department of Education and the role of ERO - a much narrower one. 
Formerly, inspectors looked at the teachers and the belief was that if 
teachers were good, the educational outcomes for the children would be 
good.  The present Minister's emphasis is on the outcomes of education in 



schools - how are children achieving in this particular school?  ERO will 
go into the systems within the school only if it is felt that children are 
not achieving.  ERO wants the school to feel that the team is working 
alongside the school to help it and to make recommendations so that it can 
achieve what it wants to. 
     The review focuses on five areas: (1) student achievement, (2) 
learning and teaching, (3) assessment and evaluation, (4) leadership and 
management, (5) community participation. The first three of these are 
curriculum related and largely concern the teaching staff and professional 
leadership.  The 4th item concerns the board to a great extent.  Item 5 
examines how the school responds to the needs and expectations of the whole 
community and the team will talk with all groups which help make up the 
school population.  44 person days make up the total review. 
     The following sequence was outlined:

     1st week: 6 reviewers for 4 days looking at curriculum issues.
     2nd week: 4 reviewers in school for 3 days then in ERO office for 2 
days.  
     This will be followed by oral feedback to the staff and board, 
following which the team will return to the office and those in charge of 
the the various sections will prepare drafts to be collated by the team 
leader and delivered to the principal and chairperson in approximately 3 
weeks.  The circulation of this document is at the board's discretion.  The 
board and principal will then read the report and have any errors of fact 
corrected.  If there is a view that there are any inaccuracies, there will 
be a discussion between the team and the school from whence a consensus of 
what should be said will be arrived at. 
     In 3  months, the leader will return and have a discussion with the 
principal and chairperson.  Once agreement has been reached, the final 
report will be written and published as a public document. 
     The chairperson handed the ERO representative a prepared document 
which outlined what the school wanted from the review  [see Appendix F].  
The principal emphasised that the school was a particular and unique one 
and that the school wanted ERO to comment on that.  He also made the point 
that the school was a huge and complex community still learning about its 
people. 
     The ERO representative saw no conflict between the school and his 
perceptions of the review.  He noted that  a school must have some measure 
of what it had added to the children.  
Most teachers maintained that they made no special efforts to prepare for 
the ERO review, apart from ensuring their records were up to date.  Typical 
of the many comments in this vein was the response of a primary school 
teacher who said, "I checked that my records were organised; otherwise I 
just carried on as usual."  An intermediate teacher was even more direct: 
"No window dressing was done".  In contrast, some teachers undertook rather 
more preparation for the reviews:
     I read my charter, made sure I knew what they would be looking at and 
did some background reading.  (primary school teacher)



     I prepared a bilingual report and a bilingual social studies 
programme.  (secondary school teacher)
     I prepared evidence to provide clarification of where the [subject] 
Department is at, where it is going etc.. (secondary school teacher)
For an example of the documentation prepared by schools for an ERO review, 
see Appendix E. 

2.6  The Role of the Charter in School Reviews
According to the principals in all five schools reviewed by ERO, their 
charters played a key role in the reviews:
     
     The mission statement was continually referred to.  (primary school 
principal)
     The whole [trial] review was based on the charter.  (intermediate 
school principal)
     It was the central focus of the whole trial review.  (secondary school 
principal)
Most of the teachers we interviewed had a similar perception of the central 
role of charters in their school's review:
     It played a great role: they were reviewing how we were working in 
accordance with the charter.  (primary school teacher)
     They read it and we had to answer questions on it.  (intermediate 
school teacher)
     It was a starting point.  Constant reference was made to the charter.  
(secondary school teacher)
A small group of teachers thought that charters were referred to only on 
equity issues.
The ERO report for the primary school whose principal noted that ERO 
continually referred to the school's mission statement, is illustrative of 
how the charters were used to structure school reviews, particularly those 
which were carried out prior to mid 1991.  The bulk of this report was 
devoted to comments and recommendations on the following charter headings:

• New Zealand curriculum goals and objectives
• Local goals and objectives
• Community partnership goals and objectives
• Equity goals and objectives
• Treaty of Waitangi goals and objectives
• Personnel goals and objectives
• Financial goals and objectives
• Property goals and objectives
• Codes of conduct

2.7  Concern for Educational Processes as well as Outcomes in Reviews
The principals of the three schools that had formal reviews were in 
agreement that ERO was concerned with both educational processes and 
outcomes:
     In the professional area, very much indeed.  They knew what to look 
for and placed great emphasis on the process in the classroom.  (primary 



school principal)
     The main thrust of the review was about processes and outcomes.  I was 
pleased to see it go back to that.  (primary school principal)
     Very valuable.  They told us they were required to look for outcomes. 
The school was on the same wavelength.  There was a good balance.  
(secondary school principal)
The principals of the two trial schools had contrasting views to those 
noted above.  One observed that at the time of his school's review, ERO was 
"feeling its way through the process of review but did not appear to 
discuss learning with all teachers" and that since they were not evaluating 
teachers,"how could they effectively make judgements on the efficacy of the 
students' learning?"  The second principal felt that the review was "based 
on policy  and administration and had nothing to do with educational 
outcomes."  The change in ERO's focus between the trial and the substantive 
reviews probably accounts for much of the difference between these two 
groups of principals.
Divergent views were also expressed by the teacher respondents.  About a 
third of them could not form an opinion on this issue, some because they 
did not appear to understand the distinction between process and outcomes, 
but mostly because they felt they had too little information on which to 
base a judgement.  The majority of teachers, however, felt that ERO was 
concerned with both process and outcome and that the ERO team was 
systematic in its investigation of both factors:
     They split - one group checked the processes and the other the 
outcomes.  (intermediate school teacher)
     They looked very closely at the whole programme and the structure of 
it. They observed the programmes in detail and looked a lot at evaluation 
and monitoring.  (primary school teacher)
     They gave considerable consideration to educational processes and 
outcomes and it was well balanced.  (primary school teacher)
     They looked into the techniques that were used in the classroom and 
evaluated the effectiveness of them.  (secondary school teacher)
For some teachers, the review process seemed to concentrate on processes 
and they were not aware of ERO's concern for outcomes:
     They attempted to assess the processes but I'm not so sure how they 
assessed the outcomes!  As far as I know they only talked about it.  
(secondary school teacher)
     They weren't interested in grades, but more so in educational 
processes (computer studies). They talked about enjoyment, creativity, 
teacher satisfaction.  (secondary school teacher
For still others, the review process seemed to have over-emphasised 
outcomes:
     They seemed to be more interested in the outcomes rather than the 
educational processes of how we got to where we were.  (primary school 
teacher)
     I'm concerned about their enthusiasm for the 'outcome'.  They're 
concerned about the academic success rate like grades and Bursary marks. 
But for many students that is not appropriate - we have to find other ways 
to define 'success'.  (secondary school teacher)
2.8  Consideration Given to Equity Issues



The principals and teachers were asked what consideration the ERO team gave 
to equity issues in the reviews of their schools.  The vast majority of 
respondents considered that these issues played a significant role in the 
review process.  
Some illustrated their answers with a broad view of equity, noting that ERO 
gave consideration to two or more of the areas of class, gender, ability 
levels, and ethnicity:
     They looked at the gender and class of the number of children involved 
in my programme. They looked at equity to see if my service was available 
to all needy children. Equitable distribution of my hours were looked at as 
related to other schools in this area. They looked at me moving around 
schools in one area.  (primary school teacher)
     They spoke to staff members on equity in terms of equal opportunity 
for boys and girls in my class and to see we had equality for all 
abilities, for every child no matter what cultural background.  (primary 
school teacher)

     Yes, girls and computers were discussed and comments were made on 
Mäori  students in computer classes - which is higher than in other 
subjects.  (secondary school teacher)
Others had a narrower perspective, or reported that ERO had questioned them 
about only a single aspect of equity as they built up an overall picture of 
the school:
     They looked at what we were doing for kids with special abilities.  
(primary school principal)
     Two members of the team questioned me how I coped with the wide range 
of ability levels in my classroom.  (intermediate school teacher)
     I am aware that one of the team spent time with a Mäori boy and later 
checked with him again a few days later to see his progress.  (primary 
school teacher)
A very small group of respondents took a somewhat cynical view of ERO's 
emphasis on equity issues:
     They gave a lot of consideration - a whole chunk of time. They seemed 
concerned to train us but they didn't try to understand our position as a 
staffing incentive school and what we were doing.  (secondary school 
principal)
     It was emphasised all the time.  The words 'Treaty of Waitangi' seemed 
to trip glibly off every ERO lip.  (secondary school teacher)
As an example of how equity matters were dealt with by ERO, the following 
comments were made in the ERO report  about one of the primary schools:
Goal A: To enhance learning by ensuring that the curriculum is non-sexist 
and non-racist and that any disadvantage experienced at the school by 
students, parents, or staff members because of gender, or religious, 
ethnic, cultural, social or family background, is acknowledged and 
addressed.
While no formal policies are developed to meet this goal the school 



provides equally for boys and girls and ethnic groups by its approach of a 
roll basis to the selection of pupils for leadership tasks.  Non-sexist, 
non-racist approaches to the curriculum have been discussed in syndicate 
groups and at staff meetings.  Staff members talked to consider that boys 
and girls receive equal and fair treatment and the science scheme deals 
with sensitivities in activities for boys and girls.  Building self esteem 
for both boys and girls is included in the health scheme.  Written 
provision is yet to be made to allow for acknowledging and addressing any 
disadvantage experienced.
     
     (A similar analysis was presented for the remaining three equity 
goals)
A second example of how ERO dealt with equity matters is afforded by the 
following excerpts from the report on one of the secondary schools which 
was reviewed:
     The school is to be commended for its commitment to equity principles 
which ensure that considerations of justice and fairness permeate all its 
programmes and procedures. ...
     In all aspects of the school's operation there is an unobtrusive 
sensitivity towards students of differing ethnic backgrounds.  In addition, 
there is a sensitivity to the different academic abilities of students in 
classes and a strong emphasis in departmental schemes towards achieving the 
equity and Treaty objectives of the school's charter.  This emphasis 
carries into classroom practice in very many instances.
     ...
     Equity considerations permeate every aspect of school life and the 
city as a whole is indebted to the school for its willingness to accept 
students regardless of their circumstances.  The school's charter 
establishes the rationale for equity within all school operations.  
     There is a requirement for "all subject departments to ensure that 
their programmes, learning materials, classroom management practices, 
teaching styles and assessment procedures" comply with the equity goals and 
objectives of the charter.  An equity committee has recently been 
established to assist with the implementation and monitoring of this 
requirement.  Each member of the committee has a particular responsibility 
- gender, physical disability, learning disability, special abilities, role 

models, sexual harassment and EEO.
     ...
     The statements made in many department schemes on Treaty of Waitangi 
issues and on equity issues are strong and reflect what is happening in the 
school.
     ...
     The board is sensitive to and supportive of equity considerations and 
has established positive relationships with the Mäori  community.  It has 
faced the difficult issues arising from a genuine approach to equity issues 
and working through these to achieve positive results.  Members acknowledge 
the need for constant scrutiny of policy and practices to ensure their 
effectiveness in achieving equity objectives.



2.9  Consideration Given to Mäori  Issues
In addition to the broader issue of equity, the principals and teachers in 
the schools which had been reviewed were asked what consideration ERO gave 
to Mäori  issues.  As with equity in general, the vast majority of 
respondents recalled that ERO emphasised Mäori matters.  Some examples of 
responses in this area included the following:
     They looked closely at the numbers of Mäori children involved in 
programmes and that they had access to the programmes.  What provisions we 
were making for them was asked.  (primary school teacher)
     They saw that we followed up the charter and now have a Mäori  
language teacher for all the children.  (primary school teacher)
In contrast, a small group felt that Mäori matters received little 
attention or, if they did, they did not impinge much on them personally, or 
simply did not remember:
     They did not ponder too much on this apart from the statement in the 
charter, probably because of the low percentage of Mäori  children that we 
have [See ERO's comments on this school, below].  (primary school 
principal)
     I have a vague memory of two or three members working in the Mäori 
area.  (primary school teacher)
Only a very small group expressed a slightly negative view of ERO's concern 
for Mäori issues.
To illustrate what ERO considers to be important when it reviews a school's 
Mäori  policies and programmes, excerpts from its reports on the same two 
schools quoted above under the equity heading are noted.  
Firstly, the report: on the primary school (which had a Mäori  roll of 68 
out of 334):
After consultation with the Mäori  community two Mäori  representatives 
were co-opted to the board of trustees.  Links have been established with 
the two local marae ... and consultation has taken place with the kaumätua 
on the development of the school's Mäori  Language and Culture policy. 
From the Mäori  language funding the school has employed a local resource 
person as a teacher aide for 15 hours per week to develop Mäori  language 
and culture.  The main feature of the programme at present is the tutoring 
in Te Reo of small groups of children three times a week in a withdrawal 
situation.  The children involved in the programme are predominantly Mäori  
whose parents wish them to learn Mäori  language and culture. ...In 
addition work was done on Mäori  language and culture in an elective 
programme for Std 3-4 children during term two. 
While equitable provision is made in the curriculum for the instructional 
needs of Mäori  children a further step in assessing the learning needs of 
Mäori  children would be to give some further consideration to the 
children's cultural background and its implication for learning and 
teaching.
It is recommended that:
-    opportunities be provided for other children not presently involved in 
the Te Reo programme who wish to learn the Mäori  language and culture;
-    ways be explored to ensure that the wider curriculum reflects Mäori  
perspectives;



-    some staff development take place to enable teachers to develop 
programmes at the basic level as stated in the school's policy;
-    a component of the Treaty of Waitangi be included in the training 
programme for the board of trustees.

Secondly, from the secondary school (which had a Mäori  roll of 344 out of 
1176 students):
     The school's charter states:  "We rejoice in the dual cultural New 
Zealand heritage and the concept of partnership deriving from the Treaty of 
Waitangi.  We seek to enable both Mäori  and Päkehä students to learn 
within the security of their own cultures and their shared culture."  
During the review, evidence was seen of the school's commitment to the 
fulfillment of these ideals.  Policies have been written to address the 
Treaty of Waitangi goals and objectives and on racism, equitable outcomes 
for Mäori  students, the bilingual programme and associated policies 
dealing with enrolment, discipline and option choices.  Consultation with 
the Whänau Support group will be necessary before the final adoption of 
these policies.
     The school marae will become a focus for Mäori  students and 
programmes once it is operational.  The school and the community both wish 
this to happen as soon as possible to support both kaupapa as well as the 
Mäori  language course ...
     A comparison of the level of qualifications of Mäori  and non Mäori  
school leavers from 1984-90 indicates a gradual improvement in the levels 
of achievement for Mäori  students.  There has also been a noticeable 
improvement in the retention of Mäori  students into the senior school and 
the school is encouraged to aim for further improvements in these areas.
     ...
     Mäori  parents have reacted positively to school initiatives such as 
the development of a school wharenui, the establishment of bilingual 
classes and the formation of a strong Mäori  cultural group.  The school 
believes that it has made significant progress in communicating with Mäori  
parents and enjoys a positive working relationship with the specialist 
groups of Mäori  parents associated with the school.  These include a 
whänau support group, marae support committee, and a bilingual whänau group 
committee.  Mäori  parents are also represented on other committees of the 
school and there are two co-opted representatives on the board of trustees.
     ...
     It is recommended that the whänau support group be accepted as a full 
partner in the development of strategies to meet the present and future 
needs of Mäori  students.
In contrast with the above two schools with Mäori rolls of 20% and 28%, 
respectively, the following comments were made in an ERO report on a school 
with a Mäori  roll of 6 out of 114 (5%) pupils:
There are very few Mäori  families in the area and so to date there has 
been no demand for tuition of Mäori  language or for tuition in Mäori 
language.  Some parents indicated that they would like to see some 
acknowledgement of the bi-cultural nature of our society in the programmes 
of the school and there is an acknowledgement from board members that there 



is a need to prepare students for entry to the wider society in New Zealand 
and that this will mean a greater understanding of Mäori  culture and 
values.

2.10 Consideration Given to Assessment Issues

Just over half of the respondents felt that ERO gave significant attention 
to assessment issues in the reviews, the remainder reporting that little or 
no attention was given to them or that they could not recall.  Not 
surprisingly, in light of the emphasis given to educational outcomes in the 
1991 changes to ERO, a large proportion of the respondents who reported on 
the importance accorded to assessment came from the two schools which had 
been reviewed in 1991.  Examples of responses include the following:
     This was very important.  They did a very thorough job.  They went to 
the cards, individual records, plans and the children's work.  (primary 
school principal)
     They were very impressed with our assessment procedures, the way our 
progress cards were filled in and how well we knew our children.  (primary 
school teacher)
     They recommended our evaluation could be more extensive.  (primary 
school teacher)
The principal of a secondary school referred to his school's  ERO report, 
where five pages had been devoted to assessment and evaluation, including 
the following comments:
     Most monitoring of student progress and standards of achievement is 
done by the individual teacher and ranges from the very thorough to the 
minimal.  Most staff are aware of the need to address this issue.
     Usually a variety of assessment methods are used: written and oral, 
diagnostic and summative tests, written assignments, research projects, 
speeches, debates, seminars and practical tests. ...
     Not unexpectedly there is a wide variation in the standard of marking 
of student work.  Marking practice is usually decided by the individual 
teacher, although there is some shared and check marking in ...
     ...
     There is little information in most subjects on incoming third form 
students so "added value" is not easy to ascertain   However, the practice 
of comparing PAT scores with examination results assists the school to 
monitor the overall effectiveness of its programmes.
     ...
     Most departments have not yet developed written assessment policy. ...
     ...
     There is a need for most departments to develop procedures for 
analysing student achievement on a subject wide basis and in greater depth 
than happens at present so that patterns can be detected and targets set.  
Assessment needs to be more tightly integrated into topic or unit planning 
and its results used more widely in forward planning so that programmes can 
best meet student needs.
     ...



     Staff in the Mäori and bilingual department have a need to explore 
methods that are appropriate to their philosophy and kaupapa.
To illustrate how ERO dealt with assessment issues in the primary sector, 
the following excerpts from a report on one of the primary schools (a 
different one to the primary school cited earlier) are presented:
The school policy statement on evaluation provides a clear direction for 
planning and the monitoring, assessing, recording and evaluating of 
individual pupil progress and achievements.  The result is effective 
teacher planning and evaluating in learning outcome terms.
In the junior area of the school a written comment is made after 1 month, 6 
months and one year at school.  Information is included regarding 
strategies the child has secured in various curriculum areas.  Individual 
folders which contain samples of work, test results and running records in 
reading are begun,
These individual folders continue right through the school.  Up to date 
samples, test results and Running Records in reading are added and material 
no longer of value is culled out.... The results of the standard two survey 
and any Progressive Achievement Tests are included.  Each pupil has a 
"strategic plan" for the year which outlines pupil strengths in each 
subject area. ...
Teachers keep an evaluation book in which they record the progress of 
individual children in all areas of the curriculum.  Programme objectives 
target knowledge, skills and attitudes.  Comments and checklists record 

quite specific growing accomplishments of children and identify further 
teaching directions. ...

It is recommended that:
1.   the school develop a system to record, collate and analyse information 
that will     provide a basis for determining the effectiveness of the 
school's programme;
2.   the approaches adopted to monitor programme effectiveness in language 
should    themselves be evaluated with a view to establishing a system for 
self evaluation     in all curriculum areas.

2.11 Consideration Given to Staff Development Issues
Just over half of the principals and teachers thought that the ERO team 
gave no consideration to staff development issues or could not recall what 
happened in this area, the remainder answering in the affirmative:
     Yes, they looked at our staff development programme - where we'd been 
and where we were going.  (primary school principal)
     They asked me about the courses and staff development programmes I had 
access to.  (primary school principal)
In one of the secondary schools which had been reviewed, two to three pages 
had been devoted to professional development issues, including the 
following excerpts:
     The school is moving towards making the central issue of professional 
development the teaching and learning of students in the classroom.  There 
is a recognition that, to be effective, there must first be an 



identification of the needs of individual teachers in relation to the 
programmes they are teaching.  The theme for the 1991 programme was set as 
"the development of professional skills" and this was supported by the 
analysis of a staff survey conducted in late 1990. ...
     
     Another issue to arise from the professional needs survey was the 
desire of many teachers to enliven and invigorate the effectiveness of 
their teaching programmes.  An "effective teaching committee" was formed 
under the leadership of a senior teacher. ...
     ...
     A women's professional development group has been established in the 
school.  It meets on a regular basis and has created opportunities for the 
professional development of women staff to prepare them for possible 
promotion.
The primary school quoted in earlier sections had a much briefer and less 
searching section on staff development:
Goal D:  To approve and support a staff development programme to enhance 
and support the educational opportunities of students and improve the 
capabilities of staff.
A staff development programme is in place.  This was developed in 
consultation with staff.  Provision is made for teachers to attend 
appropriate curriculum in-service courses associated with their particular 
responsibilities.

2.12 Resolving Differences of Opinion Between ERO and the School
The principals and trustees from the three schools which had been formally 
reviewed reported few differences of opinion between them and the ERO 
teams.  Where there were differences, these seem to have been amicably 
resolved.  In the case of one school, whose review was still in progress at 
the time of this study, it was anticipated that differences would be 
satisfactorily resolved.  
Firstly, the principals' views:
     There were no major differences.  In some cases there was a moving of 
ground through discussion.  Most matters were easily resolved.  (primary 
school principal)
     There were minimal differences.  The process involved a prompt draft 
report, then three months to examine the report and get under way with 
recommendations.  Where we saw discrepancies we recorded these and 
discussed them with ERO team leader on the follow- up visit.  He handled it 
well, but did not automatically accept the school's view.  (secondary 
school principal)

     We are just at this stage now.  We have received the written report 
and we're all reading through it.  At this stage we all seem to be in 
agreement.  The issues that have been brought up by ERO (e.g. rooms 
unattached, uncovered walkways) we'll probably use as ammunition to take to 
the Ministry of Education.  (primary school principal)
Trustees in the three schools had similar views to the principals:
     They were dealt with amicably through discussion.  (primary school 



trustee)
     They were minor factual things - no problem.  (secondary school 
trustee)
     We haven't reached this stage, as yet.  I hope that if there are 
differences, that the board can agree to this in total so we can approach 
ERO as a board.  (primary school trustee)
The two schools which had been involved in the trial reviews in 1990, 
however, reported some differences of opinion with the ERO teams:
     There were a few.  Some board members were upset as to how the review 
was done.  It showed up a lot of loose ends [in the school] which needed 
tightening up.  We just gave assurances that those areas would be 
addressed.  (secondary school trustee)
     The differences were between the principal and ERO.  The principal 
responded to the review criticisms as just that - rather defensive.  
(intermediate school trustee)

2.13      ERO's Conveying of Results of Reviews to the Schools
According to the principals and the trustees in all five schools which had 
been reviewed, ERO was perceived to have been prompt and efficient in 
conveying the results of the reviews to their schools   With minor 
exceptions, the pattern described by one of the principals appears to have 
been followed, even in the case of the earlier trial reviews:

     They were being conveyed all the way through. Within a very short time 
the draft was available for discussion, and plenty of time was given for 
consideration of the draft. They came back in person to present the final 
review.  (primary school principal)

2.14 Schools' Distribution of ERO Reports
Schools employed a variety of ways of making their ERO reports available to 
interested parties.  These included making it generally available to 
trustees and staff, copying appropriate sections of it for staff, 
mentioning it in newsletters, and using sections of it in a school's annual 
report.  One school was contemplating putting the report into a small 
booklet and providing each family with a copy.  Perhaps the most 
comprehensive distribution pattern adopted was that described by the 
principal of one of the secondary schools:
     The ERO team reported verbally to staff and board  and some community 
members. We informed the community broadly in our newsletter.  A summary 
was made available to a group discussing promoting the school.  It was 
mentioned at school assemblies and the school council.  Forty copies were 
spread around staff and board members and were made available to PTA 
members.  All groups were asked to give feedback and identify bits of the 
report relevant to their own work.  The report was referred to in 
prizegivings.  However, being a draft report [at the time of the interview] 
it would not be proper to publicise it further.  I am still cautious about 
further publishing as its purpose was not to provide promotional material.  
Some other schools have asked for copies.



Subsequent to this interview the principal suggested and the board agreed 
that a small press conference could be called to release key information 
regarding the ERO evaluation 

2.15 Schools' Responses to ERO Recommendations
Principals, trustees and teachers were asked about the actions taken as a 
result of the ERO recommendations.  In general, most respondents recalled 
taking few, if any, specific actions.
Four of the five principals responded thus:
     A property management report was produced.  (primary school principal)
     We haven't undertaken any action yet.  It has given me a few goals on 
what I'd like to develop next year.  (primary school principal)
     Under property, the formulation of a comprehensive long-term 
maintenance  programme was given priority.  The report provides us with a 
platform for the new board to build on the foundation set by the present 
board: dialogue with individual board members, building on experience of 
present board to ensure larger tasks are completed before the next 
election.  Position descriptions have been "wound up".  (secondary school 
principal)
     We tried to follow through on some recommendations, a few in terms of 
being more aware of the charter, but the review was carried out on the 
basis of a relatively irrelevant charter.  (secondary school principal)
The fifth principal rejected the validity of many of ERO's recommendations:
     When you are doing your best, and we thought we were doing our best, 
when they come in with generalisations, with nit picking things, it 
frustrated us.  It also frustrated us the way they were put and the 
attitudes.  See my letter to ERO.
     In this letter, the principal responded to the draft of the trial 
review in writing, raising several points, including:
     (a) the importance of all reviewers understanding "how the education 
system operates, the complexity, the nuances and pressures of today's 
schools."
     (b) the need for some reviewers to improve questioning techniques and 
interpersonal relationships to "reduce the possibility of conflict and 
turning the review into a threatening situation."
     (c) discussing out of the ordinary situations with the principal 
"before getting into lengthy discussions with the people involved."
     (d) changing the oral reporting, which was "too long and boring."
     (e) giving more attention to the role and function of the principal, 
"which I believe must be a critical part of the review."

     These comments were discussed with ERO, who took them into account. 
Trustees' responses ranged from those who could recall no recommendations 
having been made by ERO, some who felt that ERO gave their school a clean 
bill of health and some who noted that specific recommendations such as the 
following had been attended to:
     Our method of obtaining quotations (for finances for building quotes 
on maintenance) was tightened up.  (intermediate school trustee)
     They suggested we get more policies underway - we have.  (primary 



school trustee)
     Action has already been undertaken in one area because we knew ERO 
would pick up on it: developing a maintenance programme.  (primary school 
trustee)
     We anticipated the need to market the school.  We will not sit back on 
our laurels.  We will look at the recommendations.  (secondary school 
trustee)
The range of teachers' responses paralleled those of the trustees, with 
around half either professing not to know what recommendations were made or 
recalling that ERO made no recommendations that bore on them specifically.  
Of those who recalled ERO recommendations that led to actions, several 
mentioned those to do with evaluation and assessment:
     Evaluation has become far more focused on.  (intermediate school 
teacher)
     No personal recommendations were given that I can recall, but 
evaluation and assessment should be continually looked at on a general 
(syndicate) level.  (primary school teacher)
     There was one recommendation about assessment - which gave a different 
approach.  We talked about it.  (secondary school teacher)
The remaining teachers mentioned attending to a range of recommendations, 
including co-ordinating more with other syndicate teachers in policy 
implementation (primary school teacher), writing EEO policies (primary 
school teacher), developing recreation studies (primary school teacher), 
making structural modifications such as new carpet and furniture for the 
staff room (secondary school teacher), and more actively pursuing the staff 
development programme (secondary school teacher).

2.16 Reflections on the Composition, Operation and Report of the ERO Teams
All three groups of respondents were asked to comment on the composition, 
operation and report of the ERO team in their schools.  As noted above, 
there were major differences between schools which had had trial reviews in 
early 1990 and those which had had full reviews in late 1990 and 1991.  
Respondents from the two trial schools were critical of certain aspects of 
their ERO teams and their operations.  The intermediate school review drew 
particularly trenchant criticism from the principal and trustees:
     It [the review] was useless.  The review team that came into school 
knew nothing about the nuances of this part of education.  (intermediate 
school principal)
     It was typically Ministry and evasive.  (intermediate school trustee)
     The review report and operation were adequate.  The composition - 14 
members - was suitable.  The report, both oral and written, showed positive 
points but also highlighted a lack of in-depth information by the ERO team, 
some of whom were too quick to draw conclusions to questions they asked.  
Many had pre-conceived ideas, and so found the answers they wanted.  Many 
made little allowance for, or understood, the special nature of (1) the 
school, (2) the community, and (3) the needs of the age group of the 
children.  They were too slow to recognise successes.  (intermediate school 
trustee)
     The report seemed to reflect  bias.  It was pre-occupied with social 
engineering, rather than academic.  (intermediate school trustee)



In contrast, four teacher respondents from this school expressed 
satisfaction with the review process, one making allowances for it being a 
trial:
     I must admit I have forgotten what was in the report but I do remember 
it was quite extensive and positive.  I remember thinking that it must have 
been difficult for the ERO team as we were one of their first schools.  
(intermediate school teacher)
Some criticisms were also voiced by several respondents from the second 

trial school, a secondary school, although they were not as serious as 
those expressed by people from the intermediate school:
     Their background was not consistent with the ability to evaluate a 
secondary school. The ERO team was varied ... the writer of the ERO report 
must have a clearer understanding of the organisation of the school.  It 
was too big a team for the trial and they overwhelmed the staff by their 
numbers.  (secondary school principal)
     It was a pilot scheme and we had twice the size of a "normal" team.  
The report  was a little waffly and vague - I can't recall it now!  
(secondary school teacher)
     I would have liked more teachers.  There were too many from outside 
the profession reporting back.  (secondary school teacher)
In contrast with the above, the respondents from the three schools which 
had had full reviews were generally positive in their evaluations of ERO.  
One of the principals described four of the reviewers as "excellent" or 
"very good", but described the other two as being of "absolutely no use" or 
a "waste of time".  He went on to say that he was generally very positive 
about the review and that he was "anxious that the professional reviewers' 
role shouldn't be down played."  The other two principals and the trustees 
from the three schools were similarly positive:
     They were skilled in management of personnel, primary curriculum, EEO, 
building and property.  They were all fairly experienced and they were very 
skilful.  (primary school principal)
     It comprised people who are knowledgeable and professional enough to 
understand what the quality of learning is.  The composition was excellent.  
In some cases there was not enough time to evaluate complex areas (e.g. 
Mäori  education).  (secondary school principal)
     It was very, very fair. There were lots of opportunities to discuss.  
Nothing was hidden.  It was low key.  (primary school trustee)
     It was very professional, non-threatening, didn't disrupt class, and 
worked around the teachers.  (primary school trustee)
The vast majority of teachers from the three schools which had had full 
reviews were also generous in their praise of ERO's modus operandi.  Some 
typical comments:
     It was thorough.  My opinion counted.  They were astute and knew 
exactly what they were looking for and were very helpful and positive.  It 
was a very co-operative venture.  (primary school teacher)
     They were considerate in their questioning. They are professional in 
their approach. They were impressed with the community skills and caring 
atmosphere in the school. They were impressed with the Mäori  way of life. 



They had ethnic concerns.  (secondary school teacher)
A small group of teachers in these schools, however, expressed only 
qualified appreciation or were critical of ERO:

     My personal opinion is that they conducted a superficial look at the 
school. The report they gave us was nothing new. The positive aspects were 
nice, but we need an in-depth look into the school with solid criticism so 
that growth can take place.  (secondary school teacher)
     I thought it was very thorough, professional and non-threatening.  
However, it was very rushed and they were also short one member ...  I 
didn't feel they spent enough time in my room to see what was actually 
happening. They seemed to spend a lot of time with the principal and go on 
that.  (primary school teacher)
     There was too much on equity issues and not enough on the quality of 
teaching in classrooms.  That should be the main thrust.  (secondary school 
teacher)

2.17 Recommended Changes to ERO
All of the principals, and two thirds of the trustees and teachers from the 
five schools which had been reviewed were prepared to make recommendations 
as to what changes they would like to see in ERO.  For the most part, their 
comments centred on ERO having sufficient resources to enable them to spend 
more time in the schools and to carry out more comprehensive and searching 
evaluations.  Typical of these comments are the following:
     I believe ERO is important.  I would like to see them in school for a 
longer period of time and not put under the stress they are put under of 
developing so many 'outputs' per week.  Because of this pressure they are 
being ineffectual in their operation and are missing important things. They 
are writing half the report before getting to the school.  (intermediate 
school principal)
     Nothing really dramatic.  I would like enhanced resourcing to enable 
it to do its job - time and staffing is at a minimum.  It would be missed 
if there were further cuts and further changes in its terms of reference.  
It is essential that we have a statutory body whose task it is to evaluate 
thoroughly the performance of educational institutions, focusing on the 
learning that is going on.  It is not sensible to make ERO contestable.  
(secondary school principal)
     I would like to see them have more time in the school.  It really only 
amounted to two and a half.  The writing up is part of the overall 5 day 
review. There is not enough time really to see what's going on in a school.  
(primary school teacher)
A second set of recommendations revolved around the composition of the ERO 
teams.  As has been noted in passing in earlier comments, some respondents 
were concerned that reviews be carried out by personnel with experience in 
the school's particular sector of education:
     I would like a full team of intermediate school experienced people.  
(intermediate school teacher)
     I would like them to have competent people - people competent and 



experienced in the field they are reviewing.  (secondary school teacher)
A secondary school trustee argued that ERO teams should include parents.
Another small group (all of whom were teachers) wanted ERO to make its 
expectations and procedures clearer:
     We should be told exactly what things they would be wanting to see, 
with meetings afterwards discussing how they perceived the various 
programmes etc.  (intermediate school teacher)
     As an assistant teacher, I would like to be given by the ERO team a 
more descriptive idea of what they would like to see.  (secondary school 
teacher)
Other recommendations made by individual respondents covered a range of 
topics. These included one person who wanted a more critical perspective, 
another who wanted more understanding of the progress schools were making 
in particular areas, and a couple of teachers who wanted ERO to take on 
individual staff appraisal.

2.18 Summary
Of the five schools which had been reviewed by ERO, respondents from the 
two which had participated in trial reviews had mixed reactions to the 
process; in contrast, the three schools which had had later, full, reviews 
were generally positive.  Clearly, ERO learned a good deal from their 

earlier experiences in reviewing schools.  
There was general consensus among respondents from all five schools that 
external reviews played an important role and that, within that process, 
ERO appropriately concerned itself with the quality of educational 
processes and outcomes.  The five major criteria employed by ERO at the 
time of the survey were generally perceived to fit within this framework 
and were acceptable.
Respondents from all five schools generally found ERO's procedures for 
setting up the reviews clear and acceptable and, with the exception of one 
school which took a proactive stance, were happy for ERO to define the 
parameters of the review.  Apart from the normal assembling of 
documentation, no extraordinary efforts were made by schools to prepare for 
their reviews. 
In the review itself, the schools' charters were seen as playing an 
important  role in "driving" ERO's procedures, with considerable attention 
being paid to equity issues, Mäori  matters, and assessment.  Differences 
of opinion between ERO and the schools were satisfactorily resolved in the 
three schools which had had full reviews, but not in the case of the two 
trial schools. ERO was generally seen as being efficient and professional 
in its conveying of the results of its review to the schools.  Schools 
employed a variety of ways of making ERO reports available to their staff 
and community.  Surprisingly, very few specific actions were reported as 
being taken by the schools as a result of their reviews, the major 
exceptions being in the area of assessment and evaluation procedures. 
Overall, respondents from the three schools which had had full reviews were 
satisfied with the composition and operation of the ERO teams which visited 
their schools.



The major recommendations to emerge from the respondents from this group of 
schools were that ERO be sufficiently resourced to enable it to carry out 
comprehensive reviews and that close attention be given to the composition 
of review teams. 

3    SCHOOLS WHICH HAD NOT BEEN REVIEWED BY ERO
Within the 9 schools which not not been reviewed by ERO at the time of the 
study, interviews relating to school reviews were carried out with 7 of the 
principals, 50 trustees and 55 teachers.  As far as possible, the issues 
addressed in the interviews were parallel to those raised with respondents 
in the schools which had been reviewed, but clearly some questions 
regarding the conduct of reviews were inappropriate and the way some 
questions were posed had to take account of the different experiences of 
reviews.  The main areas addressed included the respondents' views on the 
role of reviews; the criteria of reviews; contacts with ERO; the purposes 
and importance of ERO; and recommended changes to ERO.

3.1  Criteria of Reviews
As was the case with the principals of schools which had been formally 
reviewed by ERO or had participated in a trial review (section 2.2), 
principals of schools which had not been reviewed generally agreed that 
schools should be evaluated and that within that process the quality of 
learning outcomes for students was important:
     Schools should be evaluated against performance criteria in terms of 
children's learning according to the objectives and goals set out in the 
charter and national expectations and guidelines.  (primary school 
principal)
     We should be evaluated on how we are meeting the needs of individual 
children.  There needs to be a way of showing where the children are at 
prior to starting and where they're currently at.   (primary school 
principal)
     It should be based on the progress of students, with observation of 
pupils, testing and consultation with the community.   (area school 
principal)
With regard to the relationship between school reviews and funding, these 
principals had an identical position to those expressed by their 
counterparts from schools which had been reviewed (see section 2.2), namely 
that they opposed such a linkage, except where it might allow for funds to 
be distributed on the basis of need:
     If this means that funding will be based on how well children achieve 
then there shouldn't be any relationship between school evaluation and 
funding.  (primary school principal)
     If evaluation identifies special needs, then funding should follow.  
(secondary school principal)
     Where there are deficiencies in performance that funding could 
overcome, this should be addressed.  (area school principal)
A primary school principal, noted, however, that one aspect of a review 
should be to see "how effectively funds have been used to improve the 



quality of teaching available."

3.2   The Review Process
Teachers in schools which had not had an ERO evaluation were asked their 
views on how schools should be evaluated.  Two themes stood out among this 
group of respondents.  
The first of these was a recognition that evaluation involving an outside 
body was important, a view which was consistent with that expressed by 
principals and trustees in schools which had been reviewed (see section 
2.2):
     There is a place for people to come in from outside and have a look.  
A school can get lost and not see something going wrong.  You need people 
to come in without bias and look at what you're doing ... There could be 
something missing that you could have become blind to.  It is done on your 
school, for your school.  (primary school teacher)
     It should be done by a group of professional people coming into the 
school from the Education Department  and investigating each department, 
talking to every teacher and assessing the strengths and weaknesses of the 
school.  (secondary school teacher)
     There should be an outside body to give credibility to the community.  
(secondary school teacher)
In a similar vein, several teachers emphasised the need for schools to 

evaluate themselves, either in conjunction with an outside body such as 
ERO, or as the exclusive approach to evaluation:
     It should be by peer assessment internally.  I don't like the idea of 
a bunch of outsiders. But there should be checks and balances in the 
system.  (primary school teacher)
     It should involve someone either being here for some time or regularly 
visiting. The school should have the opportunity to self evaluate.  
(secondary school teacher)
A secondary school teacher expanded on this theme by specifying what 
aspects of a school should be evaluated internally and what externally:
     I think the administration and general running of school should be 
evaluated from outside at no cost to the school, and the teaching and day 
to day running of school should be evaluated within the school by heads of 
department and colleagues. They have enough experience and knowledge of the 
school environment. Outsiders don't know this.
An intermediate school teacher would limit the role of ERO to ensuring that 
schools carried out their own evaluations:
     We should be evaluating ourselves by reference to charter and policy 
statements.  It is a good idea that a body like ERO should check that we're 
doing the job [of evaluation] ourselves.  (intermediate school teacher)
(It is interesting to note that very few respondents in the schools which 
had been reviewed mentioned, let alone emphasised, self evaluation.)
The second theme to come through strongly from teachers was the expectation 
that charters and policies should "drive" school evaluations (see section 
2.6 for information on the role of charters in actual reviews).  This view 
was reflected in an area school teacher's comment that evaluations should 



be carried out  "with regard to the charter - are they adhering to it and 
if not, why not?"  Like the intermediate school teacher referred to above, 
some combined this consideration with the need for self, or conjoint 
evaluation, as was the case with a group of area school teachers:
     Evaluations should consider whether the BOT is fulfilling the charter.  
I can see benefits both from self evaluation and from an outsider 
objectively evaluating the school. 
     There should be self evaluation.  Time should be set aside for this in 
particular areas e.g. teacher, syndicate and school self evaluations, and 
within areas such as curriculum, assessment, parent consultation and 
involvement, and charter objectives.
In addition to emphasising the importance of evaluating schools against 
their charters, the teacher respondents mentioned a range of more specific 
criteria, to do with (a) students, (b) community and parents, (c) school 
organisation, administration and tone, and (d) curriculum and teaching:
     (i) Student factors:
•    Confidence of students (primary teacher)
•    Children's happiness at being in the school (bilingual  school 
teacher, secondary teacher)
•    Meeting the needs of children in the school's area (area school 
teacher)
•    Children's progress (primary teacher)
•    Children's needs being met (primary teacher, area school teacher)
•    Individual records being kept so children can be assessed and 
diagnosed (primary teacher)
•    Children's learning and learning outcomes (primary teacher)
•    Academic progress (two secondary teachers)
•    Social aspects such as self esteem and communication (secondary 
teacher)
•    The development of the whole person - physical  and mental (secondary 
teacher)
•    Examination results and passes (secondary teacher)
•    How students feel about their achievements, academically and socially 
(secondary teacher)
•    Happiness of the students (secondary teacher)
•    Student performance, taking account of their background (secondary 
teacher)
     (ii) Community/parent factors:
•    Relevance of policies to the community (bilingual school teacher)
•    Relationship between school aims and community wants (area school 

teacher)
•    Parent and the community happiness with the school (primary teacher, 
secondary teachers)
•    Parents' needs being met (primary teacher)
•    Community perceptions of the school (secondary teacher)
     (iii) School organisation, administration and tone factors
•    The principal setting the tone for the school - children, teachers, 
parents (bilingual school teacher)



•    Board of trustees' development and training (bilingual school teacher)

•    Resources needed for children (bilingual school teacher)
•    Senior staff consultation and communication with rest of staff (area 
school teacher)
•    Staff commitment to ongoing professional development (area school 
teacher)
•    The tone of the school and how the staff present themselves e.g. team 
work and support (area school teacher and primary school teacher)
•    School environment (area school teacher)
•    Staff happiness (primary teacher)
•    Confidence of staff (primary teacher)
•    Efficiency of the running of the school (two primary school teachers)
•    Administration and organization (primary teacher)
•    Maintenance (primary teacher)
•    Administrative structure in terms of charter and policy implementation 
(secondary teacher)
•    Teachers' performances (secondary teacher)  [Note that two teachers 
specifically rejected the feasibility of an outside evaluator being able to 
do this.]
•    A holistic, rather than piecemeal, view of the school (secondary 
teacher)
•    The way the school takes feedback (secondary teacher)
•    Smooth running of school departments (secondary teacher)
•    Staff-staff, staff-pupil, and pupil-pupil relationships (area school 
teacher)
     (iv) Curriculum and teaching 
•    The success of programmes and what is being done if improvements are 
needed (bilingual school teacher and primary teacher))
•    Curriculum organisation (area school teacher)
•    The teaching programme (primary teacher)
•    Transition and Outdoor Education programmes' catering for students 
less academically orientated (secondary teacher)
•    Opportunities offered to every student (secondary teacher)
•    Achievements of school's departments (secondary teacher)
•    The balance of the curriculum (two primary school teachers)

3.3  Contacts with ERO
Four of the nine principals reported having had no or negligible direct 
contacts with ERO.  The exceptions were a primary school principal who had 
been part of an ERO team reviewing another school, two primary principals 
who reported that ERO officers had visited their schools in earlier 
orientation tours, another primary principal who acknowledged an ERO 
officer giving the school advice on EEO matters, and an intermediate school 
principal who had had some social contacts with ERO staff. 
Not surprisingly, trustees mirrored the principals in their reporting of 
contacts with ERO.  In five schools, all or the large majority of trustee 
respondents said they had had no contacts, their understanding of ERO being 



confined to knowing little more than the fact of the agency's existence.  
Most of the trustees in the school which had been visited by an ERO officer 
recounted that contact.  In three schools, however, some discrepancies were 
noted, with some trustees in a school reporting ERO having had contact with 
the school and others not.  In  all three of these schools the principal 
reported no contacts.  It would seem that some trustees were unclear as to 
which school visitors were members of ERO.
Almost all of the teachers from the nine schools - even those in the school 
which had been visited by an ERO official - reported having had no contacts 
with ERO.  The few exceptions were two secondary school teachers who had 
been to courses or meetings where an ERO representative had explained the 
organisation's role and another two who had contact with ERO in another 
school.  Some teachers expressed frustration at their lack of knowledge of 
ERO, a view reflected in the following comment by a primary school teacher:
     I don't know a lot about ERO, really.  Are they all made up of ex-
teachers or what?  I can't understand how any group can come straight into 
a school with which they have had no previous contact and make judgements.  
Do they judge the principal? - or what?  When they leave I want to know 
what we are left with.  What happens next?  I don't see ERO as a threat, 

but you should be informed better.  Teachers don't get enough told to them 
by Government groups like ERO and the SES.

3.4  Purposes of ERO
The principals, trustees and teachers were asked what they understood to be 
the purposes of ERO.  Eight of the nine principals gave reasonably 
accurate, albeit brief, answers to this question.  For example:
     They carry out an education review - review standards and the quality 
of education - and then report to the Minister as an independent body.  
(primary school principal)
     It is concerned with funding and school evaluation in some aspects of 
school operation.  (secondary school principal)
The ninth principal (of a secondary school) professed to know very little 
about ERO's purposes.
Approximately two-thirds of the trustees were able to describe what they 
thought were the purposes of ERO, the remaining one third stating either 
that they did not know or were unsure of its purposes   Of those who were 
able to define ERO's role, around half focused on the charter and/or 
policies, either as setting the criteria for reviews or, in the case of a 
couple of respondents, as the body responsible for approving those 
documents:
     I thought it was about looking at school charters and how the school 
related to that.   (area school trustee)
     To evaluate whether the charter is being correctly implemented in 
school programmes.  (secondary school trustee)
     It reports on the school/ board activities relative to its charter 
requirements.  (intermediate school trustee)
     I'm not current but originally I thought their job was to monitor and 
review schools and their progress according to charters.  (primary school 



trustee)
Other trustees had a broader notion of ERO's role:
     I have a close friend in ERO. It's nothing like the old inspectorate. 
It's more to see what we're doing, things we're not doing well - though 
more a side-by-side approach than a top-down one - or so my friend says.  
(intermediate school trustee)
     Its role is to regularly review schools to ensure they are accountable 
for school funds, the meeting of the charter objectives in terms of the 
performance of teachers and provision of programmes to meet the needs of 
the children.  (intermediate school trustee)
     My basic understanding is that they would see if we have fulfilled 
everything that our charter said we are going to fulfil and ensure that we 
are addressing the needs of the children, and how successful we are in 
addressing those needs, or unsuccessful we are.  (primary school trustee)
A range of other purposes was described by individual trustees.  These 
included "identifying what you are doing wrong" (primary school trustee), 
"seeing if you deserve the funding" (primary school trustee), "seeing that 
the principal is leading the school in the right direction" (primary school 
trustee), "offering advice" (primary school trustee and intermediate school 
trustee), "determining whether or not schools were meeting their equity 
provisions" (primary school trustee), and "maintaining minimal national 
standards.  (secondary school trustee).
As with the trustees, about one-third of the teachers professed to know 
little or anything about ERO's purposes.  One primary school teacher 
expressed her ignorance in some detail:
     That's what I was going to ask, what is the role of ERO anyway and who 
are these ERO people and what are they looking for?  In all this time of 
asking them what they actually look for there have been no guidelines.  It 
has all come from people who have had reviews, but the [ERO] office has not 
offered any guidelines on what we should be working to.  When will it 
happen?  Who are the people?  How can we help them?  What length of time 
will they be here?  What's the process?  What do they do with the 
information once they've been here?  How do they help the children?  How do 
they help the staff?
Of the two-thirds of teachers who thought they had an understanding of 
ERO's purposes, by far the largest group saw the reviews being driven by 
charters and policies - a very similar pattern to what was found among 

trustees.  Another group described ERO's purposes in very general terms to 
do with monitoring:
     They evaluate how schools are going.  (area school teacher)
     It is a monitor on standards in schools.  (secondary school teacher)
Among the purposes noted by individuals were the following: "consistency 
right throughout the national level" (primary school teacher), "management 
of funds" (area school teacher), "checking the principal" (primary school 
teacher), "making sure nothing underhand is going on in terms of 
administration" (secondary school teacher), and "directed by the Ministry 
of Education to see how schools are operating." (primary school teacher)
The most comprehensive definition was provided by a primary school teacher:



     ERO evaluates schools. There needs to be a form of quality control. It 
helps schools ensure that things are on the right lines, gives support/ 
advice and points in the right direction, checks that schools are doing 
what they are meant to be doing, within reason, and that they are teaching 
curriculum as laid down and not doing something not laid down in 
curriculum.  They see that kids get a fair deal in the classroom and that 
teachers are used appropriately, e.g. not some with big classes and others 
free.   

3.5  Knowledge of How ERO Works in Schools

All three groups were asked to describe what they knew about how ERO worked 
in the schools. 
As a group, the principals' views ranged from one who admitted to knowing 
very little to some who felt quite confident in their knowledge:
     From my participation in a review, I felt they fell over backwards to 
be positive, to be seen to be positive and fair.  Their result was too 
generalized to be of great use at time.  They were very aware of the 
political implications of any statements they made. I think they've changed 
their method now back to curriculum, rather than the charter.   (primary 
school principal)
     I don't know too much - it's hard to keep up with all the changes.  
(primary school principal
     I do know they come in.  It could be for a week.  Basically I have a 
full understanding.  (intermediate school principal )
One primary school teacher stated that he had heard conflicting reports on 
ERO's work in schools and noted that  "Their agenda seems to change 
regularly."
Not surprisingly, in light of their limited contact with ERO, only about 
half of the trustees were able to give a description of how ERO works in 
schools, and most of them admitted to only a cursory knowledge.  Very few 
of these trustees even approached the level of detail of the following 
respondents:
     When they come in, they come in in a team so that they have got people 
who can look at particular aspects, so we would get Mäori reviewers coming 
into our school.  We would get a property reviewer coming in to check on 
the grounds and the property.  We will hopefully get people with expertise 
in primary schools, rather than with early childhood or secondary.  They 
look at your overall management, your planning, preparation and 
implementation of everything from major projects through to your classroom 
planning and organisation. How you assess children, how you plan to meet 
the needs of children once you've recognised that they have got needs.  
That you are keeping to your charter, that you have got policies in place 
for important aspects of the school's work and that you're involving the 
community.  (primary school trustee)
     I think what they do is come out for a visit and explain what they are 
going to do.  They read the charter, and then they come in for a period of 
time, do a big hit on the school, observe what's happening, have a look at 



the records and so on, and then discuss what they've seen with the staff, 
board and parents.  Then they write up an evaluation.  (primary school 
trustee)
More typical would be responses such as the following:
     I haven't heard much.  They're fairly thorough, I think.  People are 
quite fearful - it creates a bit of stress.  (area school trustee)
     They work as a support team to make sure books are kept properly, 
monitoring the school's performance. I don't know a lot about this side of 
things yet.  (primary school trustee)
     I know it is a formal evaluation in school on issues like equity.  
(secondary school trustee)
Once again, teachers had a similar pattern of responses to trustees, with 
around half professing to have some knowledge of how ERO operated in 
schools, the other half stating they had no or negligible knowledge.  In 
general, there were no discernible differences between teachers and 
trustees in the nature of their descriptions.

3.6  Views on the Importance of ERO
Notwithstanding their limited contact with ERO, all principals in the non-
reviewed schools were in agreement with the principals in the reviewed 
schools (see section 2.1) in perceiving ERO as playing an important role:
     It is a very important agency, hampered by the political scene.  
(primary school principal)
     It is a good idea across all schools.  This is difficult to answer 
with having had very little to do with them.  They provide schools with a 
good outside view on how well they are achieving the objectives of the 
charter.  (primary school principal)
     As long as the results are not advertised to compare, and as long as 

it focuses on the learner and focuses on the positive, then I see it as a 
creditable agent for evaluation.  (intermediate school principal)
     I am not fearful or fazed by their pending visit.  I see it as an 
opportunity to obtain positive reinforcement and some constructive 
feedback.  (primary school principal)
The trustees were divided in their evaluation of the importance of ERO, 
with just over half considering that it had an important role, the 
remainder expressing doubt or rejecting its value, or, in the case of a 
small group, expressing no opinion.
Of those who saw ERO as performing a necessary function, several noted the 
importance of accountability:
     It's important, because it's another way of checking. I'm just worried 
that sometimes that some boards don't become too accountable to the 
community. So at least there is somebody there, so that there is some form 
of check on that accountability, and that's probably the only thing that I 
see it for, whether it's them or whoever.  (primary school trustee)
     I would have thought it was very important for that accountability. I 
can't suggest a better method of evaluation so I would have to say that 
their role must be important. Self evaluation is okay to a point. But 
because our economic base is not our own we don't have the right to do that 



totally.  We are dependent on a source of funding that's not controlled by 
us. It's the role of ERO that we are all being accountable to that.  
(primary school trustee)
Some trustees stressed the importance of schools being accountable to an 
independent body responsible for carrying out school reviews:
     I'd like to believe they're a constructive force.  There is a place 
for an outside body - it may be the only way you get honest feedback.  
(area school trustee)
     You have to have someone checking up on schools.  It's good to have an 
impartial body going around checking otherwise it would be too easy to sign 
the charter and then just wipe it.  (primary school trustee)
     There needs to be an outside group.  That's absolutely critical, as 
much as I think our school can go on without them, I think there are other 
schools.  All schools need to be checked up on.  (primary school trustee)
Other points in support of ERO included its perceived role in ensuring 
schools' accountability for particular aspects of their operations.  For 
example, it was argued that ERO should ascertain that the Ministry of 
Education is "getting value for its dollar" (primary school trustee), see 
that "schools are toeing the line" (primary school trustee), check on 
schools  "to see that funds are going to the right places" (primary school 
trustee), ensuring "particularly that minorities are getting a fair deal" 
(primary school trustee), and "check that things are working as they should 
be and some sort of standard is being kept." (primary school trustee)
A range of reasons were advanced by the trustees who thought that ERO was 
not important.  Some argued that schools should carry out their own 
evaluations:
     I think the board should be entrusted with the implementation of the 
charter.  I would like to feel trusted, and I feel bound to see that things 
are done correctly.  (primary school trustee)
     I don't know what their relevance is.  The principal and management 
team should be able to do it with the school - but you have to have all the 
policies and principles in place.  If anyone is going to go, they could, 
but there would need to be some consultants to assist the board to do it.  
(secondary school trustee)
Other individuals argued that it was not very important, "otherwise it 
would have occurred in every school by now" (intermediate school trustee), 
or that the funds for ERO would be better spent on schools (secondary 
school trustee).
A more serious argument was put forward by a bilingual school trustee who 
challenged the competence of ERO to evaluate such schools - a point that 
will be returned to in the next section:
     It's important that schools have some feedback as to how they are 
operating and things that may be implemented, but I'm not quite sure 
whether this is the way to do it.  I believe it is very hard for a team to 
go in there and in two days suss out what a school is about.  In just two 
days!  I've actually heard comments from schools who have appealed against 

their ERO evaluation.  At the moment, our school hasn't been asked to have 
a ERO evaluation, and our school won't allow it to happen because we don't 



feel the people who are on the team are competent enough to come into our 
school, so that needs to be addressed.
Two-thirds of the teachers saw ERO as having an important role, their 
reasons being similar to those expressed by the trustees and revolved 
around the principle of accountability.  A sample of their views includes 
the following:
     It needs to be done because it's good to have an outside observer so 
that vision doesn't get too narrow.  It is good to know how you're doing in 
comparison to other schools of a similar nature.  (area school teacher)
     We do require some sort of watchdog, although I do feel that parents 
act as a good watchdog.  They do need some political clout to ensure that 
there is a positive outcome after the review.  (primary school teacher)
     It is important, even if it just makes staff realise they are  
accountable.  (secondary school teacher)
Reasons put forward by the small group of teachers who saw ERO as being not 
important, or who were luke-warm in their support of the agency, focused on 
the alternative of schools being responsible for evaluating themselves:
     I don't know if they are important.  It is more important for a school 
to evaluate itself and for the board of trustees to keep an evaluation 
procedure going.  ERO is only a short time in a school so I don't know how 
effective it is.  (area school teacher)
     It is important at the administration to policy level, but that's all.  
It presents an unnatural view of things because everyone is nervous. It is 
better to have colleagues evaluating classroom situations.  (secondary 
school teacher)
     Maybe it's important for administration, but the principals do that 
anyway.  It keeps people on their toes, but maybe not permanent enough.  We 
should be professional and do it ourselves.  (area school teacher)

3.7  Recommended Changes to ERO
The principals, trustees and teachers in the nine schools which had not 
been reviewed by ERO were asked what changes they would like to see in ERO.
Among the principals who assayed a view, no consistent pattern emerged.  
The following responses are representative:
     It should be used as a positive force, not as a political means.  It 
had that chance of being accepted that way in schools.  I'd be very cagey 
about opening right up - it could be damaging.  I wouldn't talk to them as 
to you.  I've had that experience under the old inspectorate.  (primary 
school principal)
     I would like to see that if primary schools are being reviewed then 
ERO has qualified people in our particular areas to review appropriate 
schools.  (primary school principal)
     The changes that have taken place are sound, i.e. focusing on the 
learner rather than on equity, buildings, etc..  (intermediate school 
principal)
     I would like to see the emphasis being placed on assisting schools to 
set up systems of self review and measuring how effectively these are being 
carried out.  (primary school principal)
Just under half of the trustees were prepared to make suggestions regarding 
ERO, the majority feeling that they had inadequate knowledge to be able to 



form an opinion.  Of those who made recommendations, a range of topics came 
through.
The largest single group expressed concerns regarding the composition of 
the ERO teams, a point that was emphasised by several trustees from the two 
bilingual schools who were concerned that the teams have knowledge of such 
schools.  One emphasised the importance of ERO teams including people who 
have been involved in such schools, citing a person who had been out of the 
system for so long that "some of the things that ___ says actually go 
against our kaupapa, which shows us that ___ is not on board, in terms of 
understanding of what we are on about."  Other bilingual school trustees 
made similar comments:
     They should be people who have experience in programmes like ours so 
they will be able to äwhina.  
     They need to take account of schools like ours and I don't know how 

they are going to evaluate them.  They are going to have to make sure they 
have the right people coming into schools like ours.  You can't have people 
who are coming in purely to look at academic development.  They are going 
to have to be bilingual anyway and there are not enough of those people to 
do it.  

     Not knowing all that much about them, I wonder how much weight is put 
on addressing, or understanding, the needs of bilingual schools.  If you 
have got all these people coming in there, and making judgements on them, 
how qualified are those people that are actually coming into these kind of 
schools? 
These concerns regarding the composition of the ERO teams parallel those 
expressed  by respondents in the schools which had been reviewed (see 
section 2.17).
Another group of trustees wanted ERO to take on more of an more advisory 
role.  This view was most graphically expressed by a primary school trustee 
who rather nostalgically referred back to the former inspectorate system in 
the Department of Education:
     I think ERO is important.  But I think it's a shame that there aren't 
enough of them for them to be available on an informal basis and that they 
are not allowed to advise.  If we were wanting to set up a particular 
policy or set up a particular management system in the school, it's a shame 
we can't ring up ERO and ask for someone to come and talk to us about how 
we might go about doing whatever.  You need to be able to have them 
available to you on that advice and guidance basis as well as just when 
they come in for your formal review.  When they do come in for your formal 
review I think it would be good if they could be a bit more like the old 
inspectorate who were able to advise.  If you identified something that you 
needed some help with they were able to say "Here is what you could do", or 
give examples of similar schools and what they were doing so you could 
contact that school to discuss it.   Or they would suggest a book which 
showed a good model for doing whatever and say "How about reading that or 



showing it to the staff."  They need to be able to provide advice and 
guidance instead of just coming in and identifying gaps and then walking 
away from it again. 
A third group argued that ERO should have greater authority:
     ERO should work with teeth and be able to go into schools and if they 
find something wrong, fix it. They should identify the reason and solution, 
e.g. if the principal is a poor leader, or they've not given any money to 
teacher development.  We could tell them about a school like ours, where 
the staff give good value and are really working at the school, and a way 
for this other school to do it.  It should have more teeth, but there still 
should be some flexibility for the school.  (primary school trustee)
     They should have some teeth.  They should make the recommendation and 
someone should listen to them.  It's no good having them in there if no-one 
is going to listen to them; it's just a waste of their time, our time and 
you're wasting a lot of money.  (primary school trustee)
Three-quarters of the teachers in the schools which had not been reviewed 
were not prepared to make any comments on what changes they would like to 
see in ERO, a proportion that reflected the level of knowledge they had of 
ERO.  Of those who were prepared to express views, no strong themes 
emerged.  A sample of views would include the following:
     I haven't seen ERO in action, so that's pretty hard to answer.  From 
what I've heard from one or two schools, could be a little more supportive 
in the way they make suggestions if things aren't going right, rather than 
being prescriptive.  Or they give a list of things to do, with no 
consultation.  (primary school teacher)
     I'd love to see a bit more information coming to us, a bit more 
accessibility to them.  It's like they're up there and we aren't allowed to 
go up there until they come down to us.  What is their role?  Is it to 
guide us as a kura?  And if they're not going to guide us, well they can 
get out then and we'll get somebody else in.  And if they can make a 
judgement on a school in a day or so, I want to know what the basis of 
their judgement is.  What are they looking for - purely academic things, 
relationships of the teachers and the kids?  You can't get that in a day, 
you might have an off day.  (primary school teacher)

3.8  Summary
Nine of the 14 project schools considered in this aspect of the project had 
not been reviewed by ERO at the time of this study.   Perhaps the 
outstanding finding to note from these schools is the limited contact all 

three groups of respondents - principals, trustees and teachers - had had 
with ERO and the consequential lack of knowledge of how it operates in 
schools.  
Notwithstanding the above, there was general agreement that evaluation by 
an outside body such as ERO was important, particularly to ensure schools' 
accountability.  In this context, however, it should be noted that a group 
of teachers and trustees argued that schools should assume more 
responsibility for evaluating themselves.  
As was the case of respondents from schools which had had reviews, those 



from the non-reviewed schools saw charters and policies as playing an 
important role in this process.  
Not surprisingly, fewer than half of the respondents were prepared to make 
recommendations regarding changes to ERO.  Of those who did, the focus was 
on the composition of ERO teams - a point emphasised by trustees, 
particularly those from the two bilingual  schools.

4    SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
4.1  Summary
This aspect of the wider Monitoring Today's Schools research project was 
concerned with ascertaining the perceptions of principals, trustees and 
teachers regarding how schools should be reviewed and, within that process, 
what role should be played by the Education Review Office.  Of the 14 
schools in this aspect of the study, five had had full or trial reviews and 
the remaining 9 had not been reviewed by ERO at the time of the interviews 
in late 1991/ early 1992. 
The following summary seeks to present the findings which are common across 
the two groups of schools and those which are specific to each group:
1.   School reviews, involving "outside", impartial evaluators with 
statutory authority, were generally perceived as being important to ensure 
accountability.
2.   ERO's pre July 1992 five criteria (student achievement, learning and 
teaching, assessment and evaluation, leadership and management, and 
community participation) were broadly accepted, although some had 
reservations as to how outcomes could be measured.
3.   Principals considered that the quality of learning outcomes for 
students is an important criterion in evaluating schools.
     
4.   Principals believed that if schools are to receive any discretionary 
funding, it should be distributed on the basis of need rather than 
performance. 
5.   ERO's procedures for setting up school reviews were generally 
understood and accepted by respondents in schools which have been reviewed.
6.   Schools made no extraordinary efforts to prepare for an ERO review.  
7.   The charter played a key role in reviews, both in terms of the 
expectations of the schools and in the actual operation of ERO.  
8.   ERO showed a concern for both educational processes and outcomes, 
particularly in recent school reviews.
9.   Equity issues played a significant role in the review process.  
10.  Mäori  matters were emphasised by ERO.
11.  Assessment issues were emphasised by ERO, especially in the schools 
which have been more recently reviewed.
12.  Staff development issues were not widely perceived as receiving major 
attention by ERO. 
13.  Schools which had been recently reviewed reported few differences of 
opinion between themselves and ERO and where there were differences, these 
seem to have been amicably resolved.  The two schools which had been 
involved in the trial reviews in 1990, however, reported some differences 



of opinion with the ERO teams.
14.  ERO was perceived to have been prompt and efficient in conveying the 
results of reviews to their schools. 
15.  Schools employed a variety of ways of making their ERO reports 
available to interested parties.  
16.  No major actions were taken in schools as a result of being reviewed 
by ERO, although several teachers reported acting on recommendations to do 
with evaluation and assessment.
17.  Respondents from the two trial schools were critical of certain 
aspects of their ERO teams and their operations, whereas those from the 
three schools which had had full reviews were generally positive in their 
evaluations of ERO.
18.  Reasons put forward by the small group of respondents who saw ERO as 
being not important or who were luke-warm in their support of the agency, 
focused on the alternative of schools being responsible for evaluating 
themselves.  Several teachers in schools which had not been reviewed 
emphasised the need for schools to evaluate themselves, either in 
conjunction with an outside body such as ERO, or as the exclusive approach 
to evaluation.
19.  In addition to emphasising the importance of evaluating schools 
against their charters, teachers mentioned a range of more specific 
criteria to do with (i) students, (ii) community and parents, (iii) school 
organisation, administration and tone, and (iv) curriculum and teaching.
20.  In schools which had not been reviewed, although there had been little 

contact with ERO, the majority of principals, trustees and teachers had a 
reasonably accurate understanding of ERO's purposes, with most describing 
its role in terms of monitoring schools' adherence to their charters and 
policies.  Knowledge of how ERO operated in schools, however, was very 
limited.
21.  Recommendations as to what changes they would like to see in ERO 
centred on (a) ERO having sufficient resources to enable them to spend more 
time in the schools and to carry out more comprehensive and searching 
evaluations, and (b) reviews being carried out by personnel with experience 
in the school's particular sector of education.  The latter point was 
particularly emphasised by those from bilingual  schools who were concerned 
that the teams have knowledge of such schools.  Other recommendations 
included ERO taking on more of an advisory role and ERO having greater 
authority.

4.2  Conclusions and Discussion 
From the results of this study several broad patterns emerge.  
Firstly, apart from those from schools which had been reviewed, school 
personnel in general knew little of ERO and its operations.  Even among 
those who did profess to have some knowledge, it was frequently superficial 
or inaccurate.  The frequent changes to the purposes and methodologies 
followed by ERO have undoubtedly compounded the problem of the agency's 
lack of a clear identity.  After over two years of Tomorrow's Schools this 
lack of knowledge must be a matter of concern to ERO and to the broader 



educational community.  
Secondly, notwithstanding the first point, even in schools which had not 
been reviewed and in which there was not a good deal known about ERO, there 
was a generally positive attitude towards the agency, or the need for such 
an agency.  This goodwill seems to have arisen from the perception that ERO 
was "assisting" rather than "inspecting" schools and that within that 
process the charter plays a critical role.  Whether this generally positive 
attitude and active cooperation remains when ERO's focus shifts after 1 
July 1992 remains to be seen.  
Thirdly, judging from the considerable differences between respondents from 
schools which had been recently reviewed, compared with those involved in 
the earlier trial reviews, ERO has emerged as a 'learning organisation".  
It appears to have learned from its experiences and to have accommodated 
successfully to the major refocusing and restructuring it has undergone 
during its short life.  As an educational  review body, it is perhaps 
fitting that it was able to do so!
Fourthly, when one examines the ideas and the language used in many of the 
responses, it seems that principals, trustees and teachers alike have 
accommodated to or have accepted much of the philosophical discourse 
underlying the educational reforms.  Terms like 'accountability', 'inputs', 
'outputs', 'processes', charters', 'missions', and 'value added' are 
increasingly entering the lexicon of educators and are being used quite 
unselfconsciously.  On the other hand, only one reference was made to using 
an ERO report for 'marketing' the school and only one respondent mentioned 
making ERO 'contestable' (these comments were made by the same secondary 
school principal who rejected both notions).
The fifth point worthy of note is the challenge to ERO - and indeed to the 
whole notion of reviews - posed by Mäori , particularly those from 
bilingual  schools.  The notion of reviews seems to sit uneasily for many 
Mäori  and this issue may not be resolved simply by attending to the 
composition of review teams.  ERO would be wise to critically examine the 
whole rationale of reviews in bilingual and kura kaupapa Mäori  schools, as 
well as its methodology in those schools. 

From a theoretical perspective, the results of this study draw attention to 
Morgan's (1986) claim that all change is a product of tensions between 
opposites and that by analysing those tensions we have a powerful means of 
understanding how our world unfolds, and can appreciate contemporary events 
and phenomena in a completely different light.   In terms of ERO, its very 
existence and its modus operandi focus on several tensions that presently 
characterise education in New Zealand.  
Central vs local control. The first of these tensions revolves around 

accountability, with ERO representing the central control of accountability 
mechanisms in education, on the one hand, and the schools representing 
local control and self management, on the other.  In this study, the full 
spectrum of opinion was expressed, with some respondents accepting (even 
advocating) that schools should be subject to outside monitoring by an 
agency "with teeth", while others were equally adamant that schools should 



be self monitoring, as well as self governing.  The overall pattern of 
results, however, pointed to an acceptance of "conjoint evaluation" in 
which schools and ERO entered into a partnership in the review process - an 
arrangement that reflects a recognition by the actual participants in 
reviews of the need for a balance of power/responsibility between the 
centre and the periphery.  That this seems to have occurred might have 
avoided or softened what Snook (1989) predicted - namely that rather than 
creating a decentralised education system, Picot in fact set up conditions 
whereby control would revert to the centre and responsibility to the 
periphery.  With the changes in the role of ERO foreshadowed by the 
Minister of Education in May 1992 (Smith, 1992), however, Snook's 
prediction may well have more credence in the future. 
At the heart of accountability is the issue of power - in this case, the 
power to control education.  Kelly and Pratt (1991) provide a useful 
analysis of accountability based on Foucault's (1977) distinction between 
"sovereign" and "disciplinary" power.  Although they were writing mainly 
from the perspective of financial accounting, their analysis is pertinent 
to the broader notion of accountability and can be applied to the issue of 
school reviews. 
Sovereign accountability is the imposition of accountability by the use of 
overt organisational sanctions, such as the threat of dismissal.  It is 
often seen as a means of superiors controlling their subordinates - or, in 
the case of educational accountability, the centre controlling the 
periphery.  Kelly and Pratt (1991) cite Roberts and Scapens (1985) as 
pointing out reasons why such an overt use of power may not result in the 
desired outcomes.  These include the following:
1.   The interdependence of action in organisations often makes it very 
difficult to determine who is responsible for, and therefore who should be 
held accountable for, particular events.
2.   Since the superior is often dependent on the subordinate for the 
provision of information with which the subordinate is assessed, the 
subordinate has many opportunities to conceal, distort or dress the 
information which he or she channels through the system.
3.   The remote superiors receive, principally, accounting information.  
How can they be sure they are interpreting the information "correctly"?  
The potential for misinformation makes resultant decisions questionable. 
Disciplinary accountability, on the other hand, is the process whereby 
individuals are "socialised" so that they constantly monitor their own 
progress towards "suggested" goals.  It is based on the assumption that 
when individuals receive information on how they are performing they will 
be moved to take the appropriate action.  Falsification is avoided as 
individuals have no interest in fooling themselves.  Workers do not have to 
be punished for the lack of achievement; non-achievement itself is the 
punishment.  In advocating this approach to accounting, Kelly and Pratt 
(1991) argue that the practice of accounting within organisations is deeply 
entwined with a host of other societal and organisational values. 
In these Foucaultian terms, it would seem that from July 1992 the tension 
between sovereign and disciplinary accountability in the education sector 
may well tilt more in favour of the former than the latter.  If this is the 
case, then the weaknesses (including the unintended consequences) which 



seem to be inherent in such an approach will require addressing. 
Formative vs summative evaluation.  A second, and closely related, tension 
lies in the evaluation paradigm used by ERO.  Codd (1988 , p.3) defines 
educational evaluation in the following terms: 
     the process of obtaining within a given domain of educational 
practice, information about people, activities or institutions and using 
that information to make interpretations, appraisals, or judgements 
pertaining to specific purposes. 
Within this context, Codd distinguishes between evaluation which is 
primarily directed towards external accountability and that which aims at 

the "illumination of educational processes and settings for the benefit of 
people (consumers and practitioners) who live inside those particular 
settings."  He anticipated that the Review and Audit Agency would be 
limited to performing the former function.  In fact, it did not turn out 
that way in the present study where ERO was generally perceived to be 
working for the schools.  (For evidence of a school driven review, see 
section 2.5)   This emphasis reflects the tenor of comments made in a 
recent paper co-authored by a senior member of ERO, in which the following 
statement was made 
     The three of us share in the strong belief that review needs to be 
linked to school development  ... There is a sense in which school 
development has a high correlation with the legitimate business of the 
Review Office.  (Penetito, Glasson and Thew, 1991, p.1)
Later in the same paper, a distinction was made between two main review 
paradigms: 'interpretive' (i.e., phenomenological, anthropological, 
qualitative) and 'positivist' (i.e., psychometric and quantitative).  These 
two paradigms are seen as lining up with 'formative' and 'summative' 
evaluation, respectively.  The authors noted that under the Labour 
Government the former approach was taken to reviews, but that since the 
change to the National Government  there has been a definite shift toward a 
more positivist approach.  However, this move "hasn't been full blown 
because there has been some obvious resistance from schools [and]  because 
the system has not been geared up to produce positivist-type data."  (p. 9)   
They describe the "preoccupation with measurement and quantifying 
learning", which is characteristic of the positivist approach, as being 
problematic (p.9).  Given these tensions between opposites, it is 
understandable that the authors accepted as an appropriate metaphor for 
understanding ERO Morgan's thesis that "A dialectical imagination invites 
us to embrace contradiction and flux as defining features of reality." 
(p.1)  For how long ERO will have that flexibility and how schools will 
adjust to any substantially different directions taken by ERO will be a 
matter of considerable significance for education in New Zealand. 
Review vs advisory functions.  The third tension that can be discerned has 
to do with the decoupling of review/audit and advisory roles in ERO.  As 
noted in the introduction to this report, ERO was not intended to take on 
advisory and guidance roles.  This distinction was not widely accepted by 
many respondents in the present study and it would seem that ERO review 
teams did not rigidly adhere to this it.  Indeed, it could well be that 



their general acceptance among school personnel revolved around their 
emphasis on advisory (i.e., formative), rather than strictly review (i.e., 
summative) evaluation.  Again, if ERO is forced to take on a more summative 
evaluation role in the future its credibility and acceptance in schools may 
well be diminished.
Processes vs outcomes.  Arising from the tension between formative and 
summative evaluation there is a tension between the emphasis placed by 
review teams on 'inputs' and 'processes' on the one hand and 'outcomes', on 
the other.  At the time of this study the ERO teams seem to have struck an 
acceptable balance between these two aspects, a further factor in which 
contributed to their acceptability.  In this connection it is interesting 
to note that the new brief for ERO includes greater responsibility than in 
the past for reviewing the relationship between learning institutions' 
inputs and learners' performances.  After 1 July 1992, ERO will be required 
to evaluate an institution's effectiveness.  Just how this requirement will 
be justified methodologically to the schools is bound to be a source of 
controversy, even tension.  Problems that may arise were anticipated by an 
intermediate school trustee (see section 2.3) who raised questions 
regarding how correct, realistic conclusions would be drawn, what would 
student achievement be measured against, and the qualifications of those 
doing the measuring.  
As argued by Snook (1991, p. 3) the problem is even more serious:
     In fact, education does not fit either the product or the process 
model of accountability very well.  The end product cannot be clearly 
defined and is largely beyond the control  of the teacher.  The activities 
engaged in by teachers are not easily related to the outcomes and a wide 
variety of methods seems to equally successful. 
Finally, it must be clear that as the Minister of Education's agent in 

schools and through its carrying out of assurance audits and effectiveness 
reviews, ERO has been assigned a pivotal role in determining the character 
of education in New Zealand schools.  Its proverb will now take on even 
greater significance as it seeks to carry out Government's education 
policies:
     "Rürea, taitea, kia toitü, ko taikaka anake." (Strip away the bark, 
expose the heartwood.")
The next phase of ERO's development, as it defines in very practical terms 
in every school in the country what is to be the "heartwood" of education, 
will have profound effects on the New Zealand education system. 
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APPENDIX A
ERO REPORT FRAMEWORK
The following material is excerpted from the publication, Review 
Methodology Schools:  Working Document for Reviewers, published by the 
Education Review Office in December 1991.
1.   Student Achievement
The review will evaluate and report on standards of student performance, 
both individual and collective, over the curriculum range, based on the 
information provided by the school as well as that elicited through the 
process of review:
1.1  standards of achievement
1.2  progress of learners
1.3  identification and analysis of underachievement
1.4  achievement of predetermined learning objectives in all national 
curricula requirements   for all students
1.5  achievement of Mäori students
1.6  achievement in other activities and essential skills related to the 
National Curriculum

2.   Learning and Teaching
The review will evaluate the learning opportunities provided for the 
students of the school.  It will report on compliance with National 
Curriculum Guidelines, student/teacher relationships, teaching 
effectiveness and other factors which influence student  achievement.  
2.1  compliance with national Curriculum Guidelines
2.2  the effectiveness of teaching practices in promoting student 
achievement
2.3  the influence of student/student and student/teacher relationships on 
student   achievement
2.4  the influences of the planning of teaching and learning programmes on 
student   achievement
2.5  the effectiveness of teaching practices in promoting the achievement 
of Mäori  students
2.6  the extent to which the classroom and school environment influences 
student     achievement
2.7  school's use of its staffing and resources, including those that are 
non-roll related, to      benefit its students
2.8  compliance with other charter requirements

3.   Assessment and Evaluation
The review will evaluate the ways in which the school monitors and reports 
student progress, and how information obtained through the process is used 
by the school to benefit learners.
3.1  systems for monitoring and making judgements about student progress 
and standards    of student performances
3.2  systems to identify the needs of all students
3.3  the use made of assessment and evaluation information to benefit 



learners
3.4  the contribution students make to the establishment of objectives and 
evaluation     procedures
3.5  systems to identity and provide for the particular needs of Mäori  
students
3.6  reporting to and consulting with students and families on student 
achievement and    progress
4.   Leadership and Management
The review will evaluate the effectiveness of governance and of management 
systems in providing suitable conditions for learning.  The systems 
reviewed will include the management of curriculum, personnel (including 
equal employment opportunity) and property.
4.1  compliance with charter requirements for the development and review of 
goals and     policies
4.2  educational leadership, delegation of authorities and effectiveness of 
quality control    systems
4.3  communication systems within the school community and the monitoring 
of their   effectiveness

4.4  appropriateness of the distinction between governance and management 
roles and the   effectiveness of governance and management practices
4.5  Mäori  participation in governance and management
4.6  the extent to which the board is a good employer (personnel 
management)
4.7  systems used to ensure that property is maintained in good order and 
that the   environment is safe and congenial

5.   Community Participation
The review will evaluate the extent to which the school is responsive to 
the needs and expectations of all its community groups
5.1  consultation with community groups
5.2  informing and reporting to community groups
5.3  involvement of parents in their children's learning at school
5.4  school's response to the educational needs of its community
5.5  partnership with Mäori 
5.6  processes for gaining and responding to feedback from community groups

APPENDIX B
Interview Schedule: Principals

9.   School Reviews
Schools which have not had an ERO evaluation
9.1  In general terms, how do you think a school's performance should be 
evaluated?
     (a)  What criteria should be used?
     (b)  What relationship should there be between school evaluation and 



funding?
9.2  What contacts have you had with the Education Review Office?
9.3  What do you understand to be the purposes of ERO?
9.4  What do you know about the way ERO works in schools? 
9.5  How important is ERO?
9.6  What changes would you like to see in ERO?
9.7  What role do you believe the school's charter should play in ERO's 
evaluation of schools?
9.8  Has the school requested a review by ERO or any other outside body?

Schools where an ERO evaluation has been carried out
9.9  In general terms, how do you think a school should be evaluated?
     (a)  What criteria should be used?
     (b)  What relationship should there be between school evaluation and 
funding?
9.10.     What was the composition of the ERO team in terms of the skills, 
training and experience of its members?
9.11 What procedures did the ERO team follow in setting up its work in the 
school?
9.12 What preparation did the school carry out for a review?
9.13 How did the ERO team conduct its review?  In particular,
     (a)  What role did the charter play in the school review?
     (b)  What consideration did the ERO team give to educational 
processes, as well as   outcomes?
     (c)  What consideration was given to the following issues
          • equity (gender, class, ethnic, ability levels)?
          • assessment?
          • staff development?
          • Mäori ?
          • services provided by other educational agencies (e.g., SES, 
Ministry)?
9.14 What are your views on the criteria now being used by ERO?
     
     (i.e., since May 1991 five criteria are being employed: student 
achievement, learning and teaching, assessment and evaluation, leadership 
and management and community participation)?
9.15 How were any differences of opinion between the school and the ERO 
team dealt with?
9.16 How and when were the results of the review conveyed to the school?
9.17 How was the report or its availability made public? 
9.18 What actions were undertaken by the school on recommendations made by 
the ERO team?
9.19 What follow-up did ERO carry out on its report to the school?
9.20 How did you perceive the composition, operation and report of the ERO 
team?
9.21 What changes would you like to see in  ERO? 



APPENDIX C
Interview Schedule: Trustees

9.   School Reviews
Schools which have not had an ERO evaluation
9.1  What contacts have you had with the Education Review Office?
9.2  What do you know about the purposes of ERO?
9.3  What do you know about the way ERO works in schools? 
9.4  How important is ERO?
9.5  What changes would you like to see in ERO?
Schools where an ERO evaluation has been carried out
9.6  In general terms, how do you think a school should be evaluated?
9.7  What procedures did the ERO team follow in consulting with the board?
9.8  What preparation did the board carry out for the review?
9.9  What are your views on the criteria now being used by ERO?
     
     (i.e., since May 1991 five criteria are being employed: student 
achievement, learning and teaching, assessment and evaluation, leadership 
and management and community participation)?
9.10 How were any differences of opinion between the board and the ERO team 
dealt with?
9.11 How were the results of the review conveyed to the board? 
9.12 What actions were undertaken by the board on recommendations made by 
the ERO team?
9.13 Overall, how did you perceive the composition, operation and report of 
the ERO team?
9.14 What changes would you like to see in  ERO? 

APPENDIX D
Interview Schedule: Teachers
     
9.   School Reviews
Schools which have not had an ERO evaluation
9.1  In general terms, how do you think a school should be evaluated?
9.2  What contacts have you had with the Education Review Office?
9.3  What do you know about the purposes of ERO?
9.4  What do you know about the way ERO works in schools? 
9.5  How important is ERO?
9.6  What changes would you like to see  in ERO? 

Schools where an ERO evaluation has been carried out
9.7  What preparation did you personally carry out for the ERO review?
9.8  In terms of your direct experience, how did the ERO team conduct its 
review?  In particular,
     (a)  What role did the charter play in the school review?
     (b)  What consideration did the ERO team give to educational 
processes, as well as   outcomes?



     (c)  What consideration was given to the following issues
          • equity (gender, class, ethnic, ability levels)?
          • assessment?
          • staff development?
          • Mäori ?
          • services provided by other educational agencies (e.g., SES, 
Ministry)?
9.9  How did you perceive the composition, operation and report of the ERO 
team?
9.10 What actions were undertaken by you on recommendations made by the ERO 
team?
9.11 What changes would you like to see in ERO? 

APPENDIX E
Documentation Provided by a Secondary School for an ERO Visit
* Available on request
1.   Charter (copy already provided) and completed policies.
2.   Supplementary charter documents:
     Interim policies such as Treaty of Waitangi, Racism, Mäori  Equity, 
Whänau Support, Bilingual, Finance, Property, E.O.T.C.
     __________'s Research
     Census information from Department of Statistics
3.   Prospectus and brochure (copies of both already provided)
4.   School trip - individual copies (already provided)
5.   Staff Handbook and Assessment and Reporting Handbook (already 
provided)
6.   Staff list with broad designation, and timetables
7.   List of PR holders and list of staff in departments
8.   Senior staff areas of responsibility.
9    *Middle management position descriptions.
10.  Supplementary staffing documents:
     Staff Planning Policy
     Promotion of Women, Affirmative Action Policy
     Staff leave and day relief (in Handbook)
     Permanent Part-time Positions Policy
     Secondary Employment Policy
11   Equal Employment Opportunity Programme.
12.  Board of Trustees
current membership list
     *Annual reports, available after 16 July 1991 Budget
Annual accounts for the year ended 31 January 1991, currently being audited
     Policy of Purchase, Replacement and Usage of Equipment 
     No Smoking Policy
     Test Funding Analysis - Letter of 22 August 1989
13.  *Property Occupancy Document.
14.  *Asset Register.
15.  Curriculum/Course Documentation.
16.  *Schemes for all subject departments and curriculum areas.



17.  Sample documents relating to guidance, discipline and enrolments.
18.  Statistical Information and in some cases, explanatory material:
     E2/5P (1 July) Return 1990
     RS 40 and RS41 (1 March) Returns 1991
     Broad analysis of roll figures
     P.A.T. statistics
     *External qualifications results and other information indicating 
results of learning programmes (e.g. retention rates, employment gained 
through Transition Programmes, prizes in competitions etc)
19   *Community involvement through membership of support groups such as 
P.T.A., Trust, Marae Committee, Whänau Groups, Sports Support Groups etc.
20.  Sample documents distributed in the community giving school news.
     "PROBE" 1990 and 1991
     Newsletter to parents/guardians 1990 and 1991
     'Student Writing 1990'
     Student and School Councils
21.  List of key contact people.
22.  *Noteworthy achievements by students and ex students
23.  Extracurricular activities including sample club reports
24.  *Community Activities Project
25.  Community Marae - document giving early history provided.
26.  Continuing Education.
27.  *Mäori  Culture Club.
28.  Awards/Honours/Prizegivings
     Policy documents
     *Sports dinner

     *Principal's addresses to Senior Prizegivings 1985 to 1990
29.  Overseas/Exchange Students.
30.  *Timetabling.
31.  *Special Needs.
32.  Learning Assistance Programmes.
33.  *Professional Development including Beginning Teachers' Programme.
34.  *Harassment.
35   *Transition.
36.  Link.
37.  General Studies.
38.  Adult students.
39.  *Student initiated activities
     e.g. Production (The programme shows the level of student involvement)
     Waterpolo, Lunchtime Recreation, Peace and Environment, Talent Quest, 
SADD .....
40.  Schedule of school events 15-16 July and Meetings.

APPENDIX F
Document Presented to ERO by a Secondary School, 



Outlining its Priorities for the Review

     For further information on charters, see Reports Nos. 3 and 14 from 
this project. 
     A different arrangement was proposed for early childhood institutions.
     This separation of advisory and audit functions had been earlier 
argued by the Education and Science Select Committee (1986). 
     For further information on charters, see Reports Nos. 3 and 14 from 
this project. 
     For further information on equity, see Report No. 10 from this 
project. 
     For further information on Mäori matters, see Report No. 9 from this 
project. 
     For further information on assessment, see Report No. 12 from this 
project. 
     For further information on staff development, see Report No. 8 from 
this project. 
     I am indebted to Penetito, Glasson and Thew (1991) for drawing my 
attention to the utility of this idea.
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